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Tuesday, 14 September 2004
The SPEAKER (Hon. Judy Maddigan) took the
chair at 2.04 p.m. and read the prayer.

CONDOLENCES
Terrorism: Beslan and Jakarta attacks
The SPEAKER — In recent days Victorians,
together with all the people of the world, have been
struck by the horror of the terrorist attacks in Beslan
and Jakarta. This chamber sends its condolences to the
families and loved ones of those who were lost and its
best wishes to those who are recovering from these acts
of evil and cruelty. In memory of the departed and in
hope for a peaceful resolution I ask all members to
stand in silence for 1 minute.
Honourable members stood in their places.

APPOINTMENT OF DEPUTY CLERK
The SPEAKER — Under the provisions of the
Parliamentary Officers Act 1975 I have appointed
Mrs Elizabeth Clare Choat, the Assistant Clerk and
Clerk of Committees, to the position of Deputy Clerk
following the retirement of Mr Marcus Leonard
Bromley. The positions of Assistant Clerk and Clerk of
Committees and Serjeant-at-Arms have been filled
temporarily. Members have been notified of the
changes by email.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Hospitals: infection control
Mr DOYLE (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is to the Premier. I refer to the
Creutzfeldt-Jakob disease death at the Royal Melbourne
Hospital and the 1056 letters sent by the hospital to
patients who may be at risk. Given the government’s
previous promises on infection control, has the
government introduced a full individual instrument
tracking system to reduce the risk of infection and to
precisely identify patients at risk?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I thank the Leader of
the Opposition for his question. Everyone in this house
would regret the fact that Creutzfeldt-Jakob disease
(CJD) had an occurrence in one of our major hospitals,
the Royal Melbourne Hospital. Of course we note with
concern that 1056 people will receive letters and advice
indicating to them that while there is no identifiable risk
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which has been recorded as a result of instruments
which have been used on surgery for CJD, nevertheless
as a precautionary measure and in accordance with
international standards those people will be contacted
and advised of the occurrence at the Royal Melbourne
Hospital. I have every confidence in the work of the
clinicians and neurosurgeons at the Royal Melbourne
Hospital. They have done a very good job in identifying
through an autopsy the cause of death of the patient
involved, identifying the patients who needed to be
contacted as a result of that because of surgical
instruments which had been used and taking every step
in association with the internationally recognised
standards for that arrangement in the future.
I am proud, in response to the Leader of the
Opposition’s question, to indicate that in relation to
infection control we have lifted our effort and
resourcing to make sure we have better hospitals in the
future. When we came to government in 1999 we
committed more resources and more money to infection
control. That has been rolled out across the whole of the
hospital system. The hospital system also has access to
greater resources than it has ever had in the past, with
$2 billion of extra funding including a large recurrent
funding allocation and funding for procedures on the
basis of cost and not on the basis of historic
arrangements that in the past were undertaken under
case mix.
I am confident that every step that is required to be
taken has been taken. I congratulate the clinicians
involved. I also congratulate the minister for making
sure the public has had proper information on this
matter.

National competition policy: payments
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) — My question is
to the Premier. In light of the Howard government’s
continued failure to provide Victoria with its fair share
of federal funding, can the Premier outline to the house
the implications of the Howard government’s decision
to renege on Australia’s national competition
agreement by diverting $1.6 billion of funds earmarked
to reward states for competition reform?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — I thank the member for
Footscray for his question — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask members of the
house to come to order to allow the member for
South-West Coast to make his point of order.
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Dr Napthine — On a point of order, Speaker,
standing orders require that all questions must be direct,
succinct and seek factual information. I put it to you,
Speaker, that this question is seeking a hypothetical
opinion from the Premier rather than factual
information. The wording of the question was seeking
an opinion rather than factual information, and I ask
you, Speaker, to rule it out of order.
Mr Batchelor — On the point of order, Speaker, I
put it to you that this question is in order. The Premier
was asked what are the implications of the decision by
the Howard government to cut funds to Victoria. That
will have a direct impact on Victorian policies. It was a
statement made by the Prime Minister and the Deputy
Prime Minister and Leader of the National Party, and it
will have a direct impact on commonwealth funds
coming to Victoria.
The SPEAKER — Order! I do not uphold the point
of order. It is an action that has occurred, and therefore
the government has the right to comment on how it will
affect government business policy.
Mr BRACKS — I thank the member for Footscray
for his question about an issue that will affect the
bottom line of the Victorian budget and the budgets of
every other state and territory government in Australia.
To understand what has happened here we need to go
back to the Council of Australian Governments meeting
held in Canberra to secure a new national water
initiative for the nation. It was an attempt for federal,
state and territory governments to work together for
what we believe is one of the most important issues
facing the nation — that is, to secure a national water
agreement with nominated projects funded on a
complementary basis by the state and territory
governments and the federal government.
At that meeting there were direct questions and
comments about how the federal government would
fund its contribution. The answers were clear, explicit
and unambiguous.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The level of interjection
is too high. I ask members to cease interjecting in that
manner and to allow the Premier to answer the
question.
Mr BRACKS — The clear undertaking from the
Howard government was that this would be the — —
Honourable members interjecting.
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The SPEAKER — Order! I ask members to restrain
themselves, show courtesy to members of the house
and allow the Premier to answer the question.
Mr BRACKS — Clearly the competition policy and
the national competition payments, which were in the
forward estimates of each state and territory
government, were discussed. It was clearly understood
that those payments would not be changed, and in fact a
review and an examination of the competition policy
payments in 2005 were scheduled for discussion and
debate in the future.
The Prime Minister also said to the premiers and
territory leaders that this would be new money, that this
would not be competition policy money and that this
would not be about cutting budgets. This would be new
money which would be offered as part of a pool of
money. This would be new money which would be
offered for key, nominated projects which each state
and territory government had.
Let me illustrate the case, Speaker. I indicated, and many
other premiers and territory leaders had their own
projects, that our first priority in Victoria was funding —
matched funding — for the Wimmera–Mallee pipeline,
amongst others.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the opposition front
bench to cease interjecting in that manner.
Mr BRACKS — That was one of the nominated
projects for Victoria. That was understood, minuted and
recorded as part of the Council of Australian
Governments communiqué. But in the announcement
made by the Prime Minister in Adelaide yesterday we
find that effectively $1.6 billion will be taken off the
forward estimates of state and territory budgets around
the country and put towards projects such as the
Wimmera–Mallee pipeline. What that effectively
means in Victoria is that the commonwealth is
proposing to put in $167 million, which we are saying
we will match — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The members for
Doncaster and South-West Coast!
Mr BRACKS — That is on the basis that it is new
money. It is about the commitments which were given
as part of the national water initiative.
What the Prime Minister is effectively saying is that he
wants the state to put in $167 million and he wants to
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take $167 million off the forward estimates, so the state
will pay twice.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The level of interjection
is far too high. It is not appropriate for the house to
continue with that level of interjection. I ask members
to cease interjecting at that level and allow the Premier
to answer the question.
Mr BRACKS — You can multiply that right
around the country on every project that is funded at a
state or territory level. Effectively the states will pay
twice. They will pay with a budget cut and they will
pay also for the matching contributions which they are
making.
Mr Plowman — On a point of order, Speaker,
although I think the Premier has finished, I draw your
attention to the fact that he went over 7 minutes on that
answer. We will not get through question time if that
continues.
The SPEAKER — Order! There were a number of
interjections, but I agree with the member for
Benambra that the tradition of the house is that answers
be given within 4 minutes.

Water: Wimmera–Mallee pipeline
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — My
question is directed to the Minister for Water. I refer to
comments made to the house by the minister on 5 May
this year regarding funding for the Wimmera–Mallee
pipeline, when the minister said:
Now the National Party is saying — —

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask members of the
government to also desist from interjecting in that
manner when members are asking questions.
Mr RYAN — The minister said:
Now the National Party is saying that $77 million takes us
nowhere. Why will the National Party in this state not start
having some backbone and, instead of running around
making excuses for the federal National Party, put some real
pressure on it.

With Deputy Prime Minister and Federal Nationals
Leader John Anderson having now put $167 million on
the table, will the minister now have the backbone to
match the federal commitment?
Honourable members interjecting.
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The SPEAKER — Order! I understand that federal
election time is very exciting for all members, but I ask
them to try and restrain themselves while they are in the
house.
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Water) — The
Leader of The Nationals has in his question misled the
house. The Leader of The Nationals just claimed that
the Prime Minister and the Deputy Prime Minister have
just put $167 million into the Wimmera–Mallee
pipeline. That is false. That is a lie. That is untrue. What
the Prime Minister and the Deputy Prime Minister have
done is stolen money from schools, from hospitals and
from local government and put that into — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I warn members that if
they continually interject at that loud volume I will
remove them from the chamber. I ask members to
allow the minister the opportunity to answer the
question asked by the Leader of The Nationals.
Mr THWAITES — What the Prime Minister and
the Deputy Prime Minister have done is take money —
that is, state money for schools, hospitals and police —
and use it to fund an election promise. There could be
nothing more cynical than that. Today members on the
other side asked their first question about hospitals.
They cry crocodile tears about health. Here we have a
situation where $200 million a year is being taken out
of our hospitals and out of our schools, and what are
they going to do? You talk about backbone!
Mr Ryan — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister is debating the question. Are they going to put
the money up or are they not? That is the simple
question.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the minister to
return to answering the question.
Mr THWAITES — The question was whether we
had the backbone on this side, and we have shown the
backbone to commit real funds — $125 million — to
the Wimmera–Mallee pipeline. I might say that when
we first heard this announcement before we saw the
documentation we were very pleased, and we are
prepared to match up to $167 million of any real, new
federal money for the Wimmera–Mallee pipeline, but
what we are not prepared to do is allow our schools and
our hospitals to be closed, to lose teachers or to lose
funds in order that the federal Liberal and National
parties can fund their election promises. The Nationals
have talked about backbone. Well, once again let us see
if they are going to stand up for our schools and
hospitals. Let us see if they are going to do — —
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Mr Ryan — I renew my point of order, Speaker.
The minister is debating the question.

Mr Plowman — The Deputy Premier has been
speaking for 7 minutes, and I ask you to sit him down.

The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the minister to
conclude his answer as he has been speaking for
5 minutes.

Mr Brumby — On the point of order, Speaker, the
manager of opposition business just claimed that the
Deputy Premier had been speaking for 7 minutes. The
Deputy Premier did not start until after 20 past 2 today.
There have been at least three points of order and one
response by the Deputy Premier. It is completely untrue
to make that claim. The Deputy Premier has been
answering the question, and I ask that he have time to
answer it properly.

Mr THWAITES — The Nationals have been out
saying that somehow these competition policy
payments were to be completed by 2005–06. I checked
on this, and there could be no better evidence of this
than the Howard government’s own document.
The SPEAKER — Order! I have asked the Deputy
Premier to conclude his answer.
Mr THWAITES — I am concluding my answer.
What that says in response to this claim is:
The Australian government — —

Mr Ryan — On a point of order, Speaker, the
Deputy Premier and minister is obviously continuing to
flout your order and is debating the question. I ask you
to either have him answer the question or, with respect,
sit him down.
The SPEAKER — Order! I have asked the Deputy
Premier to conclude his answer.
Mr THWAITES — I am concluding it.
The SPEAKER — Order! Perhaps the Deputy
Premier could wait — —
Mr THWAITES — I am concluding — —
The SPEAKER — Order! Perhaps the Deputy
Premier could wait till I have finished speaking. As I
said, I have asked the Deputy Premier to conclude his
answer in relation to the point of order. I understood he
was doing that.
Mr THWAITES — I quote from the document of
the Howard government. It states:
The Australian government has included an allowance in the
contingency reserve for the competition payments to continue
in 2006–07 …

Mr Plowman — On a point of order, Speaker, I do
believe the Deputy Premier is debating the question and
has flouted your ruling.
Mr Andrews interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Mulgrave!

The SPEAKER — Order! My timing is slightly
different to the Treasurer’s, but even allowing for the time
difference the minister’s answer has been going — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Doncaster and the member for Sandringham!
I have asked the minister to conclude his answer and I
would like him to do so.
Mr THWAITES — In conclusion, the National
Party claimed in its question to me today that this was
money from the federal government, from the Prime
Minister and the Deputy Prime Minister. I point out that
this money is also money that belongs to local
government in western Victoria and the result — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr THWAITES — Listen to this! If it is allowed to
continue the result of this decision is that the funding
for Hindmarsh shire will be reduced by $155 000, for
Horsham it will be reduced by $166 000 — —
Mr Plowman — On a point of order, Speaker, the
Deputy Premier is now clearly flouting your ruling and
I ask you to sit him down.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! Points of order are
serious business of the house. I ask members to
consider them and behave accordingly.
Mr THWAITES — On the point of order, Speaker,
as a minister I am entitled to respond to particular
allegations that are made in the question. The allegation
was made that this was money from the federal
government. I am concluding by pointing out that this
money is local government’s money as well and that
there will be a significant reduction in funds for local
government in western Victoria. There are two other
councils I would seek to refer to in that regard.
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Honourable members interjecting.
Mr THWAITES — I am happy to!
The SPEAKER — Order! Nobody is denying the
right of the Deputy Premier to respond to allegations
made to him in the chamber. However, there are a
number of Speakers’ rulings that indicate that the time
for answering questions should not be longer than
4 minutes. The Deputy Premier has now been going for
almost 10 minutes and therefore I ask him to conclude
his answer.
Mr THWAITES — There are two other councils:
West Wimmera shire will be cut by $154 200 and
Yarriambiack shire will be cut by $157 155.

Roads: federal coalition policy
Mr CARLI (Brunswick) — My question is for the
Minister for Transport. I refer the minister to the
importance of adequate commonwealth road funding to
meet Victoria’s economic and social needs and I ask:
can he inform the house about what can be done to
address the deficiency of the federal government’s
AusLink policy to meet Victoria’s needs both now and
into the future?
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — Safe
and efficient roads are vital to link Victorian
communities, to link Victorian businesses, to link
Victorian regions and provinces and to build a better
future for Victoria in the economic sense and the social
sense.
Mr Mulder interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Polwarth will cease interjecting in that manner.
Mr BATCHELOR — However, we receive
inadequate funds from the federal government to make
a contribution towards Victorian roads. After the
federal government’s AusLink policy our share of
federal road funding would be only 18 per cent. That is
despite the fact that Victorian motorists pay 25 per cent
of fuel taxes. What we need is a federal government
that would give Victoria a better share of fuel taxes.
Mr Wells interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Scoresby!
Mr BATCHELOR — We need a federal
government that would fully fund the duplication of the
Calder Highway. We need a federal government that
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would fully fund the Deer Park bypass. We need a
federal government — —
Mr Wells interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Scoresby will not be given more opportunities. I ask
him to cease those continual interjections.
Mr BATCHELOR — We need a federal
government that will simply get on with the job and
build these roads. We will not get that under the
Howard AusLink policy but we will get it under the
policies announced by Mark Latham when he gets the
opportunity to form a government. Under the AusLink
funding, construction of the Deer Park bypass would be
delayed — it would be put off into the never-never. In
stark contrast, Mark Latham has promised to get on
with building it. In terms of the Western Highway,
Senator Ian Campbell, when he was the federal roads
minister, stated that he was not prepared to fund the
Deer Park bypass 100 per cent, even though it is a
100 per cent commonwealth responsibility. What we
need is a federal government that will deliver to the
people of Victoria.
The Liberals in Canberra have been aided and abetted
by the Liberal Party here in Victoria — it has supported
policies that would see the federal funding of the Deer
Park bypass, a national highway, reduced to 50 per
cent.
Mr Perton — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister is debating the question. He is restricted in
answering this question to answer in relation to
government administration. In talking about election
policies — whether it be Mark Latham’s, which
breaches the rules against hypotheticals, or whether he
is talking about responses to John Howard’s policies —
he is out of order.
Mr BATCHELOR — On the point of order,
Speaker, I was asked by the member for Brunswick
what could be done to address the deficiencies in
federal funding coming from the AusLink policy and
what needed to be done to get Victoria’s fair share. I am
entitled to describe those deficiencies and how the
federal government is dudding Victoria.
The SPEAKER — Order! The minister is entitled
to refer to policies that affect the Victorian government
and how that affects Victorian government business.
The minister must relate his answer to that.
Mr BATCHELOR — This issue of how Victoria
has been dudded by the federal government on roads
has been a long running one. It is not new, it does not
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stem just from this federal election campaign, and the
support and comfort given to the federal Liberal Party
by the state opposition has been equally long running.
We need a federal government that will look after the
Victorian motorist, and we also need an opposition in
Victoria that will not roll over on what it is told to do by
John Howard and Peter Costello.

Planning: Mitcham development
Mr BAILLIEU (Hawthorn) — My question is to
the Minister for Planning. Given that the Premier
confirmed on radio this morning that the minister does
have unilateral power to stop inappropriate
developments such as the 17-storey tower approved for
Mitcham, why did not the minister intervene in
Mitcham?
Ms DELAHUNTY (Minister for Planning) — We
know that the member for Hawthorn is opposed to
everything. The member is opposed to green wedges, to
renewable energy and to ministers following the rules.
The member prefers the ad hoc days of the Maclellan
era.
Every single year there are about 50 000 planning
applications that go before the local planning authorities
in Victoria, which are the councils, about 6 per cent of
which go to the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal, so the Colombo Street example is the
exception rather than the rule. The responsible planning
authority, in this case the council, did not make a
decision on this very complex project within the
statutory time line so the proponent went to VCAT. It is
not our practice to arbitrarily assume council’s planning
responsibilities.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask members to cease
interjecting at that level. The minister cannot be heard.
Ms DELAHUNTY — We have a practice note on
ministerial interventions which sets out how, when and
under what criteria we will intervene; I would be happy
to give the honourable member for Hawthorn a copy of
that practice note. In this case my department worked
with the council, the proponent and the local residents
to try to broker a compromise — —
Mr Smith interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for Bass!
Ms DELAHUNTY — We tried to broker a
compromise which would have reduced the scale and
size of this particular project. However, although the
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proponent and some residents agreed to this, the council
chose not to consider the compromise. We were not
able to call the matter in from VCAT — —
Mr Baillieu — On a point of order, Speaker,
sections 20, 97 and 185 of the Planning and
Environment Act provide the minister with the power
to intervene. The question was why did the minister not
act.
The SPEAKER — Order! There is no point of
order.
Ms DELAHUNTY — It sounded like a leadership
challenge!
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask members to settle
down and allow all members of the house the
opportunity to be heard.
Ms DELAHUNTY — We were not able to
intervene at the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal in the normal way because, as the house
would know, a previous VCAT determination
constrained us as to the timing of intervention and we
did not receive a formal request from the council to call
in the matter until the matter was already before VCAT.
The house would be aware that in the past couple of
weeks the government has, through the Parliament,
clarified the timing of the ministerial power before
VCAT. My department, and indeed the government,
will continue to offer assistance to council to try to deal
with these large and very complex applications.

Schools: government initiatives
Ms BARKER (Oakleigh) — My question is to the
Minister for Education and Training. Given the
significant improvements in education introduced by
the Bracks government over the past five years, can the
minister outline to the house what initiatives will
promote education standards for Victoria?
Ms KOSKY (Minister for Education and
Training) — I thank the member for Oakleigh for her
question and for her interest in education. As everyone
in this house is aware, education is the government’s
no. 1 priority, and we have invested well over $4 billion
of additional funding in education and training since we
came into office. We have targeted our programs and
our strategies. We are making sure that all students gain
the benefits a really good education system can provide.
We have seen improvements in outcomes in literacy,
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numeracy and school completion — exactly what we
said we wanted to do when we came to office.
However, I have to say that we have achieved that with
precious little assistance from the federal government.
In fact the federal government has not given the same
priority to those students in need — —
Mr Perton — On a point of order, Speaker, as you
said in an earlier ruling, members get very excited
about federal elections. The minister is restricted to
answering questions on state government
administration. This is not a forum for her to enter the
federal election policy debate.
Ms Barker — On the point of order, Speaker, I did
ask what initiatives will promote education standards. I
am sure the minister can outline what initiatives will
have an impact on state government policy.
The SPEAKER — Order! I do not uphold the point
of order. When she is answering in relation to Victorian
government business the minister is quite entitled to say
how federal or other policies affect Victorian
government business.
Ms KOSKY — If we look at the funding that the
Victorian government has put into our public education
system — and we know we need to make the difference
to ensure that students do well — it has put funding into
government schools at almost 10 times the rate of the
federal government’s contribution. At the same time the
federal government has provided funding to
non-government schools at almost twice the rate of its
funding to government schools. We desperately need a
national agreement not only around the outcomes of
schooling, but around funding and responsibilities and
around the level of resourcing for schooling. At
ministerial council meetings we have been trying to
achieve that.
I was very pleased to see today that we have an
alternative package coming from the federal Labor
Party, and it will be — —
Mr Perton — On a point of order, Speaker, on
Thursday of the last sitting week you said that a
minister is entitled to address the actions of other
governments that have an impact on the state
government. The clear ruling in relation to questions
being asked and answered says that a minister may not
answer hypothetical issues, and a federal ALP policy is
purely hypothetical.
Mr Batchelor — On the point of order, Speaker,
there is nothing hypothetical about this at all. The
federal government provides funds to the states for
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education, and if they are cut or reduced that has a
direct impact on how we educate our children here in
Victoria. The Minister for Education and Training is
entitled to articulate and explain how that will happen.
Mr Plowman — On the point of order, Speaker, in
the Speaker’s rulings it is stated that under the
guidelines questions should not seek a solution to a
hypothetical proposition. Equally clearly anything that
might take place from hereon, whoever might be in
government, is a hypothetical proposition; therefore I
deem that either the question is out of order or the
answer is out of order.
The SPEAKER — Order! The federal government
is still the government until election time, so it is quite
reasonable to talk about that government’s policies and
actions that affect the Victorian state government.
However, I rule that it is out of order to discuss how a
possible future Labor federal government might affect
the state, because that is hypothetical.
Ms KOSKY — What would help students in
Victorian schools is additional assistance related to the
blueprint we brought down in Victoria. We would like
to see additional assistance for younger students in
literacy and numeracy, better teachers in struggling
schools, teaching and learning support, targeting of
students with disabilities, quality teaching, indigenous
education and Asian languages. All of these are part of
federal Labor’s policy, and it would be terrific if they
were part of the federal government’s policy.

Planning: Melbourne 2030
Mr BAILLIEU (Hawthorn) — My question is to
the Premier. Given that the Minister for Planning has
claimed that high-rise towers in neighbourhood activity
centres are not consistent with her Melbourne 2030
policy but that the most senior members of the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal have
determined that they are consistent with
Melbourne 2030, will the Premier be changing the
policy or the minister?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — Neither, but let me go
on.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRACKS — The decision of the Victorian
Civil and Administrative Tribunal related to one
particular project, not to the broad policy; that is
number one. Number two, the government has moved
to introduce, in activity centres, new interim planning
controls for councils. That will assist enormously in the
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security of planning that councils have in the future on
these projects.

The SPEAKER — Order! The member for Bass
will cease interjecting in that manner.

Mr Baillieu — On a point of order, Speaker, the
Premier refers to interim controls, which are conditional
on structure planning — —

Mr BRUMBY — It will inject something like
$40 million into the Victorian economy and generate
500 jobs — —

The SPEAKER — Order! What is the point of
order?
Mr Baillieu — That is not available in
neighbourhood activity centres, and I ask him to
address the question.
The SPEAKER — Order! I point out to the
member for Hawthorn that that is not a ground for a
point of order; that is in fact a debating point. If the
member for Hawthorn wishes to make a point of order,
he must do it in the approved form.
Mr BRACKS — The new interim planning controls
will obviously reflect the policy which we have
enunciated, and we believe it will be a better way
forward.

Central City Studios: productions
Mr LUPTON (Prahran) — My question is to the
Minister for Innovation. Given the importance of the
film industry to Victoria, can the minister advise the
house of any recent announcements of productions
scheduled for filming at the Docklands Central City
Studios?
Mr BRUMBY (Minister for Innovation) — I thank
the honourable member for Prahran for his question and
for his very strong support of the film industry in
Victoria. Earlier today the Premier and I visited the
Central City Studios at Docklands to announce two
major new productions for Victoria. The productions
we announced today include the largest feature film
ever shot in Victoria. Today we announced that
Columbia Pictures Entertainment is set to film the
Marvel comic classic Ghost Rider. It will do this at the
Docklands studio. It will start in January next year and
will film through 2005, and its premiere release will be
in 2006.
It is a huge boost for the Docklands studios and for
Victoria. It is the largest feature film ever shot in our
state. It is twice as large as any film that has been shot
in Victoria. So it is twice as large as Ned Kelly, and it
will inject — —
Mr Smith interjected.

Mr Perton interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Doncaster!
Mr BRUMBY — Even Charlton Heston would
agree that this is bigger than Ben Hur. It is certainly
much bigger than Laurel and Hardy and certainly much
bigger than any Shirley Temple production. The other
announcement that the Premier made today was of
another local production, which is Last Man
Standing — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY — I don’t know. Is it you, or you or
you? Walshy — the last man?
The SPEAKER — Order! I thank the minister for
the entertainment he has provided to the house. I now
ask him to answer the question properly.
Mr BRUMBY — I am coming to the answer. Last
Man Standing is a drama teleproduction. Twenty-two
hours are being shot there, and again in excess of
500 jobs are being created. This marks the success of
the government’s decision to invest in the film studios
at Docklands. We completed the studios in February
this year — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY — The white elephant brigade is
always whingeing, always whining, always knocking
these studios. Ghost Rider and Last Man Standing will
be the biggest productions in Victoria’s history. They
will create 1000 new jobs in Victoria. We said we
would invest in the studios; we have done that. We said
we would bring about a renaissance of the film industry
in Victoria, and we have produced that today with this
outstanding result for Victoria.

Planning: Brunswick development
Mr DOYLE (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is to the Premier. I refer him to his previous
answer and to the planning minister’s earlier claim
regarding recent changes for large and complex
developments. I ask: following the approval of a
17-storey building in Mitcham under the
Melbourne 2030 strategy, can the Premier explain why
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an equally inappropriate 10-storey tower was approved
in the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal last
Friday for Lygon Street, Brunswick?
Mr BRACKS (Premier) — The Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) determines these
matters as an independent umpire. Appropriately it
would determine the matters before it on a case-by-case
basis.
Mr Perton interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Doncaster!
Mr BRACKS — VCAT is the umpire when there is
a dispute in planning. It has determined those matters,
and has done so based on what it believes to be the case
in that particular matter. As I have mentioned
previously in relation to the wider planning issues
around Melbourne 2030, we will be introducing new
interim planning controls for councils that will give
more certainty and security regarding those projects and
more guidance to councils as to how to apply those in
the future.

Schools: maintenance
Mr PERERA (Cranbourne) — My question is to
the Minister for Education Services. Given the Bracks
government’s commitment to improve school facilities
following the seven disastrous years of the Kennett
government, can the minister outline to the house the
implications of the recent announcement of the
provision of an additional $50 million for school
maintenance?
Ms ALLAN (Minister for Education Services) — I
thank the member for Cranbourne for his question. The
Bracks government is certainly building a better future
for Victorian families, and is really investing heavily in
our education system. Schools this week have been
celebrating the additional $50 million that we have put
into maintenance for schools right around the state.
This means that every school in the state will share in
this funding. We also recognise that some schools have
more critical needs and require some additional
funding — for example, in the electorate of Malvern
there are five schools that will benefit from more than
$153 000 in maintenance funding.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! Once again I ask
members not to interject so loudly while the minister is
answering the question. They should allow her to
answer the question so the other people in the
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Parliament, including those in the public gallery, can
hear what she is saying.
Mr Doyle interjected.
Ms ALLAN — Didn’t you learn anything from
yesterday?
In the Doncaster electorate 10 schools will receive over
$600 000, including $50 000 for East Doncaster
Secondary College. In the electorate of Gippsland
South — and clearly it has a much more effective local
member — 38 schools will be sharing in about $770 000.
We are governing for every street and every town and
every city right across the state. This includes the
electorate of Cranbourne. Schools in the electorate of the
member for Cranbourne will be sharing $225 000. In
Mount Waverley schools will be receiving around
$328 000. In Richmond, which has some of the oldest
schools in the state, schools will be sharing over $900 000.
Also, in Broadmeadows schools will receive $785 000.
This is unprecedented funding and comes on top — —
Mr Perton interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Doncaster!
Mr Mulder — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister is quite clearly reading from a document, and I
ask that she table that document.
The SPEAKER — Order! Is the minister reading
from a document or quoting from notes?
Ms ALLAN — I am referring to notes.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the house to come
to order. The minister, to continue.
Ms ALLAN — The member for Doncaster should
know about IT in schools!
This funding comes in addition to the $10 million
which we have also provided to schools this year and
which has gone to upgrading school toilets around the
state. It brings the total maintenance funding which the
Bracks government has put into schools to $289 million
and is in addition to the unprecedented capital
investment of $1.27 billion, which has driven down our
future maintenance needs by around $90 million.
This is good news for schools in Victoria. It is news
that members opposite hate to hear, and it is news the
member for Doncaster certainly does not want to hear.
On that issue, the member has been loose with the truth.
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He has become known as the Prince of Porky Pies for
what he has been spreading about maintenance needs in
our state! It shows that the Liberal Party — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The minister, to continue
answering her question.
Mr Doyle interjected.
Ms ALLAN — Didn’t you learn anything from
yesterday?
The SPEAKER — Order! The minister will cease
having a conversation across the table with the Leader
of the Opposition and answer the question.
Ms ALLAN — Clearly the Liberal Party has no
plans for education. Its plans in government were to
close schools and sack teachers. We are building a
world-class education system to support Victorian
families and students right around this state.

STATE SPORT CENTRES (AMENDMENT)
BILL
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TEACHING SERVICE (CONDUCT AND
PERFORMANCE) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Ms KOSKY (Minister for Education and Training)
introduced a bill to amend the Teaching Service Act
1981 and for other purposes.
Read first time.

PRIMARY INDUSTRIES LEGISLATION
(FURTHER MISCELLANEOUS
AMENDMENTS) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture)
introduced a bill to amend various acts relating to
primary industries, to amend various acts relating
to animals and to amend the Confiscation Act 1997
and the Crimes (Controlled Operations) Act 2004
and to repeal the Barley Marketing Act 1993 and
for other purposes.
Read first time.

Introduction and first reading
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment)
introduced a bill to amend the State Sport Centres
Act 1994 to include additional land in the land at the
Melbourne Sports and Aquatic Centre and to
provide for management powers in respect of the
Melbourne Sports and Aquatic Centre land, to
amend the Australian Grands Prix Act 1994 and for
other purposes.
Read first time.

LIMITATION OF ACTIONS (ADVERSE
POSSESSION) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Environment)
introduced a bill to amend the Limitation of Actions
Act 1958 to exempt council land from adverse
possession.
Read first time.

DRUGS, POISONS AND CONTROLLED
SUBSTANCES AND THERAPEUTIC
GOODS (VICTORIA) ACTS
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Ms PIKE (Minister for Health) introduced a bill to
amend the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled
Substances Act 1981 in relation to the scheduling of
poisons and certain licence, permit and warrant
provisions, to repeal the licensing requirements in
relation to schedule 5 poisons and schedule 6
poisons, to amend the Therapeutic Goods (Victoria)
Act 1994 and to consequentially amend other acts
and for other purposes.
Read first time.

CHILDREN AND YOUNG PERSONS (AGE
JURISDICTION) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) introduced a bill to
amend the Children and Young Persons Act 1989 to
increase the age jurisdiction of the criminal division
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of the Children’s Court by one year from 17 years
to 18 years, to make consequential amendments to
certain other acts and for other purposes.
Read first time.

DANGEROUS GOODS LEGISLATION
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr HULLS (Attorney-General) introduced a bill to
amend the Dangerous Goods Act 1985 and the Road
Transport (Dangerous Goods) Act 1995 to regulate
access to high-consequence dangerous goods and
make further provision for explosives, to amend the
Terrorism (Community Protection) Act 2003 to
provide for notifications about certain
high-consequence dangerous goods and for other
purposes.
Read first time.

PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT
(GENERAL AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Ms DELAHUNTY (Minister for Planning)
introduced a bill to amend the Planning and
Environment Act 1987 to improve the planning
system in Victoria and for other purposes.
Read first time.

STATE TAXATION ACTS (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer) introduced a bill to
amend the Accident Compensation Act 1985, the
Duties Act 2000, the First Home Owner Grant Act
2000, the Land Tax Act 1958, the Pay-roll Tax Act
1971 and the Valuation of Land Act 1960 and for
other purposes.
Read first time.
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PARLIAMENTARY SUPERANNUATION
LEGISLATION (REFORM) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer) introduced a bill to
amend the Parliamentary Salaries and
Superannuation Act 1968 to reform parliamentary
superannuation, to make miscellaneous
amendments to other specified superannuation
legislation and for other purposes.
Read first time.

ESSENTIAL SERVICES COMMISSION
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr BRUMBY (Treasurer) introduced a bill to
amend the Essential Services Commission Act 2001,
the Electricity Industry Act 2000, the Energy
Legislation (Regulatory Reform) Act 2004, the Gas
Industry Act 2001, the Grain Handling and Storage
Act 1995, the Port Services Act 1995 and the Water
Industry Act 1994 and for other purposes.
Read first time.

PETITIONS
Following petitions presented to house:

Melbourne Wholesale Fruit and Vegetable
Market: relocation
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of the undersigned citizens of the state of
Victoria draws to the attention of the house the Bracks
government’s proposal to move the Melbourne Wholesale
Fruit and Vegetable Market against the wishes of the users of
the market.
Prayer
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria call upon the responsible minister and
the Bracks government to abandon its plans to move the
Melbourne Wholesale Fruit and Vegetable Market from its
current location and cease any further expensive consultants
reports into the proposed relocation.

By Mr SMITH (Bass) (54 signatures)

Preschools: funding
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
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The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of Victoria
respectfully requests that the Legislative Assembly of
Victoria:

section 1, parish of Beechworth, Fighting Gully Road,
Beechworth) on the grounds of environmental impact,
primarily the lack of water availability and
sustainability.

recognise the value of preschool education and respect
the work of preschool teachers;

The planning process and the lack of long-term planning
(strategic, environmental, social and developmental)
within the Indigo Shire.

recognise that preschool teacher qualifications are equal
to primary teachers by offering pay parity;
recognise that preschool is an educational experience
and move responsibility to the Department of Education
and Training;

Prayer
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria:

retain and attract preschool teachers to tackle the
preschool teacher shortage by offering pay parity,
reasonable workload and appropriate group sizes;

call for a moratorium on any decisions regarding the
development plan until an environmental impact, social
and economic study has been completed for this area
within the Indigo shire;

resource preschools in order to:

introduce the need for environmental impact studies to
be conducted in any new developments within rural
Victoria prior to planning approval.

provide access for all children irrespective of their
family’s economic circumstances;
alleviate unacceptable workloads for volunteer
parents and teachers;
provide for salary parity with school teachers so
that the cost to parents (fees) does not increase;
support for children with additional needs.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr SMITH (Bass) (47 signatures),
Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine) (30 signatures),
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park) (2121 signatures),
Mr DIXON (Nepean) (85 signatures) and
Mr HELPER (Ripon) (214 signatures)

Fishing: commercial netting
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of the residents of the Bellarine Peninsula of the
state of Victoria draws to the attention of the house the
environmental damage caused by netting along the shallows
of the bay, resulting in pollution and depletion of marine
vegetation, life and fish.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria take preventative and immediate action
to ban netting in the bay and therefore cease any further
environmental damage.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine) (514 signatures)

Planning: Indigo development
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of the residents of the Baarmutha area of
Beechworth, within the Indigo shire, Victoria, draws to the
attention of the house our objections to:
The draft development plan — PP-145 (33 lot
subdivision of lot PS329721D and Crown allotment 9A,
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By Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) (42 signatures)

Bendigo: mullock dumping
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The petition of the undersigned citizens of the state of
Victoria sheweth:
An authority for Bendigo Mining NL to undertake
exploration at the Deborah Reef project on the Bendigo
goldfield was granted under the Mineral Resources
Development Act (1990) in 1998.
The Minister for Planning has now determined that a
supplementary report to the environmental effects statement
(EES) should be prepared.
Bendigo Mining NL has announced that an estimated
10 million tonnes of mullock will be produced over the
expected 25-year life of the project and it wishes to dump this
mullock. It has nominated three areas as options for mullock
emplacement.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the honourable Speaker
and members of the Legislative Assembly:
1.

Take immediate steps to ensure that permission is not
granted for mullock to be dumped in pristine paddocks
in O’Halloran Drive, Mandurang South (option 3).

2.

Take immediate steps to ensure that no area of the newly
created Bendigo Regional Park (option 1 and option 2)
be used for the dumping of mullock.

And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Ms ALLAN (Bendigo East) (739 signatures)
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Rail: Sandringham line
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of residents in the Brighton electorate of Victoria
draws to the attention of the house the exceptionally poor
train services on the Sandringham line. Poor services include
regular cancellations, lateness and overcrowding.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria urge the government to improve train
services on the Sandringham line.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Ms ASHER (Brighton) (22 signatures)

Eastern Freeway: city end congestion
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of the residents of Manningham and the eastern
suburbs draws to the attention of the house the increasing
traffic congestion at the city end of the Eastern Freeway and
the consequent terrible waste of time and productivity for tens
of thousands of Victorians who use the freeway daily, and
draws to the attention of the house the remarks by the chief
executive of the Southern and Eastern Integrated Transport
Authority, who has urged road users to tell politicians that
‘something needs to be done to the city end of the Eastern
Freeway’.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria act to require that the government
proceed with planning and construction of a tunnel to link the
Eastern and Tullamarine freeways and consider other road
proposals including tunnelled lanes under Hoddle Street and
Punt Road.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr KOTSIRAS (Bulleen) (8 signatures) and
Mr PERTON (Doncaster) (53 signatures)

Rail: Burwood car park
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria.
The petition of train travellers using Burwood station and
other local residents points out to the house that the eastern
car park at Burwood station is in a poor state of repair and
urgently needs to be sealed and made safe for users.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria support the sealing of the car park as a
matter of urgency.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr STENSHOLT (Burwood) (62 signatures)

Motor registration fees: concessions
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of the residents of Victoria draws to the attention
of the house their objection to the imposed motor vehicle
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registration fee for pensioners, health card and veterans affairs
gold card holders. The petitioners therefore request that the
Legislative Assembly of Victoria gives consideration to
abolishing this imposed fee.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East)
(1944 signatures)

Bowls: single-gender events
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 current legislation pertaining to the Equal
Opportunity Act prevents single-gender or open events from
being conducted by bowls clubs or associations.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the legislation pertaining
to the Equal Opportunity Act be amended so as to enable
lawn bowls clubs and associations to conduct events
designated as single-gender events and/or mixed-gender
events whenever desired and appropriate and that when
appropriate all these events continue in the same form to the
state championship level.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr DELAHUNTY (Lowan) (20 signatures)

Shop trading hours: public holidays
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of the undersigned members of All Souls
Anglican Church, Sandringham, draws to the attention of the
house the introduced legislation concerning the extension of
trading hours to a broad range of retail shops on Christmas
Day, Good Friday, Easter Sunday and Anzac Day.
Furthermore our concern is that many people who are retail
employees will be obliged to be away from their families on
these very special family days.
In addition, making these special days just like any other
shopping day degrades our society and its values and would
tend to further remove opportunities for people to recognise
and nourish their spiritual lives.
Prayer
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly reject any legislation to extend trading on these
subject days.

By Mr THOMPSON (Sandringham)
(179 signatures)

Kraft Foods: kosher Vegemite
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of the Victorian Jewish community and wider
Australian community draws to the attention of the house the
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detrimental impact of the decision by Kraft Foods Ltd to
discontinue the production of kosher Vegemite.
1.

2.

Vegemite is an iconic Australian brand enjoyed by
generations for breakfast, lunch and tea, and the
cessation of production of kosher Vegemite will deprive
thousands of Australians from the continuing enjoyment
of the famous spread.
At the time of Australia’s greatest triumph in the
America’s Cup in 1983 the Men at Work single put a
Vegemite sandwich into households all over North
America on the airwaves. The issue of kosher Vegemite
is not just a matter of taste (involving an iconic
Australian product), it is also an important matter of
principle!
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FAMILY AND COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
After-hours and bulk-billing general
practitioners
Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine) presented report, together
with extracts from proceedings, minority report and
minutes of evidence.
Tabled.
Ordered that report, extract from proceedings and
minority report be printed.

Prayer
The petitioners therefore urge members of the Victorian
Parliament to advocate both for and on behalf of the Victorian
Jewish community for Vegemite rights for all Australians.

SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS
COMMITTEE
Alert Digest No. 7

By Mr THOMPSON (Sandringham) (7 signatures)
Tabled.
Ordered that petition presented by honourable
member for Bulleen be considered next day on
motion of Mr KOTSIRAS (Bulleen).
Ordered that petitions presented by honourable
member for Bellarine be considered next day on
motion of Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine).
Ordered that petitions presented by honourable
member for Bass be considered next day on motion
of Mr SMITH (Bass).
Ordered that petition presented by honourable
member for Brighton be considered next day on
motion of Ms ASHER (Brighton).
Ordered that petition presented by honourable
member for Benambra be considered next day on
motion of Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra).
Ordered that petition presented by honourable
member for Lowan be considered next day on
motion of Mr DELAHUNTY (Lowan).

Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park) presented Alert
Digest No. 7 of 2004 on:
Aboriginal Lands (Amendment) Bill
Constitution (Recognition of Aboriginal People)
Bill
Evidence (Witness Identity Protection) Bill
Gambling Regulation (Amendment) Bill
Magistrates’ Court (Family Violence) Bill
Magistrates’ Court (Increased Civil Jurisdiction)
Bill
Major Crime Legislation (Office of Police
Integrity) Bill
Major Crime (Special Investigations Monitor)
Bill
Parliamentary Salaries and Superannuation
(Amendment) Bill
Water Industry (Environmental Contributions)
Bill
together with appendices.
Tabled.
Ordered to be printed.

Ordered that petition presented by honourable
member for Doncaster be considered next day on
motion of Mr PERTON (Doncaster).

DOCUMENTS
Tabled by Clerk:
Commonwealth Games Arrangements Act 2001 — Orders
under s. 18 (five orders)
Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act 1981 —
Documents under s. 12H:
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Amendment No 1 to the Standard for the Uniform
Scheduling of Drugs and Poisons No 19
Notice regarding the amendment, commencement and
availability of the Poisons Code
Environment Protection Act 1970 — Order declaring the
Waste Management Policy (Solid Fuel Heating) (Gazette
S174, 27 July 2004)
Parliamentary Committees Act 2003 — Response of the
Attorney-General on the action taken with respect to the
recommendations made by the Law Reform Committee’s
Report on Forensic Sampling and DNA Databases in
Criminal Investigations
Planning and Environment Act 1987 — Notices of approval
of amendments to the following Planning Schemes:
Ballarat Planning Scheme — No C53 Part 2
Banyule Planning Scheme — No C38 Part 2
Bass Coast Planning Scheme — No C26
Brimbank Planning Scheme — No C65
Macedon Ranges Planning Scheme — No C38
Melbourne Planning Scheme — Nos C77, 78
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Health Services (Supported Residential Services) Act 2004 —
Sections 5, 10, 11 and 20 on 1 September 2004
(Gazette S189, 1 September 2004). Sections 1, 2 and 3 on
7 September (Gazette S196, 7 September 2004).

ROYAL ASSENT
Message read advising royal assent on 31 August to
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal
(Amendment) Bill.

APPROPRIATION MESSAGES
Messages read recommending appropriations for:
Aboriginal Lands (Amendment) Bill
Gambling Regulation (Amendment) Bill
Magistrates’ Court (Family Violence) Bill
Major Crime (Special Investigations Monitor)
Bill
Major Crime Legislation (Office of Police
Integrity) Bill.

Moonee Valley Planning Scheme — Nos C45, C56
South Gippsland Planning Scheme — No C29
Stonnington Planning Scheme — No C6 Part 2A
Victoria Planning Provisions — Nos V5, VC26, VC27
Yarra Ranges Planning Scheme — No C35 Part 1
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986 — Revocation of
the Code of Practice for the care and use of animals for
scientific procedures
Retail Leases Act 2003 — Ministerial Determinations under
s. 5
Statutory Rules under the following Acts:
Corrections Act 1986 — SR No 108
Crimes Act 1958 — SR No 109

OUTER SUBURBAN/INTERFACE
SERVICES AND DEVELOPMENT
COMMITTEE
Sustainable urban design for new communities
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — By
leave, I move:
That the resolution of the house of 3 March 2004 providing
that the Outer Suburban/Interface Services and Development
Committee be required to present its report upon sustainable
urban design for new communities to the Parliament no later
than 31 July 2004 be amended so as to require the report to be
presented to Parliament no later than 30 September 2004.

Motion agreed to.

Fair Trading Act 1999 — SR No 110
Fisheries Act 1995 — SR No 106
Intellectually Disabled Persons’ Services Act 1986 —
SR No 107
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994:
Ministers’ exemption certificates in relation to Statutory
Rule Nos 92, 103, 107, 108, 109, 110.

The following proclamations fixing operative dates
were tabled by the Clerk in accordance with an order of
the house dated 26 February 2003:
Accident Compensation and Transport Accident Acts
(Amendment) Act 2003 — Sections 6 and 13 and Parts 3 and
5 on 1 September 2004 (Gazette G35, 26 August 2004)

DRUGS AND CRIME PREVENTION
COMMITTEE
Violence associated with motor vehicle use
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — By
leave, I move:
That the resolution of the house of 2 March 2004 providing
that the Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee be required
to present its report upon violence associated with motor
vehicle use to the Parliament no later than 30 September 2004
be amended so far as to require the report to be presented to
Parliament no later than 7 December 2004.

Motion agreed to.
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BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Program
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — I
move:
That, pursuant to standing order 94(2), the orders of the day,
government business, relating to the following bills be
considered and completed by 4.00 p.m. on Thursday,
16 September 2004:
Aboriginal Lands (Amendment) Bill.
Constitution (Recognition of Aboriginal People) Bill
Evidence (Witness Identity Protection) Bill
Gambling Regulation (Amendment) Bill
Major Crime (Special Investigations Monitor) Bill
Major Crime Legislation (Office of Police Integrity) Bill
Parliamentary Salaries and Superannuation
(Amendment) Bill
Water Industry (Environmental Contributions) Bill

In moving this motion, it clearly indicates the
legislative program. The other parties and Independents
have been advised of this with sufficient time for their
consultation and preparations. I would, however, point
out to the house that it is the government’s intention in
dealing with the program this week to provide for the
first item of debate, the Gambling Regulation
(Amendment) Bill, to be followed by the Parliamentary
Salaries and Superannuation (Amendment) Bill, which
in turn will be followed by the Water Industry
(Environmental Contributions) Bill, as the first three
items that will be the subject of debate before the
chamber. I make this statement by way of a courtesy,
informing people what the program for the first part of
this parliamentary sitting will be so preparations can be
undertaken and the required speakers organised. We
would then follow with the major crime legislation.
There are two pieces of legislation on crime, and they
would follow the first three that I have identified.
Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — The opposition
will not be opposing the government’s business
program on the basis that there are eight bills before the
house and, given the fact that one or two of those bills
will have little debate at all, we believe we can get this
program through within the desired time.
However, might I say that part of the direction we got
was that it is the government’s intention to get the three
bills that the manager of government business indicated
to us through by Wednesday night. If by chance it took
until Wednesday night to get those three bills through,
clearly we would not have enough time on the last
sitting day — that is Thursday — to get the additional
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five bills through, but I assume it is not the intention to
take up the whole of Tuesday and Wednesday on
debate on those first three bills.
The ministers’ introduction of bills indicates that
12 bills are to be second-read this week. I have been
advised by the Leader of the House that most if not all
of those bills will be second-read after 4 o’clock on
Thursday, which will ensure that we have sufficient
time to debate the eight bills before the house. On that
basis the opposition does not oppose the business
program.
Mr MAUGHAN (Rodney) — The National Party
also will not be opposing the government business
program. Eight bills are a reasonable program. We have
been advised by the Leader of the House that the
government wants to get the first three — that is, the
Gambling Regulation (Amendment) Bill, the
Parliamentary Salaries and Superannuation
(Amendment) Bill and the Water Industry
(Environmental Contributions) Bill — through to the
upper house. We understand that and are prepared to
cooperate. However, we ask for the government’s
indulgence in return so that on the very important
legislation to do with major crime, particularly the
Major Crime (Special Investigations Monitor) Bill, the
Leader of the National Party, who has a great deal to
contribute to that debate, is given an extra 10 minutes as
our lead speaker. I have already indicated my desire to
the Leader of the House, and I ask that he favourably
consider that. Otherwise we have no problem with the
business program as it is this week and therefore will
not oppose it.
Mr WELLS (Scoresby) — The manager of
opposition business has indicated his willingness to
cooperate with the government, and that is fair and
reasonable. However, opposition members would like
to reinforce the point that we do not want debate on
orders of the day 4, 5 and 6 becoming a talkfest, leaving
little or no time for the rest of the bills. We have serious
concerns about orders of the day 1 and 2. We believe
these two bills are clumsy and bureaucratic, and we
want to have ample time to debate them in full.
Motion agreed to.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Frankston: Victoria Day
Mr HARKNESS (Frankston) — On 1 July 1851 the
settlements of Port Phillip and Gippsland gained
independence from New South Wales and became the
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colony of Victoria. To celebrate Victoria Day 2004 in
Frankston and to encourage the involvement of local
students I organised colouring-in and poetry
competitions. Victoria Day embraces our cultural,
educational and democratic heritage. It charts our
progress and acts as a starting point for discussion of
the future. Who better to join a discussion on why
Frankston, Victoria, is the place to be than Victorian
certificate of education students, our leaders of the
future? The students’ pride in our community stood out.
Claire Marshall, a student at Frankston High School,
provided the winning poem, Frankston — The Place to
Be, which is worthy of inclusion in Hansard.
Beneath a cerulean sky
The city lies, a jewellery box
Brimming, bursting with
Colour, laughter and charisma.
The people talk and walk
Down side alleys covered with student art,
Knowing the sounds of the street musicians
Will follow them home.
Tourists wander along the foreshore,
Whilst lovers hold hands on the pier.
At night the streetlights illuminate
The hidden treasures that nestle here.

Claire certainly summarised very well the beauty and
excitement of our Frankston community, and she was a
worthy recipient of first prize in the poetry competition.
She is a very clear example of the high calibre of
terrific students we have in our Frankston government
schools.
Primary students were also invited to colour in a picture
of the state’s marine fauna emblem, the weedy sea
dragon, or Victoria’s armorial bearings. These entries
adorned the walls of my office for over a month, and
prizes were presented during a morning tea at my office
with students, parents and teachers in attendance. A
highlight of the occasion was a cake with candles for
Victoria’s birthday.
I acknowledge Information Victoria, Toyworld
Karingal and Scienceworks for providing prizes, as
well as the Frankston Independent for providing
publicity for these events. Once again I congratulate
Claire Marshall for her fantastic poem about Frankston.
Without a doubt, Frankston is the place to be!

Mitcham–Frankston freeway: funding
Mr COOPER (Mornington) — Broken promises
and lies are the trademarks by which the Labor Party
exists, and this has been seen in stark detail in the
disgraceful performance by the federal leader of that
party, Mark Latham, on 2 September and since in
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attempting to weasel his way out of the Scoresby
freeway issue. Mr Latham effectively supported the
Bracks government’s blatant broken election promise in
making the Scoresby a toll road. In doing this he gave
the two-finger sign to the voters of eastern and southern
Melbourne. These voters will soon have a chance to
respond in kind to that treachery when they vote on
9 October.
But for Mr Latham breaking that promise did not go far
enough. He decided also to blatantly lie by stating that
the Liberal Party in Victoria supports tolls on the
Scoresby freeway. This was not a misunderstanding by
Mark Latham; it was a lie. He knew it was a lie, and by
knowingly uttering that lie he has shown thousands of
Victorians that he is completely untrustworthy. The
Liberal Party strongly opposes tolls on the Scoresby
freeway and has always maintained that the Bracks
government should honour its election promise to make
that road a freeway and not a tollway.
The Labor Party needs to understand that when you
stab people in the back, as it has done over the Scoresby
freeway, retribution will follow. In federal seats like
Dunkley, Aston, Bruce, Deakin, La Trobe and Isaacs
the day of reckoning for Labor candidates will be
9 October.

Olympic Games: athletes
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Minister assisting the
Premier on Multicultural Affairs) — I rise to pay tribute
to the organisers of the Athens Olympics and also to
congratulate the Australian Olympic team and the
Australian Olympic Council on their great results in
Athens. Those of us who had the opportunity to be at
the Olympics recently — some of us in this chamber
and in the other place having been invited by the
Hellenic Parliament — saw at first hand the fantastic
efforts of the Athens Olympics Organising Committee,
the previous government, the current government and
the volunteer program, which was so successful.
When you come back and reflect on the success of the
Olympics and look at some newspaper clippings you
wonder what all the debate and discussion was about. I
recall all sorts of things said on 60 Minutes about the
so-called Greek tragedy. I recall interstate and local
newspaper headlines saying ‘It will never be ready’,
‘They will never do it’, ‘It will never be as good as
Sydney’. We should reflect on that. We should be big
enough to congratulate the Greek authorities on the
wonderful success of the Olympics. We should be big
enough — like CNN and other American media outlets,
which have given apologies for the actions they took —
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and say, ‘Good on you, Greece! A modern city in an
old land. You did a great job’.
At the same time I congratulate the members of the
Australian Olympic team. They did a fantastic job. It
was a great privilege for me to be involved in the
Olympics and to meet so many of the athletes.

Water: Wimmera–Mallee pipeline
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — What an
absolutely fantastic day it is for the people of the
Wimmera and the Mallee. At long last we are seeing
the true dawn of that magnificent project, the
Wimmera–Mallee pipeline. This is a magnificent
project for Australia, because the federal government
has had the foresight to commit the money — real
money! — that will enable it to happen. Now the acid is
on the Victorian government. For years it has been
upping the ante on this project. The government said it
would put in $77 million a couple of years ago. I said at
the time, ‘Be careful! The price will go up. Look out,
you will get caught!’. Then it went to $125 million, and
I said to the government, ‘You are still trying to put in
only a quarter of it when you know the true ask is a
third’. No, $125 million is all it went to, on the basis
that the federal government would not come to the
party.
Well, here we are! The state government of Victoria
has been hoisted on its own petard, because the federal
Leader of The Nationals, John Anderson, the Deputy
Prime Minister, announced yesterday that the federal
government will contribute $167 million to this
fantastic project. I call on the state government to
honour all its rhetoric, because here on 5 May this year
it was the Deputy Premier who told me to have the
backbone to get the feds to put in the money. Well, I
did, and they did! Now it is up to Victoria. Where is the
$167 million from Victoria?

The Lakes Boulevard–Plenty Road, South
Morang: traffic lights
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Mill Park) — I wish to inform
the house of a wonderful campaign run by residents in
the Mill Park electorate who live in the Hillcroft
housing estate. About three months ago residents first
approached me with shocking stories regarding a
particular intersection which opens up their estate to
Plenty Road — that is, the intersection of The Lakes
Boulevard and Plenty Road, South Morang. After a lot
of consultation and a very successful street meeting that
I was happy to hold with about 25 residents, a petition
was quickly organised, and we lobbied the terrific City
of Whittlesea, VicRoads and the Minister for Transport.
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As a result works will commence on the installation of
traffic lights in September and October, and they will
be in place for the important Christmas period. I wish to
congratulate the Minister for Transport, who I know has
taken a real interest in the problems facing residents
near this particular intersection.
He is a minister who is very much in tune with the
community. He takes seriously issues that I raise on
behalf of residents. The residents of the Hillcroft Estate
are keenly aware of this and have much to be thankful
for in having a government that has improved — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.

Bonegilla migrant heritage park
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — I draw the house’s
attention to significant problems with delays in major
projects. The delays are not only in the large projects
which we are all familiar with, being both inherited
projects and the government’s own projects, such as the
regional rail upgrades, Federation Square, the museum
and the library, but have now spread through to a
number of smaller projects. The small project that I
wish to draw the house’s attention to today is the
Bonegilla migrant experience centre heritage park. It is
a worthwhile $2 million project to establish a
commemorative centre on the site of the former
Bonegilla Migrant Reception Centre.
The minister issued a press release on 23 August 2004
advising the public that work was well under way and
that the government was launching a brochure. The
problem with the minister’s press release is that this is
now the fourth opening date for this small project. On
13 September 2002 Minister Batchelor told us the
completion date would be at the end of 2003. On
11 February 2004 the web site of the office of major
projects told us that this project was going to be
launched in late 2004. The same web site on 11 June
2004 said it would be launched in 2005. Now we are
told April 2005 is the opening date. Given the
government’s track record, I suspect that even the
brochure launched by the minister in August was also
behind schedule.

Mentone and Parkdale: beach drainage
Ms MUNT (Mordialloc) — I was recently presented
with a petition from a group of local residents called No
Pipes 4 Shore. This petition was signed by 1500
residents of our local community. It states that:
We the undersigned believe that the time has come to remove
the unsightly, dangerous and environmentally unacceptable
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pipes on Mentone beach. We want the Kingston City Council
and the Victorian state government from the wholly owned
Melbourne Water to work together to achieve this goal. We
believe that this initiative should take priority over any other
development or improvements planned for the
Mentone/Parkdale foreshore.

I am happy to present this petition to Parliament today
on their behalf. They further write:
These ugly stormwater drains on Mentone and Parkdale
beaches are long overdue for removal. There is technology
now, which Port Phillip council has already implemented on
their beaches, that can easily rectify the situation and restore
our beaches back to their former beauty.
At the moment beach users are wary of using and certainly
allowing their children to play in the areas where the pipes are
(which happens to be all along the Mentone and Parkdale
beaches) …
… The public have been complaining and hoping that
Melbourne Water and Kingston City Council would do
something about these drains for years. But it is not until now
that we have been able to unite and show the powers that be
that there is an overwhelming outcry against these pipes on
our beaches.

I believe that the time has come for Kingston City
Council and Melbourne Water to investigate the
removal of these unsightly old drains on the Mentone
and Parkdale beaches.

Oberon Primary School: closure
Mr PERTON (Doncaster) — I wish to raise yet
another school closure being forced upon a community
by the Bracks government in much the same way that
the Moreland City College was closed. The parents of
Oberon Primary School are extremely angry that the
minister and her department are trying to sabotage their
school and force it to close. A letter has been sent to the
community giving them a set of prospects which
indicate that the school will close at the end of the year
or early next year. I refer to a report quoting
Mrs Simone Buchanan-Huhn, who has two children at
the school and who attended Oberon Primary herself:
… many families had invested a lot in the school.
… ‘There’s quite a few that are really angry’, she said. ‘They
feel this has been sprung on them and maybe it was
something they could have fixed as a community. It’s a big
thing to have to move your child’.

The department is bringing on a community meeting
tonight at which it will give them only three choices: to
close, merge with another school or stay open with
reduced funding and fewer teachers. These are scare
tactics being used by the department to cause parents
not to enrol their children for prep next year and to
force the closure of the school. This is unacceptable. It
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is a blatant act of hypocrisy on the part of a government
that claimed it would never close a state school.

Research Primary School: community
Mr HERBERT (Eltham) — On 3 September as
part of the National Literacy and Numeracy Week for
2004 I had the privilege of spending the morning
reading with the children of Research Primary School.
Together with prep K and prep 1B, taught by Avril
Baker and Beth Kirby, I read a highly amusing book
called Muddled-up Farm, written by Mike Dumbleton
and illustrated by Jodi Murphy. One of the students,
another Steve, was nice enough to read one of his
stories to me and the rest of the class. We all enjoyed
the reading session very much. As a former teacher it is
always refreshing to spend time in the classrooms of
schools in my electorate and to be reminded of how far
we have come in improving the educational conditions,
programs and outcomes for young people. I am always
impressed by the high calibre of programs and
achievements of my local schools. They are
undoubtedly some of the best in the state.
Research Primary School is one of these great schools.
Not only does it have a highly successful literacy and
numeracy program, it also has a range of innovative
practices to provide students with a great start in life. It
has highly developed after and before-school programs,
strong links to sporting clubs and great environmental
programs. The school’s active community is worthy of
emulation, not just in terms of its achievements in the
area of literacy and numeracy and providing kids with a
great academic start but in providing the type of
schooling that gives children a well-rounded education
and ensures they have a great start in becoming active
citizens of the future.

Home and community care: funding
Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — I bring to the
attention of the house the large level of concern and
strain that has been placed on home and community
care service providers, particularly those in country
areas. Honourable members would know that the
commonwealth and state governments jointly fund
home and community care, or HACC, programs at
60 and 40 percent respectively. The Municipal
Association of Victoria has put out a fact sheet which
complains about and highlights the cost shifting from
the state and federal governments onto local
government, because local government is one of the
largest single providers of HACC services in Victoria.
Funding has failed to keep pace with demand. The
Auditor-General’s report estimates the cost to councils
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of contributions to HACC services as $130 million for
the three years from 2000 to 2003. In my area Lakes
Entrance Community Health has written to me and
outlined some of its concerns. It does not have
sufficient funds to cover the costs of service delivery
across Gippsland. That means it is more than likely that
the costs of providing those services will increase. The
recipients of HACC services are the most vulnerable in
our society. It is important that we keep elderly people
within their homes so that they maintain good health
and stay active in their community — —

Belmont Rotary Club
Mr CRUTCHFIELD (South Barwon) — On
Monday, 30 August, I was privileged to attend the
celebration dinner for Belmont Rotary’s 40th birthday.
Belmont Rotary was admitted to Rotary International
on 26 August 1964, and has had a very active
membership with an average membership of about
55 over the last 20 years. It has involved itself heavily
in all areas of Rotary and its past and present
fundraising activities have included the trailer raffle,
which is very recognisable at Kmart in Belmont, Carols
by the Bay and the Belmont fair.
A sample of its beneficiaries include the dialysis centre
at Geelong hospital, the Grace McKellar hydrotherapy
pool, and Camp Quality. Internationally the club has
also been very active and run projects in Fiji, South
Africa, India and Indonesia, just to name a few. They
also continue to involve themselves in local schools and
the Gordon Institute of TAFE, as well as initiating the
first bowel scan programs in Geelong in May 1987 and
the Rotary peace park at Waurn Ponds Creek. I
congratulate the president, Brendan Fennelly, the
district governor, Cathy Roth, and past presidents,
Kevin Lyons, John Brockman, Lou Maddalon and Ross
McConaghy, for their speeches and fellowship on the
night. Finally, I would like to acknowledge Max
Holmes, Kevin Lyons and Arch Tonkin for their Paul
Harris Sapphire fellow awards. Congratulations to all
on a memorable night.

Public sector: conference fees
Mr KOTSIRAS (Bulleen) — I condemn this Labor
government for wasting taxpayers money for public
servants to attend conferences to listen to state
government ministers make political speeches on their
achievements. The Institute of Public Administration
Australia (IPAA) is an association that provides
information on public sector policy. While I support
personal development for public servants I object to
public servants using taxpayers money to listen to their
own ministers give a tedious and monotonous speech
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on their own achievements. I am advised that
departments are now paying membership fees for
public servants to listen to their own ministers. While I
am not questioning the work the IPAA is doing, I am
questioning why the public has to pay for public
servants to listen to the Premier or the Minister for
Environment outlining their views for the public
service.
Surely ministers should be giving their time freely to
their own public servants. Ministers should be, on a
daily basis, advising their own departments of what
they require from them. Should public servants want to
attend a conference to hear their own ministers make
political speeches, they should pay their own
membership and not rely on the public to sponsor them.
I have here a tax invoice to the Department for
Victorian Communities for Ms Susan Thomas, senior
policy adviser, for a cost of $165 as membership fees
for the IPAA. I ask the Premier to investigate why
departments are paying for public servants to listen to
their own minister speak.

Bayswater Primary School: multipurpose hall
Mr LOCKWOOD (Bayswater) — On 9 September
last I was at Bayswater Primary School in the heart of
my electorate with the Premier, Steve Bracks, the
Honourable Carolyn Hirsh, the principal, Doug Elliot,
the deputy principal, Ian Michaelson, the school
community, the school council vice-president, Jo
Goodman, representing the president, Rob Simpson,
and the boys and girls of the school as represented by
Aleesha Kerr, one of the school captains, and Steven
Moran.
The occasion was the opening of the school’s new
multipurpose hall, built with money from this
government and from the school community. It is not a
large school community — there are just 215 children
at the school — but their fundraising efforts are just
fantastic. The school has been part of the local
community for 125 years and it still plays a central role.
Bayswater has come a long way from a bush outpost to
a busy suburban centre, obviously with some
challenges. The school is one we are proud of and the
school works constantly to provide innovative and
relevant programs.
Peter de Wacht is hosted by Bayside Primary School
and leads the local schools cluster in online
collaborative mentoring projects. This year he won the
Lindsay Thompson fellowship for his work. There is
leadership by the principal and hard work by the
teaching staff. The principal has played a key role in the
local community, keeping the local preschool alive,
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working to get a monthly community market going, and
working on the Bayswater revitalisation project. It
proves it is not just a matter of sending our children to
school to come home with an education. Education is a
community effort and schools are key players in
community development and growth. We are all part of
the whole. This new facility blends in with the rest of
the school and neighbourhood. I was here when the old
building was about to be demolished. It was a reunion
for past students — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.

Kilsyth: community tree planting
Ms BEARD (Kilsyth) — On Saturday,
4 September, I had the pleasure of being part of a
community tree planting organised by Melbourne
Water at the Elizabeth Bridge reserve in Kilsyth. The
Minister for Environment visited this project last
month. Present, among others, was Mrs Jean Bridge,
after whose mother the reserve is named. A number of
Kilsyth Football Club players and officials, encouraged
by president Mike O’Meara, participated in pursuit of
their desire to become more closely involved with the
Kilsyth community. Their involvement is all the more
praiseworthy for their having spent the previous
evening conducting their best and fairest count.
About 260 trees, shrubs and grasses were planted. The
plants had been propagated from seed collected from
indigenous plants in the Kilsyth area. Well-known
resident Kevin Heinz, a staunch advocate of
community involvement in public land, led three cheers
for the successful growth of the plants. The bridge
reserve includes wetlands which are part of a process to
clean up stormwater run-off which ultimately runs into
Brushy Park Creek, the rehabilitation and planting of
which is another significant Melbourne Water project.
Following the planting the adjoining Bridge
Community Garden Centre was the venue for a sausage
sizzle and a delightful morning tea provided by the
Country Women’s Association ladies. A group from
the participants nominated to form an ongoing friends
of bridge reserve group. It was truly gratifying to see
the eager participation in this activity and I congratulate
all those involved.

Water: Wimmera–Mallee pipeline
Mr DELAHUNTY (Lowan) — On behalf of western
Victorians and particularly the Lowan electorate I
welcome and congratulate the federal coalition’s
one-third commitment for the Wimmera–Mallee pipeline
project. The pipeline steering committee and the wider
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community represented by councils, the Victorian
Farmers Federation, water authorities, catchment
management authorities and development associations
have not only strongly supported this project but
requested the funding be split into thirds between the state
government, the federal government and the
communities.
On behalf of western Victorians I call on the state
Labor government to meet its one-third share and make
this project affordable for western Victoria. Western
Victorians are disgusted to hear the Minister for Water
trivialising the importance of this icon project and not
welcoming this commitment which he requested of the
federal government. He should be now lobbying his
federal Labor colleagues to get a matching commitment
to this very worthwhile project for Victoria.
We do not want to see what happened in 1982 when the
Fraser government promised money but the project was
not a priority for Labor when elected, and we have now
lost 22 years. I am very proud of my national
colleagues for their efforts in lobbying for funding for
this project, and particularly the great support given by
our federal leader, John Anderson. I take my hat off to
the federal member for Mallee, John Forrest, who has
been one of the loudest and strongest supporters of this
project and who has doggedly pursued every avenue
possible for funding. With the Wimmera–Mallee water
storages currently only holding about 13 per cent and
while we have one of the highest water costs in the
state, it is vital that this project proceeds to attract
investment, jobs and residential development.

Mitcham–Frankston freeway: tolls
Mr WELLS (Scoresby) — This statement
condemns the continuing deceit and duplicity shown by
the Premier and the federal Labor leader, Mark Latham,
to the people of the outer east regarding the Scoresby
tollway. There is no doubt that Mark Latham is a liar.
He continues to lie about the position of the state
Liberal Party. The Liberal Party in this state will not
accept tolls on the Scoresby freeway. Let me remind
the house that first the Premier kicked the outer east in
the guts by breaking an election promise not to toll the
Scoresby freeway and now it is Mark Latham’s turn to
lay the boots in by lily-liveredly bowing to the
overtures of his Victorian comrades and backing down
on federal Labor’s previous opposition to tolls on the
Scoresby. Turning around and diverting federal funding
specifically allocated to the Scoresby to other road
projects across Victoria is another example of Labor’s
longstanding contempt for the people in the outer east.
Why would we in the outer east ever again believe what
Labor says?
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For the Premier to say that it is too late to overturn his
decision on tolls because contracts will soon be signed
is a complete furphy. Let me remind the Premier that
his government signed a contract with the
commonwealth government to fund half the Scoresby
freeway without tolls and then turned around and
deliberately broke that contract. This is a disgrace and
something the Bracks government will pay for at the
next election.

Schools: Monbulk
Mr MERLINO (Monbulk) — I would like to
highlight to the house the various ways students in my
electorate are learning about issues which will affect
them as they move out of school and how they are
learning about and interact with Parliament. Like most
members here, I visit schools across my electorate, talk
at assemblies and have been a guest at debutante balls
and the like. However, I want to highlight some of the
other ways I have been involved with local schools.
Many members were involved with Students
Parliament during the recent parliamentary break, and
that is one area. Students from Upwey High School in
my electorate took part in this event, along with
government and non-government schools from across
the state. I was particularly impressed by the ability of
students to give well-considered answers to questions
without notice from the floor — they did some terrific
thinking on their feet.
I also recently joined the Minister for Consumer Affairs
in another place on a visit to Monbulk College to talk
about consumer issues and deliver the 2004 edition of
Stuff, the youth consumer magazine. We discussed
issues such as buying a car, car repairs and mobile
phone contracts. Last week I had a very enjoyable
experience being a year 12 teacher at Upwey High
School for a short period. I addressed the school’s
business management class on a range of issues
including politics and enterprise bargaining. My old
school, Mount Lilydale Mercy College, asked me to
talk to its students about leadership. This was another
enjoyable experience for me, and I hope for the
students.
Whether it is learning about and participating in
Parliament, discussing consumer issues, talking about
workplace issues or forums on leadership, it is all about
how our schools are preparing young people for the
challenges and opportunities they will face.

Kyneton Daffodil and Arts Festival
Mr HOWARD (Ballarat East) — Earlier this month
I was pleased to attend the spring flower show, the
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antique fair and other events associated with this year’s
Kyneton Daffodil and Arts Festival, which ran from 2
to 12 September. This was the 32nd Kyneton festival. It
featured a very extensive program of events including
floral and arts shows, musical events, plays and open
gardens and culminated in a grand parade. Of course it
involved numerous community members of all ages
and attracted many visitors to Kyneton. Once again the
approaches to Kyneton were outstanding, with their
displays of thousands of daffodils planted in the past by
community members. The majority of home gardens
around the town were also very well presented, and I
was pleased to present awards to nine residents for their
outstanding gardens.
This is clearly a community festival. It would not take
place without the hard work of many volunteers. I
would like to congratulate the president of the
committee, Kevin Thomas; the secretary, Marg
Dearricott; and all committee members who helped to
organise this year’s festival, along with the many
volunteers, the Shire of Macedon Ranges and the
numerous sponsors, without whom this festival would
not be such a great success. It was a great success. I
congratulate Kyneton on another great daffodil and arts
festival.

Police: commendation certificates
Mr WYNNE (Richmond) — It was with great
pleasure that I attended the presentation of divisional
commendation certificates to police at the recently
completed Richmond police station on 31 August.
Superintendent Ian Baker presented certificates to
police officers at all stations and units in the City of
Yarra in recognition of their exceptional community
policing record. Crime in the City of Yarra has been
reduced by 16.7 per cent over the past year: assault is
down 15.9 per cent, aggravated and residential burglary
is down 26.3 per cent, theft from motor vehicles is
down 17.9 per cent, and theft of motor vehicles is down
a massive 30 per cent. Police have responded to
community concerns, and arrests for the use and
possession of drugs have increased by 60 per cent in the
past year. Important relationships have been formed
with the community, particularly on the housing estates,
with neighbourhood watch being established and
embraced by the community and the local council.
The certificates were presented to Inspector Greg
Doueal for his longstanding commitment and
leadership and to uniformed members for their
outstanding achievement in making the City of Yarra a
safer place to live and do business in, and visit. I was
very impressed with the enthusiasm, passion and
commitment of the officers receiving their awards, and
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I encourage them to continue their excellent work in the
Richmond electorate. Rather than talking down the
police force we should be standing by the police and
providing them, as this government has, with the
appropriate resources to get on with the job, as they
have done so admirably in the City of Yarra.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Savage) — Order!
The member for Tarneit has 1 minute.

Ron Close
Ms GILLETT (Tarneit) — I take this opportunity
to pay my affectionate respects to the late Ron Close,
my father-in-law. Ron passed away on Anzac Day this
year, with his wife, Shirley, and son, Wayne, by his
bedside at the Mercy palliative care centre in Young,
New South Wales. Shirley would want me to place on
record her thanks to the most magnificent staff at
Mercy palliative care. Ron had been quite sick for the
past couple of years, and Shirley cared for him at home
for all of that time with great care, loyalty and humour.
Ron was a great supporter of the Labor Party and the
trade union movement. He loved talking about politics
and delighted in instructing me at length about what the
Labor Party should be doing at any given time. Ron
loved visits from his son, Wayne, and was always very
enthusiastic and animated in his discussions with him.
It is fair to say that Ron was not the most demonstrative
man God created, but it was clear to me from watching
him for 30 years that he loved his wife and son
completely. I would like to express my love, sympathy
and support for Shirley and Wayne in their sad loss.

GAMBLING REGULATION
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 26 August; motion of
Mr HOLDING (Minister for Manufacturing and
Export).
Mr SMITH (Bass) — The Liberal Party supports
the Gambling Regulation (Amendment) Bill. It appears
to be a reasonably straightforward piece of legislation
designed to facilitate the transfer of the estate of the late
George Adams to a corporate entity so that it can be
listed on the Australian Stock Exchange. This
legislation will allow the gaming operator’s licence and
the public lottery licence under the Gaming Regulation
Act 2003 and the gaming licence to conduct Club Keno
in Victoria to be transferred to the new public company.
This will ensure that the new entity acts responsibly and
has the correct reporting and probity requirements
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before, during and after the transfer of the licences.
Naturally when the new corporate entity is established
it will be subject to the requirements of not only this
legislation but also any publicly listed company listed
on the stock exchange.
The government has seen fit to limit the maximum
holding of any individual shareholder to 10 per cent,
which brings it into line with restrictions on
shareholding in Tabcorp. This will only apply to the
new company while it holds a gaming operator’s
licence. The new company is also restricted from
cross-ownership and involvement with other gaming
entities. These restrictions will ensure the proper
probity measures are in place, and these changes are
supported by Tattersall’s to allow the float to go ahead.
We are all aware that over a long time the government
has, through envy or jealousy, campaigned to force
Tattersall’s to reveal the names of its current
approximately 2500 beneficiaries. Until now
Tattersall’s has not done so. A similar campaign has
been carried out by the Herald Sun, and even today’s
newspaper talks about the super secret company, its
exclusive licence and its secret owners, the secret
society of Tatts beneficiaries. It appears that with this
legislation the government and the Herald Sun have
finally won their campaign.
It is nearly 100 years to the day, 23 September 1904,
that George Adams died. At the reading of his will in
Hobart a week later the four trustees were appointed. A
book called The Luck of the Draw, written by Trevor
Wilson and Eddie Dean, has given me some
background information on Tattersall’s. It is
worthwhile talking about this so members understand
the size of the company and the meagre start it had in
this country. The four trustees appointed were George
Adams’s nephew, Mr W. J. Adams; a close friend,
Mr D. H. Harvey; a Hobart solicitor, Mr W. A. Findlay;
and a Sydney solicitor, Mr G. J. Barry. At that stage the
estate of the late George Adams was established.
George Adams was born in England in 1839. He and
his parents and family arrived in Sydney in 1855. He
had various jobs that included driving a Cobb and Co.
coach, farm labouring and sheep farming. He also
worked as a butcher, a stock dealer, a saddler, a baker
and a confectioner. When he discovered hotels he
purchased the Steam Packet Hotel in Kiama on the
southern coast of New South Wales. Adams eventually
became the owner of the Tattersall’s Hotel in Pitt
Street, Sydney, and he set about establishing himself in
sweeps, or sweepstakes as they were known at that
time. They were run in conjunction with the Melbourne
Cup. Tattersall’s Hotel was a sporting club and was set
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up using the standards and the rules of betting
established by Tattersall’s in London. The sweeps were
restricted to club members only.
George Adams quickly established a reputation for
scrupulous honesty and his sweeps became more and
more popular. He then expanded into public sweeps,
not just sweeps for members of his club. However, bad
times were coming to New South Wales: banks were
going broke, there was high unemployment, and
businesses were going bankrupt. Many of the other
sweeps also started going broke, and of course
clergymen were talking about the evils of gambling.
This was back in the 1850s, and they have not stopped
since! They were also refusing to take charity from the
funds that were derived from gambling. This upset
Adams because he was very free with the funds he was
prepared to hand out. A recent decision by John Dalziel
of the Salvation Army to refuse to take $5 million from
Tattersall’s continues this argument put up by the
clergy.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr SMITH — They do take it sometimes, don’t
they?
The New South Wales government announced that
lotteries and sweeps would no longer be permitted, and
George Adams reacted by taking his sweeps to
Queensland. With his experience and his excellent
reputation for integrity and honesty, his sweeps became
an immediate success. However, the Queensland
opposition party objected and forced the Queensland
government to use the Post and Telegraph Act 1891 to
stop Tattersall’s and others from using the mail to take
wagers on sweeps. These restrictions led to
controversial bans being published by the new federal
government after Federation. Not to be deterred,
George Adams looked around and he was approached
by the Tasmanian government to run a lottery on its
behalf. The lottery prizes were to be the assets of the
Bank of Van Diemen’s Land, offering prizes of
property, rather than cash. Adams was made.
The government supported the lotteries and eventually
licensed Adams to conduct the ongoing lotteries in
Tasmania. But this was not without controversy and the
churches were again running a campaign against him.
George Adams was a battler who made good. He died
rich and famous, and his memory still lingers through
Tattersall’s across Australia and, as members would be
aware, in other places around the world. The four
current trustees, Ray Hornsby, Peter Kerr, David Jones
and William Adams, have had to make a tough decision
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about whether to continue the way they are going or to
make their company a public company.
Victorians have always been good supporters of Tatts
sweeps and lotteries. When the state of Victoria was
looking at starting its own lottery, Premier John Cain,
Sr, negotiated with Tattersall’s to come to Melbourne in
l954. Tattersall’s contributed to state revenue almost
immediately. Premier Henry Bolte renewed its licence
for a further 10 years, and the expression ‘a ticket in
Tatts’ became a byword here in Victoria.
When Tattslotto was established in 1972 it was not a
roaring success, with the 12th draw having a first
division pool of only $26 000 — a little different to
what it is now, when the pool often gets up to
$25 million. Look at the success that Tattslotto is today.
When John Cain, Jr, retired Joan Kirner was elected
Premier, and she and her ministers decided to use the
government-controlled TAB to set up the first Tabaret
at the Rialto. Tattersall’s then came on board with Tatts
pokies and expanded across Victoria, along with the
Tabarets. This has led to a very large investment in
Victoria, a large number of jobs and huge windfalls for
the governments of the day. Tattersall’s has always
been very generous to the people of Victoria through
grants and donations, and we hope this generosity will
continue under the new entity. We are also very much
aware that Tattersall’s, through its hotels, pays a
contribution to the Community Support Fund. Over
recent times we have spoken about the allocation of
moneys from this fund and that they have not
necessarily gone back into the communities from
whence they came — that is, to people who have lost
when gambling.
We believe it is important, and I am sure Tattersall’s
would agree, that the Community Support Fund is run
properly and on the basis that the money that goes into
the fund is used to assist the community it comes from,
to assist problem gamblers and people who have drug
and alcohol problems and to provide counselling. It is
not just to go into the coffers of the government of the
day. This government has certainly made a great effort
to ensure that the money is hidden away in government
departments, and in particular in the Department for
Victorian Communities. It is very difficult for anybody
to find out where that money is. Transparency is very
poor, and the government has made every effort to
ensure it is hidden.
The Liberal Party supports this legislation. We trust that
it has a speedy passage through the Parliament and that
Tattersall’s is able to get on with floating the company.
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Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — This is a
rather complex piece of legislation for all its apparent
brevity, but in the 20 minutes to which I am restricted
by the Labor government’s rules I will do my best to
address its provisions.
The Tattersall’s organisation was founded in 1881. In
its time in Victoria it has become an absolute icon,
renowned not only throughout the length and breadth of
the state of Victoria but also throughout the nation. It
has been a huge producer of taxation revenue for
governments of all persuasions. The current
government has made an absolute art form of that in the
face of all sorts of promises that it made before it came
to power, but then again this is not the only area where
that sort of contradiction in outcomes is to be seen.
Over and above that, Tattersall’s has made a wonderful
contribution to the community at large through a vast
array of circumstances. Only a few weeks ago I was at
a function where Tattersall’s made its annual awards
for the outstanding citizens it had supported through the
year. The awards, as the Minister for Gaming reminds
me, come under the banner of community excellence.
The minister was there, as was the opposition
spokesman and many others from the Parliament at
large. This was just another instance of the Tattersall’s
organisation making an extraordinary contribution to
the community of Victoria. In all senses this entity,
which employs a large number of people throughout
Victoria, not only in its own headquarters in Melbourne
but also in the different enterprises that are represented
by its outlets, continues to make the wonderful
contribution for which it is renowned.
The bill before the house represents the end of an era
and the start of another. The structure Tattersall’s has
historically had is to undergo a radical change which
the organisation itself has determined is appropriate to
take it into the future. In many senses the bill is
mechanical, enabling legislation. This is similar to the
sort of process that occurred when Tabcorp was
corporatised and eventually became the subject of
legislation. I might say as an aside that we can
confidently look forward to our present Treasurer not
bagging the float of the Tattersall’s organisation in the
same way as he bagged the float of Tabcorp. His
activity cost the state of Victoria and the organisation
itself an enormous amount of money — and estimates
range up to about $125 million, from memory. That
fact is that we have all moved on — or at least I hope
the Treasurer has and that we are not faced with the
prospect of that sort of activity being repeated in this
context.
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The purposes of the bill are set out within its opening
provisions. In essence the bill enables the transfer to the
new company, Tattersall’s Ltd, of the gaming
operator’s licence and public lottery licence, which are
held by the trustees of the will and estate of the late
George Adams. A further purpose is to provide for the
new company to be authorised to conduct and promote
Club Keno games in lieu of the trustees doing so.
Thirdly, the intention is to regulate shareholding
interests in the new company; and finally, the bill
makes provision for the financial recording and
reporting requirements of the company.
The bill is the first amendment to the Gambling
Regulation Act 2003, and I am sure members will
remember that tome coming before the house last year.
It was about 600 pages, the biggest bill that has been
before this Parliament in my period of almost 12 years
here. Essentially it amounted to ripping the covers and
back pages off the existing pieces of gaming legislation,
whacking them all together, putting on a new cover and
back page and calling it the Gambling Regulation Act.
There were not many changes to the process as such.
This legislation on the other hand represents a change.
The act prohibits the transfer of the two licences to
which I referred — namely, the gaming operator’s
licence and the public lottery licence. This bill enables
that activity to actually happen. The bill also
accommodates issues of probity, reporting,
shareholders’ interests and financial recording and
reporting. It contemplates a process in the following
terms: the new company is to be incorporated, although
the incorporation must have occurred because it is
described in the bill with the appropriate reference
number, and it has directors, presuming that
incorporation to have occurred.
Clause 4 gives effect to the principles of the transfer of
the gaming operator’s licence and the public lottery
licence. Essentially those two processes are the same.
Although they are different licences, the mechanisms of
transfer as set out in the bill are basically the same. The
process that is to take place is that the trustees of the
estate will apply to the Minister for Gaming for the
approval of the transfer. The minister will be obliged to
refer the application to the Victorian Commission for
Gambling Regulation, which is colloquially known —
and termed in the principal act — as the commission.
The commission will then effectively treat the
application as a new application for a licence. It is
required under the bill to advise the minister in writing
as to its views about the merits of the application. The
minister will then determine the application and advise
the trustees as to the outcome. The minister can grant
the application only if the commission says it is
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satisfactory to do so. The transfer of the licence will
occur at any time thereafter. One would anticipate that
although the bill does not impose any time lines for the
transfer, as a matter of commercial reality that transfer
would be imminent upon the approval being obtained.
I would like the minister to address an issue arising
from this process. It is to do with the fact that the
minister is entitled under the provisions introduced
under clause 4 to set conditions under which the
transfer can happen. The Nationals have an interest in
what the minister might think to be appropriate
conditions. For example, is the minister empowered by
the provisions to apply new taxes? Is the minister
empowered to vary the number of gaming machines
that the new company will operate under its licence? Is
the minister entitled to call for the payment of a new,
inflated licence fee? Is the minister entitled to apply any
other sort of impost in order to apply the conditions to
which the relevant subsection refers? Apart from the
issue of the minister’s entitlement to do these things, I
would like to know if the government is intending to do
them, because I think it is important from the
perspective of the carriage of this legislation that these
matters are out there in the marketplace and that
everyone knows what is going on.
I move onto the issue of what will happen if the transfer
takes effect. Again that is accommodated under
clause 4. In practical terms the licences that are
transferred are to continue for the balance of their term.
It is interesting that the legislation makes a distinction
between a gaming operator’s licence, for which the
transfer is only for the balance of the term, and a public
lottery licence, for which there is provision for
extension of the term. I would be interested in finding
out the circumstances under which the minister
envisages this extension might occur. Otherwise the
same conditions will apply across the board as those
that applied before this new structure was established.
There cannot be a further transfer — this bill
accommodates only the one transfer happening. The
same rights and obligations as those of the trustees will
vest in the new organisation upon the transfer taking
effect. There are other procedural requirements once
the transfer happens. Ultimately the trustees must
advise the minister when the transfer takes place.
There are very important provisions regarding the
shareholding interests of the gaming operator. I
emphasise that new divisions 3A and 3B, which are to
be inserted in the principal act by clause 5 of the bill,
apply to the gaming operator’s licence. I will not go
through them specifically, but I will talk about their
general tenor. They contain a definition of ‘associate’,
to which close scrutiny is given. Essentially the
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definition will be in accord with the corporations
legislation or, importantly, it will be defined through a
ministerial declaration. That declaration might be made
if the minister felt that the parties involved were acting
in concert with the intention of taking control over, or
exercising significant influence on, the new entity
against the public interest. I emphasise those words —
against the public interest. In those circumstances the
minister is empowered to serve a notice of his having
made a declaration.
As I understand it this provision is one of eight such
provisions dealing with ministerial declarations in the
bill. I pause to roll through them. The first is the one I
have just described. The second, third, fourth and fifth
all appear on pages 14 and 15 of the bill. They deal
with the power of the minister to require information in
relation to entitlement to shares in the licensee. The
second deals with the issue of associations, and the
third deals with the issue of relevant interest as defined
in this legislation. The term ‘relevant interest’ pops up
out of nowhere in the course of the bill. I am not quite
sure how it made its way into the legislation in the place
it first does, but in any event the minister can make
declarations where he believes the issue of relevant
interest is pertinent. In a fourth category he can also
make declarations to suspend voting rights, and in a
fifth category he can make declarations regarding
prohibited shareholding interests. He can do all of these
things under this general power of requiring
information. If he does not get it or does not like it, he
is empowered to make the additional four declarations
to which I have referred.
Under new section 3.4.37E, which deals with the
disposal and forfeiture of shares, the minister can —
with a sixth type of declaration — force the disposal of
shares. Under his seventh capacity for declaration he
can cause the forfeit of the excess of shares over to the
state of Victoria. Finally, under the heading
‘Annulment of certain resolutions of the licensee’, the
minister can annul a resolution of a general meeting
that is passed by inadmissible votes. So there are eight
areas where the minister can make declarations.
I am particularly interested in those declarations and the
minister’s comments on them because they are very
wide and intrusive powers. Although the issue of
‘against the public interest’ is referred to where the first
of those potential declarations occurs, those words do
not otherwise appear in the other seven instances
contemplated by the legislation where the minister can
make a declaration. I am interested therefore in the
extent to which there is an intention by the government
ultimately to become involved in issuing these sorts of
declarations because they are extraordinarily intrusive.
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Appeal provisions are set out at page 23 of the bill.
Those appeal provisions again bear examination
because, as I understand it, their practical effect is that
an appeal can be lodged against seven of the eight
declaratory rights of the minister but not against the one
that is referred to within proposed section 3.4.37I(1),
which is inserted by clause 5. The minister, as I
understand it, is protected from an appeal, and this is
the provision which deals with the annulling of a
resolution of the licensee. That happens in
circumstances where votes have been counted and
where they are in fact inadmissible.

no person or individual who holds an interest of greater
than 10 per cent.

As I read the bill and its provisions, not only the one I
have just recited, but proposed section 3.4.37I(6) and
more particularly clause 10, where the Supreme Court
limitation of jurisdiction arises, when you put all that
together it seems that the only area whereby section 85
is to take effect and whereby people will be precluded
from actually lodging an appeal is with regard to any
circumstance that arises under proposed
section 3.4.37I(1). If that is the case — and I think it
is — I do not quite understand why the terms of the
second-reading speech are as broad as they are. The
second-reading speech uses language which suggests
that the minister has a broad-ranging capacity to be able
to use section 85 provisions to stop a series of
applications by way of an appeal being made against
his declarations. In any event I stand to be corrected,
and I would be interested in the minister’s perspective
on that.

The third exemption is to do with the company itself. It
can hold a number of shares greater than 10 per cent in
the voting interest of the company, but it can only do so
for a period of 90 days unless that time is extended.
Then it must also sell down. Again, that is to do with
the transition stage of this legislation taking effect. It
may well be the company does a buyback, for example,
of shareholder’s interests when the float actually occurs
and the transfers go across. Understandably there will
be again a lag period where the company can be
involved from that perspective. In a sense this is similar
to the Tabcorp provisions and therefore The Nationals
do not object to it.

The other significant provision in this legislation is to
do with prohibited shareholding interests. The bill
provides that a prohibited shareholding interest is
defined as being more than 10 per cent of the voting
power of a licensee in a gaming operator — and I
emphasise that this only applies to the gaming operator
provisions. In essence that means no shareholder can
have an interest of greater than 10 per cent in the new
company. I understand the position to be that in any
event there are no shareholders who will appear in the
new company with an interest of greater than 10 per
cent; nevertheless I endorse the principle of the
government including this provision in this act because
it is similar to that which occurred in the Tabcorp
legislation and it seems to me to be fair to apply it here
as well.
There are three exemptions to this provision. The first is
that where an incoming trustee swaps his interests for
shares, if those shares were to be greater than 10 per
cent and represented more particularly a voting power
of more than 10 per cent, then that person would be
entitled to keep that interest. However, it will have no
effect here in practical terms because I believe there is

The second exemption is where the trustees can hold an
interest of 10 per cent, but can only do so for a period
of seven days, although there is a power in the minister
to expand that period of time, and then the trustee must
dispose of them down to that interest of less than 10 per
cent — that is, in the hands of any one trustee. That
provision is there because there will be a time lag where
the shares go across to the trustees and it deals with the
period of their disposition and distribution.

There are further provisions in the bill which deal with
the restrictions on the directors of Tatts or the operator,
as is defined in the bill, having a greater than 5 per cent
interest in certain entities such as the casino and various
other enterprises which are listed in the legislation.
There are also restrictions on associations with certain
activities imposed on those same people. They also
appear in the legislation.
Taken in its totality this is the end of an era; it is the
start of another. It will mean that Tattersall’s will
continue to exist in Victoria but in a new form. We will
still hear the jingles and see all the advertising to the
extent the legislation allows it, and I am sure the
Victorian community will continue to enjoy the benefits
of the operations and facilities of this great
organisation. May it have a wonderful time in the future
because it has been and will continue to be a
magnificent contributor to Victoria’s fortunes.
Mr HUDSON (Bentleigh) — It is a great pleasure
to rise in support of this bill. The bill will allow the
trustees of the will and the estate of the late George
Adams, known as Tattersall’s, to transfer gaming and
lottery licences to a new corporate body. This is a very
significant development. For a long time there have
been criticisms that Tattersall’s was not an open and
transparent organisation and that the beneficiaries of the
George Adams estate were unknown and
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unaccountable, and that the trustees were significant
beneficiaries of large amounts of money which were
conferred under the state gaming and lottery licences —
but no-one knew who they were. The bill changes all
that.
In passing it is worth saying that the bill reflects great
credit on the Minister for Gaming, and on the Premier.
For three years now the Bracks government has sought
to convince Tattersall’s to become a more transparent
publicly listed company. The government has
succeeded in this objective with this bill.
In his contribution to the debate the member for Bass
talked about a campaign based on envy and jealousy.
He even named some interesting suspects, such as the
Herald Sun, as being part of that campaign. I do not see
this as a campaign based on envy and jealousy; I see it
as a campaign based on probity and transparency. It is
about accountability; it is about openness; it is about
ensuring that the public, the government and the
community know who are the beneficiaries of
Tattersall’s under the licence. It is about the
government and the public knowing who are the
shareholders in this company.
Mr Smith — Why?
Mr HUDSON — For the obvious reason, if the
member for Bass actually thought about this for a
moment — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kotsiras) —
Order! The member for Bentleigh, without assistance.
Mr HUDSON — Where you have a government
that is involved in conferring significant benefits on
individuals through gaming machine licences, which in
this state are a duopoly, in the interests of openness it is
important the public knows who they are. It is
important for the public to know who are the
beneficiaries. If the member for Bass does not
understand that fundamental point then he has missed
the whole point of this bill, which is to lift the shroud of
secrecy and anonymity and to ensure the community
knows who the beneficiaries are.
The government has argued for the change, and to their
credit the trustees have agreed to it. The change to a
publicly listed company will bring a number of
considerable benefits. First, the beneficiaries of
Tattersall’s will not be just a select few — for example,
mum and dad investors will be able to buy into the
company. The benefits of the licence will be shared
around by a broader number and range of people.
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No longer will the beneficiaries solely be as a result of
an accident of birth or of being in the know. To date the
only way you can have an interest in Tattersall’s is by
birth or by buying into the estate through contact with
an existing beneficiary. Under this bill, this will no
longer happen. Under this bill anyone will be able to
buy shares in Tattersall’s at the going market price on
the stock exchange. Who owns Tattersall’s will be open
and transparent, something that seems to horrify the
member for Bass, who gave us a long and somewhat
myopic and romantic view of the history of the
organisation, That is fine, but it is not appropriate in the
21st century.
As a result of this bill Tattersall’s will be required to
provide regular reports to the Australian Stock
Exchange, which I would have thought the member for
Bass would welcome, and maintain a registry of
shareholders, which again I would have thought the
member for Bass would welcome. We will know where
the dividends will go. The bill will make clear what the
money trail is. Under the current arrangements no one
knows who the beneficiaries are. I believe this is an
important safeguard against corruption.
While there is no evidence at all that there has been
corruption in the past these provisions will make it
much less likely that this will occur in the future. This is
a farsighted piece of government legislation which will
safeguard against corruption. It is consistent with good
government and what the public expects where a
company is the beneficiary of government licences
which generate a significant amount of revenue.
In addition, this bill will regulate shareholding interests
and place a cap of 10 per cent on individual voting
interests in the new company subject to a few
exceptions. It will also place restrictions on
cross-ownership and involvement in other
gambling-related activities. These requirements, which
the member for Bass laments, are exactly the same as
the restrictions that apply to Tabcorp, the other
licence-holder — both licence-holders will be on an
equal playing field.
The member for Bass talked in passing about the
Community Support Fund. He suggested that the
money in the fund was not being returned to
communities. One per cent of the total gaming revenue
goes into the fund and is being returned to local
communities. It is clear where the money goes:
$26 million is going into problem gambling services.
That is a massive increase on the amount of money
going into problem gambling services when it is
compared to what the previous coalition government
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did, which was pathetic, paltry, miniscule and
ineffective.
The money is also being spent on community building
programs in areas where there are high levels of
electronic gaming machines. That is absolutely clear.
The communities that are benefiting most from this
money are the communities that are most
disadvantaged in terms of the amount of money that is
being surrendered to poker machines in their areas. It is
also being spent on broader community benefit
programs, which I point out the Kennett government
legislated for when it introduced the legislation
governing the Community Support Fund. That
legislation says that the money should go to young
people, the arts, culture, tourism, recreation and sport.
They are precisely the areas where the money in the
Community Support Fund is going.
The funds in the Community Support Fund are being
well spent, unlike the situation in 1996, when the
Auditor-General produced a damning report on the
level of expenditure out of the fund. In fact, he pointed
out that only $65 million out of $187 million approved
for distribution from the Community Support Fund had
been spent! Only $65 million out of $187 million —
about a third of the money in the fund approved for
distribution had been spent! That is not occurring under
this government.
I will talk briefly about the number of poker machines.
The question of the number of poker machines was
raised by the Leader of the Opposition, who suggested
that there will be a cut in the number of machines. The
issue of the number of machines is always a legitimate
question of public policy, but it does have to be
supported by a range of other sensible policies that will
reduce problem gambling.
The opposition regularly disparages the idea of regional
caps and of introducing a ban or limitations on
advertising for gaming venues, yet we have a knee-jerk
response saying that it will reduce the number of
machines by 5000. Unless you have regional caps the
only thing those operators will do is refocus all those
machines into those areas that are the most vulnerable
and susceptible to poker machines. That is what will
happen. There will be a complete redistribution into the
most vulnerable and disadvantaged areas unless you
have regional caps. All you will do if you remove
regional caps is exacerbate the existing problem
gambling problem.
The opposition should get real and develop a sensible,
comprehensive policy. It should come up with
something that will actually address the issue of
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problem gambling. It should come up with something
which is based on decent research and which shows
how we might actually assist problem gamblers in this
state instead of going for gimmicks that do not do
anything to address the problem. That is what you need
to do and that is what this government is doing on top
of many of the other reforms which the opposition has
disparaged.
In summing up, the bill will increase the transparency
and accountability of Tattersall’s. It will ensure that the
government and the community know who the
shareholders in the company are. It will limit the
ownership of shares, It will ensure that there is greater
accountability. This bill should be welcomed. I
commend the bill to the house.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS (Minister for
Gaming) — I thank the members for Bass, Gippsland
South and Bentleigh for their contributions to the
debate. I thank the opposition and the Leader of The
Nationals and his party for their support of the bill. In
closing the debate I commend the trustees. I know some
would say that the trustees may be very brave. That
may be so, but I know they know it is the right thing to
do in terms of a modern company structure. The reality
of gambling is that it is becoming more of a national
and international product, and while Tattersall’s has a
long and proud history in the way it provides services to
communities, a special benefit is being derived by the
range of different licences being granted by
government, and we always have to balance those
things.
Tattersall’s has four separate licences that focus on
poker machines, but it has lotteries, Club Keno and
football tipping.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS — You asked me to
mention it, so I have mentioned it.
I know the trustees are steering this new company
structure and working through it. The government has
clearly offered its full support for that to happen. It is
our view, and it is known in the public arena, that there
have been issues and that those issues will never go
away with community debate and discussion about the
company structure of Tattersall’s. Maybe it was an
appropriate structure for the past when there were many
similar other businesses that had trust-based structures,
but they have evolved and become companies. The
world has changed around us and Tattersall’s has seen
the need to change. We commend it for that. It is
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important, and I am proud to say it, that we have kept
the pressure on.

simply a facilitation role. There is obviously a sunset
clause in order for the shareholder listing to happen.

We believe the debate will not go away, and as has
been raised in arguments by the community, you can
find out who are the owners of all other businesses.
This is one of the largest businesses in Australia that
derives a special benefit because of the licences issued
by government. We also have a responsibility as a
government to encourage transparency. It is important
that we support this, but what we are doing is being
very conscious about consistency. This bill is designed
to be consistent with what occurred with Tabcorp. In
relation to the issues about ministerial powers that the
Leader of The Nationals raised, or about ownership
restrictions, this is consistent with Tabcorp, because it is
very important when an entity is going into the
marketplace that it have the same benefits and restraints
as have occurred with others, where that is appropriate.
We believe a 10 per cent shareholder restriction is
appropriate.

There are a number of issues that Tattersall’s has to go
through — the Supreme Court et cetera, and the
prospectuses at the end. Once it has gone through all
that, it then goes to the market. But it is certainly the
view of the government that we should be facilitating
this since we have been calling for part of this action as
well. It is fair to say that if, for whatever reason, a float
may not proceed — I think there is no doubt it will; it
has a great brand name, Tattersall’s, no doubt about
that, there is no use denying that — there will obviously
be continuing issues about ownership and beneficiaries,
and the government will have to continue to pursue
those. I think it is in the public interest to pursue those. I
wish Tattersall’s well in the float. We are facilitating it,
and I think it is very important that this house and this
Parliament support Tattersall’s in creating a new
company structure.

But in relation to — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS — I was going to raise
those that the Leader of The Nationals raised. They are
exactly the same as were there for Tabcorp, so in effect
it is replicating that. If you are setting a shareholder
restriction, I, as minister, and future ministers, will need
to seek information to determine whether a person has
or is seeking shares that might not be allowed in
limiting and prohibiting certain ownership. You also
have the provisions, as part of proposed
section 3.4.37D, which enable the minister to access
information if parties are being uncooperative. That is
not unreasonable. If you are setting a shareholder
restriction for whatever public benefit, you need the
ability to determine and seek information to ensure we
are complying with the law. That is the explanation.
I have said that we have focused very much on having
some similar issues or provisions that have been in
there for Tabcorp. There are a number of transitional
issues that we want to facilitate. The question was also
asked earlier on: with those powers will we be doing
anything more? No. The simple answer is that we are
helping to facilitate this change, so it is status quo. We
are wanting it to happen. We believe it is important that
it happens in the public interest.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS — The conditions would
be the same as have been applied in the past. This is

Motion agreed to.
Read second time; by leave, proceeded to third
reading.
Third reading
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kotsiras) —
Order! I advise the house that as the required statement
of intention has been made under section 85(5)(c) of the
Constitution Act 1975, the third reading of the bill is
required to be passed by an absolute majority. As there
is not an absolute majority of the members of the house
present, I ask the Clerk to ring the bells.
Bells rung.
Members having assembled in chamber:
Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read third time.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

PARLIAMENTARY SALARIES AND
SUPERANNUATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 25 August; motion of
Mr BRACKS (Premier).
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Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — This is a bill to amend
the Parliamentary Salaries and Superannuation
Act 1968 with the intention of limiting the increase in
the basic salary payable to members of Parliament to
3 per cent for the 2004–05 financial year. The bill seeks
to achieve this by providing that retrospectively to
1 July this year the gap between federal and Victorian
MPs basic salaries will be $1442 per annum rather than
$500 per annum. This is a bill that puts all members of
Parliament in an invidious position because we need to
debate a matter on which we all have what would
generally be considered to be an intrinsic and
unavoidable conflict of interest.
This legislation relates to the remuneration of members
of Parliament, and therefore the personal financial
situation of every member of Parliament is affected by
its outcome. Thus the citizens to whom we are
answerable are entitled to look with particular scrutiny
at the decisions we make. In principle it is desirable that
if at all possible those who exercise positions of trust or
responsibility giving them control over the finances or
assets of other people should avoid being placed in the
situation where they have to make decisions relating to
the use of those finances or assets in ways that can
benefit them personally. The law of trust has over many
years evolved a range of principles addressing similar
issues.
If there is to be any remuneration at all for members of
Parliament, it is virtually unavoidable that Parliament
itself, and thus members of Parliament, must make
some decisions about the issue. However, progressively
over the years parliaments have sought to establish
ways to mitigate, if not eliminate, the conflicts of
interest involved. In Victoria for many years we have
had in place the set formula that the bill refers to linking
the remuneration of state MPs to the remuneration of
federal MPs, which in turn is set independently of the
commonwealth Parliament by the commonwealth
Remuneration Tribunal. The bill before us proposes to
retain this formula but to alter the relativity between
state and federal MPs in order to be in accordance with
what the Premier tells the house is his government’s
wages policy. There have been numerous different
versions of the government’s wages policy over the last
15 months or so, emanating from time to time from the
Premier, the Treasurer, the Minister for Finance, the
Minister for Education and Training, the Minister for
Health and the Attorney-General.
In the absence of a clear and definitive statement of the
government’s wages policy, and rather than trying to
unravel all the strands of the saga of twists and turns we
have seen, let me quote some paragraphs from an
article by Richard Baker which was published in the
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Age on 29 May this year. It succinctly sets out some of
the key facts relating to the government’s wages policy
and how it has been implemented. The article states:
Premier Steve Bracks has decided to cut by almost 1 per cent
an automatic pay rise to be granted to Victoria’s
132 members of Parliament in July.
The commonwealth Remuneration Tribunal, the body that
decides the pay of senior federal public servants and MPs,
yesterday confirmed federal and state politicians would
receive a 3.9 per cent pay increase from 1 July.
But Mr Bracks … decided to reduce the pay rise to 3 per cent
in order to keep MPs’ pay increases in line with the
government’s strict public sector wages policy of no more
than 3 per cent per year.

Later on the article refers to the industrial claims by the
nurses and teachers unions. It says:
Both wages deals were settled recently, with Australian
Education Union members getting a 12 per cent pay rise over
three and a half years. Australian Nursing Federation
members won pay rises of between 3.6 and 3.8 per cent.
Mr Bracks also vowed to get tough on huge pay increases for
judges, last month rejecting an independent tribunal’s
determination that the state’s judiciary receive an immediate
13.6 per cent pay rise.
But this month he reversed his position, granting judges,
magistrates and Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal
members pay rises of at least 32 per cent by 2007.
Under the deal the judiciary got an immediate 3 per cent wage
rise, to be followed by another 3 per cent on 1 July. Bigger
increases will follow in July 2005, 2006 and 2007.

Notwithstanding all the uncertainties and ambiguities in
its wages policy, the government is now asking
Parliament to agree to limit parliamentary salaries as
part of that policy. In view of the importance to Victoria
and the budget of the government’s wages policy —
whatever the wages policy of the present government
might be — and for the other reasons I have outlined,
the Liberal Party does not oppose the bill.
Mr RYAN (Leader of The Nationals) — The
Nationals do not oppose this legislation. Historically
state members of Parliament receive a salary of $500
less than the salary payable to backbench members of
federal Parliament. That figure is then used as a
benchmark for payments not only to backbenchers but
to those who are termed office-holders under the
relevant legislation.
For this financial year the independent commonwealth
Remuneration Tribunal granted an increase of 3.9 per
cent. Through this legislation the government wants to
maintain what it says is an increase of 3 per cent, which
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it in turn says is in line with the increases in salaries that
have been allowed for the public service.
To achieve its stated aim the government has inserted a
provision whereby the reference to $500 is deleted in
the principal act and there is substituted for that amount
a figure of $1142. The end result of this circus is that,
taking this combination of factors into account, the
increase will be 3 per cent in salary. As to what happens
in years to come, we will all have to wait and see. The
3 per cent increase applies from 1 July 2004, and it will
be paid on a backdated basis at some stage in the future,
probably about 14 October.
I am here as one who has been through this process
before. When the former government considered this
situation — I would say from memory it was probably
10 years ago — what it decided to do was to forgo the
pay increase altogether, and that is what happened. We
gave up the pay increase entirely and life went on. I do
not think anyone rang my office to say, ‘Good for
you!’, and I do not think there was any recognition
from the community at large that that had happened.
I mention this because I well recognise that this is a
vexed issue in the eyes of the public. I said recently in
the course of an interview about this general topic that
if we offered to pay $100 000 to come along and do this
job we would still have people ringing up and saying
we were not paying enough! That is the reality of
political life in Australia. I assure the house that I am
not whingeing or moaning about it; I accept it as one of
those things. My wife would be the first to tell the
house, if the house were interested in asking, that my
knowledge of what comes into and what goes out of the
bank account is probably not as good as it should be, so
I am not a reliable witness as to the specifics of the
figures. But my point is that this is popularist politics. It
will have an appeal in some quarters; others, for the
main part, will look at this as life going on.
The other matter that compounds this is that we
struggled for years to get some sort of independent
system to deal with this. We tried to and ultimately did
distance the Parliament from the whole process. Having
just said what I have said I stand to be corrected, but as
I recall when I first came into this place there were few
if any actual increases. After I came in in 1992 I do not
think we had an increase in the base rate for some
period of time — and I emphasise again that I stand to
be corrected. But no-one jumped up and screamed
about it, because certainly from my perspective and that
of my party, that is just the way things go. The idea
ultimately was to get an independent system, and we
got it through the operations of the Remunerations
Tribunal. Yet we still have people who want to
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complain about it. I say again that it is more to do with
the Australian way of life and with how people tend to
approach these things generally than with anything else.
I had said to me as I was about to get up and speak that
maybe we ought to call a division and then have a
conscience vote. It seems to me that the legislation is
before the house for the purposes the government
recites. Nevertheless I wonder whether those purposes
are being fulfilled, because I think it is generally
recognised that the increases granted to the public
sector go beyond the public figures, because inevitably
the benefits that flow to the public sector go beyond the
straight 3 per cent — or 3.5 per cent or 4 per cent or
whatever it might be, including 12 per cent over three
and a half years and all the variations on the theme. All
sorts of allowances get paid, and as the house well
knows the Auditor-General has reported on these issues
at length in years gone by — and I am sure he will
continue to do so.
Nevertheless the government has presented the
legislation, and The Nationals do not oppose it. That, if
I may say, is about the end of the penny section.
Mr STENSHOLT (Burwood) — I rise to support
the Parliamentary Salaries and Superannuation
(Amendment) Bill, and I thank the opposition and the
National Party for also supporting it. The bill seeks to
limit the increase in the base salary to the same increase
which has been applied throughout the public sector —
namely, 3 per cent. This is in line with community
expectations and with the government’s wages policy,
which has been very clear for a long time and has been
negotiated with a large number of different parts of the
public sector — for example, public servants in March
this year, teachers in April, nurses in May and disability
workers in September. This is being effected by
clause 3 of the bill, which substitutes the figure of $500
with the figure $1442 as the gap between the annual
salary payable to members of the House of
Representatives and the members of the Victorian
Parliament.
I should also note that clause 4 repeals the spent
provision — namely, section 3A of the Parliamentary
Salaries and Superannuation Act 1968, which was
applied in 1991, if I remember correctly. This is a pretty
straightforward and simple bill regarding our base
salaries. As I said, it is in line with community
expectation and the government’s public sector wages
policy, and I commend the bill to the house.
Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — I rise to support the
Parliamentary Salaries and Superannuation
(Amendment) Bill. I have been a long-time critic of the
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arrangements we have for the remuneration of members
of Parliament. I guess there are some members in this
place who are worth more than they get paid, and there
may be some who are worth less, but irrespective of
that I believe we have to be consistent with the rest of
the community in our expectation of pay rises. If public
servants are limited to 3 per cent, then I believe we
should show some leadership and abide by the same
rules.
Our current system of determining pay has come about
on the basis that we are in a no-win situation. You
could never find a forum where people and the general
community would ever agree that we are deserving of
anything in some areas, and we have to be mindful of
that. The bill is an appropriate measure at this time. We
are asking for salary minimisation across the board in
terms of pay increases. If we are tagging on behind
federal bureaucrats and politicians, we will be
deserving of some criticism. On that basis I commend
the bill to the house.
Ms MUNT (Mordialloc) — I would also like to rise
in support of the bill for parliamentary salaries and the
new nexus with the federal government so that we have
a 3 per cent increase that is in line with all the other
members of our community that we have asked to show
restraint in their wages — teachers, nurses, public
servants and disability workers — who have also all
come to see me in my electorate office. I personally
would be uncomfortable in taking a pay rise that is not
in line with the pay rise we have expected other people
to fall into line with as a matter of fiscal responsibility.
The Bracks government has said that we need that
fiscal responsibility to maintain funding for all of our
other services: health, education and community safety.
I support this bill as a reasonable fiscal measure and to
stay in line with other members of my community.
Mr HOLDING (Minister for Manufacturing and
Export) — On behalf of the Premier I would like to
thank those members who contributed to this debate:
the member for Box Hill, the Leader of The Nationals,
the member for Burwood, the member for Mildura and
the member for Mordialloc. I wish the bill a speedy
passage.
Motion agreed to.
Read a second time.
Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.
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Clerk’s amendments
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kotsiras) —
Order! Under standing order 81 I have received the
following report from the Clerk that he has made
corrections in the Parliamentary Salaries and
Superannuation (Amendment) Bill:
In clause 3, line 6, I have inserted ‘Act’ after
‘Superannuation’ so that clause 3 now reads ‘In section 3 of
Parliamentary Salaries and Superannuation Act 1968, in the
definition of “basic salary” for “$500” substitute “$1442”.
In clause 4, line 10, I have inserted ‘Act’ after
‘Superannuation’ so that clause 4 now reads ‘Section 3A of
the Parliamentary Salaries and Superannuation Act 1968 is
repealed’.

WATER INDUSTRY (ENVIRONMENTAL
CONTRIBUTIONS) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 26 August; motion of
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Water).
Opposition amendments circulated by
Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) pursuant to standing
orders.
Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — This bill illustrates
one of the most hypocritical exercises I have seen in
this Parliament over the past 12 years since I have been
a member of this place. Honourable members will
recall that before the election in 1999, the issue of
catchment management authorities (CMAs) levies was
very strongly opposed by the then opposition, the
current government. That resonated in some areas,
made a difference to the election result in some
electorates and assisted this government to gain
government at that time.
It is with extraordinary hypocrisy that it now introduces
environmental contribution legislation under the Water
Industry Act to replace what effectively was a similar
type of levy system to provide the funds to achieve the
same environmental outcomes. The worst part is that
this legislation has introduced for the first time in
Australia a tax levied by a state government on the
consumption of water. No state government has done
this before. It is sheer and unadulterated hypocrisy that
Labor now introduces this when one of the things that it
most strongly opposed in 1999 was that CMA tax.
There are three members of the current government
who supported a petition in opposition to that CMA
levy. In those three cases all three of those seats were
won by Labor. It is appalling to think that this
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government is prepared to tax the consumption of water
as a means of providing the funds it requires to meet the
environmental requirements of this state.
The second point, which is really important, is that it
discriminates between different water users, with some
irrigators being charged between 10 and 40 times what
other irrigators are charged. That is only because of the
poor way in which this legislation has been put
together. There is no direction as to how those charges
should be applied.
Of real concern to us in the opposition is that over the
next two years, running up to the next state election,
this will actually provide a slush fund of $100 million
which could, given the way the bill is worded, be used
in promoting the state government’s proposals to
achieve the sustainable management of water. In other
words, we could have another series of television
advertisements, with the Premier flying around the state
in a helicopter indicating the position the state is in
regarding its water resources and promoting the
government and using these funds to excess in order to
achieve its ends of winning the next state election. It is
effectively a slush fund because the money goes
straight into consolidated revenue.
The discretion as to how those funds will be spent is
entirely in the hands of the Treasurer — I guess with
the assistance of the Minister for Water. Over the
four-year period that the legislation deals with, the state
will accumulate $225 million. Again, as I said, it is at
the Treasurer’s discretion, with no scrutiny, no
oversight and no transparency, as to where that money
will be spent.
There is no direction in the bill as to how water
authorities will collect this tax on water consumption
from their customers. The bill simply says that the levy
on all urban water authorities will be 5 per cent and on
rural authorities, 2 per cent, staggered by a delay in the
first year for all rural authorities, except for
Goulburn-Murray Water, which will have a delay of a
further two years before that environmental
contribution is required.
The disappointment in this lack of direction is that the
bill leaves it totally open to those water authorities to
decide how they extract those funds. The government is
shirking its legislative responsibility in not directing the
water authorities as to how these charges should be
applied to their customers. Currently Melburnians are
contributing on a quarterly basis a drainage charge of
approximately $50 per annum. This is a minimum
charge which amounts to $111 million, as indicated in
Melbourne Water’s annual report. As I see it, this is
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undoubtedly an issue of double dipping, because the
additional funds required from the three retail
companies and from Melbourne Water will amount to a
charge of $158 million for Melburnians over that
four-year period. I quote from City West Water’s plan
notes under the heading ‘Melbourne Water — drainage
charge’:
It is used by Melbourne Water to improve flood protection,
storm water quality and protect waterways and bays.

Clearly this drainage charge, which amounts to
$111 million currently, is an environmental levy. It
makes it doubly clear that this is effectively double
dipping when those customers, who are already paying
$111 million per annum, are being asked to pay an
additional $158 million over the next four years.
This water consumption tax will go directly to
consolidated revenue. Again this is a complete contrast
to what was an effective levy system, under which the
money collected was to be directed to the catchment
management authorities (CMAs). The CMAs were then
in a position to determine where those funds should be
spent. It was done at their discretion and clearly without
any political interference. The whole purpose of the
CMA levy was to direct the funds to where they needed
to go — where the greatest need was — and that is
what the CMAs were established to do. This, however,
will be done at the discretion of the Treasurer. Every
time these funds are drawn on there will be political
overtones as to where the major political benefit will
be, rather than the totally non-political element
involved in the CMAs determining where the greatest
need was and where those funds would be spent.
I also note that the former CMA levy was dedicated to
catchment management: the money was to be expended
where the money was raised. It was about retaining
local autonomy and about transparency — and again,
that is in total contrast to the way this environmental
contribution is to be expended. The urban and rural
authorities have no say as to where the expenditure will
take place, if at all. The CMAs should have been
enshrined in this legislation as major contributors to the
advice required on where these funds should go, but
there is no mention of the CMAs in the legislation at
all.
In the South West Water Authority’s region there are to
be 1200 rural assessments, and the taxes from those
areas are unlikely to be returned to where they were
raised. If funds are raised from those areas, they should
be spent in those areas to at least the same extent that
they are raised, if not more so. Currently the catchment
management authority (CMA) funding runs up to
66 per cent federal funding and 33 per cent state

WATER INDUSTRY (ENVIRONMENTAL CONTRIBUTIONS) BILL
Tuesday, 14 September 2004

ASSEMBLY

funding. This is a vast cost shift from where the CMAs
originated in respect of their funding base. Taking away
that CMA levy means the CMAs are now grossly
underfunded. They are there to provide advice and have
oversight of expenditures such as are going to be
collected under this environmental contributions
legislation.
The issues introduced by this legislation are, as I see
them, first of all the establishment of that slush fund of
$40 million to $60 million prior to the next state
election. This is clearly a threat to the wise use of these
funds. It is essential that there be a body with the
opportunity to oversight and advise on expenditure of
these funds rather than leaving it purely to the
discretion of the Treasurer. There is a total inequity in
charges based on the cost to consumers. This again
highlights the fact that on two counts the government
has not put thought into how this legislation should
have been directed by way of getting some equity into
those environmental charges.
The first is that if 100 megalitres of water are taken
from a stream for one purpose or for another purpose,
one would assume that the environmental impact would
be the same. However, there is a difference of up to
30 times in the amount some irrigators will pay as
against others in respect of the environmental
contributions they will be asked to make. I find that to
be totally and absolutely unacceptable. Second, there is
real duplicity on the part of this government in staying
at arm’s length from the collection of these levies to try
to pretend that this is not a replacement of the CMA
levy, opposition to which assisted Labor to get into
government.
The water authorities I have talked to believe the cost
will be levied as a 5 per cent increase on top of existing
charges for water and that the charges will not be
differentiated on the bills. That means that despite how
inequitable these charges are and despite how great these
charges are, there will be no direction in individual
accounts and bills as to how much individuals are paying
as an environmental contribution. Clearly that is not a
fair, just or transparent system. The individuals paying
this environmental levy — this state tax on water —
should at least know what they are paying to the state
government. This should be included in their bills so
they can see quite clearly what it is that they are paying.
I think it is a travesty that this government is not
prepared to be honest enough to put those charges on
the accounts and to direct the authorities to do so. This
is clearly a new tax. It is a new tax because it is based
on the consumption of water and it goes directly to
consolidated revenue. I cannot think of any way other
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than as a tax to describe any extraction of funds from
individuals or groups, if that is what happens.
The way the catchment management authorities and the
water authorities could act in an advisory capacity to
the government in respect of the expenditure of these
funds is not recognised at all in the bill. The Victorian
Farmers Federation (VFF) is very concerned that there
is no audit of the expenditure or any transparency about
how these funds are to be spent. There is no
accountability as to the total expenditure and there is no
transparency as to the purpose of this expenditure. The
bill effectively gives the discretion to the Treasurer, and
that is where it stops.
In the discussions I had with the VFF it went on to say
that there should be a cap on total expenditure by any
individual. It made the contrast between a metropolitan
consumer with a bill of $800 who, with a 5 per cent
levy, would be paying $40 in an environmental
contribution, and an irrigator using 400 megalitres at an
average of $50 a megalitre, who would be paying
$20 000 and a 2 per cent levy of $400 — 10 times that
of the metropolitan consumer. These are the issues that
the VFF is concerned about. It is concerned that some
water users will be extraordinarily hard hit by these
bills. It therefore believes that there should be a cap on
the top level of these demands on those irrigators. As I
said before, with the drainage fee that is being charged
to metropolitan users, it is clear that they already pay a
levy, which goes to Melbourne Water. However, if you
add that to the proposed environmental charges, it will
still not come within reach of the top level of the
environmental contributions made by irrigators.
In order to make sure that this expenditure is well spent,
a committee should be appointed — prescribed under
the act — to advise and oversee the use and expenditure
of these funds. This committee should be appointed on
a skills basis. This is one of the issues the opposition
wishes to cover in the amendments I have circulated.
Proposed section 194 details the purpose of the funding,
and it is very open. It refers to ‘initiatives that seek
to … promote the sustainable management of water’.
That could mean virtually anything you like. We have
suggested that if those purposes are going to be
transparent and if they are going to effectively act on
the issues which will improve the environmental
sustainability of the water industry, they need to be
more clearly spelled out. The first amendment the
opposition has put forward suggests that proposed
section 194(a) should read:
… provide for the construction of works or the making of
improvements to waterway management that are intended to
lead to enhanced and sustainable management of water …
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This would show quite clearly that these funds should
go to works on the ground, to projects which will
actually save water and to projects that will directly
improve the environmental quality of water, and not
just by way of promotional activities which currently
under the bill are left to the discretion of the Treasurer.
As I said before, there is no direction as to when or how
the levy is to be paid by the authority — the bill just
indicates that that shall be annually — and there is no
direction as to when the authority is to charge its
customers. This should be made clear in the legislation.
It is likely that the authorities will levy their customers
on their existing bills, and this will be quarterly for
urban authorities and up to three times during the
irrigation period for rural authorities. This will probably
mean that those authorities will have the opportunity to
control those funds for a period. They will be extracted
from the customers and the authorities will control
them until they are asked to make that contribution to
the government on an annual basis. If that is at the end
of the 12-month period, they will have the right to the
use of that money. If it is at the start of the 12-month
period, then they will have to pay for those funds until
they are actually paid in by the customers.
Either way it is not determined under the legislation,
and if the legislation were up to scratch it would clearly
indicate that both should be applied at the same time, so
that the water authorities were not necessarily
benefiting from those environmental contributions by
way of having funds in hand. Nor should they be
disadvantaged by having to provide payment to the
government prior to receiving it from their customers.
I will quote a few examples of the different levels of
expenditure on water for irrigators. At Southern Rural
Water, under the cheapest regime, 100 megalitres of
water would cost a diverter $300. On average, channel
supply would be about $40 000 for 100 megalitres.
Werribee vegetable growers would be paying $12 000
for 100 megalitres. If the environmental levy is to be
based on the cost of the water used, this shows there is
complete inequity in that the people paying the greatest
amount for water — that is, the vegetable growers —
will be effectively slugged a much greater amount for
their environmental contribution compared to a diverter
using the same amount of water.
Southern Rural Water believes that there needs to be a
central pool for these funds so that they can be
distributed. I do not argue against that, but if that is the
case we must have a skills-based committee appointed
under legislation to advise the minister on how those
funds should be distributed and spent. The committee
should also oversee that expenditure.
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Getting back to some of the charges, Sunraysia made
the statement that a Redcliffs irrigator who was charged
$1l5 per megalitre would be paying $2.30 per megalitre
for their environmental contribution, whereas a private
diverter from the same area would be paying $10 per
megalitre, meaning that the environmental contribution
they would be making would be 20 cents per megalitre.
This means that an irrigator on the channel would be
paying 11 times more than a diverter using the same
amount of water. The inequity of this situation is
beyond belief. If the environmental contribution is
intended to assist the environment, every megalitre
extracted from the river should have an equal impact on
the environment. Why then should one group of
irrigators pay up to 11 times more than another in the
Redcliffs area?
The average water charges in Melbourne under the new
rising block tariff amount to approximately $1 per
kilolitre — that is, $1000 per megalitre. When you
compare that with the lowest cost for a diverter of water
in the Gippsland area — given that the water is coming
from the same catchment area — who is paying $3 a
megalitre, it again means that based on the price per
megalitre there is absolutely no equity in the way this
charge is being applied. I believe that in an
environmental sense every Victorian shares in the
benefits derived from environmental contributions. We
should have a system where every Victorian is asked to
contribute not necessarily in an equal amount but
somewhere close to an equal amount. However, when
the differences that I have described are so vast, the
gross inequity that is evident indicates that this system
has not been well thought out.
There is real concern that the government could build
up a war chest running up to the next election or for
whatever time it wanted to make an impact on the
community politically — not just an impact on the
environment but a political impact by way of the
expenditure of some of these funds. Without details as
to how these funds are to be spent, and without the
oversight of an advisory group on this expenditure, that
is bound to happen. There is a real concern that people
on the ground are not going to be made aware of where
the money is being spent, and that is in complete
contrast to the situation under the old catchment
management authority (CMA) levy, where quite clearly
the detail of the expenditure of those funds was there
for all to see.
In this legislation there is also a complete contrast
between what the state government is doing and what
the federal government has recently promised. The
federal government has promised $2 billion over a
five-year period for the water industry Australia wide to
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accelerate the dissemination and adoption of the
smartest technologies and practices in water use across
Australia. That is the centrepiece on which it will be
spending $1.6 billion. It will be investing $200 million
in ensuring that Australia has the best available science
and data necessary to manage its precious water
resources
The third part, the final $200 million, will be an
initiative that will reward a culture of wise water use. In
this case we have the federal government being
prepared to put $2 billion into the water industry. By
contrast, what do we have in Victoria? We have a
government that is putting a new tax on the industry —
a consumption-based tax that will hit every water
consumer in Victoria inequitably — and strangely and
unpredictably it will apply quite differently as between
water users within the urban system and those in the
irrigation system.
In the few minutes I have remaining I want to quote a
few comments made by the Nursery and Garden
Industry Victoria, which asked:
Why isn’t there a separate environment fund instead of
contributions being paid into a consolidated fund?

That is a good question. It went on to say:
Surely this would enable better accountability of contributions
and expenditure.

The question it posed was:
What will be the scenario if a particular water authority is
unable to make an environmental contribution in any year or
years? Will other water authorities be asked to pick up the
difference …
Have the environmental contributions disclosed in schedule 4
to the proposed act been calculated on a fair and equitable
basis —

certainly I do not think so —
so as not to unfairly target domestic consumers and give them
further disincentive to water their gardens?

This is clearly a case of concern not only to the
nurserymen’s organisation but also to the turf-growing
industry.
In conclusion, this new tax is based on water
consumption. It is the first time a tax of this nature has
been levied by a state government on consumers of
anything but it is certainly the first time it has been
levied on consumers of water in Victoria. It is a totally
inequitably based charge to customers, either on a
volume or cost basis. No matter which way you look at
it the inequities are staggering. There is no direction as
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to how these charges are to be collected, and that is
tantamount to signing a blank cheque. Clearly it is
because the government is so keen to stay at arm’s
length from directing how consumers will pay for this
environmental contribution that these gross inequities
have occurred. There is no accountability as to where
and how these funds are to be spent, and there is no
transparency as to what is happening to them or to the
initiatives they are to fund.
The four amendments the opposition is putting forward
will go a long way towards making this legislation
acceptable. I ask that they be accepted by the
government in order to improve the legislation and
make it at least partly acceptable to the consumers of
water in Victoria.
Mr WALSH (Swan Hill) — The Water Industry
(Environmental Contributions) Bill amends the Water
Industry Act 1994 to provide for environmental
contributions to be paid by water supply authorities,
which are given a new definition in the bill. No matter
how we couch the environmental contribution or how
cute the term is, this is a water tax. A new tax is being
brought in by this government. Make no mistake, the
government can dress it up however it likes, but this is a
new tax. This is an extremely high-taxing government.
The bill sets out how much money will be raised from
water authorities over the next four years. It will be
5 per cent from urban and 2 per cent from rural
authorities, with some forgiveness to the rural
authorities because of drought. It also spells out what
the minister must take into account when making an
order, how he does it and where the contributions
should be spent. It requires the minister to report on the
expenditure to the Parliament.
By imposing this new charge on water authorities and
not giving them the capacity to put it on their bill and
show what they are charging, the government can
distance itself. Hidden away in the annual reports of
water authorities is what they pay to the government,
but it does not show up on people’s bills. The
government is running away from its responsibility for
telling people what it is going to charge them. The
house needs to bear in mind that this government has
already collected $1.2 billion in government dividends
from the water authorities in Victoria. The sum of
$1.2 billion has already come out of water authorities
and gone into consolidated revenue and is not being
used on the environment. Now the government is
proposing a new tax to go on top of that to be
supposedly used for the environment.
It is interesting to read Hansard. If you go back into
history, the ministers who now sit on the other side of
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the table and who are proposing this new tax on water
have form on this issue — they violently opposed these
things.
Ms Allan interjected.
Mr WALSH — It is a lot more money; it is an
insidious tax on water use. If you go back to what the
then shadow Treasurer, the now Treasurer, said in 1999
when making a contribution on the State Taxation Acts
(Amendment) Bill, in speaking of the Kennett
government he said:
The government takes every opportunity it can to claim that
that is not a tax but a levy. The fact is that it is a tax on
landowners throughout regional Victoria.

He further said:
You pay a water tax, you pay a CMA tax and you pay your
regular state taxes.

Dr Sykes — Who was that?
Mr WALSH — That was the then shadow
Treasurer, who is now the Treasurer. A new tax is
being brought in which in opposition he argued against.
If you go to the Labor Party policy of 1999 — we have
already heard from the previous speaker about the to do
it made about getting rid of the catchment management
authority levy (CMA) — you see that one of its major
policy platforms in 1999 before it was elected was the
abolition of the CMA tax. It was an anticountry tax and
the most unfair and punitive tax ever imposed on
country Victoria. It established a blatant cost-shifting
exercise designed to allow the government to cut its
own Department of Natural Resources and
Environment budget. Here we are again — the people
who in opposition argued against it are now bringing in
an even larger tax to do exactly the same thing they
argued against.
After the 1999 election the Premier was asked a
question by the member for Ballarat East. He
responded:
The government will abolish this unfair tax on country
Victorians and provide an equivalent amount of funds for
catchment works.

The government, on being elected, promised to fund
catchment management works out of consolidated
revenue. It did not tell the people of Victoria that one
day it would put this huge tax on all water consumed.
The then minister for water in her second-reading
speech in 1999 said:
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Funding for catchment health should be provided from
whole-of-government funds, not from levies imposed on local
communities.

For that now read ‘water authorities’. She also said:
… the government is committed to ensuring that only those
services which can be demonstrated to be of specific local
benefit will be funded through tariffs set in this way. The bill
ensures that a tariff may only be set in respect of properties to
which a direct service is provided.

I cannot see anything in this bill about a direct service
to someone who is paying this insidious tax. It is also
interesting to note that the Minister for Water said in his
second-reading speech:
We have to change the way we think about water and we
have to change the way we use water to make sure that our
future water supplies are secure.

At some stage the minister must have had a revelation
on the way to Damascus that all of a sudden we have to
change the way we manage water. He has little regard
for the fact that for at least the last two decades the
people of country Victoria have been vastly improving
the way they manage water. To my mind this is all
about some magic window-dressing, suggesting that
there are all these environmental vandals in country
Victoria in order to win votes in the leafy green suburbs
of Melbourne.
I do not know what this minister and government have
against the dairy industry. Why are they so cruel to the
dairy industry? I will look at some of the key indicators
for the environment — for example, salinity levels at
Morgan. For all my farming life one of the key issues
that was always talked about was the millions of dollars
spent on reducing the salinity levels at Morgan. If you
look at those levels now you will see they are the
lowest since World War II. We should give credit
where credit is due. The irrigation industry has already
done a huge amount of work to improve the
environment of one of the key indicators we have.
Another is the issue of nutrient measurements at
various points down the Murray River. They are the
lowest since we started taking measurements. So all the
hard work that has been done has actually delivered
some benefits. No credit is given by this government
for the work that has already gone on, and I think
people in country Victoria are sick of being blamed for
things that they have not done. There is very little
understanding by this government of what has really
gone on out there.
Look at the last two decades and at the changes in how
country Victorians manage water. Take the issue of
laser grading and the millions of dollars people have
spent making sure that their paddocks irrigate and drain
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efficiently. Look at the horticulture industry and the
fortune that has been spent on micro-irrigation. Again
no credit has been given from this government for what
has been done. Look at the issue of irrigation
scheduling and neutron probes. We now have a
constant data feed from those probes in the ground to
make sure that we use water well. In all of the
second-reading speech and in all the discussions of
water in this house no credit has been given for some of
the great things that have gone on. Most importantly
there is no acknowledgment that we are in, if not the
worst, at least one of the worst droughts since white
man came to Australia. A lot of the problems we have
at the moment are induced by the drought, not by
man-made issues. We will again come to a time when
we will have floods, and we will have discussions of
flood protection and flood mitigation in this house
instead of the issue of drought.
The drought has reduced water availability to
consumers. I acknowledge that it has also reduced
water availability to the environment. But we need to
give credit to our farmers and primary producers for
keeping going during the worst drought in white man’s
history. They have continued to produce and to create
wealth for this state, but they are very demoralised. I
spoke earlier about the dairy industry. Everyone seems
to want to kick it at the moment, including this
government. It is all about getting water out of
agriculture and back into the environment. The people
in the dairy industry are getting demoralised. They do
not see what future they have when they have a
government that is anti-irrigation.
That brings me to my next point. In the environment
debate we, as the leaders of this state, have to chart
some middle ground. It should not just be about
shoving water back down a river; it should be about
setting some measurable environmental outcomes that
will be achieved with additional water and auditing
against that. It is not just about having programs; it is
actually about delivering outcomes. We have to make
sure that the managers of the environment are
accountable to achieve outcomes. Take Benalla as an
example. There is a proposal to close Lake Mokoan.
Whether that is a good or a bad proposal is still up for
debate, but we need to understand what clear,
measurable and auditable environmental outcomes we
might get from doing that. More importantly we have to
understand the social cost to the community of Benalla
and decide whether it is worth it. We will need to make
some value judgments; if we do not, sooner or later we
will close down areas of Victoria for no real gain.
I spoke before about the old catchment management
authority levy, which this government argued so
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strongly against in opposition and took away after its
election. Whether the CMA levy was good or bad, it
raised money locally and spent it locally on local
priorities. The CMAs set the levy, contracted local
government to collect it for them and spent it based
upon their own priorities.
To my mind proposed section 194 centralises
decision making and takes it away from locals. It will
not be local money, it will not be local decision making
and will not be local projects. It is all about centralising
it, bringing it into the power base in Melbourne and
giving this government all the power over the huge
amount of money it will collect. Bear in mind, as I said
before, that it has already collected $1.2 billion from
water authorities. How can we trust this government
with the money? If honourable members followed the
water debate they will remember that on being elected
it promised that it would not buy water for anything it
did for the environment. A little bit later the Treasurer
said, ‘We may have to buy water. We do not want to,
but we may have to’. And recently it has talked about
buying water. From talking to people in the irrigation
industry, I have learnt that one of their major concerns
is that they will pay a new, insidious tax on their water
and that the money raised could easily be used to buy
water out of consumptive use.
There is the potential here to tax people on their
consumptive use of water and then turn around and use
that money to buy water.
This house needs to be wary of the fact that the up-front
cost of buying water for the environment in the first
year you buy it is not the $1000 or the $1200 you might
pay for that water, because that is considered cheap by
some environmentalists; it is the next 50 or 100 years
when you lose the productive use of that water. There
will be a huge drain on the Victorian economy if we
take out large amounts of water from consumptive use.
It is not about that $1000 to buy the water initially; it is
about the loss of the productive base forever and a day.
It will never come back again.
As I said before, irrigation is one of the industries that
has been targeted and demoralised by all this
discussion. Earlier today we heard the member for
Shepparton in her notice of motion refer to the Premier
meeting with a deputation from the Shepparton area. I
was there on Tuesday when there were about
800 irrigators in the Shepparton hall. They are angry
about what is going on in the water industry; they are
angry about the 80-20 deal; they are angry about this
insidious tax that will be placed on their water. They are
generally concerned about their future. We continually
read in the media and hear in this house nothing but
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criticism of those people out there who are the salt of
the earth of this state.
Proposed section 193 sets out how the minister will
make an order and collect the money from the water
authorities. What concerns me is that although
schedule 4 sets out very clearly how much each of the
water authorities will pay in the first four years,
proposed section 193(4) says that despite anything to
the contrary in section 27 of the Interpretation of
Legislation Act 1984, the only things that can be
changed in the future are any typographical errors or
mathematical miscalculations in the order. It takes no
account of any changed circumstance in the water
industry.
At the moment under schedule 4 some of the rural
water authorities have their contribution forgiven
because of the drought. As I read this bill, once the
minister makes the next order and sets out the amounts
of money there is then no ability to take into account
the capacity of that water authority to pay that
contribution into the future. We could find that when
the minister makes a new schedule after the expiry of
this one that water authorities will have to borrow
money to pay this contribution into the future. There is
no opportunity for the minister to change any of that.
The water authorities will come under the Essential
Services Commission, which is another cost for the
water industry. The Essential Services Commission will
tell them how much they have to charge for water and
how much they have to charge to raise this levy. The
water authorities, with farmers who are in drought
conditions and who are not necessarily supplied with all
their water, will face additional charges just to pay this
insidious tax.
As the previous speaker said, there are significant
inequities about how all this will be charged. It depends
on how people get their water supply. In the Sunraysia
people who get their supply out of the pump districts
could be paying $115 to $120 per megalitre of water,
and because this tax is based on the water authority’s
gross income from the sale of water they will have to
pay their water tax on that $115 a megalitre or the
income they get from that. The private diverters, who
have their own infrastructure and pumping costs, may
only be paying $5 a megalitre, so there will be a huge
variation in how the water is delivered and what cost
structure is built into it in order to determine how much
levy they will pay. There are some major inequities in
how this will all be implemented.
I refer to the table of environmental contributions at the
back of the bill. It shows that this government will
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collect something like $44-odd million in the first year
of its operation and then will collect something like
$60 million in the second year, $60 million in the third
year and $61 million in the fourth year of operation. So
here is another pool of money on top of the $1.2 billion
that this government has already collected from the
water industry.
In summary, the bill provides no capacity to change an
order once it is made. If there is a change in climatic
conditions or a change in the conditions of water
authorities, I do not believe the minister has the
capacity to change those figures, so it is the customers
of those water authorities who will be disadvantaged.
The government, because it is charging the water
authorities a gross figure so there will not be a line item
fee on a customer’s bill, is hiding behind the water
authorities. It is bringing in a new tax that will bring in
$60 million a year from the water industry, on top of
that $1.2 billion. No-one will know it is there unless
they read the annual reports of the water authorities —
which most people do not do.
There is no capacity to change it. The government is
hiding behind the fact that it is not in the bill. There are
significant inequities in the system of how the tax is
charged which depends on how the water is delivered.
It is a new tax by a government that, when it was
elected, so stringently argued against the catchment
management authority levy. We oppose the bill.
Ms LINDELL (Carrum) — It gives me great
pleasure to join the debate on the Water Industry
(Environmental Contributions) Bill. The bill, as
speakers before me have said, amends the Water
Industry Act 1994 to make provision for environmental
contributions to be paid by water supply authorities.
From the beginning I must say that the government has
been quite transparent about the expected price
increases since it began the focus on water reform. It
was flagged in the ministerial statement delivered in the
Parliament. It was also clear in the green paper and in
the white paper, so this bill should come as no surprise
to the opposition. Taking place in Victoria at the
moment is the most comprehensive water reform in our
history. The bill provides for a package of $225 million
to be raised over four years to improve our river health,
increase recycling and reuse of water, upgrade
irrigation systems, and increase the security of water
entitlements.
A lot has been made by previous speakers of proposed
section 194, but it clearly states the purpose for the
collection of contributions as being to:
(a) promote the sustainable management of water; or
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(b) address adverse water-related environmental impacts.

The bill clearly specifies, regardless of what previous
speakers have said, that the purpose of raising these
funds is to in fact direct them into the sustainable
management of water and to address the adverse
water-related environmental impacts. I am surprised by
the member for Benambra’s contribution. He has stated
publicly and was quoted in the Herald Sun in
September last year as saying that he thought a 5 per
cent environmental levy was acceptable. This
legislation is in line with the national water initiative
that was agreed by all states and territories to
implement pricing that includes environmental
externalities where feasible.
We have general acceptance across the nation that we
must raise a considerable amount of funds for water
reform and we have support from the opposition to do
so. We have heard time and time again in this place
about the serious threat to our rivers. We know that a
third of our rivers are in poor or very poor condition
and that it is time to take action. I must say if we look at
the Murray-Darling Basin Commission and the national
approach to solving the immense environmental
problems of our major national river system, we can see
a lot of good work being done. Only today we find how
much of it will be undone with the amazing
announcement from the federal government that it is
not putting new funding for water reform into the
Murray River, but is in fact spending and allocating
$1.6 billion from the competition payments that are
already in the budget to make up the majority of the
federal government’s so-called Australian water fund
five-year initiative. It is astonishing gall, and to rob
Victorians of $200 million of competition payments —
$200 million that will need to come from hospital or
education services — is just amazing. To think that
rural municipalities, let alone major urban
municipalities, will miss out on payments at local
government level is an amazing hypocritical step to be
taken by the federal government.
I wish to make some further comments about the
catchment management authority levy and the amazing
defence we have heard today from the opposition about
the levy. The opposition does not want to admit that
there are huge fundamental differences between the
environmental contributions and the catchment
management authority levy. The government abolished
the levy and now funds activities it supported and will
continue to fund these activities directly through
consolidated revenue. The white paper on water
represents new funding that is more equitable because
all areas of Victoria will contribute as opposed to a
land-based levy on regional Victorians, as the
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catchment management authority levy was. It is not
surprising that the Victorian government believes all
Victorians can contribute. The environmental
contributions levy is water specific rather than spread
across land and water activities that are obviously
undertaken by the catchment management authorities.
Every dollar raised from the environmental
contributions will be spent on water initiatives to secure
our future water resources.
Mr Honeywood — We don’t trust you.
Ms LINDELL — I am deeply wounded that the
member for Warrandyte says that he does not trust me.
I am sure being from the government that I can be
trusted. The bill sets out that in the first four-year period
the revenue will be spent across five areas. There is a
national commitment to improving the health of the
Murray River, protecting and repairing our water
resources, urban water initiatives and recycling,
water-smart farms and sustainable irrigation, and, of
course, the ever challenging securing of our water for
cities, farms and the environment.
I will briefly talk of some of the initiatives that I would
like to see. Many people know that my electorate is
around the lovely sandy golf course area of
metropolitan Melbourne. At the moment we send an
extraordinary amount of wastewater via the eastern
treatment farm to Gunnamatta. There is a strong view
that that is water that can be used elsewhere. The idea
that we can water our wonderful golf courses, parks and
reserves from the wastewater from the eastern treatment
farm is a very exciting initiative. These initiatives, as
we all know, taking off our partisan hats, cost an
extraordinary amount of money in infrastructure and
technology development. I certainly hope some of the
money from this fund will go towards making the
recycled water industry much more efficient and in the
long term benefit all of us.
There are many projects, as we know, for rural areas,
including the Wimmera–Mallee pipeline, which will
somehow have to get started soon. We all know that
project must occur. Hopefully post the federal election
sense can prevail and real dollars will be committed by
the federal government towards making the
Wimmera–Mallee pipeline a reality. I wish the bill a
speedy passage through the house.
Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — In rising to
join the debate this evening I point out that this debate
on this very important Water Industry (Environmental
Contributions) Bill has proceeded for a full 1 hour and
not for 1 minute of that 1 hour has the minister
responsible for this very important piece of legislation
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bothered to sit in the chamber or participate in the
debate. As per usual, members of the government talk
the talk, but when it comes to participating in the
consultation, participating — —
Ms Lindell — On a point of order, Acting Speaker,
the member is misleading the house. The Minister for
Environment was in the house briefly before the
member for Warrandyte came into the house.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Smith) — Order! It
is not a point of order, it is wasting the time of the
house.
Mr HONEYWOOD — The minister flitted
through the house in 30 seconds flat, smiled at the
ministerial adviser and proceeded into the dining room.
That is hardly sitting in the chamber participating in the
debate. It may be the member for Carrum’s version of
consultation and participation, but flitting through the
chamber on the way to the dining room does not, in my
book, involve consultation and participation.
There is much to commend the white paper on water,
given the goals that are set in the paper. This may well
be the only piece of legislation that emanates from the
white paper, given this government’s lack of genuine
interest in following up on some of these proposals.
When it comes to sustainable outcomes as listed in the
white paper on water, who can deny the importance of
reliable and safe urban water and sewerage services as
demanded by customers; who can deny the need for a
high-value low-impact irrigation industry supported by
robust and rural regional communities; who can deny
the very important issue of healthy rivers, aquifers,
flood plains, estuaries and catchments capable of
delivering a wide range of water services; and who can
deny the importance of truly appreciating all serviced
water available, including the ability to make
considered choices about how those water services are
delivered, and a water sector that has increased
efficiency and accountability in delivering diverse
water services in an innovative way.
There is much to be commended within the white paper
and the whole issue at a more micro level of getting
local government to look at innovative ways of using
grey water for parks and reserves under their
management. Having said that, it is the height of
hypocrisy for the member for Carrum in her recent,
very brief and ill-considered contribution to talk about
the need for bipartisanship. If the member were really
bipartisan she would support the opposition’s
amendments. Unlike the National Party, the opposition
is not opposing the legislation. What we are saying is
that we do not trust the government because this has the

Tuesday, 14 September 2004

potential, if implemented correctly, to be a truly
environmental levy.
However, let us look at the facts of the situation. The
facts are that the current minister, who has not bothered
to participate in the debate, has taken $162 million out
of his own Department of Sustainability and
Environment over the last two years; $162 million from
his budget has been reallocated to other government
departments, and he has presided over that great
revenue take from his department. What he is going to
be doing with the $250 million coming from the white
paper initiative that will be generated as a cash flow to
him from this legislation when it passes through the
chamber is filling in the back door. He has presided
over $162 million being spent and given away to other
departments on initiatives that have nothing to do with
environmental programs, yet he is going to take this
water tax through the back door, using the camouflage
of a so-called environmental levy, and he is going to be
doing the things that his department should be doing
through its normal budgeting.
He has conned the media and conned a number of
community organisations, including even the Victorian
Farmers Federation, which is right behind this one. You
have to wonder how it is the government has got away
with it. If they are really going to be true to their cause
of so-called open and transparent government, then
each government member here this evening will be
supporting the amendment proposed by the shadow
Minister for Water, because what the opposition
amendments propose will improve transparency in a
number of ways.
One of our amendments tightens the definition of
projects that can receive funding so that they are not
used for government advertising campaigns. Another
amendment improves the allocation of funding for
projects through the appointment of an independent
committee to oversee the allocation and expenditure of
funds rather than having politically motivated
allocations from the Treasurer. A further amendment
requires the environmental contribution to be shown on
customers accounts. Who could deny the importance of
that? If you are going to be really transparent, why not
show your customers what you charge them and for
what purpose?
The other amendment that should be supported by
government members if they are going to be true to
their transparent and open government rhetoric is for
improved reporting requirements so that the exact
amounts of money spent and committed to projects on
so-called water initiatives can be easily identified by all
Victorians, which will prevent the funny-money deals
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that this government has made a name for itself for in
all sorts of government departments and so-called
environmental initiatives.
Victorians have no problem in contributing towards
improving their environment. However, Victorians are
not happy about backfilling the minister’s own budget
black hole created over the last two years. That
$162 million that he has allowed to be given to other
departments out of his budget has to be taken into
account after the Seal Rocks debacle, Acting Speaker,
which I know you have a very strong involvement in
trying to remedy, and the increased bushfire fighting
costs and carryovers that have taken place. If this
government had managed its money properly, this
$250 million new tax would not be required.
The government claimed credit for contributing to the
initial Living Murray allocation of 500 gigalitres. It
claimed to have allocated $115 million for this, but I
recommend that members look to page 130 of the white
paper on water, because it purports to provide a
breakdown under about six different subheadings of
where the $225 million will be allocated over the first
four years. What we find is that, lo and behold,
$35 million of what is meant to be prospective funding
on new environmental initiatives has already been
allocated for the Living Murray, which was a project
the government announced many months ago and
which was meant to be factored into its normal budget
and not taken out of this new prospective tax. Already it
is robbing Peter to pay Paul. It has its hand in the
cookie jar, and it has announced funding for something
that will now be funded from a new tax which was
meant to be going to genuine, new environmental
initiatives, not something it had already announced.
When it comes to the catchment management authority
(CMA) levy, what hypocrisy from those on the other
side. In opposition they attacked and attacked our
genuine attempt in government to provide local
communities with the wherewithal to ensure that their
drains, rivers and streams were properly maintained in
the name and to the end cause of water conservation,
better water usage and better water quality. We were
attacked for introducing that levy, but the important
point is — and it is the point of difference here
tonight — that that levy went right back into the local
community that was required to pay it. We have here a
situation in which we are being told to trust this
government and to give it a slush fund so it can
reannounce projects that may suit its particular political
agenda at the time.
There are any number of rural CMAs right across
Victoria that will not get $1 out of this $225 million
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over the next four years. It will be frittered away on the
favoured projects of the Treasurer and the Minister for
Water — largely on advertising campaigns to make
them look good, because they will need it before the
next state election. We are going to have a situation —
through the hypocrisy of Labor, which in opposition
attacked a levy we brought in that was going wholly
and solely to local communities for their environmental
needs — where many communities around Victoria
will be paying through the nose for their water, and
they will not get $1 back in benefits.
The government comes into the house today and
attacks the national water policy announcement of the
federal government that is going to deliver net gains to
water conservation in Victoria. It attacks it and it says
‘funny money’. At least it is real dollars. When is this
government going to put on the table real dollars for the
Wimmera–Mallee pipeline? It keeps on talking the talk,
but it refuses to walk the walk and put anything into
implementation.
This white paper, as I said, has a lot to commend it, but
we want to keep this government accountable.
Therefore the amendments should be supported by
government members opposite to ensure that the
rhetoric on open and transparent government is put into
practice rather than much being promised and then
money being diverted for favoured government
programs that may have nothing to do with water
conservation. This is nothing more than a slush fund at
the whim of the minister of the day, who cannot even
bother to be in the chamber to listen to the debate.
Ms MORAND (Mount Waverley) — I welcome the
opportunity to speak on the Water Industry
(Environmental Contributions) Bill. This is landmark
legislation. The importance of the right direction in
water and environment cannot be underestimated, and
Victoria is clearly leading the way in Australia in this
vital policy area.
This legislation signals another milestone in a
fundamental and essential shift in public policy and also
reflects a significant shift in the attitude and behaviour
of our community towards our environment,
particularly in relation to water conservation. Nobody
disputes the need to take action as Victoria is facing its
eighth year of drought. Reform is well and truly
needed. Fresh, high-quality water is a resource we take
for granted in the city. We have been very lucky to be
able to turn on the tap for any household purpose, but
that time has passed. As a community we have to face
the consequences of unfettered use of such a precious
commodity. Victoria and Australia are not alone in
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coming to grips with the potentially devastating impact
of not properly managing our precious water resource.
There are some cities around the world where the
consequences of poor water management and scarce
water resources, coupled with an increasing population
and the demands that that places on water resources,
have been quite profound. One example is in Mexico
City, where so much water has been pumped out of the
aquifer beneath the city to meet the demands of a city
of 18 million people that the city has sunk something
like 30 feet.
The importance of planning for future needs and
preserving what we have cannot be underestimated.
Melbourne currently has high-quality drinking water.
However, the growing population will inevitably
increase demand and consumption. Our rainfall
continues to be below average, and unless we make
changes to the way water is used, the water system will
struggle to meet the demand. Changes are needed — a
change in our own behaviour and a change in the way
we manage our water resources.
This bill provides a requirement for environmental
contributions from water authorities. The bill will
determine the arrangements for that contribution for
four years beginning next month. As has been widely
reported and discussed, urban water authorities will be
required to pay an amount equivalent to 5 per cent of
their revenue as an environment contribution. Rural
authorities will be required to contribute 2 per cent of
revenue. This contribution will not be required until
July 2005 or, in the case of Goulburn-Murray Water,
not until July 2007. The price increase has been
discussed a lot today in the house. It will amount to
about $6 per quarter for the average Melbourne
householder. The first four years of this initiative will
raise $225 million, and the money will go towards
funding programs to address our water crisis, promote
sustainable management of our water and improve the
health of our rivers.
The member for Benambra and others today have
called this money a slush fund, and I think that is a
joke. The member for Benambra suggested the
contribution is hidden from consumers, but we have
been very up front about this reform. It has been widely
discussed, and it has been understood by the
community. In addition we are going to protect
low-income and vulnerable consumers by increasing
the water concession to $146 per annum, which is the
first time this cap has been increased since 1983. The
maximum will be increased to $150 from July 2005 and
then will be indexed to inflation thereafter.
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The Victorian community has already enthusiastically
embraced water conservation measures. These changes
have been welcomed by the community, and I certainly
have not had a single complaint or negative comment
made to my electorate office about any of the reforms
that this government has introduced. People do
understand the need for change, and people have
enthusiastically adopted the measures.
On average Melbourne used 12 per cent less water in
2003 compared to 2001. This is an amazing
achievement and one that we should all be proud of.
Every person can make a difference to their water
consumption through very simple and cost-effective
methods. The rebate program has greatly assisted in this
outcome. In my own electorate of Mount Waverley
residents have enthusiastically embraced the
water-saving device rebate program. In March the
Minister for Water announced that Victoria had
provided 55 000 rebates to householders since the
scheme was introduced in January 2003. The
WaterSmart gardens and home rebate scheme has
provided rebates on water-efficient devices such as
high-pressure water hoses, water tanks and so forth.
Glen Waverley and Mount Waverley residents were
some of the most enthusiastic participants in this
scheme, and an evaluation by postcode showed that in
Glen Waverley over 1000 rebates were provided and
that in Mount Waverley 548 were provided. This
compares with an average per postcode of 157.
The rebates taken up so far have saved over 600 million
litres of water a year from households. In addition, from
October this year for the first time not-for-profit
organisations, such as churches and other eligible
organisations, will be able to apply for a rebate of up to
$250 on water efficiency improvements. When the
Minister for Water announced the detail of the rebate
scheme he revisited Mount Waverley and visited the
home of Dianna and Chris Carra. Every year Monash
council runs a competition called the world
environment day awards, and Dianna and Chris Carra’s
home won an award for the outstanding example of a
sustainable domestic household and residential garden
in the new dwellings category. They were very
deserving recipients of this award. They built a new
house on an old, original site in Mount Waverley and
used a range of environmental designs to achieve a
remarkable outcome in reducing their water and
electricity use. The Carra’s house backs on to Damper
Creek in Mount Waverly, and they are members of the
Friends of Damper Creek, which is one of two great
environmental groups in my electorate. The other group
is Friends of Valley Reserve and Scotchmans Creek.
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Many parts of our community are embracing
water-saving measures, and I want to acknowledge the
efforts of schools around Melbourne and schools in my
electorate for adopting water-saving measures in their
many different ways and passing on important
messages to the children. I want to highlight one
example — that is, Syndal South Primary School. The
school won Monash council’s world environment day
award this year for community leadership. Syndal
South was also a finalist in the United Nations
Association of Australia world environment day
awards, which were presented in June. The school has a
whole range of projects for preserving water. It has a
chook shed and garden composting, and makes use of
native plants in its garden. I acknowledge and
congratulate teacher Sheryl Ecker and Arnold Vander
Werf, the principal, for their efforts.
In contrast today we had the federal coalition’s
announcement about the Wimmera–Mallee pipeline
and other water projects. This is an absolute hoax. The
coalition’s funding is an already allocated national
competition policy payment. It is not new funding; it is
rebadged. It will result in less funds being available for
use in Victoria for hospitals, teachers and the
environment. By contrast, the Bracks government is
getting on with the job of protecting our precious water
resources and legislating for fundamental and important
reform in the management of water and our
environment. I commend the bill to the house.
Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — This bill
will introduce a new Bracks tax on water across
Victoria. This bill will put the squeeze on households,
put the squeeze on businesses, put the squeeze on
schools, put the squeeze on hospitals and put the
squeeze on kindergartens who have to pay more for
their water under the new Bracks tax. All of these
groups will pay 5 per cent more under the Bracks tax on
water. Every time you and your children have a shower,
flush the toilet or drink a glass of water the Bracks
government will be taxing you. The Bracks government
will be putting the squeeze on families that can hardly
afford it. This makes a mockery of the Labor Party’s
purported ease-the-squeeze campaign at a federal level,
because for all its saying it is going to ease the squeeze,
the reality is that the Bracks Labor government — as
has been the case with Labor governments in Victoria
throughout history — is the highest taxing government
ever seen. This is a new tax on water in Victoria.
Ms Allan — On a point of order, Speaker, I would
hate the member for South-West Coast to mislead the
house, and I remind him that this federal government is
the highest taxing government in Australia’s history.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Smith) — Order!
Dr NAPTHINE — The Victorian Bracks Labor
government is the highest taxing government in
Victoria’s history. That is a fact; it is absolutely true.
Now it is putting the squeeze on households even more
with a new tax. This is a government which said in
1999 that there would be no new taxes under a Bracks
Labor government. It now has a new tax on water. Here
we go! All households in my electorate — in
Warrnambool, Port Fairy, Heywood, Koroit, Allansford
and Portland — will be paying 5 per cent more for their
water because of a Labor government tax on water.
Every Labor member should be ashamed of taxing
struggling families across Victoria more, particularly in
regional and rural Victoria, when this government is the
highest taxing government ever in Victoria’s history.
This government is putting the squeeze on struggling
families across Victoria, and struggling families need to
know that every time they have a glass of water, every
time their children have a shower and every time they
flush the toilet they will be paying more taxes to the
Bracks government, which is the highest taxing
government in Victoria’s history. Households in my
electorate that pay $600 a year for water, which is a
very low water consumption charge, will pay an
additional $30 a year in tax. For every $1000 a year
they pay for water they will pay an extra $50 in tax. It
really does make a mockery of the Labor Party, which
purports to care about the underprivileged and
struggling families in our community. As I said, this tax
absolutely will put the squeeze on families across
Victoria.
But it is not just families who will be affected. You
only have to consider the effect on a local primary
school. I rang some of them in the last week or so. A
local primary school in my electorate, for example,
pays $3000 a year for water. Such schools will now pay
a new Bracks tax of $150 on that. I wonder whether the
Minister for Education Services will provide additional
money in the global budget for schools to cover the
Bracks tax on water that they will have to pay every
time children go to the toilet or have a drink from the
drinking fountain at school. One local small rural
hospital pays $8000 a year in water charges. This tax
will cost it an extra $400 a year. A small rural private
hospital with 70 beds that now pays $20 000 a year for
water will pay $1000 a year in new tax.
Then there are local kindergartens. Kindergartens
throughout Victoria are going to be hit with this tax.
These are kindergartens that are struggling to make
ends meet because this government does not and will
not fund them properly. Families will have to sell more
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lamingtons and hold more raffles to raise money to pay
for the new Bracks tax on water. Whenever the children
want a glass of water at kindergarten Mr Bracks will be
there taking money in tax on that kindergarten and on
those children. It is an absolute disgrace that this
government is putting the squeeze on families, putting
the squeeze on kindergartens and putting the squeeze
on hospitals and schools right across country and
metropolitan Victoria.
Sitting suspended 6.30 p.m. until 8.00 p.m.
Dr NAPTHINE — This legislation will introduce a
new Bracks tax on water that will put the squeeze on
Victoria’s families. This is a tax on the taps, a toll on
the toilet, and it gives a whole new meaning to the term
‘spending a penny’ under the Victorian Labor
government. Whether it is in Lake Bolac, Warrnambool
or Melbourne, families, schools and bush nursing
centres will all suffer from the Bracks tax on water. It
will also have a significant effect on country industry.
For example, an abattoir in my electorate pays
$250 000 a year in water rates and $350 000 a year in
trade waste, which is a total of $600 000 a year, and this
will add a new tax of $30 000. Three dairy processors
in the area pay a total of $1.2 million in water and trade
waste fees, so they will be up for another $60 000 a
year under the Bracks tax on industry and water in
country Victoria. These companies are investing
heavily in reducing water use, reusing water and
recycling, and reducing trade waste, but they are going
to be hit for six under this government.
As you know, Acting Speaker, rural football clubs and
cricket clubs are now going to be hit with a 5 per cent
water tax by the Bracks government through this
legislation. That is going to further add to the burden on
rural football clubs and cricket clubs and really hurt
local communities. That is what the Bracks government
is doing to country Victoria. Under this tax farmers
who are getting domestic water from the local water
authority or water for irrigation through bores or the
Gippsland and Southern Rural Water Authority will
pay an additional tax. Whether it is stock, domestic or
irrigation water, they will be paying an additional tax of
between 2 and 5 per cent. This tax is squeezing
Victorian families and Victorian businesses. It is
squeezing investment and squeezing jobs.
It is not easing the squeeze! The Labor Party is
increasing the squeeze on Victorian families under this
taxing regime. The Bracks government is the highest
taxing government in Victorian history. We have got
record levels of payroll tax, land tax, stamp duty — —
Honourable members interjecting.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
I ask honourable members to keep the chatter down to
allow the honourable member for South-West Coast to
complete his contribution.
Dr NAPTHINE — Payroll tax has increased by
6.5 per cent, land tax has increased by 9 per cent and
motor vehicle taxes and charges are up by 12.5 per
cent. Since this government came to office we have had
a 40 per cent increase in state government taxes and
charges. What does it do? It adds another tax on it! A
tax on industry, a tax on the water of life! Where will
this tax go? If you look at clause 3 on page 3 of the
legislation, it makes it very clear.
An honourable member interjected.
Dr NAPTHINE — I had better have a glass of
water before it is taxed out of existence. Soon I will not
be able to have a glass of water, because if I drink too
much water I will pay tax, and if I then have to go to the
toilet I will pay more tax. It is an absolute disgrace!
The money collected under this new tax will not go to
local communities and will not go to local projects. It
will go into the consolidated fund. According to the
schedule of the bill the Gippsland and Southern Rural
Water Authority will pay $210 000 a year, the Portland
Coast Region Water Authority will pay $230 000 a year
and the South West Water Authority will pay $670 000
a year. Nearly a million dollars a year from south-west
Victoria will go straight down the road into government
coffers in Melbourne and into a slush fund for the
Bracks Labor government to spend on its pet projects.
There is no guarantee that the dollars will come back to
south-west Victoria and to the rest of regional and rural
Victoria. There is no accountability, no transparency
and no process to ensure that the money will be spent
wisely and well. This in contrast to the previous
catchment management authority levy, which was
collected locally, managed locally and spent locally on
positive, local projects under the administration of local
people and did not have the political fingers of
government — the Bracks Labor government — all
over it. What we have here is a new tax that will collect
$240 million over the next three years. It is a tax on
families: every time they drink a glass of water, have a
shower, clean their teeth or go to the toilet they will be
paying a new tax. Hospitals, schools, kindergartens and
industry — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.
Honourable members interjecting.
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Mr LOCKWOOD (Bayswater) — This is about
waterways, not tollways. I am pleased to make a
contribution on the Water Industry (Environmental
Contributions) Bill. This bill is obviously water torture
for members of the opposition. They sound like a dry
sponge, but I have to point out that you need water to
make slush!
Dr Napthine interjected.
Mr LOCKWOOD — No, we are saving water!
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
Members are asked to assist the Chair by not
interjecting and allowing the member for Bayswater to
start his contribution.
Mr Mulder — What about the tolls?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
The honourable member for Polwarth!
Mr LOCKWOOD — Water obviously fascinates
us. Tonight we have generated a bit of interest in water.
We like to live near it, recreate in it, watch it, listen to it,
wash in it, play in it and drink it. We could play a bit of
water torture tonight with water pistols at 40 paces!
Most of all, we derive life from it. It is crucially
important to us. At the end of the day it is life itself. I
am making my contribution to water conservation. I
have had a water tank installed at home, it is full and I
am ready to water the garden in summer from my own
water tank. With a bit of luck I can go and get some
more tanks to look after the toilet as well. In a former
life I was a councillor at the City of Knox. I still have
some wonderful friends at Knox.
Mr Cooper — Wait until they put on the tolls.
Mr LOCKWOOD — No, they love me, really. We
worked on projects like water sensitive urban design,
requiring people applying for planning permission to
take care of water in designing their houses. Long
driveways formed water channels to collect the water
before it ran onto the street and into the waterways and
creeks. People were encouraged to collect the water and
reuse it rather than waste it all.
The Bracks government is serious about water
conservation. This bill is a sign that we are serious
about it. We have neglected water for far too long. The
white paper sets out the Bracks government’s plans for
water, and this is part of that plan. Water is about our
future. We cannot go on not respecting our water
supply. We certainly have not respected it: we have
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wasted it, we have poured it down the drain, we have
filled it with pollutants.
An honourable member — Come on, put a bit of
passion into it!
Mr LOCKWOOD — I have put a bit of passion
into water as well at times, and we have expected all
things to disappear in water, like magic. We expect
water to be self-cleansing. It has been to an extent, but
we have too little, and we are too many to keep this up.
We have to respect our water supply. Without clean
water we are no more.
The bill requires, as has been said already,
environmental contributions to be paid by water
authorities as a percent of their revenue, to promote the
sustainable management of water, and to address
adverse water-related environmental impacts. Country
authorities are paying less than their city cousins. We
are trying to take care of those people in the country
and those drought-affected areas have years yet before
they have to make their contribution, so we are not
pushing them into charging extra just yet.
Dr Sykes — Get them later.
Mr LOCKWOOD — No, they are making their
contributions to the environment. The money will be
spent on things like the River Murray and its Victorian
tributaries, protecting and repairing our water
resources — —
Mr Walsh — Have you ever been to the Murray ?
Mr LOCKWOOD — Many times. I have seen
some of the urban water initiatives cleaning up the local
creeks. I have a couple of creeks close to my office, Old
Joes Creek and Dandenong Creek.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
Honourable members should cease interjecting. The
honourable member should stop responding to
interjections and speak through the Chair.
Mr LOCKWOOD — Down the road apiece at
Corhanwarrabul Creek we are seeing the return of
wildlife like platypus, so the cleaning up of the local
creeks and waterways is certainly happening. We are
supporting water-smart farms with sustainable
irrigation and water security for our cities, farms and
the environment. Every dollar collected is being spent
on water. Of course it is about agriculture as much as
anything else. We need to take care of our agriculture
overall; we need that to sustain our food supply.
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Mr Walsh — You hate us. What have you got
against us?
Mr LOCKWOOD — No, we love you. We must
secure our water future. We have a growing population
and our rivers are under stress. Too many of them are
overstressed and need water returned to them. The
environmental contribution is one of many ways we are
recognising the cost to the environment. Obviously
there are other things to come, but we have to repair the
damage to the waterways with more water, less flow
from housing and less polluting flows. We collect lots
of water, but we watch it dry up. We have to take care
of water even after we have collected it.
We are taking care of people on health care cards and
pensions; water concessions are going up and it will be
indexed from 1 July 2005 to protect low-income
earners, vulnerable customers, to ensure that they can
feel the benefit from the water measures and still get the
concessions. So we say about water, ‘Don’t waste it,
protect it and use it wisely’.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr LOCKWOOD — I do not really understand
opposition members. They do not want to save water,
do not want to look after it, and want it to dry up. A
good water supply is crucial to us, crucial to our
agriculture and to our farmers, and we must protect it.
We must pay for its protection. None of these things are
free. We have to show how valuable water is. I think
opposition members are basically drowning in
indifference.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr LOCKWOOD — Yes, they are drowning in
indifference absolutely. No, there is no need to try
harder. The commonwealth is getting stuck in now by
offering a phoney matching grant that comes out of our
competition money
Mr Plowman — A $2 billion grant!
Mr LOCKWOOD — A $2 billion grant that does
not exist. It is the state’s money already and the
commonwealth is taking it from the states and giving it
back to the states, and requiring the states to match their
own money. We require new money for that initiative.
On that note I commend the bill to the house.
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — The bill requires water
authorities to pay what the government has termed
environmental contributions from 1 October 2004 to
30 June 2008. In schedule 4 — and the interest in my
electorate is in South East Water — there is a
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requirement in the 2004 financial year for that company
to pay $11.34 million and in the three following
financial years the annual charge to that particular water
company will be $15.12 million.
Basically the bill requires the minister post this period
to set the level of contribution by ministerial order and
to provide some limited reporting via his department or
his, at this stage, annual report. There are two ways of
looking at the bill before the house. The first way of
looking at it is in terms of the concept of the bill — the
concept of actually having an additional tax on water
for so-called environmental purposes. The other way of
looking at the bill is to actually examine the actuality
and the way the government wants to set up this
so-called environmental fund for so-called
environmental purposes.
I will firstly touch on the concept. I think there are two
ways people can react to the concept of this additional
tax. The first is simply to acknowledge that this is an
additional tax on water. Speaking as the member for
Brighton, it is a tax levied on consumers and the higher
water user you are — I understand the government’s
rationale for price sensitivity — the more tax you will
pay.
The government has broadly set the tax at 5 per cent of
the authorities’ revenues. I refer in particular to
page 127 of the white paper on which this legislation is
based. I call on the Minister for Water, when he sums
up this debate, to indicate whether my information is
correct. The white paper seems to suggest that for
Melbourne domestic consumers a particular tariff
mechanism called the rising block tariff will be
instituted as the means of paying this additional 5 per
cent. Indeed, the white paper gives the impression that
two separate water taxes will be levied by the
government. I must say that the summary paper gives
the reverse impression — that is, that the rising block
tariffs are the sole mechanism for paying this water
authority tax. South East Water has confirmed for me,
although I would like the minister’s confirmation, that
the rising block tariff is the way domestic Melbourne
water users will be charged. I seek the minister’s
clarification on that in case the advice from South East
Water is not quite right.
The rising block tariff will be particularly interesting.
The government claims that the first quarterly
consumption of 40 kilolitres will now be charged at the
rate of 75 cents. The government claims this represents
essential internal use. In fact, it is particularly low use,
and I would suggest that perhaps only one-person
households would meet that use. The government has
then proposed two additional blocks. In its white paper
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the government has acknowledged that a significant
number of consumers will be charged at the top level of
$1.30. I quote from the government’s white paper:
Many customers are likely to consume more than 80 kilolitres
during the summer months and they will pay the third block
tariff for every kilolitre above 80 kilolitres.

In other words, the government is acknowledging that
vast numbers of Melbourne domestic consumers will be
hit with the top level, the $1.30 level. Of course many
of those will be in my electorate. The Brighton area is, I
believe, the metropolitan area with the greatest water
consumption of all. South East Water and Bayside City
Council have embarked on a program to inform my
residents of what measures they can take to reduce
water consumption. I think that campaign is a
reasonable one, but the government has chosen to levy
additional charges on top of that.
I note that my constituents are very heavily taxed
already. We are hit hard with land tax and many of the
employers in my area have been hit hard with record
levels of payroll tax. In terms of stamp duty, I note that
the stamp duty levied on a median-value property in
Brighton is now $53 350. I make the comparison that
on a house of the same value in New South Wales
stamp duty would be $39 140, and were a house of that
value located in Queensland the stamp duty would be
$33 600. In Brighton East the stamp duty on a
median-value property is more than $33 000; it would
be $23 000 in New South Wales and $20 000 in
Queensland. The final example I will give on this to
illustrate the government’s very hefty taxation policies
in my electorate is that a median-value house in
Hampton has stamp duty of more than $36 000 levied
on it. Were a house of the same value located in New
South Wales the figure would be $25 752 and were it
located in Queensland the figure would be $22 443. My
point is a simple one: there are very significant tax
imposts being levied in my electorate already. The
government, by this bill, has chosen to levy even more
on that electorate.
Notwithstanding that, I think there might be some
goodwill in electorates such as mine for the concept of
having an environmental tax. However, I think this
possible goodwill will be eroded when consumers
actually see the detail of the bill before the house. The
facts have been outlined in full by the shadow Minister
for Water. The facts are that this has the real hallmarks
of a Labor Party slush fund. There is no direction as to
how the levy will be collected by the water authorities
and the consumer does not even get the respect of
having this levy identified on the bill. The levy is
uncapped, which is inequitable. The levy will have a
significant impact. We have all this from a government
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which crows about its reductions in business taxes. This
will represent an increase in business taxes.
The water authorities will not choose the projects on
which these funds are expended. The government will
choose the projects; it will be unfettered in anything it
wishes to do. The government can, for example, use
this revenue as advertising money. The government has
form in terms of promotion. This white paper is called
Our Water Our Future, and Shannon’s Way has
already received $788 187 from the department —
without a tender — to run a water campaign. That is a
small component of the $8 million in total that
Shannon’s Way has received from the government.
There are lax reporting requirements imposed on
government. I strongly support the amendments
circulated by the shadow minister. I think one of the
best amendments foreshadowed is the request that the
government should not only list what the project is but
the purpose of the so-called environmental initiative
and the expected environmental outcome. If indeed the
government wants to say that this money will be
expended for environmental purposes, I do not think it
is enough to just shove a couple of figures into an
annual report. I think there should be a full report. As I
said, and this is a very important point, notwithstanding
my comment about tax — and I suspect large numbers
of people in my electorate will see this as just an
additional tax and oppose it — I think there is a real
possibility of residual goodwill in Melbourne for the
concept of this. However, I think the goodwill people
may have towards funding environmental projects will
be eroded immediately the real facts and details of this
bill come before the population.
Goodwill will always dissipate if money is to be used
as a slush fund. Goodwill will always dissipate if there
are insufficient reporting requirements. Goodwill will
always dissipate if the government can direct moneys to
its projects. Goodwill will always dissipate if the
government can favour its own advertising agency in
the expenditure of this money. I think this bill needs to
go a long way. The government needs to accept the
amendments proposed by the opposition to preserve
goodwill for the environment.
Ms MUNT (Mordialloc) — I rise to speak in
support of the Water Industry (Environmental
Contributions) Bill. It provides for the introduction of
legislation to require environmental contributions from
water authorities and is in line with action 6.3 of the
white paper Our Water Our Future — Securing Our
Water Future Together. This is a plan for the future of
water and its management by the Bracks government,
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which will take us into the future and hopefully save
our finite water resources.
Mr Jasper — Have you been up on the Murray
recently?
Ms MUNT — Yes. This bill commences the new
arrangements from October 2004 and ends on 30 July
2008. The bill will be enacted as a plan for the next four
years.
Water authorities broadly fall into two groupings —
rural and urban water authorities. The urban water
authorities will be required to pay an amount equivalent
to 5 per cent of their existing reserves as an
environmental contribution under the terms of this bill.
This requirement with respect to urban water is
expected to increase water prices for consumers
through the passing on of those costs by urban water
authorities. Commercial users can also expect an
increase in their water costs. Once again, this will
probably be passed on to other businesses and users of
their products. These increases are expected to be in the
region of 5 per cent for both domestic and commercial
users. It is my understanding that 5 per cent is an
average figure, so there could be larger or smaller
increases around that 5 per cent. It is worth noting that
if consumers and business actively work to conserve
their water consumption they will be rewarded with
lower costs. If they are heavy users of water — in some
gardens, for instance, or for some other uses — they
may have to pay extra for that water. That is fair. If you
are a heavy user of a finite resource you should pay for
that resource.

Tuesday, 14 September 2004

population. We are the second-driest continent on the
earth. Interestingly, the Antarctic is the driest continent
on the earth. The management and conservation of our
water has been lacking in the past. We need a new
vision for our water.
We need to protect and support our farmers. They need
irrigation. They need it for the protection of their
businesses and for the rural economy. I have many
relatives on farms who completely depend on irrigation
and I have a personal knowledge of how irrigation
works. Irrigation can be used intelligently or not
intelligently, and as we go forward we really need to
look at new ways of using our water resources to get
the most out of every litre that goes onto the land.
Urban consumers working together, and with the
Bracks government’s assistance, can also make the best
use of this invaluable resource. There is a new
development in my electorate called Waterways that I
visited with the minister not too long ago. They are
taking advantage of many water-saving measures. They
have water tanks, they plant native gardens that do not
need as much water, they use all sorts of run-off
systems, they use their grey water, and many systems
are in place to make sure that they are using water
wisely. I am sure this reduced use of water will be
reflected in their bills. We can have maximum impact
with minimum use of water and this is something that
will be encouraged by this bill. Our water challenge is
very large. Our rivers and streams are under continuing
stress.
Mr Jasper — Have you been up the Murray
recently?

Rural water authorities will be exempt from the new
environmental contribution until 1 July 2005 in
recognition of the ongoing hardship imposed by our
very severe drought. Once again it is fair that they be
allowed some leeway before they have to bear this extra
cost for water. From 1 July 2005 rural authorities will
be required to pay 2 per cent of their reserves as an
environmental contribution. Over the four-year period
an amount of around $225 million will be collected. All
of this money — 100 per cent, every dollar — will be
spent on water-related initiatives.

Ms MUNT — Yes. One-third of our waterways are
in poor or very poor condition. I have some facts here
that say the Murray River is in deep trouble. Typical
flows to the sea have been reduced by three-quarters.
Our water has probably been underappreciated and
underpriced in the past. Pricing should really reflect the
scarcity of this resource and its high value. These
contributions will allow renewed investment in our
water through recycling and in our rivers for their
health.

These initiatives will span five main areas: national
commitments improving the health of the Murray River
and its Victorian tributaries; protecting and repairing
our water resources; recycling and urban water projects;
water-smart farms and sustainable irrigation; and water
security. The management of water for our future is
vital. We have had a major drought, which reinforces
the value of water in Victoria. We have a growing

The mighty Murray was the original home of my
family in Echuca. My grandfather was a timber cutter
along its length. It had natural flood and natural
drought. Damming and irrigation has upset this natural
cycle. I recall when I was a small child that the river
would flood to the levy banks and this really helped
with the natural cycle of the river. This bill, and other
water measures that have been put in place by the
government, will help to restore the flow of the Murray
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River to its natural state. I really support that and I think
it is the right way to go.
Salinity has also affected the surrounding plains of the
Murray River. We need irrigation for our rural
economies, but it must be sustainable. This is partly
recognised by the provision in the bill for the reform of
sales of water rights in the Goulburn-Murray Water
region where no contributions will have to be paid until
1 July 2007. This bill will also provide for a review of
these arrangements from 1 July 2008. I commend this
bill to the house.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley) — I strongly support
the comments made by the Deputy Leader of The
Nationals in his earlier contribution and his opposition
to the legislation before the Parliament. I cannot believe
some of the comments that have been made by some
members of the government in relation to this
legislation. The previous speaker, the member for
Mordialloc, mentioned dams. Without dams we would
not have water down the Murray River at all. If she had
gone to the Victorian Farmers Federation conference
last year, she would have seen a picture on the wall
taken at the turn of the last century where people were
having a picnic in the bed of the Murray River at
Mildura. Why? Because there was no water coming
down the stream. By building dams we have
underpinned the water supply for irrigators, town
supply and environmental flows. Visit north
Wangaratta. There have been minor floods around
Wangaratta over the last weekend. Why? Because
Little Buffalo River is almost full of water and Lake
William Hovell is overflowing — it is at 103 per cent
capacity. Water is going down the stream now which
should be contained. We need an extension of dams
across north-eastern Victoria to contain the water and to
hold it when we get the excessive flows so we can use
that water when we require it. I see this as a very
important issue in the whole debate.
In the second-reading speech the minister spoke about
‘unprecedented challenges we face in ensuring that our
water supplies are maintained and sustained for the
future’. Everyone agrees with that. There is no doubt
that there have been major changes in the use of water
in country Victoria over the last 20 to 40 years. I go
back to the time when I first entered the Victorian
Parliament. At that time in my electorate of Murray
Valley water from irrigation often flowed across the
roads. It was not an efficient use of water. Today, as the
Deputy Leader of The Nationals indicated, fields are
laser graded and we have water-reuse programs; we are
getting better use out of our water than ever before.
Never forget that the wealth of Australia is produced by
the people living in the Murray-Darling Basin, who are
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efficient users of water. We can improve efficiency,
and there is a lot of work being done on it. I support all
that work.
The Minister for Water’s statements in the
second-reading speech are motherhood comments. He
said:
We cannot continue to take water from the environment and
assume that there will be no consequences.

Further, he said:
… Victoria’s rivers are in poor or very poor condition; the
state of the Murray River is a national issue.

The Murray River is not a disgrace; it is not an
environmentally affected river. We need to talk to the
people who are living on the Murray. I talk to the
people in my electorate. The northern boundary of my
electorate of Murray Valley is the Murray River. I live
on the Murray River.
Mr Howard — Go downstream to South Australia.
Mr JASPER — You can make your contribution in
a minute; listen to what I have to say.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
The honourable member for Ballarat East should cease
interjecting.
Mr JASPER — I am prepared to listen to what he
has to say if he makes sense. He can follow me and
come back on the comments I am making. But I
suggest he comes up to north-eastern Victoria and we
will show him around. He will get a real understanding
of the story. As far as I am concerned, the Murray River
is not in crisis. You need to talk to people who live on
the Murray River.
People are always talking about drought; we have had
six years of dry weather, and for the last year we have
had drought. Without Dartmouth dam we would not
have had a flow down the Murray River at all. When
the irrigation season was finished, Dartmouth dam still
had 30 per cent capacity. It was finished being built in
1981. They claimed it would take 10 years to fill. It
filled in three to four years. Why? Because there were
big, wet seasons. A mammoth dam was filled. It
underpins the supply of water not only for irrigators and
town supply but for environmental flows as well. That
is why we need to increase storages. In the white paper
there are comments that say we do not need to talk
about water storages for the next 50 years. For
goodness sake have a look at what is happening right
across country Victoria and indeed Melbourne with its
increasing population. We need to become efficient
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water users, but we need to retain the water when we
get the big, wet seasons.
Without Dartmouth dam there would not be the flows
along the Murray River that there are now. Take the
Snowy Mountains scheme which we might never have
had if we had looked to what you have been supporting,
Acting Speaker, as the member for Gippsland East. The
fact is we needed to bring the water through the
mountains and use it to effectiveness down through the
Murray-Darling Basin and particularly the Murray
system. I strongly oppose the closure of Lake Mokoan.
That is an absolute disaster. The premise on which the
government has sought to close Lake Mokoan has been
reached by twisting the facts and figures. As for putting
more water down the Snowy River, that is an absolute
disgrace to me. As far as I am concerned we need to
retain the water we have in Lake Mokoan.
The government is talking about holding
40 000 megalitres out of that dam which, when it is
filled, holds 365 000 megalitres of water. It claims
50 000 megalitres goes in evaporation. There is
evaporation wherever dams are — some more than
others, there is no doubt. If you let that water go
downstream, you will lose as much by evaporation. It
says it will save 40 000 megalitres, with
20 000 megalitres going down the Snowy River to the
river flats and then to the sea; I do not support that at
all. As far as I am concerned, every 1 per cent you put
down the Snowy River means we are losing
hydro-electric production in the power stations of the
Murray system. Those sorts of issues are not being
discussed.
We talk about the charges that are being imposed
through this legislation. Go back to what the old
catchment management authorities did. The North East
Catchment Management Authority imposed an
environmental levy. Prior to 1999 the then
opposition — this government — said it would remove
that levy. That was absolutely stupid, because it was
working well in north-eastern Victoria. It was used to
great advantage for environmental works. Labor should
have thought more about that at the time it came into
government and it should have increased the levy right
across Victoria. But it had made the commitment. I
believe it thought it would not get into government and
that it could say what it liked. Suddenly it was in
government.
The former Minister for Environment and
Conservation, Sherryl Garbutt, was in the position
where she was forced to remove the catchment
management authority levy right across Victoria. In
north-eastern Victoria and other parts of the state it was
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working very effectively. In some parts of the state it
was not working well and needed trimming. But now
these hidden charges have been put on the water
authorities. We do not know how it is going to be
collected. That money is going to be directed back to
Treasury.
The minister indicated in the second-reading speech
that those funds will be directed for environmental and
other purposes. We will need to see that that happens.
That will be the difficulty — seeing that the funding
that is hidden in these charges on all these water
authorities is brought to account so that we can see
where it is being spent. There is no doubt in my mind
that the legislation needs further thought and analysis.
I heard other members earlier in the night discussing
water-reuse programs. They should come up to
Rutherglen. For nearly 10 years it has had a water-reuse
program using water from the sewerage farm that
services the Wahgunyah and Rutherglen townships. It
has serviced two farms, and the football ground, golf
club and high school are all getting water through this
program. A lot of work can be done on this issue, but
government members should not say that nothing is
happening. That project in north-eastern Victoria is
inspiring other projects around the states.
We should take all the Labor members — particularly
those from metropolitan Melbourne — into the
northern part of the state. We should let them have a
look around to see what is going on and talk to the
people on the ground who are involved. They should
not only talk to people involved in irrigation but to the
man in the street who goes fishing in the Murray River.
He will tell you what I have been told, that they are
getting better Murray cod than ever before because the
river is not in the diabolical trouble that has been
indicated. We are getting flows down the stream, but
without dams we would not have had any flow at some
point over the past six years.
We have a difficult problem with water at present. It is
a massive problem, a huge issue. We need to address it;
I agree with that. We need to get people to understand
the importance of water and of using it wisely. There is
nothing wrong with that, but the farming community in
particular has come a long way from what happened
20, 30 or 40 years ago. It will keep improving what it is
doing, but the government should never forget that the
lifeblood of the economy in the Murray–Darling Basin
is irrigation — using water, and using it effectively. We
want to ensure that with this legislation we do not go
too far along the lines of saying, ‘We will look at the
environment and forget all the other issues’. We must
have dams. We should extend those dams and underpin
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our water supply for irrigation, town supplies and the
environment as well. Then we will get somewhere
regarding this water issue.
Mr HOWARD (Ballarat East) — I am very pleased
to speak on the Water Industry (Environmental
Considerations) Bill. I note that regarding this issue
there is one thing people from both sides of the house
and across our state agree on — that is, that our water
resource is vitally important for the future of the state in
a range of ways. It is important for domestic use, for
agricultural use and for the ongoing sustainability of
our environment. This bill and the people of Victoria
recognise this issue as paramount. Over the past six or
seven years when we have had drought conditions —
well below-average rainfall — the issues associated
with sustainability and water use have been very much
at the forefront of the minds of people in my electorate
and also, I believe, people across the state.
With regard to environmental issues, my electorate of
Ballarat East suffers from stressed rivers. The
Moorabool River, the headwaters of which start within
my electorate, is considered to be a very stressed river. I
have had calls coming into my office in regard to
arguments over ground water use. I also recognise
issues in regard to farm dams and people in
downstream situations complaining about people
further upstream having put dams in place when that
clearly affects water usage on their properties. A range
of issues are affecting not only the rural part of my
electorate but also the urban part. Central Highlands
Water, one of the major urban water authorities in my
electorate, has been carrying out public consultations
over recent months, following on from the white paper,
to look at the future of water supplies for people in the
Ballarat region.
It is very interesting that there are good attendances at
those meetings and that in general people are saying,
‘Yes, we do need to be very aware of these issues; and
as well as recognising that we need to look at increasing
the supply of water in the future and look at the overall
picture beyond the urban scene we need to recognise
the need to save water, to overcome water-wastage
issues and to become much more aware of how we can
use less water in an urban situation’. It is interesting
that only a few people have come along to those
meetings with old ideas, thinking, ‘You can just build
more dams here and there’, and thinking that will be the
way to provide for the future.
Mr Plowman — It is not here and there; it is where
we live.
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Mr HOWARD — That is what some people have
been saying. The member for Murray Valley has been
saying this, with the apparent view that a dam would
solve problems without having downstream effects.
What we are finding out is that with the settlement of
Victoria there are downstream effects. We need to be
fully aware of those.
The member for Murray Valley called on us to go up to
his area of the state, which I visit regularly. I see that
for the most part the Murray River looks pretty good in
that part of the world. I am not quite sure about the back
lagoons and whether they are getting overflows and
about the benefits of having backwaters that are
important to the environment, but I certainly know that
when I go down to Adelaide my relatives there keep
reminding me of the quality of water there, which is
very poor because of the downstream effects on the
Murray River. We know that there are significant
concerns in South Australia because South Australians
are the downstream users. We need to recognise that.
We need to look at sustainability.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HOWARD — The National Party and Liberal
Party members across the floor seem to just want to
argue about these issues and not look at solutions. They
want to justify old systems that seem to have worked
without recognising that the bottom line for all rural
users, for farmers in my electorate and for people across
the state is to provide for the sustainability of our
environment. Damaging our environment will clearly
prevent urban users from having the ongoing use of
water, but more significant is the effect it will have on
rural users — on our production.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HOWARD — That, of course, is not taxing it
out of existence, as I am hearing from members from
across the floor. The legislation provides for a 5 per
cent levy on urban water authorities from October this
year. However, the government recognises the effects
of the drought and the fact that it has hurt people from
rural Victoria to differing degrees, so a 2 per cent levy
will be introduced on rural water authorities not from
October this year, as is the case with urban water
authorities, but from 1 July next year. For those people
involved with the Goulburn-Murray Rural Water
Authority, that will not take place until 1 July 2007.
The government recognises some of the concerns
affecting rural Victoria as a result of the drought, but it
also knows that people living along the Murray River
have had water provided to their properties from open
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channels. We recognise that that is incredibly wasteful
and that some of the channels are breaking up. We are
pleased to see water being piped to properties and those
channels being done away with. The government has
committed money to the undergrounding of — —
Mr Walsh — Do you have the money for the
pipeline?
Mr HOWARD — In the Wimmera–Mallee we
have — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ingram) — Order!
The honourable member for Swan Hill has had his
chance. He should allow the member for Ballarat East
to have his.
Mr HOWARD — It is interesting to note that two
budgets ago the Bracks government committed a
significant amount of money — $75 million — to the
Wimmera–Mallee pipeline, asking for an equal amount
from the federal government. We heard nothing about
that last year. The government committed that money
again in this year’s budget but has heard nothing from
the federal government. As we have heard today and
over the last week, the federal government is now
saying it will put the money in — but where is it
coming from? It is a long time after the Bracks
government committed money to this project, and we
are committed to it.
As members with electorates along the Murray will
know, we have already undertaken significant pipeline
projects in the north of this state. As parliamentary
secretary to the previous minister, Minister Garbutt, I
visited some of those sites with her as the work was
being undertaken. The people in those areas know they
are getting significant water savings and that it is
important work. Obviously when people in rural
Victoria as well as urban users are calling for these
projects, we know the money needs to come from
somewhere. They support the money coming from
funds such as this. When I look at the legislation I am
totally satisfied that all the money going into these
funds will go into water-saving strategies and issues to
address sustainability and that we will get a regular
report.
I had not realised until now that I was not supposed to
use the full time available to me, but it is an issue I get
passionate about. I expect all members support a
sustainable future for water in this state. I will leave the
issue there so that other members can speak on the bill.
Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) — I rise to indicate, like
some other members in this place, some concerns about
the proposed changes to the use of irrigation water and
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domestic water in terms of another tax. It could be said
that the bill contains some positive initiatives, but the
overall initiative of another tax on water causes me
some concern. I will detail the reasons why.
I remember the catchment management authority levy
that was introduced in the late 1990s. It had an unfair
impact on some land-holders in regional Victoria,
because it was not applied across the board and country
land-holders were expected to pay for city-used
infrastructure. It was not fair and equitable. At least this
one targets every consumer.
My concern is based on the fact that the dividend levies
are still there and will continue after this legislation is
introduced. It is another add-on tax that goes to
government. According to its last annual report
Melbourne Water paid $49.1 million to the state
government in a dividend tax. The Wimmera-Mallee
authority, or as it is called now the Grampians
Wimmera Mallee Water Authority, has also been a
significant contributor to the government over many
years. It is not fair to say that the government does not
draw money from the water industry now.
The Sunraysia Irrigators Council has written to me
indicating some significant concerns in the application
of these levies because they are based on a 2 per cent
turnover for irrigation water districts. The example it
has given to me, and this will depend on how the new
Lower Murray Region Water Authority structures its
tariffs, is of a diverter who is paying $10 a megalitre
and who will only pay approximately 20 cents a
megalitre in the new turnover tax. But an irrigator in the
Lower Murray water district who pays $115 per
megalitre will pay a $2.30 per megalitre tax. That is an
inequitable arrangement unless the water authorities are
able to bundle it up and put an across-the-board charge
per megalitre, not a 2 per cent charge per megalitre.
Irrigation districts from Robinvale, Merbein and Red
Cliffs, even though they are under the same authority,
all have different water tariffs, so each one will pay a
different percentage of that levy. That is unfair. An
urban user will only be paying 5 per cent across the
board, depending on the volume of water used.
The First Mildura Irrigation Trust (FMIT) has
expressed some concern directly to the minister on the
effect this will have on struggling irrigators. Most
members would be aware that serious pressures are
applied to people who produce high-value product from
irrigation. Commodity prices for table grapes have been
difficult; producers lost fair market access into China
this last year. Wine growers have left significant crops
on their vines in the last two seasons. Dried fruit
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producers are suffering significant pressure from
overseas markets such as Iran and Turkey, where the
cost of labour is significantly less and free trade or fair
trade, whichever you call it, is a significant
disadvantage. These extra add-on water costs put more
pressure on irrigators and on the producers of very
important economic product for this state.
The FMIT has suggested an alternative which would
need commonwealth approval — that is, to have a GST
on water so that if you are producing something you
can claim it back as a tax deduction. That is worthy and
has some merit. There is a GST on other energy
products. This is an alternative which means that if you
can claim a tax deduction, you can get some benefit if
you are in business, whereas you cannot with the
process that will be introduced by this bill.
Mr Walsh interjected.
Mr SAVAGE — The member for Swan Hill tells
me I am incorrect and that I will stand corrected.
There are some other ways of dealing with this. We
need to make sure that we are not putting undue
pressure on the people who are producing product —
and there are huge pressures. I heard the member for
Murray Valley make some very valid comments. We
hear often that the Murray River is dying, but it is not
correct to say that. We have intervened to some extent
in how the river flows. We will never be able to change
that, because locks interfere with the flow of the river.
But what some people do not understand is that if we
did not have locks there would be times when there
were no flows at all in the river and there would be a
huge build-up of salinity in pools in the river, which
would mean that towns would not have any water
supply and there would be problems with not being
able to irrigate crops. So there needs to be intervention
in the form of weir pools in the Murray to maintain the
economic infrastructure which is the basis of our
economy.
It has been suggested that South Australia is getting a
bad deal. South Australia makes a choice in putting
barrages at the mouth of the Murray River, which has a
significant impact on the amount of water it needs to
supply to Lake Alexandrina. That is their choice. That
is an issue about which the South Australian
government has to make a choice. It should stop
blaming other states for diminished flows into South
Australia. When we have restrictions it does not share
restrictions like Victoria and New South Wales do. We
will be the ones who will bear the impact of that.
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I think there needs to be a greater understanding and a
better perspective of the use of the Murray. The salinity
levels at Morgan are the lowest in some 20 years. These
are indications that we are managing the river in a
much better way. If the federal Labor opposition wins
power in Canberra and puts 1500 gigalitres down the
river, I do not know where the water is coming from
because it cannot be identified. Even if you had the
savings and efficiencies in every irrigation district you
could not possibly — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr SAVAGE — Five hundred gigalitres is also an
incredible amount. There needs to be some perspective.
A river that does need assistance is the Darling River.
At times in the last 12 months the Darling River from
Bourke down through New South Wales has not
flowed at all. When Tandou put their pumps on they
can suck the thing backwards. That is no joke! They
suck the river backwards because they have been
allowed such excessive usage. We should have an
interstate perspective on what Victoria is doing,
because it is managing the Murray River in a very
responsible way. Some of our interstate colleagues need
to revisit their own licences. They should stop
whingeing about what Victoria is doing when it comes
to flows through interstate boundaries.
In conclusion, I cannot support the current
arrangements set out in the Water Industry
(Environmental Contributions) Bill. I have looked at
the amendments proposed by the member for
Benambra and will support those amendments on the
basis that we need extreme scrutiny on how
governments collect levies. We do not want to see these
moneys dissipated in endless consultancies. The history
of my region, when it comes to money for water,
usually means that consultancies take up a significant
proportion of those government contributions and it is
not value for money on many occasions. The water
authorities should sometimes use their own expertise
in-house and save significant amounts of money and
not indulge themselves on these long-haul
arrangements where large amounts of money are paid
to off-business agencies. On that basis I indicate that I
will not be supporting the bill.
Ms DUNCAN (Macedon) — I am pleased to
contribute to the debate on the Water Industry
(Environmental Contributions) Bill. Listening to the
interjections from the opposition proves to me yet again
that it has actually taken a united and insightful Bracks
government to introduce water reform such as what we
are seeing today. The interjections from opposition
members indicate that they are divided and all over the
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shop. The differences in opinion between them, not just
on who should lead their party but on every issue that
comes before this house, are evident for all to see —
and no more evident than the interjections we have
heard this evening. It is almost cringe material listening
to some of the speakers, particularly the member for
Murray Valley. It reminds us that we need to let science
and logic dictate the future for this state and for this
country. It was clear to me from some of the
contributions from members of the opposition that there
is a view that you can continue to capture water,
whether it is a dam sitting outside or in a river, yet not
have an impact on the environment.
We are very good or too good at capturing water.
No-one is suggesting that we should destroy dams,
divert rivers or undo a lot of the work that has been
done over the history of this country. This state would
be nothing without the water infrastructure we have
created. We would not have been able to develop or
settle the land if we had not managed, diverted or
captured water. The environment is letting us know
loud and clear that enough is enough, that this is not an
infinitesimal resource and that you cannot continue
doing this. You cannot keep capturing more and more
water. There is a suggestion that if a river floods, or if
water reaches the end of a river and goes through the
mouth of the river and into the ocean, that this is
somehow wasteful, that rivers should not flood any
more and that to have a river flood is a waste of water.
I am not saying there is not a balance associated with
using water. I put people ahead of everything, and we
need to have water for our towns to survive, for our
irrigators to irrigate and for our agricultural sector to
continue to contribute to this great state. However, there
has to be a line drawn where we can say we have
captured more water than the environment can sustain.
That is why you cannot continue to add dams
willy-nilly; they must be wherever you need the water.
You cannot continue to capture more and more of our
rainfall and act as if the only consumers of water are
human consumers.
We have an environment. I am continually reminded of
a sticker that was on my car for about 15 years that said
something like ‘No economy without the environment’.
That is so true. None of us would be here without the
environment and we risk it and destroy it at our peril. I
am staggered and frightened to think these people
opposite may ever be in power and be making
decisions. If some of the contributions I have heard
tonight are indicative of what members opposite
genuinely believe, I hope it is all smoke and mirrors
and it is being done so that they can be seen as a strong
opposition. I truly hope it is not what members opposite

Tuesday, 14 September 2004

honestly believe. It is very difficult to know what they
believe.
The opposition water spokesman stated previously that
a 5 per cent environmental levy is acceptable. All of a
sudden that is unacceptable. This is what the bill seeks
to introduce. We hear again that it is okay if it is done
properly. I guess that is code for ‘If we do it’. If they do
it, it is right; and if we do it, it is not right. We know
how the catchment management authority tax was
collected. We know the inequities that resulted from
that. This government is committed to not charging
people on the land for various activities but to making
the charge a direct water charge — to make it all about
water conservation. We all know what needs to be done
and we know we need to recycle water and use water
more efficiently. We know enormous gains can be
made in rural Victoria just in terms of improving
infrastructure. I do not think anyone disagrees with that.
The costs of these projects are astronomical,
unbelievably high. Even trying to retrofit a country
town to capture more water than we are currently using
is extraordinarily expensive. We need this levy. I
commend the bill to the house.
Mr DIXON (Nepean) — The opposition has no real
arguments about the principle or the majority of the
contents of the bill. The opposition’s position has been
misrepresented to some extent by the government. The
shadow Minister for Water has pointed out our real
concerns. He referred to the lack of openness and
transparency regarding the levy process — how it will
be applied, where it will be spent and how it will be
charged. This will be a lot of money. It is a huge levy.
The water authorities have said to us that they will
collect the money by adding approximately 5 per cent
to the water bills that they send out. That is what they
have said to us. That is a lot of money when you look at
the water bills collected across Victoria. That money
needs to be spent, but because it is such a large amount
of money it needs to be spent wisely.
That is why I agree with the amendments that have
been put forward by the opposition. The people who are
paying this money — the everyday users of water —
need to know how that money is going to be collected,
where it is going to be spent, when it is going to be
spent and how it is going to be accounted for. No
member of the government has put up an argument
tonight to say why people should not know how the
money is spent, where it is spent and how it is going to
be collected. What is wrong with that? If there is
nothing to hide, they are fair questions to ask and they
are fair amendments to put.
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As I said, there is a lot of money there. Being a positive
member of the opposition, I have some positive
suggestions to make as to where the money collected
should be spent. It is the government’s choice as to
where this money is collected, not the water authorities’
choice, so I am taking this opportunity as a member of
the opposition to suggest to the government some
places where this money should be spent.
The major project that I think is probably the
pre-eminent water project in this state is the upgrade of
the Eastern Treatment Plant at Carrum. The works
approval for that has been put off and put off.
Hopefully in November we will hear an announcement
about when the output of the Eastern Treatment Plant,
which treats 42 per cent of Melbourne’s sewage, is
going to be upgraded from C-class to A-class water.
The price on that is about $160 million. That will be
money very well spent because when that water is
upgraded to A class, the number of reuse possibilities
are incredibly large and therefore there will be a lot less
unused water and wastewater flowing out into Bass
Strait at Boags Rocks at Gunnamatta Beach in my
electorate; and if water does flow out the quality of that
water will be far better anyway than the C-class muck
that is going out there at the moment.
In a positive sense I have given an opportunity and an
idea to the government on where this levy can be spent.
One place where $65 million should not be spent is on
extending that pipeline out into Bass Strait. That is a
ridiculous proposal. I think it is probably nearly
impossible to do from an engineering point of view. It
was attempted in the 1970s and they gave up, so the
pipe discharges at the shoreline. To extend this pipeline
2 kilometres out into Bass Strait would be an absolute
waste of $65 million. That money would be far better
spent on upgrading the treatment plant and some of the
other water projects — positive projects — that this
government has put up where money needs to be spent
throughout this state. It would be a waste to spend
$65 million to extend a pipeline. There would also be
environmental damage caused, with hectares of primary
sand dunes needing to be flattened so this pipeline
could be constructed. Sending this pipeline 2 kilometres
out into Bass Strait and spreading the muck further
would be an absolute waste of money. That is one area
where I would not like to see any of this money spent.
I support the feasibility study the government
announced in the white paper to look at sending out
recycled A-class water from the Eastern Treatment
Plant. That presupposes that the Eastern Treatment
Plant will be upgraded. I think that is the no. 1 priority
for spending money in this state. Let us suppose that the
plant will be upgraded to A class. The government is
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looking at a feasibility study on the piping of that water
down to the Latrobe Valley to be used for various
industrial, agricultural and business uses. That would
take a huge load off a lot of the environmental flows of
rivers in Gippsland. I support that; in fact, it has
bipartisan support because it was part of a water
position paper that the Liberal Party announced in
February, which was released in more detail in June.
The member for Macedon said that the opposition is
knocking things, but here we have a positive plan, and
the government has adopted part of that plan. It has
total bipartisan support. That is a very worthy project
where money from this levy should be spent.
Finally, I will talk briefly about a real issue that we
have which is connected with the reuse of water on the
Mornington Peninsula. The Nepean aquifer, which is
the aquifer under most of the southern peninsula, is
under dire threat at the moment. Southern Rural Water
called a meeting recently of the major users — the
licensed users — of that aquifer. They are mainly the
intensive golf courses and agricultural market gardens
on the Mornington Peninsula. The combination of six
years of low rainfall and extra heavy use has meant that
the aquifer is under real threat and restrictions may have
to be placed on its use.
The licensed users of that aquifer have got together
with Southern Rural Water and the Mornington
Peninsula Shire Council, and I know they will be
talking to South East Water as well, about the
possibility, if the Eastern Treatment Plant is not
upgraded in time, of taking that C-class water from the
pipeline which flows out onto Gunnamatta Beach,
setting up a treatment plant on the Mornington
Peninsula — because the pipeline flows right through
the centre of the Nepean aquifer — and upgrading it to
A class. The water could then be used on those golf
courses and market gardens, and even on recharging the
aquifer, which is under real threat at the moment. I
believe that specific project is very commendable.
The Nepean sustainable water scheme has been set up. I
totally support what is being done, and I hope that the
government, when it starts collecting this wonderful
and large levy, will then apply the money and
contributions from the levy to excellent projects like the
Nepean sustainable water scheme. But all this has to be
done with accountability and transparency, and the
amendments put forward by the shadow Minister for
Water will certainly add something this bill. As I said at
the start, we have no problems at all with the principles
of this bill; it is how it is going to be implemented that
is our problem.
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Mr MERLINO (Monbulk) — I have pleasure in
rising to support the Water Industry (Environmental
Contributions) Bill. This is an extremely important
piece of legislation and a key plank in the government’s
water policy — a policy that is an unprecedented effort
to tackle the problem of water.
The member for Mildura talked about needing to get
some perspective on the Murray River. I think we need
to get some perspective on the whole issue. We are in
our eighth year of drought. Fresh water storages could
fall by over 5 per cent over the next 20 years. However,
at the same time that we have this water scarcity,
population within Melbourne will increase by 1 million
people by 2030. One third of our major streams are in a
poor or very poor condition, two thirds of our wetlands
are degraded or dried out, and there is the threat of
more hot and dry days through climate change. We
must do something. Even if governments across
Australia do nothing else, we must secure our water
future. As we have heard, the solution is not a dam. A
dam will not create new water. It will take away from
existing regional and rural uses and will have an impact
on the environment.
The Bracks government’s water policy is all
encompassing, starting with the green paper on water,
which created an enormous level of public interest and
community consultation. I held a forum locally in
Monbulk and attended forums organised by Yarra
Valley Water. What struck me was the community
support for a change in the way we use water. The
response was amazing — 670 written submissions.
While this process was going on the government was
also putting its money where its mouth was, with
$320 million for the Victorian Water Trust to invest in
water projects. An example of this is the country towns
water and sewerage program, which is dealing with
wastewater in the Dandenongs — a huge issue in my
electorate.
In addition to the water trust, there were significant
commitments to the Snowy and to the Wimmera–Mallee
pipeline. Following the process of submissions, the
government released the white paper on water, Securing
Our Water Future Together, which is an action plan to
enable the smarter use of water. A key aspect of that plan
is the issue of environmental contributions — that is,
contributions by our water authorities to water-related
initiatives outlined in the white paper, such as improving
the health of the Murray River and its tributaries,
water-smart farms, the extension of water rebates and
investment in recycling. The legislation before us
implements action 6.3 of the paper, and deals with those
contributions from water authorities. It will raise
$225 million over four years. The legislation outlines

Tuesday, 14 September 2004

how the money will be spent. It is both clear and
transparent. It is clear in its purpose as stated in proposed
section 194 — that is, promoting the sustainable
management of water or addressing adverse
water-related environmental impacts.
The member for Nepean raised the issue of
transparency. Section 195 deals with that perfectly. The
minister must within three months of the end of the
financial year prepare a report setting out details of the
expenditure of all moneys paid as environmental
contributions by water supply authorities in that
financial year, and section 196 details the process of
review on or before July 2008.
The contribution from urban authorities is set at 5 per
cent of their revenue from October this year, and from
rural authorities, in recognition of the impact of the
drought, at 2 per cent from 1 July 2005. Current water
prices do not reflect the value of water or the full cost to
the environment of the use of water. The environmental
contribution from water authorities will result in price
increases for consumers; however, the benefits are
undeniable. Water supplies need to be sufficient to deal
with the inevitable population increase that Melbourne
and Victoria will undergo over the next 30 years. We
need healthier rivers to secure water to our farmers,
which will enable growth in agriculture. Every dollar
spent will be spent on water programs. That is what the
community wants and that is exactly what the
community supports.
This is absolutely fundamental legislation, and it is only
the Labor Party under the Bracks government that is
dealing in a mature way with the crisis in water that we
face. I congratulate the government and particularly the
Minister for Water for this legislation and indeed for the
entirety of our water policy. I commend the bill to the
house.
Mr INGRAM (Gippsland East) — I rise to speak
on the Water Industry (Environmental Contributions)
Bill. From the outset I would like to say that I was
probably one of the few in this place who lobbied when
the catchment management authority levy bill was
introduced to get some support for maintaining the
levy. Whilst some concern was expressed in my
electorate and in other electorates and there was a fairly
large campaign to remove the levy — I know the
current government went to the 1999 election with a
policy to remove the CMA levy — I believe it was an
important step in ensuring that the community
understood the need for improvement of the
environmental conditions of our waterways, that the
community had ownership in the works of the
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catchment management authorities and that the people
were involved.
In my view part of the problem with the CMA levy was
not that it was a tax and not the way it was done but that
it was not applied equitably across all areas in Victoria.
Large areas of Victoria were not covered by the levy. In
particular, metropolitan areas were not contributing,
and it was also very selective. An area like Gippsland
East, which is 80 per cent national park and state forest
land, has a small level of population in and around the
coastal fringe, around the Gippsland Lakes and up
some of the river valleys. Whilst we still had some
incredibly large environmental problems to deal with in
our rivers and our catchments, we did not have the
population to enable the catchment management
authorities to secure the funding necessary to maintain
the environmental assets.
The other example is rivers like the Thomson. One of
the largest impacts on a river like the Thomson is the
extraction of water by Melbourne Water. The
community was required to pay for any environmental
problems on the river, on the catchment, yet outside
influences were impacting on the health of those
waterways. I said to the previous member for Swan Hill
that if the government had tried to put the CMA levy on
the Snowy catchment, in which area I was living at the
time — it conveniently had forgotten that the Snowy
catchment ever existed when it applied the CMA
levy — I would have been saying, ‘That is fine! Go and
collect it from the irrigators in the Murray, because that
is where our water is going and that is the biggest
impact on our catchment’. Whilst I agree it was the
right thing to do and we needed to be collecting money
to go back to environmental causes and fixing some of
the degradation, it was not right.
When we look at the bill before us, yes, there have been
a number of issues and concerns raised, but overall it
applies a levy or a tax — we can call it a tax; I am quite
happy to do that — on all water users across the state. It
applies to water users within the metropolitan areas, so
all the people of Victoria pay a contribution to restore
the environmental condition of our waterways and
catchments, and that is where the CMA levy let itself
down. Overall I support the concept and the principle
behind the bill. Do I think it is perfect? No, I do not, but
I will be supporting the legislation. Recently I
supported the white paper; the government has done a
good job with it. It was a step forward in addressing a
lot of the water management issues in this state and this
country, and I supported it through that process.
Recently there have been a number of initiatives that
will be funded out of the environmental contribution in
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my area, and they are identified in the white paper.
There are issues of improving the environmental
condition of some of our heritage rivers, like the Bemm
River, which is one of the most pristine rivers in this
state. Whilst we concentrate on those rivers that are
severely degraded and have enormous problems, it is
better to spend money now on rivers that are in
reasonably good condition to ensure they stay there
because that is a better bang for your buck than putting
an enormous amount of money into river systems
which are severely degraded.
We have heard a lot of discussion about the condition
of the Murray. Whilst there is a lot of debate about it, I
would like members to look at Barr Creek the next time
they drive through the Kerang area — I am a regular
traveller through that area, although it is a long way
from home — and tell me that that is a healthy
waterway. If you look at the original photos and you go
back to the time before the CMAs were established
there is an excellent document describing the health of
our waterways. If you look at the before-and-after
photos of what has happened and why the
environmental condition of some of those river systems
has severely degraded, you will see that we have turned
what were very good quality waterways into strings of
saline holes. It is a clear example. Whilst people are
saying, ‘Yes, we are doing some work and fixing
them’, we still have a long way to go.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr INGRAM — People have to stop and look at
that waterway to see that it is not a healthy system; it is
a saline drain. There are some issues there. I
acknowledge that there is a lot of debate about the
health of the Murray, and a lot of it is misdirected,
because I agree with the comments about some of the
weirs and barrages. They are a problem, but we are at a
stage where it is very difficult to turn the clock back. If
you look at the weirs, you will see that communities
have developed infrastructure and industries around
those weirs and barrages, but those weirs and barrages
cause some of the environmental damage in their own
right.
By raising the watertable they cause some of the
salinity problems in the adjacent flood plains. They also
maintain the level of the river at a set level, which
creates stagnant weir pools. They also increase the
salinity around the outlets of the weirs by increasing the
hydrological pressure above and forcing the ground
water out through the bottom. So there are a number of
causes for concern about them. Do we just remove the
weirs? No, we cannot because that sometimes will
cause more problems. We have to change the
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management of the system. There are no easy solutions,
but it is something we must get right and we need to do
it.
In my area I see projects like the one on the Mitchell
River. We are trying to address the lack of vegetation in
some of the farmland areas up the top. We have rivers
in very good condition through most of it. There are
weed and willow issues, and if we address them now
we can get on top of some of those systems very
quickly and improve their health. There are rivers like
the Thomson, and the issue of the consumers of
Melbourne providing money to improve the
environmental condition of the Gippsland Lakes. These
are absolutely essential, long-term directions and when
I was elected they were the big issues for my
community. I have irrigators in my community and I
know how important the irrigation industry is, but it is
also important to acknowledge that there are a lot of
users of water.
Most importantly, if we can get the right percentage
and the right contribution in bills like this, we can
restore and return the environmental conditions so that
everyone wins. We can improve the performance of our
irrigation industries. While all irrigation industries have
done a lot, there is still good work that can be done. In
areas like the Macalister the community is committed
to improving efficiency. Those farmers who invested
the money to change from irrigation to sprays are
improving their efficiency and becoming very efficient
businesses. There are some issues around providing
infrastructure like electricity when you upgrade that
water infrastructure. Some of that cost needs to come
out of the other funds like the Victorian Water Trust.
I have looked at the amendments moved by the
honourable member for Benambra. Some of those
amendments will improve the clarity and the probity of
the process, and some of them will get my support.
Overall I support the legislation because it is a step
forward. I was one of the few members of this place
who actually supported the catchment management
authority levies or had the courage to say, ‘This is
important and we should retain it’. I know the
community does not like new taxes or increases in
charges. There will be people who will rebel against
that. But overall people support the white paper,
support the improvement in the environment and are
prepared to pay.
Ms ECKSTEIN (Ferntree Gully) — I am very
pleased to briefly contribute to the debate and speak in
support of this bill. This is a very important bill because
it assures the protection of our precious water resources
and the environment into the future.
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As we have heard before, Australia is the second-driest
continent on earth after the Antarctic; however, for
many years we have used water as if we had limitless
supplies. I recall my parents, who arrived from
Germany in the 1950s, saying many times in
amazement that the cost of water in this country was
based not on consumption, as it was in Germany, but on
property rates and values. They just could not believe
that this would be the case here. It was incompletely
incomprehensible to them that an ordinary household
could not possibly use the amount of water that they
had to pay for and that therefore there was absolutely
no incentive to save water. This state of affairs has been
addressed only in recent years, so that we now pay on
the basis of consumption. However, a lot more needs to
be done to ensure that our water supplies are secure into
the future.
Water is a finite resource, and the ways that we use it
impact on future supplies as well as the environment.
We cannot take those future supplies for granted.
Australia is prone to drought, and we are in the eighth
year of a drought. Our population is increasing,
particularly in major cities and regional centres. The
impact of climate change is starting to be felt. We just
cannot continue to draw water from our rivers and
aquifers and believe that there will be no cost to the
environment or to our future water resources. As we
have also heard, a third of our rivers are in poor or very
poor condition and some of our rivers have surpassed
their environmental limits. All Victorians must bear the
responsibility for this state of affairs, and we must all
share in the cost of measures to ensure sustainable
water resources into the future.
This bill provides for environmental contributions from
water authorities right across the state based on a
percentage of revenues. That will vary, depending on
whether they are urban or rural water authorities. As a
result the cost of water and related services may well
increase. However, we must all understand that there is
a cost to ensuring Victoria’s sustainable water resources
into the future, and we must all share in meeting that
cost. If we do not undertake these measures, we risk not
only significant environmental damage but also the
long-term security of water supplies. There is no choice
but to take action now. This will lead to healthier rivers,
healthier environments and reliable water supplies into
the future.
This bill will raise money for much-needed projects
that will restore and manage our water resources into
the future. It will both fund sustainable water
management projects and tackle adverse environmental
impacts that are due to water-related matters. In the first
period from 1 October this year there will be a
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contribution of 5 per cent from the urban water
authorities, and there will be a 2 per cent contribution
from the rural water authorities from 1 July 2005. This
acknowledges the ongoing impact of the drought in
rural Victoria and the role that irrigators play in seeking
to achieve better environmental outcomes. It is very
important that the bill recognises this. We should also
stress that every dollar raised through these
contributions will be used for water-related projects. I
do not propose to outline them now, but the minister
did outline them in his second-reading speech. These
contributions are absolutely essential for our future
water security. This is an excellent piece of legislation
and will result in sustainable water supplies and healthy
waterways for future Victorians. I commend the bill to
the house.
Mr MULDER (Polwarth) — I rise to contribute to
the Water Industry (Environmental Contributions) Bill.
In opening can I just reiterate the comments made by
the member for Nepean, in that there are elements of
the bill before the house which the Liberal Party
supports in principle because in many regards it reflects
what the Liberal Party has put in place in the past —
that is, the catchment management authority (CMA)
levy. I listened to the comments of the member for
Gippsland East, who said he was supportive of the
CMA levy when it was introduced. I must endorse
those comments and the understanding that at that time
it was very difficult to get people in rural communities
to accept a new levy that was going to be directed
towards environmental improvements in their region.
In my region the Corangamite catchment management
authority did a lot of work, as indeed did the former
member for Polwarth, Ian Smith, in promoting the levy
and promoting works that would be undertaken as a
result of that levy. I can quite clearly look back on the
templating of stormwater drains that took place
throughout the area, alerting people to the fact that you
do not dump rubbish in areas where stormwater is
going to run it into the rivers and lakes, and on the work
that was done in relation to major catchment points
going into our local lake. The fact is that it was a local
levy — it was collected locally and the community had
ownership of it.
The community believed at that time that it had
ownership of the catchment management authority, and
there was a fair degree of accountability in terms of
how that money was going to be spent. There was
involvement in the local community, and I believe that
the catchment management authority and the people
who were appointed to the board felt it was no longer
going to be a government bureaucracy but a partnership
between the local community that contributed to the
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levy and the catchment management authority that was
going to handle the levy in a responsible manner and
come up with great results for the community. It was
hard and it was tough through those early stages, but it
was working and it was working very well.
What a pack of hypocrites Labor members are in terms
of the Liberal Party’s position on the legislation. The
Labor Party attacked the CMA levy on a day-to-day
basis. Labor knew all along that the levy was going to
be used for worthwhile environmental purposes, but no
matter what happened it would not back away from it.
Yet here we have it bringing this legislation to
Parliament under the cover of a federal election. The
way this legislation has been introduced and the way
the levy is to be collected — I will touch on that when I
get further into my contribution — reeks of gutlessness.
The government is saying, ‘Yes, we want the money,
but we don’t want to be seen collecting it. Yes, we want
to sell it as an environmental levy, but we are not going
to be accountable in any way shape or form’.
It is very interesting when you look back at some of the
comments made on this issue. I go back to the
comments of the then Leader of the Opposition in a
media release on 20 January 1999:
The Leader of the Opposition, Mr John Brumby, said today
that the Labor Party had already collected more than 10 000
signatures on a petition calling for the scrapping of the tax —

he referred to it in those days as a tax —
which will be presented to Parliament in the autumn session.

It is interesting to look at some of the people who were
involved in that petition and in the collection of
people’s signatures throughout their regions:
Mr Brumby said ALP candidates Geoff Howard (Ballarat
East), Karen Overington (Ballarat West), Jacinta Allan
(Bendigo East) … and Ian Trezise (Geelong) would continue
distributing the petition in the lead-up to the resumption of
Parliament to increase pressure on the Kennett Government to
scrap —

an environmental levy that was going to benefit their
own communities. Now what I ask today is: what is so
much different between what was happening then and
what we have here before us today, other than the fact
that we have a great deal of secrecy and a hidden
agenda with the bill we have before the Parliament
today?
I also go back to what was said by the then ALP
shadow minister for the environment, conservation and
land management in a media release of March 1999:
A Brumby Labor government —
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that is hypothetical, is it not? —
will abolish the Kennett government’s unfair new catchment
management tax the Labor leader, Mr John Brumby, said
today.
Mr Brumby made the announcement during a visit to Ballarat
with the shadow minister for environment, Ms Sherryl
Garbutt, to launch a report into the imposition of the
catchment management authority taxes.

Of course the word ‘tax’ has disappeared, and it is now
a levy. The member for Melton will agree with that.
The media release continues:
The shadow minister for the environment, Ms Garbutt, said
Labor’s report outlined the reasons why Victorian Labor has
pledged to abolish the catchment management authority
(CMA) tax and fund the works directly from the Department
of Natural Resources and Environment (DNRE) budget.

That was where the money was going to come from
then and that is where the money was supposed to
come from today, but what has happened? What we
have is the federal election happening right out there
and the government looking for a smokescreen. It is
sliding this legislation in underneath the smokescreen
and dragging money off country Victorians,
pensioners’ families and businesses, but all along Labor
said it was going to be funded out of consolidated
revenue.
As to the unfairness of imposing a direct tax the media
release refers to:
… the unfairness of imposing a direct tax when the functions
of CMAs used to be provided by government departments
funded out of taxes we already pay.

We have already paid, so why do we have the situation
here today whereby we have this tax announced when
all along Labor in opposition said it was going to fund
it out of consolidated revenue and out of existing
budgets? It was going to fund it out of money it had
already collected, but all of a sudden, in the dark of
night and under the cover of a federal election, in she
comes! What has the government done? It has stepped
back from it and said, ‘We do not want our name
associated with it. We do not want our name attached to
this secret hidden water tax; however, we will just slip
it through the Parliament late at night’.
A media release of 29 August 1999 states :
The Victorian Labor government will maintain public
ownership of water and abolish the unfair catchment
management tax, Labor’s environment spokeswoman,
Ms Sherryl Garbutt, said today.
…
Ms Garbutt said a Bracks Labor Government will …
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…
Abolish the Catchment Management Tax.
…
Labor’s rivers and catchment restoration program will replace
this unfair tax with recurrent funding —

not a new tax, money that is already there —
and reform the catchment management authorities to make
them more representative and accountable.

Let us just talk about the issue of accountability and the
bill. Effectively what we have here, with the 5 per cent
tax on urban water authorities and the 2 per cent tax on
rural water authorities, is nothing more than a slush
fund. There is absolutely no accountability in the
legislation. The catchment management authority
(CMA) levies that were put in place were owned, run
and managed by local communities. They saw where
their money was going, they had control over the
projects and they could see the benefits of the projects
in their own areas. This bill does not allow that to
happen.
There is no direction for water authorities as to how
they will collect the levy from their customers. In other
words, the Bracks government has said it wants 5 per
cent on top of the dividends the authorities are already
throwing into the state Treasury, but they have been
told for heaven’s sake not to show the people of
Victoria that there is a water tax on their bills. The
authorities have been told to hide the charge; the
government does not want its name associated with it.
The government wants the water authorities to be its tax
collector and to bang the 5 per cent or the 2 per cent on
each quarter or whenever the bills come in. The
authorities will then write a cheque out to consolidated
revenue and send the money back to Melbourne, back
to the Treasurer of Victoria and back into the Labor
Party’s slush fund for the next state election. That is
what this is all about.
There is not one ounce of accountability as to where
and how this money is going to be spent. It may well
pay for the fuel in the helicopter in which in the lead-up
to the next state election the Premier will be seen
hovering over the water catchments pointing at the
water levels. All the money will go on glossy brochures
and on providing the helicopter. There is nothing — —
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Lindell) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.
Mr HARDMAN (Seymour) — It is a great pleasure
to speak on the Water Industry (Environmental
Contributions) Bill. It was great to listen to the member
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for Polwarth reinvent the history of the seven years of
the Kennett government. In talking about the catchment
management authority levy what he seemed to
forget — and he is a member representing country
Victoria — is that the levy was typical of the Kennett
government’s city-centric style of government. It was a
levy on country Victorians and city people did not have
to pay. This bill asks all Victorians to pay and does so
fairly. In fact in one particular area, the
Goulburn-Murray Water area, we have said that
because we know they are contributing more to the
environment we are going to charge them only 2 per
cent and introduce the levy more slowly than in the rest
of the state. The Liberal Party is very city centric, and it
needs to change its ways.
Some $225 million in extra funds will come out of this
to improve rivers, water recycling and water quality and
to provide for the smarter pricing of water, the
upgrading of irrigation systems and increasing the
security of water entitlements for irrigation farmers. It
is important that we reflect the true cost of water.
People know that water is too cheap, and I would like a
dollar for every time that has been said over and again
right across Victoria.
It is time for the opposition to choose whether it wants
to be the opposition for opposition’s sake or whether it
wants to come along with the rest of Victoria on this
bill. The government’s water policy has been widely
supported not only in the media but right across
Victoria and the nation. Victoria is a leading light, and
part of the reason for that is this important aspect of our
water policy. The opposition forgets that. Members
opposite have come in here tonight and taken part in all
these ploys because they think there might be a vote or
two in it from a few of their supporters, but they forget
that water is very important. Sustainable water use and
a sustainable water pricing policy are very important,
and that is what this bill is about.
In bringing in this policy the government went through
a significant consultation process. It introduced the
green paper, and it went out and listened to Victorians
talk about what they wanted and what they thought was
important in regard to water and water management in
this state. How are we going to have a sustainable water
supply? I know that question was asked in my area and
was advertised right around the rest of the state. From
what I can gather no opposition comments came in on
this bill, and that is a crying shame. Members opposite
waited until the last minute, thinking that they might
have a couple of political points to make in disagreeing
with the bill.
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We on this side of the house know the value of water.
Members of the opposition do not know the value of
water, and they do not know the importance of water to
the state and for the rest of history. They need to start
taking the time to think about whether they want to be
an opposition for opposition’s sake or whether they
want to support country Victoria — not just
metropolitan Victoria — to enable it to grow and have a
sustainable future.
Some great projects have happened in my area, which I
always have to mention. For example, projects worth
some $29 million have occurred in Wallan in recent
times. That includes connecting this rapidly growing
area to the Yarra Valley water supply so it is not taking
water from north of the Divide as it has in the past. That
is very important, and I know the opposition would
probably support that very sincerely. Significantly
$6 million of that money is going into water reuse.
Tooborac — a very small town in another part of my
electorate — will be connected to the Coliban water
supply. The legislation says that every dollar raised will
go into water projects to create sustainable practices for
our future, and I commend the bill to the house.
Mr MAUGHAN (Rodney) — I am very pleased to
be able to speak in this very important water debate. As
members have said previously, water is undoubtedly
our most important resource, and we need to get the
balance right between usage in urban areas, usage in
rural areas and the environment. Some very good points
have been made in the debate tonight, but there has
been a heck of a lot of hypocrisy. I listened with a great
deal of interest to my friend the member for
Seymour — —
Mr Nardella — You started off so well too.
Mr MAUGHAN — Just listen and settle down. We
have had some discussions about the catchment
management authorities. I believe they were an
excellent model for raising money on a catchment basis
where people made decisions in local areas. They had
some ownership of those decisions, and the money was
raised locally and spent locally. It was a great concept,
there was a great deal of consultation with local
communities and it was working very well. At that time
the Labor Party, for purely political reasons — to score
some political points with regard to the levy —
vigorously opposed the funding of catchment
management authorities and promised that it would
fund the authorities adequately from consolidated
revenue. The first part of the promise was fulfilled —
namely, they got rid of the levies — but the second part
was not, in that the catchment management authorities
have never under Labor — —
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Mr Nardella — Not true!
Mr MAUGHAN — Go and talk to any of the
catchment management authorities and ask them if they
really believe they are adequately funded to do all the
work they need to do. They will tell you that that is not
the case. This government is now, in a sneaky way,
looking to raise that money through — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr MAUGHAN — ‘Not sneaky’, my colleague
says. I think it is sneaky, because the government is
raising a tax — it is a tax, there is no other word for
it — and it will not allow the water authorities to put it
in as a line item on their accounts so that people know
what they are paying. It all has to be bundled up with
water charges. What has happened to this honest, open
and accountable government? Why will it not let the
people who are paying these levies know exactly what
it is they are paying for?
The Nationals will be opposing this legislation, and not
because we do not believe in supporting the
environment — we most certainly do. The people we
represent have been looking after the environment for
generations. They believe they know and understand
the environment, and they feel they have been left out
of this whole process. The member for Seymour talked
about consultation, but I will tell him about
consultation. I was at a meeting of 1000 very angry
irrigators in Shepparton only last week, and not a single
member of the Labor government was there to listen to
their concerns. There was another meeting of
600 irrigators about three weeks before that in
Numurkah.
Dr Sykes — Was the minister there?
Mr MAUGHAN — There was no minister there
and no representative of this government. They are very
angry that the government will not even talk to them.
Do not talk to me about consultation; there has been no
consultation with the irrigators concerned on this
particular instance.
We believe this levy could be raised far more equitably.
We believe the accountability is not adequate, as
previous speakers have indicated. The government has
carte blanche virtually to do what it wants in respect of
environmental expenditure under this legislation. It can
spend it all in one area if it wants to. It can spend part of
it on publicity with glossy brochures and flying the
Premier or the minister around. There is nothing to
preclude it from doing that. Why does the government
not ensure that the money is actually spent in the areas
where the money is raised?
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We have heard the Living Murray mentioned on a
number of occasions. I get a bit tired of this debate
about the Living Murray because we are told all the
time — and we have heard it tonight — that the Murray
is in a state of decline. For heaven’s sake, the Murray is
much healthier today than it was 20 years ago. The
minister shakes his head. Have a look at salinity levels
at Morgan today compared to 20 years ago. Have a
look at the salinity levels virtually anywhere along the
river, and have a look at the nutrient levels. There has
been an enormous amount of progress in reducing
salinity, in reducing nutrients, and in improving the
health of the river. We have too much of this negativity
about rivers declining, without giving communities
such as those represented by the honourable members
for Benambra and Swan Hill and me any recognition of
the fantastic job they have done in improving the
environment and improving the Murray.
I acknowledge that a lot more work needs to be done,
and I certainly support the Living Murray initiative and
this government’s support of the commonwealth
initiative — $500 million over the next five years to
hopefully find 500 megalitres of water that we can use
to improve the Murray — but the science still has to be
properly evaluated. We have had some very bodgie
science come out after we started talking about volumes
of water. It should have been the other way around.
Clearly the science should have been out there first
before we started talking about volumes of water, rather
than talking about whether it is 500 gigalitres,
750 gigalitres or 1500 gigalitres.
Let me just remind the house that if Labor is elected
federally on 9 October it will put 1500 gigalitres down
the Murray River. There is no science to support this at
all. It is pure politics to win the support of the Greens. It
is purely about politics, it has nothing whatever to do
with the health of the Murray. The people that I
represent get very concerned when they hear this
denigration of the Murray River all the time.
Let me read briefly from a communiqué dated 29 May
that was put out by a coalition of nine local government
areas: four in New South Wales and five in Victoria. It
states that:
There must be a … peer review of all the sciences in the
Living Murray …

It also says that there must be:
A … socioeconomic study —

before we start committing water to so-called
improving the Murray. It continues:
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No water to be removed from productive use until the first
two recommendations have been completed.
…
Only reduction in water allocation caused by climate change
to be borne by farmers.

These are people representing nine municipalities, five
in northern Victoria.
I spoke to the Minister for Water two weeks ago when
Parliament last sat and he agreed to see this group, but
so far I cannot get a date. I cannot get his office to agree
to meet with these people. Talk about consultation!
Here is a group representing nine municipalities and the
minister will not even meet with them. How much
consultation is that? I get sick and tired of this sham
about consultation. Consultation is essentially putting
out a paper, talking to a few people and leaving out
many of the key players who really do care about the
environment.
Mr Plowman — They have done the work.
Mr MAUGHAN — They certainly have done the
work, as the member for Benambra points out — a very
significant amount of work in reversing a lot of that
environmental degradation. I could not talk about
CMAs without referring to Ernest ‘Watershed’ Jackson,
who had a lot to do with introducing the concept of
catchment management authorities, and I remember
him any time we start talking about these sorts of
issues.
With respect to how this money is going to be spent —
and I have already indicated that we have some real
concerns about that — other members have spoken
about the wastewater pipeline to go out into Bass Strait
at, I understand, a cost of about $65 million. What a
waste of money! Why can we not use that money for
tertiary treatment of that water so that we can then reuse
it for agricultural purposes or irrigating bowling greens
or whatever?
Another project that I forwarded to the Minister for
Major Projects for his evaluation is one that Craig
Sobey from my electorate has put forward. It involves
using solar power to treat wastewater and remove the
salinity to purify the water so that it can then be used
for irrigation purposes. I hope the minister will have a
good look at those sorts of innovative projects that we
should be encouraging.
This government proposal — the Bracks tax — is going
to tax every hospital, every school, every preschool,
every member. When they have a glass of water there
will be a tax on it. That is not an equitable way of
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raising funds to do these very important environmental
works.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.
Sitting continued on motion of Mr CAMERON
(Minister for Agriculture).
Ms BUCHANAN (Hastings) — On behalf of all the
constituents in the Hastings electorate, it gives me great
pleasure to stand here today and support the Water
Industry (Environmental Contributions) Bill. I support
this bill’s objectives, which are, firstly, to legislate to
enable the Victorian government to receive
environmental contributions from water authorities;
secondly, to provide that these contributions go totally
towards promoting sustainable water management,
including the impacts to the environment associated
with water use, in conjunction with an open and
transparent reporting process; and thirdly, to have water
pricing systems that reflect a more realistic valuation of
this precious resource across urban and rural regions.
No-one can dispute that Victoria has led the way with
water reform. Every Victorian has embraced the strong
message from the Bracks government that it has been
disseminating since it came into government in 1999. I
am disappointed, however, by the 19th-century
approach to water saving, water pricing and water
recycling taken by the opposition. In contrast, this
government has brought in and maintained sensible and
realistic water restrictions. It has implemented financial
incentives in the form of rebates to attract consumers to
purchase water-saving utensils such as water tanks in
urban areas. Led by the Premier and the Minister for
Water, Victorians have shown in the best possible way
that they have embraced the message. Recent data on
water savings reflects this.
I want to congratulate the residents in the towns of the
Hastings electorate for their water-saving activities and
for their universal approval of the new pricing system
and the relative levy that has been introduced. They
know the value of water, as evidenced by the way they
have been saving water. Every township across the
Hastings electorate — Balnarring, Crib Point,
Langwarrin, Somerville, Tooradin and Tyabb — has
had a decrease in its percentage change in volume of
water consumption. Unlike some members of the
opposition, Victorians have embraced the new
water-pricing structure, and this has never been more
obvious than across the Hastings electorate, where
urban and rural activities exist side by side.
I want to quote some south-east growers as reported in
The Source magazine. Deborah Corrigan, in referring to
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the Eastern Treatment Plant irrigation roll-out that starts
this summer, said:
To now see construction taking place is a fantastic
achievement for everybody involved and a major milestone
for water recycling in Victoria.

Tom Schreurs, the president of the south-east growers,
said in relation to this issue:
Using recycled water is a great idea that should have been
available years ago instead of it going into the sea. Now
technologies have improved and we can have it for
unrestricted use.

Ms Corrigan also said:
It has a lot of consistency, and we need consistency in quality
and price.

The Nationals who contributed earlier to this debate
alluded to the impact of the drought on farmers and, in
particular, irrigators. They have done it hard, and
no-one disagrees with that. It is a national shame that
the federal government, which was certainly advised of
drought zones across the state, paid only lip-service to
the provision of drought relief. Of the $187 million it
offered, only one-third of it was actually paid out to
farmers in drought areas under exceptional
circumstances relief payments. That is a national
shame.
The Nationals talked about inequity, and I would like to
contribute to this debate on the issue of inequity. A
classic case is the Howard government’s $2 billion
water trust sham that was announced yesterday. If we
look at it closely, $1.6 billion comes from state
governments and only $400 million comes from the
federal government itself. That is $400 million for
water issues across the nation. In comparison, this state
government contributed $320 million through the
Victorian Water Trust that was set up. That is one state.
The net amount the federal government wants to
contribute is $400 million across the whole of
Australia. That is a sham.
The opposition has selectively neglected to mention the
urban levy, which is 5 per cent, and the rural levy,
which will be incrementally rolled out, and the fact that
70 per cent of the revenue raised from urban water
users will go towards projects in regional areas. There
is very selective information going on there.
One member of the opposition mentioned the issue of
goodwill. Other members have talked about the issue of
consultation. I have been personally involved with an
enormous amount of consultation across the Hastings
electorate with irrigators, growers, urban people and
people from all walks of life.
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Dr Napthine interjected.
Ms BUCHANAN — The south-east growers. Take
some advice from your brother once in a while and
come down to the area and find out!
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms BUCHANAN — There are lots and lots down
there. In closing I would like to quote Premier Bracks,
who said:
Australia must work today to secure water for tomorrow.
Victoria’s historic plan of action will help rescue the state’s
stressed rivers, reduce the amount of water we use and meet
our recycling target so that we have enough water for future
generations.

Minister Thwaites said:
Our Water Our Future sets out 110 new initiatives to secure
water for the next 50 years for our homes, farms, businesses
and the environment.

These are many of the initiatives we have taken, and I
fully commend this bill to the house.
Dr SYKES (Benalla) — I rise to speak on the Water
Industry (Environmental Contributions) Bill. From my
perspective there are three issues: trust, or the lack of it;
government commitment, or the lack of it; and another
Bracks tax.
If we look at trust, the people of the electorate of
Benalla have a problem. They do not trust the Bracks
government. Why not? The principle of the Water
(Irrigation Farm Dams) Act, as I understand it, was to
ensure equitable sharing of water between upper
catchment people, downstream communities, irrigators
and the environment. That is fine. The problem is the
implementation of that act. The upper catchment people
are frustrated at every point by layer upon layer of
bureaucracy and ream upon ream of bureaucratic red
tape. In the words of one former senior bureaucrat,
more people are paid to say no than are paid to say yes.
Land-holders have to jump through hoop after hoop.
They have to employ consultant after consultant and
jump more hurdles than Jana Pittman in her preparation
for the Olympic Games simply to use the rain that falls
on their land. It is all because of the overzealous
bureaucrats driving the green agenda who seek to stop
the development of water usage in the upper catchment
and starve those land-holders out of existence. The
implementation of the Water (Irrigation Farm Dams)
Act must be reviewed to ensure more equitable and
practical access to water by upper catchment
land-holders.
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I refer to Lake Mokoan. History will show that the
decision to decommission Lake Mokoan was one of the
worst decisions made by a Victorian government in
100 years. Why? Because the basis on which the
decision was made was fundamentally flawed. It is
clear now, regrettably, that the minister made a decision
to decommission Lake Mokoan over 12 months ago
and has spent 12 months and hundreds of thousands of
dollars attempting to justify his prearranged
commitment. He has not delivered the goods. For
example, the security of supply in the justification
assumed 80 per cent security of supply to irrigators.
Weeks after that decision the project team agreed that
there is a minimum of 91 per cent security. When the
project team accepts the arguments of the local
irrigators and local people who know the situation, that
security will go up to at least 95 per cent, if not 98 per
cent. The implication of that will be significant in the
ability to deliver offsets and the overall cost and
practicality of delivering the project. Offsets such as
increasing the height of the dam wall at Lake
Nillahcootie do not recognise the practical reality that
in 7 of the last 10 years there was not enough water to
fill the lake at its current height. Increasing the height of
the dam wall does not make a damn difference!
If we then look at the next option for the government to
meet its security of supply commitments, we are fearful
that it will look at buying water. If it proceeds down
that track then it will be robbing Benalla of its future
economic growth potential. It will be robbing Benalla
to meet a political commitment to the Snowy. I repeat:
the people from the electorate of Benalla do not trust
the Bracks government. The government must
immediately review the information on which it has
made the decision to decommission Lake Mokoan.
What about the commitment of this government to
country Victoria? I refer to Lake Eildon and the dam
wall there. The cost of the upgrading of the Eildon dam
wall has now gone out to $52 million. What is the
commitment of this government that cares about all
Victorians and about country Victorians? The
commitment of this government is $8 million — I
repeat, $8 million — to support an economy worth
$8 billion. What about this government honouring
previous commitments and tradition where there was a
50-50 commitment by government and users of the
water? The government must immediately address this
and immediately announce a further commitment of at
least $20 million to show its commitment to country
Victoria.
When we look at the government’s commitment to the
upper catchment, can we see that it supports its own
research, which shows that water is critical to the future
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economic growth of north-east Victoria? This is a
product of a government-commissioned review by the
north-east local government economic development
group. Water is critical to the economic future and
growth of north-east Victoria.
What about the government’s project which looked at
developing a greenfield environmentally sustainable
irrigation scheme in the Taminick area which would
generate at least $14 million, if not $30 million, a year
and provide over 300 jobs? I ask the Bracks
government to support the use of water in the upper
catchment in environmentally sustainable high-tech and
high-value production systems.
Finally, I come to the Bracks tax. Given the mistrust of
the government’s credibility and its ability to manage,
and doubts about the government’s commitment to the
upper catchment, it is not surprising that the people of
the Benalla electorate see this as just another tax that
will generate $225 million over four years, which will
not go into water and the sustainability of the
environment but will go into the government coffers. I
challenge the government to keep its word this time and
to use 100 per cent of the funds raised for works on the
ground — not for frittering away on bureaucracy,
consultancies and other reviews et cetera — to improve
the productivity and sustainability of water use in the
upper catchment for land-holders, downstream
communities, irrigators and the environment.
In closing, I look forward to hearing the Minister for
Water’s response to the issues which I have raised and
which other Liberal and National members have raised.
I seek his assurance to all Victorians that 100 per cent
of the tax collected on this water will be used for
on-ground water works and will not siphoned off to
meet other political commitments.
Mr SEITZ (Keilor) — The white paper stated that
the government would introduce legislation to require
water authorities to pay an environmental contribution.
Over a four-year period the authorities will be required
to contribute $225 million in funding towards
water-related initiatives across Victoria. As a result,
prices for water and sewerage services are expected to
rise by 5 per cent on average for urban Melbourne
customers, both domestic and industrial, from
1 October 2004, and by 2 per cent on average for rural
customers from 1 July 2005. There is already a break
for the rural contribution as rural customers have a year
to sort out their finances. However, we in Melbourne
will be funding and raising most of the money which
will be going out to country areas. When we are talking
about the Melbourne area, that also includes my market

WATER INDUSTRY (ENVIRONMENTAL CONTRIBUTIONS) BILL
372

ASSEMBLY

gardeners in Keilor who use irrigation water from the
Maribyrnong and who will be paying the higher price.
Members have been saying that the money will not go
to the country. It will go to the country to fix up our
water infrastructure and to provide water to go down
the rivers to sustain the environment — and it is
important that we contribute to that. Water is a finite
resource and more water will not be produced in order
to sell more.
The government has committed to reviewing the
program after four years to see how it is working out
and where it is going. I dare say it will probably come
to the Parliament by way of a report in that period, but
for now everybody understands and realises that we
need to take further action and spend more money on
water infrastructure. As we heard the member for
Benalla say, further money needs to be spent on the
Eildon dam wall. Money needs to be spent on the
infrastructure because it is getting old and fatigued.
Money has to come from somewhere. It is fair and
equitable that the greater bulk of payments will come
from the Melbourne urban area and go out into country
water infrastructure and supply for the regions. I
commend the bill to the house and wish it a speedy
passage.
Mr DELAHUNTY (Lowan) — I am pleased to
have an opportunity to speak on this important bill for
western Victoria, the Water Industry (Environmental
Contributions) Bill. First, like my National Party
colleagues, I oppose this bill, and I will outline the
reasons. As we know, the water authorities will pay an
annual tax to consolidated revenue, which I call a new
tax. It is a first-time tax, and it is taxing water. When I
was first elected to this place a few years ago I
predicted Labor would do this. It is great at taxing fuel;
it is great at taxing anything it can get its hands on. I
knew it would not be long before it would tax water.
This tax is a hidden tax and will not be stated openly on
water accounts. Where is the open and accountable
government that was promised? A water bill from City
West Water lists a quarterly drainage account, which is
about $50, and there is also an annual parks rate of
about $50 itemised on the account. The catchment
management authority levy was going to be itemised on
accounts so why is this levy or tax not being itemised?
So much for an open and accountable government!
It is great at increasing taxes. I have heard the member
for South-West Coast and other members refer to this
government as the highest taxing state government
ever. When you look at what it has done to the
Victorian community you see that it has increased by
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$78.50 the taxes paid by pensioners who drive cars.
Veterans, health care cardholders and other pensioners
will pay this tax for the first time. The government is
taxing motorists. It loves taxing them every time they
drive on the road, whether it is with fuel taxes or speed
cameras and the like. Now we will see an annual
increase in those taxes, whatever they may be, and this
tax will be the same.
There is no equity in these charges. Customers of
Grampians Water, one of the highest pricing water
authorities in Victoria, pay 93.35 cents per kilolitre. The
5 per cent charge under this environmental levy will
mean an increase of nearly 5 cents. I know other water
authorities charge less than half that amount, say
around 50 cents a kilolitre, so those water users will be
paying 2.5 cents in additional taxes. Where is the equity
in that? There is no equity in this tax.
These charges are normally listed, but this tax will not
be. I also note in schedule 4 that Goulburn Murray
Water, because of the drought, it is said, will not have
to pay the tax for three to four years. Why is
Wimmera-Mallee Water not being put in the same
category? It is paying upfront. It also has to contribute
to the Wimmera–Mallee pipeline, and the region has
had seven dry years and one of the worst droughts in
living memory, yet the authority has to pay upfront.
Why is Wimmera-Mallee Water not being put in the
same category as Goulburn-Murray Water?
We know that farmers in my area, particularly
irrigators, have for the last seven years been paying for
water they have not received. Many farmers have been
given a one-dam-fill charge, yet they have always paid
the various charges for services and water. On top of
that they will now have this new environmental tax. We
could have farmers for the first time being charged a tax
on something they are not getting. As I said, they have
already paid for services and water they are not
receiving, yet on top of that they will have another tax.
Farmers I know in some areas, and I have spoken to
some today, pay approximately $5000 annually for
water. You can imagine what they will be paying under
this new environmental tax. Schools have been
mentioned, some of them paying $3000 to $5000 for
water.
Ms Allan interjected.
Mr DELAHUNTY — The Minister for Education
Services interjects. Will the schools get an increase in
their global budgets to pay the extra $150 to $200 a
year? I know many of them cannot afford what they
have to pay at the moment. Hospitals pay $8000 to
$10 000 in water charges, and they will have to pay an
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additional tax of $200 to $300 dollars per annum. I
really want to highlight the fact that councils pay many
thousands of dollars for water for their parks, recreation
reserves and the community. They will have to pay an
enormous tax on their contributions that will go straight
from their communities into consolidated revenue in
Melbourne.
I heard some members say during the debate that a third
of the rivers in Victoria are in poor condition. They did
not go on to say that we have had seven years of
drought. No doubt that is part of the reason why the
rivers are in poor condition. I congratulate the
catchment management authorities for the work they
have been doing since 1996 on rivers and streams. No
doubt when we get normal annual rainfall the rivers and
streams will be in a better condition than they are at the
moment.
Everyone paid the catchment management authority
levy. I heard members say that urban areas did not pay,
but the reality is that they did. The catchment
management authority levy was itemised on the rate
notice, it was collected locally and it was spent locally
by locally elected people.
Ms Allan interjected.
Mr DELAHUNTY — The Minister for Education
Services interjects that is not true. The reality is that it is
true. It was collected locally, spent locally — —
Ms Allan interjected.
Mr DELAHUNTY — We got no allocation, and
we don’t know what this government is going to do.
The reality is that it was collected locally, it was
itemised on the rate notice and it was spent locally by
local people. We can all remember years ago when the
State Rivers and Water Commission was a centrally
administered organisation. There were rallies in the
main street of Melbourne to try and do something about
it. That was changed, and we now have local
authorities, whether they are catchment management
authorities or local water authorities, making decisions
for their local communities. Under this proposal we will
see it all centralised again. We have already seen the
Essential Services Commission looking at water
charges decided by a centrally administered authority.
We will see further centralised administrative authority
through this tax, which will go into consolidated
revenue. It is great to see the Minister for Water in the
chamber. It will be interesting to see whether he can
respond to some of the concerns that have been raised.
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We all know that by 2030 Melbourne’s population is
anticipated to increase by 1 million. Where will they get
the water from to service that community? Guess
where — rural and regional Victoria. Every megalitre
that is taken takes away $10 000 of economic activity,
but it also impacts on the rivers and streams. We have
already seen a great amount of water taken from the
Thomson River system.
In my last few minutes I want to highlight the
Wimmera–Mallee pipeline project. I am very
concerned about this, because Wimmera Mallee Water
customers pay 93 cents a kilolitre, and on top of that
next year we will have an Essential Services
Commission increase of 4 to 5 per cent and an
environmental levy of 5 per cent, and on top of that
again we could have a 3 per cent annual increase to pay
for the Wimmera–Mallee pipeline if the state
government does not fully commit to its one-third
contribution. We could be paying more for water on a
unit cost basis than we pay for petrol! That has all
happened in the last few years.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr DELAHUNTY — I said ‘on a unit cost basis’. I
want to say well done to John Anderson, the Deputy
Prime Minister, and particularly John Forrest, the federal
member for Mallee, for the tremendous work they have
done in getting the federal government to commit to
one-third of the cost of the Wimmera–Mallee pipeline. It
will have tremendous social, economic and
environmental benefits for western Victoria, and I call on
the Minister for Water to make a full commitment to
contribute one-third of the cost of that pipeline. He has
played politics for three years, but let’s get real about this
as we get towards the implementation stage.
The federal government does not trust this Labor
government. It has seen what has happened with the
Scoresby tollway and with the Roads to Recovery
program. It is bypassing the state and putting money
directly into communities. The Labor government
vigorously opposed the catchment management
authority levy and is now implementing a tax to replace
it. The catchment management authorities are a model
for other states, and most of the money from the federal
government is used for CMAs. As we have heard the
state Labor government has already collected
$1.2 billion in dividends since it has been in office, and
I believe it will continue with that. I have given many
of the reasons why I, representing the Lowan electorate,
and The Nationals will not support the bill.
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Water) — I thank all
the members who have contributed to the debate and
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demonstrated a great interest in the water issue. This
bill is a central part of the government’s water policy as
set out in the white paper Our Water Our Future —
Securing Our Water Future Together. In the white
paper we indicated that an environmental contribution
would be a key part of ensuring that we had sufficient
funds to invest in our water system so we could start to
restore some of our degraded rivers, support farmers
irrigators becoming more efficient and provide a more
effective water system for urban areas across the state.
That is what the legislation will do. It is quite
transparent, and we have been open about raising these
funds and spending all of the money raised on
improving water management in the state. We are
regarded as leading the country in water management. I
was very pleased when the white paper was released,
because we received endorsements right around the
country from farmers, through the Victorian Farmers
Federation, from environmentalists, from business,
from the Victorian Council of Social Service and from
the general community.

In terms of the dollars that are being raised, I cannot
give the exact figures, but over the next four years
$225 million is being raised, and about $4 million of
that comes from rural water authorities. Let us be clear
about this: the vast majority of the funds that are being
raised are coming from urban areas. Most of the money
is going to be spent — not all of it — in regional and
rural Victoria. We do not resile from that, because
people in urban areas benefit from both the efficient
farms we have here and also a healthy environment.
We think that is appropriate. The problem with the
catchment management authority levy was that it was
only being charged in the rural areas, whereas this is
right across the state, but what we have done is charge a
lower levy in the rural areas.

I might say the media in their editorials also backed this
process. For example, the Weekly Times said:

House divided on motion:

Victoria has led the way in attempting to strike a balance
between water users and the environment during one of the
toughest decades in our drought-ridden history.

Similarly the Age said:
Victoria is leading the charge on water policy.

An analysis in the Age said that we have managed
something not often seen in modern politics —
widespread satisfaction with sweeping reforms. The
farmers were mostly happy, the green groups were
happy and the social welfare lobby was happy.
We understand that, if we are going to set ourselves up
for the future, we are going to have to have some real
funds and investment to do it. That is what this
legislation provides. I know some members from the
National Party have raised an issue about farmers and
said that we do not recognise the great work that has
been done. We do. We recognise that farmers are
contributing to a better use of water. They are in
Victoria leading Australia in many regards in efficiency
and productivity. That is why in Victoria we get more
than twice as much in dollar value for every megalitre
of water as New South Wales farmers. But we want to
advance. We want to go further. We want to be even
more efficient. We want to be even more productive.
That is why this money that has been raised will largely
be spent outside of the urban areas in regional and rural
Victoria.

As I said, it is raising around $4 million out of
$225 million over the next four years. In conclusion, I
thank all members who have contributed to the debate.
There will be some amendments that can be considered
in the consideration-in-detail stage.
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Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Consideration in detail
Clause 1
Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — Clause 1 deals
with the purpose of the act, which is to make provision
for environmental contributions. I listened to the
Minister for Water with interest. I think it is the first
time he has been in the house since this debate started,
but when he came in he made the point that there was
widespread commendation for the white paper and for
the green paper before it. I admit that there was a level
of support for the process — and I too supported it
because I think it was a good process — but that initial
praise was certainly soon restricted. Where was the
minister when there was a public meeting at Numurkah,
where people were almost swinging from the rafters?
The hall could not have been more fully packed with
irrigators and others who were angry at what was
happening to the industry as a result of the water white
paper and as a result of this legislation before the house.
The white paper certainly restricted the amount of
water that will be available to those irrigators, and now
with the introduction of the Water Industry
(Environmental Contributions) Bill and other acts this
government is increasing prices as well. That meeting
of angry irrigators who were at Numurkah — and there
were around about 700 to 800 of them — was followed
by a meeting of about 1000 angry irrigators in
Shepparton. They certainly did not support this
legislation, and they certainly did not support the moves
by this government to bring about not only increased
prices but reduced availability of water — and reduced
amounts of water for those irrigators.
If this minister really believed in consultation then he
would have been at those two big public meetings
where irrigators, for the first time since this legislation
was introduced, came out in their masses. It is totally
hypocritical of this minister to say that the catchment
management authority (CMA) levies were not going to
achieve what was desired but to then introduce
environmental contributions and stay at arm’s length
from them so that the water authorities are given no
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direction as to how they should be collected from the
individual consumers of water. That indicates quite
clearly that this is truly a tax on water and the
consumption of water. It is the most inequitably based
tax I have ever seen. Not only is it based on the cost of
water to those irrigators but it is also based on the fact
that even if it were based on the volume of water,
which it is not, it still would be grossly inequitable to
the consumers of that water.
I do not think I have seen a tax introduced by any
government which is less equitable to consumers. I
support the amendments we have here today and hope
this government will see that they are worthy of
support. Proposed section 194 gives an opportunity to
tighten up those requirements, and I need an assurance
from the minister that that will occur. We need to know
that the purposes, as indicated by this clause, are — —
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The member
for Benambra is referring to a provision in clause 3, not
clause 1.
Mr PLOWMAN — I am still talking about
purpose.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
honourable member referred to proposed section 194,
which is in clause 3.
Mr PLOWMAN — Proposed section 194
determines how those purposes will be achieved.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! But it is in
clause 3.
Mr PLOWMAN — I have suggested that the
minister needs to assure the house that those purposes
will be achieved by way of tightening up those parts of
proposed section 194.
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture) — We
have heard the honourable member for Benambra, who
rattled on about the sales pool. But excuse me, Deputy
Speaker, I thought he just voted for this legislation! Has
he gone to water in the last few minutes? Is he a drip? Is
he just wet, or, as they all do, does he want to reign
over the Liberal Party? We want to know whether or
not he supports the sales pool.
Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — I wish to
make a few comments in relation to clause 1 of the bill.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! Once again I
ask members to either refrain from their current
behaviour or leave the chamber.
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Dr NAPTHINE — Thank you, Deputy Speaker.
The first comment I wish to make about clause 1 is that
I do not think this purpose accurately describes the bill
before the house. This bill is about a new tax being
introduced by the Bracks Labor government on water
users across Victoria. The wording in clause 1 is an
obfuscation of the truth. It is a misrepresentation of the
bill. It does not describe the bill, and it does not
accurately describe what the bill is about. It would be
better for the government to be honest, open and
accountable with the people of Victoria and say that
this bill is about a new tax on water in Victoria. It is a
new tax on water that will squeeze families across
Victoria. It will squeeze community services and all
water users. It is a tax on taps and toilets right across
Victoria.
I also wish to make some comments with regard to the
purpose and how this will apply across Victoria,
because in the second-reading debate there seemed to
be differing views from a number of speakers from the
government side, and indeed from the minister in
summing up, and I would ask the minister to make
some comments here about where this will be applied.
The bill applies this new tax through contributions from
water authorities. There have been comments that this
will be equivalent to a 5 per cent increase in water
prices in Melbourne, but it would be 2 per cent in
regional and rural Victoria.
Mr Thwaites — I did not say that.
Dr NAPTHINE — Speakers have said that. That is
why I am seeking your clarification.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! Through the
Chair!
Dr NAPTHINE — My understanding is that it will
be an equivalent to a 5 per cent tax on water both in
Melbourne and in all reticulated water supplies
throughout regional and rural Victoria. People on
reticulated water supplies — whether they be in small
communities like Willaura, Lake Bolac, Allansford,
Koroit or Heywood or in larger regional centres like
Warrnambool or Portland — will pay a 5 per cent tax
on their water because they are part of an urban water
authority.
The 2 per cent which has been spoken about, which
may have confused many in the house, will be applied
to where there is rural use on irrigation or farm use
from certain other water authorities like Gippsland and
Southern Rural Water or other water supplies. The
reason I seek this clarification is because I read page 3
of the Hamilton Spectator of 9 September. This is
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confusing for the public and I seek the minister’s
clarification. I quote:
All Glenelg Water consumers will pay a 5 per cent
environmental levy on water from 1 October — including
about 400 farmers who have private water agreements with
the water authority.

The Glenelg Region Water Authority has said — by
contradiction with what the government members have
said and what the minister has told us — that
400 farmers who access its water supplies as well as
those who have urban supplies in the Glenelg water
area will be paying a 5 per cent levy.
I ask the minister to be honest, open and accountable
with the Parliament and the community, and tell us
exactly how he, as Minister for Water, sees this tax
being applied in Melbourne, in regional centres with
reticulated water supplies, in areas where urban water
authorities supply farmers and in areas where rural
water authorities supply farmers for both irrigation
water, stock and domestic water for their house
situation and other situations.
In conclusion, let me say once again: the purpose of this
bill, as set out, is wrong. The honest interpretation and
purpose is that this is a bill about introducing a new tax
on water in Victoria to squeeze Victorian families.
Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — I would like to ask
the minister to give some indication as to why he has
not had the courage to direct water authorities as to how
they will collect this environmental contribution from
their customers. When you look at the advice that is
clearly given by people who are involved in the
environmental issues with respect to the extraction of
water, it invariably is that if you extract 1 megalitre or
100 megalitres from a stream and someone else extracts
the same amount, the impact on the stream is exactly
the same. If that is the case, why has the minister
allowed the situation to occur where there will be
totally different amounts charged for this environmental
tax on those different consumers of water?
I also ask the minister to advise the house why this
great inequity is not going to be excepted by the
government. In other words, will the minister advise the
house that this inequity will not continue or be effected?
The other issue is that the bigger water users that use up
to 2000 to 3000 megalitres will be charged somewhere
of the order of $5000 to $7500 for an environmental
contribution. Will the minister advise the house as to
whether there will be any cap on the cost of the amount
of contribution the bigger irrigators are going to have to
pay? Will the minister advise the house as to whether
there will be a cap on the amount that will be charged to
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industries that are large users of water — particularly
those food manufacturing industries in country
Victoria — for the amount of water they consume?

Mr Plowman — On a point of order, Deputy
Speaker, the minister is debating the issue, and that
debate does not relate to the purpose of the bill.

Otherwise, companies like Uncle Ben’s, or what is now
Masterfoods, and very many of the food processing
plants in central and northern Victoria will be hit hard
by this tax. I ask the minister to assure the house that
there will be some equity introduced into the charging
situation, and that that will be directed by the minister
to those water authorities.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! I do not
believe there is a point of order.

Mr THWAITES (Minister for Water) — The
member for Benambra talks about courage. I wonder
how much courage the member showed when he turned
up at the meeting in Numurkah. He had mock outrage
about the white paper when he turned up. But did he
tell those farmers at the meeting that he was going to
vote in favour of all these terrible things? Did he ever
tell them? No, he did not. The Liberal Party is totally
split on this issue, just as it is on Lake Mokoan, and just
as it is on the Otway National Park.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr THWAITES — So you are all opposed — all
of you?
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr THWAITES — Right, that’s interesting. So the
Liberal Party policy then is to recommission Lake
Mokoan. Is that a policy?
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr THWAITES — It is quite obvious that the
Liberal Party — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The minister,
through the Chair and without assistance.
Mr THWAITES — It is quite obvious, Deputy
Speaker, that the Liberal Party is split on Lake Mokoan.
The shadow Minister for Environment has one view
and the shadow Minister for Water has another. It is a
bit like the situation with the sales water deal, where
you have elements of the National Party supporting and
elements of the Liberal Party opposing. The federal
member, Dr Stone, is up there running around
opposing. Why is she opposing it? The reason she is
opposing it is that she wants to challenge the National
Party member when the member for Rodney retires.
That is why.
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Mr THWAITES — We are supporting farmers
throughout the state. That is what this bill does. The
sales water deal in fact gives farmers more security; it
provides money for dam safety; it provides money for
irrigation upgrades. That is why the Victorian Farmers
Federation has supported it. I might say that the VFF
pointed it out very well when it said in response to
Sharman Stone’s intervention that the Victorian
government has offered a better deal than the one the
commonwealth government is promoting. So we are
out there supporting farmers while she is opposing
them.
The member for South-West Coast raised a number of
issues, and I simply point out that the environmental
contributions are set out in the most clear and
transparent way in schedule 4 of the legislation. All he
has to do is read them. I would also point the member
to his local paper, the Warrnambool Standard, of
Thursday, 24 June, which in an article headed ‘Water
levy a boon for region’s rivers’ states:
South-west rivers are expected to have up to three times the
amount of money spent on them as collected in the region
through a new conservation water use levy.

I point that out to the member.
Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — The
minister has raised a number of issues in his
contribution which require some comment and some
further response from the minister. The minister failed
to address the issues I raised about how he, as minister,
is advising the water authorities of the
implementation — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! There is still
far too high a level of conversation in the chamber. I
again ask for the cooperation of the government
benches in moving through this debate.
Dr NAPTHINE — I quoted the Glenelg Water
Authority saying it is going to impose a 5 per cent
environmental levy on both urban water users and
farmers who use its water supply. Is that consistent with
the minister’s policy, and if that is not consistent, what
is the minister going to do about it? And how is that
going to apply in other water authority areas, where he
is saying publicly it is going to be 5 per cent in urban
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areas and 2 per cent in rural areas but there is no
provision for that in this bill?
The minister referred to the schedule and said I should
look at the schedule to work out how these figures are
determined. Well I referred to the schedule and to the
Portland Coast Regional Water Authority annual report
for 2002–03. If you look at the figures in the schedule
the minister referred to — he is talking about $230 000
in columns 4, 5 and 6 as an annual payment under the
bill — and you relate that to where the annual report
shows the collections as coming from, you find that it
includes the tariffs and charges, the usage charges and
the trade waste charges. Is the minister then expecting
the 5 per cent levy to apply to the tariff and charges, the
usage charges and the trade waste charges? Because it
would appear that they are all additions in his
calculations for deriving the $230 000. If that is the
case, then you have got companies such as
GlaxoSmithKline at Port Fairy that have a trade waste
charge of $250 000 on which they will have to pay a
5 per cent levy.
But then when you look at South West Water Authority
annual report — we have done our research on these —
and the figures in columns 4, 5 and 6, you find they say
$670 000 is to be contributed by that water authority,
but that does not relate directly to the amounts it
collects through its services charges, meter charges and
trade waste charges because it does not represent 5 per
cent of that charge, it represents less than 5 per cent of
that charge. How is the amount calculated if in one case
for one water authority it represents a direct take of
5 per cent of the charges including tariffs and charges
and in another case for the neighbouring water
authority it does not represent 5 per cent? Clearly these
figures represent some underlying government policy
position and the government has instructed water
authorities about how it is calculated and how it is to be
administered locally.
That is what I am seeking the minister to make clear,
whether Glenelg Water has got it right in that it is going
to impose a 5 per cent levy on everybody, including
farmers who use the water supply, or whether the
various comments made over the other side are correct.
The member for Keilor said that the 5 per cent will only
apply to Melbourne Water users and that people in
country Victoria will only pay 2 per cent, which I
believe is absolutely wrong because the figures clearly
show that the 5 per cent will apply to urban users in
regional and rural Victoria. I ask the minister to stand
up here and be clear, honest, open and accountable with
this chamber, with this Parliament and with the people
of Victoria about exactly what he, as Minister for Water
in Victoria, is saying to the water authorities about how
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this amount should be distributed among their
consumers with respect to tariffs and charges. Will it be
5 per cent also not on water usage but on the connection
fee or the service charge and will it be 5 per cent on top
of the trade waste charge?
What he needs to do is stand up and clearly say what
the government’s position is and what his position is as
minister, so that we do not have different speakers from
the government giving different interpretations and
making false claims and false comments in this house.
We need to have a clear position from the government
so that the people of Victoria understand whether they
are going to be paying a 2 per cent tax or a 5 per cent
tax and whether businesses will be paying 2 per cent on
water use, water connections and trade waste or what
they will be paying.
Clause agreed to.
Clause 2
Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — It seems the
minister is reluctant to participate in what is a legitimate
part of the parliamentary process. The minister said in
his second-reading summation that — —
Mr Brumby interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The
Treasurer! I just remind the member for South-West
Coast that clause 2 is the commencement clause, and it
is very narrow.
Dr NAPTHINE — I shall be referring to that. I am
just making some introductory remarks, Deputy
Speaker, expressing my disappointment that the
minister is not participating in the debate and making a
fulsome disclosure to the people — —
Mr Thwaites — On a point of order, Deputy
Speaker, clause 2 relates to the commencement — that
is, the act is to come into operation on the day after
which it receives royal assent. Unless the member
directs his comments to that clause he should be sat
down.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! I have already
reminded the member for South-West Coast that he
needs to specifically address the matters in clause 2.
Dr NAPTHINE — I understand that. I am just
expressing in my introductory remarks my
disappointment at the minister’s not participating in this
debate — —
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The member
should not keep going down that track.
Dr NAPTHINE — With respect to clause 2, I seek
the minister’s advice as to when he expects this bill to
receive royal assent, given that water authorities are
being advised that this will be implemented as of
1 October. When does the minister expect this bill to
receive royal assent, and will it receive royal assent
before 1 October, or has he instructed water authorities
to start collecting this tax before the bill is passed by the
Parliament and has received royal assent?
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Water) — The
member for South-West Coast is clearly trying to show
off in front of his colleagues tonight and — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! Similarly, in
response the minister should confine himself to
clause 2.
Mr THWAITES — The clause could not be
clearer. Anyone can read it and understand it. We have
indicated that we expect it to receive royal assent prior
to 1 October, but of course it still has to go through this
house and another place.
Clause agreed to.
Clause 3
Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — I move:
1.

Clause 3, page 6, lines 23 and 24, omit all words and
expressions on these lines and insert —
“(a) provide for the construction of works or the
making of improvements to waterway
management that are intended to lead to enhanced
and sustainable management of water; or”.

The reason for doing that is that the existing words say:
… funding initiatives that seek to —
(1) promote the sustainable management of water …

That leaves that definition and that clause so open that
those funds could be used for any promotional use at
all. They could be for advertising or for promotions. It
could be a similar situation to when the Premier flew
around the state in a helicopter and was widely
publicised as promoting not just the state of the water in
the catchment areas but also promoting himself as
Premier and promoting the state government.
What concerns me is that in the two-year period
running up to the next election we will have a total
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from this tax of about $100 million. There will be
effectively a slush fund of $100 million which could be
used under the existing wording of the legislation for
virtually any promotional use at all. Clearly we need to
tighten up how that environmental contribution will be
utilised. The changed wording is there in order to
ensure that these funds are spent in a way that can be
seen to provide environmental benefit and enhanced
and sustainable management of water.
On that basis, I not only move the amendment but I
hope that the government will see that there is room to
tighten up the definition of the purpose for which those
funds will be used. In so doing there will be far greater
surety, particularly for the customers who are paying
the direct contribution, that the money will be well
spent and will result in an environmental outcome
which is beneficial to the state of Victoria.
Mr WALSH (Swan Hill) — In addressing clause 3
I go first to proposed section 192 and refer to
schedule 4. I go particularly to item 12 in schedule 4,
the charges to Grampians Wimmera Mallee Water
Authority, and ask the Minister for Water to clarify that.
According to that item the Grampians Wimmera
Mallee Water Authority will be paying a contribution
from year one but in item 11 the Goulburn-Murray
Rural Water Authority has a three-year holiday because
of the drought. I point that out to the minister and seek
his comment.
The Wimmera-Mallee region has also been in drought.
We have had farmers there who had a house dam filled
only two years ago but still had to pay their full water
charges, yet this year they have had one dam per
400 hectares filled. The towns in that area have had
extremely tough water restrictions. Why will the
Grampians Wimmera Mallee Water Authority pay
from year one when Goulburn-Murray Water has a
three-year holiday and the First Mildura Irrigation Trust
and Gippsland and Southern Rural Water Authority
have a one-year holiday? There are some issues there
on which I seek a response from the minister.
Proposed section 193(3)(b) states that in making an
order the minister takes into account the ability of a
water supply authority to make an environmental
contribution. However, as I read it there is no capacity
in the bill for that to be varied once the order is made. If
we find ourselves in a situation when this bill is passed
where we re-enter drought — which is still a very real
risk — some of those water authorities may need to
make variations to their charges into the future. There
does not appear to be any capacity in the bill for the
minister to vary that except for any typographical or
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mathematical miscalculations. I seek the minister’s
comment on that.
In speaking on the Liberal Party amendment, The
Nationals support the amendment. We believe it
tightens up that provision significantly. One of the
challenges we have with environmental management is
that we are putting a lot of money into programs but we
are not necessarily putting money into things where
there are specific deliverable outcomes documented and
an audit process as to how we will actually achieve
those outcomes. The amendment moved by the Liberal
Party tightens it up significantly. It gives us the
opportunity as a Parliament and a community to know
what we are putting money into, to know what the
deliverable outcomes are and to know what the audit
trail is to make sure it happens. It means we can hold
people accountable for what we are going to spend a
significant amount of money on. It is not just about
running programs; it is about trying to deliver programs
with the spending of what will be very significant
amounts of money.
Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — If members
look at page 130 of the white paper there are five or six
key headings for where the $225 million from the first
four years of this environmental levy will be expended.
In support of the amendment moved by the member for
Benambra, the key issue here is surely — I am sure the
minister would agree with this — that the only way
individual catchment management authorities will be
able to ascertain what share of the proceeds their
ratepayers have had back from the so-called
environmental levy, which is a water tax, is if this
amendment is supported.
Otherwise it means that the minister of the day may be
able to just extrapolate to a number of CMAs that some
general or universal heading — in which he has chosen
to unilaterally expend monies taken from the
environmental levy — has somehow magically
benefited individual CMAs. On that basis, if this
amendment proceeds — and I am sure the minister can
provide no good reason as to why it should not
proceed — then we are putting the flesh on the bones of
being absolutely realistic about what is meant to be
open and transparent government — in other words,
providing the very grass-roots, on-the-ground CMAs
appointed by the state government with the information
they need to pass on to their ratepayers about what their
share of the environmental levy will be.
Dr Napthine — On a point of order, Deputy
Speaker, I seek your advice about how the debate will
be conducted given that we are dealing not only with
clause 3 but with a number of amendments. If people
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want to make a contribution to clause 3 in general but
we are actually debating at this stage amendment 1
moved by the honourable member for Benambra, is it
your intention to go through and debate each of the
amendments and then come back to have a general
debate on clause 3, whether it is or is not amended, to
provide for the discussion of some of the issues — for
example, those raised by the member for Swan Hill? Or
are you going to have a general debate on clause 3
intermingled between debates on each of the
amendments? I think it would be better if we did the
amendments one at a time and then came back to a
general debate on clause 3 either as amended or not
amended.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! Technically
we should be debating the amendment to clause 3. I
have been a little flexible, in that the member for Swan
Hill was actually making his contribution on clause 3
rather than the amendment. But that essentially is in the
hands of the house. Each of the amendments will be
dealt with one by one. The final question I will be
posing is that the clause stand part of the bill, either
amended or otherwise. At that stage there is an
opportunity, should a member wish to take it.
Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — Given the
flexibility that you gave the member for Swan Hill,
could I just suggest that in schedule 4 — —
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! Is the
member for Benambra on the point of order or speaking
to the clause?
Mr PLOWMAN — I am speaking to the clause. I
thought you had concluded the point of order.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — I thought I had too,
but I was not sure.
Mr PLOWMAN — Given that flexibility, could I
make the point that he talked about item 12 in
column 1, which is about the Grampians Wimmera
Mallee Water Authority. That is a joint authority of an
urban authority and a rural authority. It also applies to
item 13 concerning the Lower Murray Urban and Rural
Water Authority. You might notice that in column 3
those figures relate directly to a 5 per cent levy, not to a
joint 5 per cent and 2 per cent levy so that again the
issue comes back to the debate before the house on
amendment 1, that in fact we need to tighten up the
purposes as to how these funds are to be spent, given
that the contributions are not according to the white
paper where there would be a delineation between
5 per cent for urban authorities and 2 per cent for rural
authorities.
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Mr THWAITES (Minister for Water) — Dealing
with the last point that I think the member for
Benambra made — and it also relates to the point that
the member for Swan Hill made — the amounts to be
paid are set out in schedule 4. The two water authorities
that are amalgamated, that is the Grampians Wimmera
Mallee Water Authority and the Lower Murray Urban
and Rural Water Authority, have both rural and urban
water users. The urban users will be subject to the
environmental contribution from 1 October, as applies
around the state, and rural users will be subject from
1 July 2005 in recognition of the drought. They are
being treated in exactly the same way as all rural users.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr THWAITES — That is right.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr THWAITES — Members are debating across
the table. Members will see that column 3 relates to the
urban usage of the water. Column 4, which is the
following year, relates to the urban and rural use of the
water, and that is when the rural authorities will come
in.
In relation to the other points that have been raised, the
member for Benambra has moved an amendment that
essentially requires all the funds to go to construction of
works or the making of improvements to waterway
management, or, as provided for in proposed section
194(b), it has to be related to an environmental
problem.
Essentially this amendment would prevent the
investment of $2 million into the business case for the
Latrobe Valley recycling scheme, which, I might say,
the federal Liberal member for Flinders has been out
spruiking and saying what a great idea it is. This would
prevent that from being part of the water project. They
seem to be opposing the very things they were out
spruiking, which was the same thing that was
recommended by the Prime Minister in his water
project. Out of the Prime Minister’s water fund, which
is money ripped off from schools and hospitals, they
are going to be — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr THWAITES — The federal government is
suggesting that that is exactly what we should be doing.
Similarly this would prevent the subsidising of
recycling or stormwater schemes. What members
opposite are doing is ruling out stormwater schemes,
recycling schemes and the investigation into Gippsland
recycling. The amendment would also, presumably,
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rule out support for farm plans, which are all about
better management of water on farms but do not
involve construction; so they are ruling out farm plans.
It would also rule out the water rebates. They now want
to get rid of the 70 000 rebates that we have supported
for people who put in water tanks and garden
water-saving devices, so they also oppose water
rebates. The amendment would also not cover the
Smart Water Fund extension to country Victoria. They
want to stop the Smart Water Fund from being
extended into regional Victoria.
The one argument members opposite seem to have is
against the water campaign. We do not resile from that
one inch. We believe that that campaign has been a key
part of the fact that people in Melbourne and other
urban areas have made a significant saving in water
over the past 18 months; a more than 12 per cent
saving, and 20 per cent over the summer period. That
was significantly contributed to by the fact that we have
had a water-saving campaign. This is an
embarrassment. It is embarrassing that a spokesperson
would move an amendment that is so inept. He is inept
and he has obviously made a mistake. This amendment
would rule out many of the very positive initiatives that
have been taken by this government and are being
supported all around Victoria.
Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — Honourable
members know how much the minister likes to promote
his inches, but at the end of the day this is about the fact
that he does have a budget — from his department,
presumably — which is meant to be utilised for any
number of initiatives. For him to come in here and say
that this environmental levy is now going to replace his
departmental budget for any number of projects and
initiatives that have traditionally been funded out of the
annual appropriations that he is awarded is a deliberate
attempt to camouflage the fact that over the last two
budget years he has withdrawn from his department
$162 million and allowed other departments to take
away Department of Sustainability and Environment
money and that this levy is merely a way of trying to
put back through the back door what he has allowed to
be taken from the annual appropriation for his
department. For him to come in here tonight and
suggest that now every single environmental initiative
is supposed to be funded from this environmental levy
pool rather than his annual budget is to wash his hands
of any attempt around the negotiating table come
budget time to seek an appropriate amount of money in
appropriation to run his department.
It makes a mockery of his role as minister that he is
actually confessing this evening that he is not
successful at the expenditure review committee round
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each year, that he cannot put forward a proper
submission before the expenditure review committee of
cabinet and therefore he has to come through the back
door and rely on an environmental levy to pay for his
self-promotion campaigns, his water rebates and any
number of other activities and normal operations of his
department which should be funded from his annual
budget, not by pinching money through a so-called
environmental levy.
Mr WALSH (Swan Hill) — I remind the minister
that I did not get an explanation of section 193(3)(b)
which is inserted by clause 3. Under the current order
how does he propose to deal with a water authority if
we do go back into drought and the water authorities do
not have the income and the money to pay the fees set
in the schedule? How would that be handled in the new
order that will be made when this one expires? How
can they review it halfway through if the water
authorities have changed circumstances and do not
have the ability to pay?
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Water) — In relation
to the first period, the next four years, the amounts are
already set. If we have a drought in that period the same
issue arises. The reason we have done this is to provide
certainty so that everyone knows what the rules are and
we do not have a situation where there is uncertainty,
where a minister changes the amount at some time
during the period. That same general rule will apply in
the second and subsequent periods — that is, that we
give users certainty. They will know exactly what they
will have to pay. That will protect users because they
know that ministers cannot increase the amount, either.
So it will be a set amount. The only way that there will
be any change will be through legislation. If the
situation required further legislation we would legislate.
House divided on omission (members in favour vote
no):
Ayes, 56
Allan, Ms
Andrews, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Beard, Ms
Brumby, Mr
Buchanan, Ms
Cameron, Mr
Campbell, Ms
Carli, Mr
Crutchfield, Mr
D’Ambrosio, Ms
Delahunty, Ms
Donnellan, Mr
Duncan, Ms
Eckstein, Ms
Garbutt, Ms
Gillett, Ms

Langdon, Mr
Languiller, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Lim, Mr
Lindell, Ms
Lobato, Ms
Lockwood, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McTaggart, Ms
Marshall, Ms
Maxfield, Mr
Merlino, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Morand, Ms
Munt, Ms
Nardella, Mr
Neville, Ms
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Green, Ms
Hardman, Mr
Harkness, Mr
Helper, Mr
Herbert, Mr
Holding, Mr
Howard, Mr
Hudson, Mr
Hulls, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
Kosky, Ms

Overington, Ms
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Perera, Mr
Pike, Ms
Robinson, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Stensholt, Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Trezise, Mr
Wilson, Mr
Wynne, Mr

Noes, 26
Asher, Ms
Baillieu, Mr
Clark, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Delahunty, Mr
Dixon, Mr
Doyle, Mr
Honeywood, Mr
Ingram, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Kotsiras, Mr
McIntosh, Mr
Maughan, Mr

Mulder, Mr
Napthine, Dr
Perton, Mr
Plowman, Mr
Powell, Mrs
Ryan, Mr
Savage, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr
Sykes, Dr
Thompson, Mr
Walsh, Mr
Wells, Mr

Amendment defeated.
Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — I move:
2.

Clause 3, page 6, after line 26 insert —
“194A. Committee
The Minister must establish a committee
comprised of persons with appropriate skills
and experience to —
(a) advise him or her on how money paid as
environmental contributions should be
expended; and
(b) oversee the expenditure of such money.
194B. Amount of contribution to be included in
billing account
A water supply authority that is required to pay
an environmental contribution under this Part in
respect of a financial year must list the amount
of that contribution in any billing account
issued to a customer in respect of that year.”.

In speaking to proposed section 194A, clearly there is
no oversight in respect of the way these funds are
expended and no advice from an independent body to
the minister as to where the funds should be spent. I
believe that the department could well give the advice
but invariably that advice would be far better if it were
given by an independent group selected on their skills
and based on experience — that is, to advise the
minister as to where the greatest need is for these
environmental contributions to be spent. The same
committee would have the opportunity to oversee or
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oversight the expenditure of those funds. In supporting
the introduction of a committee to do that I believe it
would give confidence to the people of Victoria but
most importantly that it would give confidence to those
people who contribute to this fund that it was going to
be properly spent — that it was going to be directed to
where the greatest need was — and that it would ensure
there was not an abuse of these funds for political or
electoral purposes.
Proposed section 194B talks about the individual
contributions being made to the water authorities as
being required to be identified as a line item on the
billing account. The reason for that is quite clear. As I
said earlier, some of these contributions are absolutely
substantial, and even some of the smaller contributions
are very substantial for those people who are going to
be giving them. The very least I think we should give to
the people making contributions is to let them know
exactly how much their contribution is to that fund.
Unless it is listed on the bill — on everyone’s
account — people will not know how much they are
giving by way of this environmental contribution. In
support of the environmental contribution, I suggest it
will give transparency if that occurs.
Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — We have a
situation where we have government by committee —
government by working party. It beggars belief that in
this particular case the government would not be
supporting the proposed amendment by the member for
Benambra. Indeed, this is a way of assisting the
minister to ensure that he does not become Ros Kelly
mark 2 — that he does not get the whiteboard out and
unilaterally decide who is going to get money from the
slush fund. We know that the Treasurer has his slush
fund called the Community Support Fund, but we are
led to believe that even the Treasurer has gone through
the motions of having some sort of committee that is
meant to advise him on that.
At the end of the day the minister would have no good
reason not to protect himself and future ministers by
having a committee. If it is good enough to appoint the
Honourable Marie Tehan on $30 000 a year to a
committee to camouflage the 129 Labor Party hacks on
every other catchment management authority (CMA)
committee — all on $30 000 a year no doubt — then
we do not see why the government could not find a
committee of people with the appropriate skills. At least
Marie Tehan has a law degree and has some skills as a
former politician. A committee would assist the
minister to at least get the whiteboard right and ensure
that there was some sort of debate around a table as to
how the moneys should be expended on the right type
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of environmental initiatives. I put it to the minister that
this would be a great protection device for him.
Quite separately, of course, in terms of the amount of
contribution to be included in the billing account, which
is proposed section 194B, the precedent is quite clear.
Anybody who lives in the metropolitan area of
Melbourne receives, detailed once a year on one of
their quarterly water bills, a park levy charge. That park
levy charge highlights to ratepayers that they are being
slugged by the government a so-called contribution to
assist in the management of parks. At the very least,
having that park levy means there is a requirement for
that actual levy to go into a pool of funds, which at the
moment is probably the only money going into park
maintenance that we are aware of because the minister
cannot divert that levy somewhere else.
Therefore, given the precedent that the amount of
funding going to environmental initiatives by way of
the parks levy is already detailed on water accounts to
consumers, surely the minister would have no objection
to supporting the member for Benambra’s proposal that
the so-called environmental levy be detailed for
consumers as well. If the minister does not support this
amendment, it means he wants to hide from the people
of Victoria the fact that they are being hit with another
tax, and to hide from individual consumers the extent to
which a user-pays system has been brought in that is an
unfair impost on families — for example, some
families might have four or five children, and they are
being penalised by this minister and this government
because they have large families rather than being
rewarded for their attempts to reduce their consumption
of water.
There is no good reason why the minister should not
support an attempt at transparent and open government
by following the precedent of the parks levy and
ensuring that the accounts provide for some detail on
how much the environmental levy will be on top of the
parks levy and on top of the water charge.
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — I wish to confine my
comments to the area of the amendment relating to
billing information for consumers, and I reiterate the
comment that the parks levy is a separate and itemised
aspect on the water bill. Indeed most utility bills these
days have a vast range of information available for
consumers. I note on the water bills these days there are
graphs so we can compare our present consumption
with previous years and the like.
I urge the minister to seriously consider this proposal in
particular, because I notice that in his executive
summary in Our Water Our Future — Securing Our
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Water Future Together he says that he is going to
provide more information on bills in the future. At
page 5 his document actually states that his new
system:
… will include more information on water bills to help
households be smarter with water use. This will enable
households to better monitor their water use over time and —

very importantly —
compare their consumption with households in their local
area.

The minister clearly will have a lot more information
on bills. I also understand the white paper will require
very detailed information on water savings to be sent
out to people with large families. I understand that will
be ready by 1 October, so the white paper is actually
saying that the government is going in the direction of
providing more information to consumers — and this
amendment asks for more information. It asks for
something that is very basic. It is actually saying: if a
levy is to be imposed on consumers, then that particular
levy should be itemised in the bill.
I further draw the minister’s attention to an aspect
which I requested he clarify in his response to the
second-reading debate. I understand he was not able to
do so. I raise it again in the context of providing
information. For the water authorities in Melbourne it
appears, if you read the full white paper, that two levies
are being imposed on Melbourne consumers: the first is
the rising block tariffs for Melbourne and the second is
the 5 per cent environmental levy. However, from my
discussions with South East Water it appears to me that
the two are combined. I notice this summary document
claims:
The average 5 per cent price rise will be incorporated into
these new pricing systems, rather than in addition to them.

I accept what is written there; but I am saying that
because of the different ranges of changes that will
occur for domestic consumers in Melbourne, it would
be even more beneficial if the amount of this particular
levy or tax were clearly itemised on the bill. Consumer
information is something the government has clearly
flagged in this paper, so if people are to be charged a
levy or tax I would urge the minister to have that
itemised on the bills. This amendment in particular is
consistent with the government’s direction, and I ask
the government to consider providing that information
on consumers’ bills.
Mr WALSH (Swan Hill) — In supporting proposed
section 194A I think we need to reflect on the election
promises of this government, particularly those made
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the first time it was elected and then the second time —
that is, it being about open and transparent government;
about consulting people and including people in what it
did. These amendments actually achieve some of those
things, and this government would do very well to walk
the talk.
Although I do not support the theory that the Kennett
government was an arrogant government, there are now
a lot of people saying this government is even more
arrogant than the Kennett government ever was.
Mr Nardella — You wish!
Mr WALSH — That is true. People are absolutely
pissed off with the way you are treating them!
There is a very clear message here that there is an
opportunity to include people in what is going to be the
spending of a significant amount of money. We are
talking about the sum of $220 million over the next
four years. There is precedent here: there are people
who sit on the water trust who give advice to the
government on how the $320 million to the water trust
is to be allocated. The proposed section would be more
inclusive, and it would mean that the government walks
its own talk instead of becoming arrogant.
Speaking on proposed section 194B in the amendment,
apart from the issue that people should know what they
are paying on their bills there is a good reason to put a
line item on the bills that says they are paying an
environment levy of $x, because one of the good things
about the catchment management authority (CMA)
levy was that it at least made people aware of the fact
that they live in a catchment. If you took the people of
Bendigo, for argument’s sake, they did not necessarily
believe that they lived in the Loddon River catchment
or in the Buloke Creek catchment; so having a line item
put on their bill saying that it is an environment levy
tells those people — even though they live in
Melbourne, Bendigo or Ballarat — that they live in a
catchment and that they have an impact on how that
catchment reacts to the things they do: to the waste
water they put away, to the amount of water they
consume or whatever.
If we are serious about achieving the things the
government wants to do here, it is also about everyone
in the community having some ownership of the
environment and what is done with that environment.
Mr Hulls — Where is the amendment?
Mr WALSH — The appropriate amendment is
here.
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Mr Hulls — No, you are wrong! Read the
amendment; you have mucked it up.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! Through the
Chair!
Mr WALSH — The appropriate amendment is
here. If we are serious about achieving the outcomes
here, we need to have every person in Victoria, no
matter where they live, realise that they live in a
catchment and they have an impact on the environment.
By putting a line item on their bills people will know
they are contributing to an environmental fund into the
future, and they will take notice of what is done with
that money.
While it is hidden away in the annual reports of water
authorities no-one knows they are paying it, no-one will
take ownership of the issues that have been in the
environment, and it is important that we have that
happen.
Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — The
amendments before the house cover two areas. The first
gives advice about how the funds in this environment
levy are spent; and the second is about providing
honest, open and transparent information to the people
who are contributing to the levy.
Proposed section 192, to be inserted by clause 3 of the
bill, says that all moneys collected under this are paid
into the consolidated fund. They do not go into a
special account or trust account; they go into the
consolidated fund of the government. They go to the
Treasury; they go to the government itself. The
government has a ‘trust me’ approach regarding the
money being then used for environmental purposes.
There is a second level of ‘trust me’ regarding the
minister making the right decisions in allocating
spending in the best interests of good environmental
and water management in Victoria. With due respect to
the quality of the Minister for Water and any ministers
who follow him, they are not the font of all wisdom.
The vestibule of Parliament gives us a very sound
lesson — that if we get the advice of many people we
are likely to make better decisions in the interests of the
community. That is why the first half of this
amendment says the minister should consult widely —
having a committee that advises him or her about how
to best use this money in the best interests of improving
water management in the environment and water reuse,
recycling and management across the state — rather
than relying on the narrow advice of the minister’s
advisers and the Department of Sustainability and
Environment. It is better to have a broader range of
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advice and a committee that represents a broader
community view. I think it is a very positive
amendment that makes a positive contribution to
improving this legislation. I suggest the minister
consider it.
The second part of the amendment is about honest,
open and transparent provision of information to the
people of Victoria. If the government is introducing a
new charge, fee or levy it is only reasonable that those
who pay it — whether an individual household, a
business, a farmer or anyone else who will make a
contribution through this new tax or levy — are told
what component of the bill they are paying to their local
water authority is this new tax or levy so that they can
have a personal knowledge and understanding of their
contribution and therefore have a greater expectation
about, understanding of and ability to monitor how it is
spent.
If the government is not decent enough and honest
enough to provide information honestly, openly and
transparently, one would have to question what the
government is trying to hide. Why is the government
trying to obfuscate its position with respect to this
legislation? We need honesty, openness and
transparency. The only way that can be provided is for
the legislation to include provisions that enshrine the
responsibility for water authorities to include in their
billing regime the provision of information to
customers — customers who pay the water bill, the
environmental tax or the water tax or the water levy —
so that they know they are paying this tax to the
government and so they know how much that tax is.
An honourable member interjected.
Dr NAPTHINE — It is in the amendment. The
minister would be well advised to put politics aside and
look at how this could improve the legislation.
Honourable members interjecting.
Dr NAPTHINE — These amendments certainly
could improve the legislation. They could make it more
effective in getting good environmental outcomes and
in being honest, open and transparent to the people who
will be paying this new tax. I urge the minister to
support these amendments.
Mr DELAHUNTY (Lowan) — I have listened to
this debate for a fair amount of time now — —
Mr Robinson — Sorry to wake you up!
Mr DELAHUNTY — Typical! This is a very
important issue, particularly for the electorate that I
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represent. Water is a finite resource and we do have
environmental problems, but the reality is that this
amendment is about accountability and transparency. I
spoke earlier in the debate about the fact that most of
the water authorities whose accounts I have looked at
do itemise such things as drainage levies and park
levies.
For the life of me I cannot see why the government,
which promotes itself as an accountable and open
government, will not itemise this tax on ratepayers who
are paying this amount. I think it might be because
some water authorities — and one of them is
Grampians Wimmera Mallee Water Authority, and I
got this from the library — charge 93 cents per kilolitre
while for another the amount is 38.76 cents per kilolitre.
As we know, the 5 per cent levy is going to
disproportionately affect the area I represent as against
this other one. Is that the reason this government does
not want to put the amount on paper, because people
are going to see the inequity in this tax? Families in
Horsham, Murtoa, Warracknabeal and the like — —
An honourable member — Willaura.
Mr DELAHUNTY — Willaura, yes; it is in the
Grampians area. Families are going to pay double or
more than double.
Mr Walsh — Great towns.
Mr DELAHUNTY — They are great towns. They
are going to pay double what other people are paying
on this new water tax. Again I ask the minister to
explain why the government does not want to be open
and accountable as it promised it would be when it was
elected.
Mr MULDER (Polwarth) — In relation to proposed
section 194B, which refers to the amount of the
contribution in any billing account issued to the
customer in respect of that year, I believe the minister
must accept and understand that the Liberal Party will
continue to pursue this and continue to notify customers
each time a bill is sent out that there is a secret
government tax involved in that bill. You are going to
get it one of two ways. You are going to have — —
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! Through the
Chair.
Mr MULDER — You are going to have customers
continually inquiring back through water authorities
asking what component of their bill is covered by this
tax. You can have it one way or the other. You can be
up front and take it on the chin early, put it on the bill
and let customers know exactly what component of
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their bill is a water tax, or you can attempt to hide the
tax. Be assured of one thing — the Liberal Party will
continue to highlight it as a hidden tax and highlight the
fact that the government is not prepared to identify how
much money is being taken out of local water
authorities and channelled back to the metropolitan
area, channelled back to Treasury in Melbourne. You
cannot have it all your own way. You have got to have
it one way or the other. You either identify it or be
prepared from this point on for water authorities to be
inundated with complaints and inquiries from their
customers because the Liberal Party will continue to
pursue this matter.
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Water) — There are
two aspects to the amendment. The first one relates to
the establishment of a committee. The member for
Benambra moved this and said that the department
could give advice but that it would be better to get
advice from a committee.
I would like to say a few things. First, this gives me the
opportunity to place on record my appreciation of the
excellent advice I have received from the department in
the preparation of the water white paper, which, as I
indicated — and I think people agreed — has been
widely supported throughout the state and is seen as
leading Australia. I would particularly like to
acknowledge the work of the secretary, Lyndsay
Neilson, and Greg Wilson and Campbell Fitzpatrick, as
well as my adviser, Anna Skarbek, who all worked very
hard on this paper, together with many public servants
within the department. We also got enormous
assistance from water authorities throughout the state,
and I would like to acknowledge that they will play a
key role in advising the government on the
implementation of the water white paper. I would also
like to acknowledge the role of the CMAs and the
chairs of the CMAs, who also played an important role.
Returning to the amendment, the member for
Warrandyte somewhat facetiously criticised the
government on the basis that it is allegedly a
government by committee, but then for some reason he
suggested that we should set up yet another committee.
We do not believe we need to do that.
We will continue to get excellent advice from the
Department of Sustainability and Environment, and
seek and obtain advice from the water authorities. We
also have available and will use the water trust, headed
by Professor Peter Cullen who played a key role in the
establishment of the white paper policy and in the
recommendations for implementation under it. We will
not be supporting that amendment.
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The other amendment relates to proposed section 194B.
Once again the shadow minister has bungled and has
unfortunately not drafted a provision which achieves
the object he claims to be seeking. The member, indeed
most of the contributors from the other side, referred to
their view that on a customer’s bill there should be set
out the amount that itemises the customer’s
contribution. That is not what proposed section 194B
does.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr THWAITES — There is no other possible
interpretation. I have received advice that the effect of
that proposed section would be to place on the bill the
environmental contribution made by the water authority
for that period. There is no other interpretation. The
proposed section refers to the water bill being required
to list the environmental contribution, and proposed
section 191 states that:
… ‘environmental contribution’ means an amount payable by
a water supply authority under section 192 or 193.

The member’s amendment does not in any sense meet
the objects that he purports to have it meet. It is also
impractical. The member may not be aware but in
Melbourne a new billing system commences on
1 October, and under that system people will pay less
per kilolitre than they do now for amounts up to
40 kilolitres in a quarter. They will pay substantially
more for more than 80 kilolitres a quarter, which means
that a number of people as a result of the system being
introduced will pay less than they do now. The point is
that the environmental levy is not being levied on those
people, it is a charge to the water authority.
On two counts the shadow minister has struck out. He
bungled his amendment. Firstly, it does not achieve
what he thought it did, and secondly, it would be totally
impractical in Melbourne.
Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — In response to the
minister’s comments about the wording of proposed
section 194B in the amendment, I make it quite clear to
him that when the wording was given by the
parliamentary draftsperson I checked that the wording
recognises the fact that everyone’s contribution is part
of the overall contribution, which means that either the
minister, or in this case the Attorney-General, is
doubting the words given by the parliamentary
draftsperson that this actually determines the amount of
the individual’s contribution.
An honourable member interjected.
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Mr PLOWMAN — Nothing at all. It is clear that
this can include individual contributions. Although the
minister would like to suggest that it does not, I suggest
that he ask the parliamentary draftsman whether it does
or it does not. My advice is that it does, and I am
sticking to that advice.
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Water) — I ask the
member for Benambra to indicate which parliamentary
draftsperson, and what were the circumstances of that
advice? Was it in writing or oral, and if so when was it?
Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — I find it
very disappointing that the Minister for Water wants to
engage in a debate about semantics rather than about
the substance of the issue. On the issue of the semantics
I support the interpretation of the member for
Benambra and the interpretation of the parliamentary
draftsman well ahead of what I would support from the
Minister for Water and his cornflakes-packet lawyer,
the Attorney-General.
Mr Hulls — It was a Weeties packet!
Dr NAPTHINE — Yes, a Weeties packet! That is
where you got your law degree from — the back of a
Weeties packet!
The substance of the issue which really should be
addressed — and the minister should address it — is
the need for open, honest and accountable information
and transfer of information to the people who are
paying this new tax. What the minister is fundamentally
saying to the Parliament and to the people of Victoria is
that he as minister and his government are imposing a
new tax on water, on water consumers in Victoria, but
the government is not open, honest, accountable and
transparent enough and not game enough. Government
members do not have the courage of their convictions
to inform the people who will be paying the tax exactly
how much tax they will be paying each and every time
they write a cheque to the water authority or take their
cash down to the post office to pay their water bill.
Government members are trying to introduce a new tax
on water users, but they are not honest enough to tell
the people how much that tax is and how much people
are paying. That is an absolute tragedy and a disgrace,
and it should be an embarrassment to the minister and it
certainly should be an embarrassment to a government
that was elected in 1999 on a platform of honest, open
and transparent government. Each and every time
government members come before this house they are
showing that they do not live up in any shape, way or
form to that campaign promise. This is another classic
example of where the government is prepared to tax the
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people of Victoria and introduce a tax on water, but is
not prepared to be honest or open enough — —
Mr Nardella — But you support it!
Dr NAPTHINE — If we introduced such a tax we
would be honest enough to tell people about it! We
would not be like the member for Melton. He will have
people in his electorate struggling to make ends meet
and struggling to pay their water bills. He is going to
put a tax on those people every time — —
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The member
for South-West Coast on the amendment!
Dr NAPTHINE — Every time a family turns on a
tap, has a shower, flushes a toilet, cleans their teeth or
has a drink of water the member for Melton is putting a
tax on those people, but he is not honest or
straightforward enough to tell them how much tax they
are paying. That is an outrage and a disgrace and the
government stands condemned for it.
House divided on amendment:
Ayes, 19
Asher, Ms
Baillieu, Mr
Clark, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Dixon, Mr
Doyle, Mr
Honeywood, Mr
Ingram, Mr
Kotsiras, Mr
McIntosh, Mr

Mulder, Mr
Napthine, Dr
Perton, Mr
Plowman, Mr
Savage, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr
Thompson, Mr
Wells, Mr

Noes, 63
Allan, Ms
Andrews, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Beard, Ms
Brumby, Mr
Buchanan, Ms
Cameron, Mr
Campbell, Ms
Carli, Mr
Crutchfield, Mr
D’Ambrosio, Ms
Delahunty, Mr
Delahunty, Ms
Donnellan, Mr
Duncan, Ms
Eckstein, Ms
Garbutt, Ms
Gillett, Ms
Green, Ms
Hardman, Mr
Harkness, Mr
Helper, Mr
Herbert, Mr
Holding, Mr

Leighton, Mr
Lim, Mr
Lindell, Ms
Lobato, Ms
Lockwood, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McTaggart, Ms
Marshall, Ms
Maughan, Mr
Maxfield, Mr
Merlino, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Morand, Ms
Munt, Ms
Nardella, Mr
Neville, Ms
Overington, Ms
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Perera, Mr
Pike, Ms
Powell, Mrs
Robinson, Mr
Ryan, Mr
Seitz, Mr
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Howard, Mr
Hudson, Mr
Hulls, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
Kosky, Ms
Langdon, Mr
Languiller, Mr

Stensholt, Mr
Sykes, Dr
Thwaites, Mr
Trezise, Mr
Walsh, Mr
Wilson, Mr
Wynne, Mr

Amendment defeated.
Mr PLOWMAN (Benambra) — I move:
3.

Clause 3, page 6, lines 32 to 35, omit all words and
expressions on these lines and insert “prepare a report
setting out —
(a) for each initiative funded during the financial year
to which the report relates —
(i)

the purpose of the initiative; and

(ii) the expected environmental outcome,
including the annual amount of water
expected to be delivered for environmental
purposes; and
(iii) the amount expended on promotion of the
initiative during that year; and
(iv) the total amount expended on the initiative
during that year;
(b) for initiatives funded over more than one financial
year —
(i)

the total amount committed to each of the
initiatives; and

(ii) the amount expended on each of the
initiatives in any previous financial year; and
(iii) the amount committed for each of the
initiatives in any future financial year;
(c) the total amount of any payments made into the
Consolidated Fund under this Part during the
financial year to which the report relates that were
not committed for an initiative or expended during
that year.”.

In the interests of brevity I will just say that
amendment 3 is purely to bring accountability and
transparency into the way that these funds are handled
and expended and into the total amount of funds
available for any item within the fund.
Mr THWAITES (Minister for Water) — There
have been arguments from both sides. We will not be
supporting this amendment.
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House divided on omission (members in favour vote
no):
Ayes, 56
Allan, Ms
Andrews, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Beard, Ms
Brumby, Mr
Buchanan, Ms
Cameron, Mr
Campbell, Ms
Carli, Mr
Crutchfield, Mr
D’Ambrosio, Ms
Delahunty, Ms
Donnellan, Mr
Duncan, Ms
Eckstein, Ms
Garbutt, Ms
Gillett, Ms
Green, Ms
Hardman, Mr
Harkness, Mr
Helper, Mr
Herbert, Mr
Holding, Mr
Howard, Mr
Hudson, Mr
Hulls, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
Kosky, Ms

Langdon, Mr
Languiller, Mr
Leighton, Mr
Lim, Mr
Lindell, Ms
Lobato, Ms
Lockwood, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McTaggart, Ms
Marshall, Ms
Maxfield, Mr
Merlino, Mr
Mildenhall, Mr
Morand, Ms
Munt, Ms
Nardella, Mr
Neville, Ms
Overington, Ms
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Perera, Mr
Pike, Ms
Robinson, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Stensholt, Mr
Thwaites, Mr
Trezise, Mr
Wilson, Mr
Wynne, Mr

Noes, 26
Asher, Ms
Baillieu, Mr
Clark, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Delahunty, Mr
Dixon, Mr
Doyle, Mr
Honeywood, Mr
Hudson, Mr
Ingram, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Kotsiras, Mr
McIntosh, Mr

Maughan, Mr
Mulder, Mr
Napthine, Dr
Perton, Mr
Plowman, Mr
Powell, Mrs
Ryan, Mr
Savage, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr
Sykes, Dr
Walsh, Mr
Wells, Mr

Amendment defeated.
Clause agreed to.
Clause 4
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attention that it is a fairly narrow clause that only
provides for the insertion of the schedule into the act.
Dr NAPTHINE — Yes, the insertion of schedule 4.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! It provides
only for the insertion of the schedule into the act.
Dr NAPTHINE — I presume we can all talk about
the schedule.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! No, the
question is the insertion.
Honourable members interjecting.
Dr NAPTHINE — The insertion of the table!
Deputy Speaker, under your interpretation when can a
member raise issues about the table itself?
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The table
itself could have been dealt with under clause 3, where
it is specifically referred to, and each column of the
schedule is referred to. Clause 4 is — —
Dr NAPTHINE — That is an outrage.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! And in fact
the member for Swan Hill did speak to the schedule on
clause 3.
Dr NAPTHINE — I wish to raise some questions
about the schedule inserted by clause 4. The schedule
raises a number of questions that have not been
satisfactorily answered — in particular, about how the
figures in the table that are in part of the schedule have
been calculated; and in relation to the Southern Rural
Water Authority, whether the minister expects the
charges to be levied only on irrigation use, or on stock
and domestic use, or on bore licences themselves. I
seek an explanation of the figures for the Grampians
Wimmera Mallee Water Authority and the Lower
Murray Urban and Rural Water Authority, where they
are combined authorities and where they seem to be
inaccurate in reflecting a charge.
Mr Thwaites — That has already been dealt with.

Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — Clause 4
provides a table of environmental contributions for over
the next four years. A number of members have raised
questions which have not been satisfactorily answered
by the minister.

Dr NAPTHINE — I seek an explanation from the
minister on those issues.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! Before the
member for South-West Coast continues, I draw to his

Bill agreed to without amendment.

Honourable members interjecting.
Clause agreed to.
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Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.
Remaining business postponed on motion of
Mr CAMERON (Minister for Agriculture).

ADJOURNMENT
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The question is:
That the house do now adjourn.

Bunyip State Forest: logging
Mr HONEYWOOD (Warrandyte) — I wish to
raise a matter for action by the Minister for
Environment in relation to his responsibility for the
sustainable logging of state forests. On 22 September
2003 his department, the Department of Sustainability
and Environment, gave a briefing to Cardinia council
on forest management in the Bunyip catchment area. In
that briefing DSE unequivocally stated that the current
sustainable harvest rate in the Upper Bunyip block is
approximately 18 hectares per annum.
In contrast, the proposed harvesting schedule for the
Upper Bunyip coupes for 2004–07 inclusive covers
161 hectares of sawlog coupes. This equates to an
average 53.7 hectares per annum, some three times the
sustainable rate the government would have us believe
it was actually going to implement in that area. This
begs the question: which DSE calculation is therefore
wrong? Is it the original sustainable logging rate that is
wrong — that is, the published rate — or is it the
planning of logging coupes at some three times the
annual sustainable rate? What is the minister going to
do to ensure that logging in the Upper Bunyip is
undertaken in a truly sustainable manner based on any
objective definition of sustainability, if he can find one?
Will the minister review both the calculated sustainable
harvest rate and the planned logging coupes for the
Upper Bunyip and make his conclusions publicly
available? This is the type of action we want from a
minister renowned for subterfuge when it comes to
providing information, as we discovered earlier this
evening on the water bill just debated.
Furthermore, the same proposed harvesting schedule
shows that in 2005–06 three wattle couples are planned
to be harvested. These coupes are south-west of Seven
Acre Rock, a significant landmark and lookout in the
region. Indeed the local Aboriginal people regard this
as a very important place for their ancestors. I
personally inspected the area only two weeks ago with
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Mr Bob Thompson, and these coupes contain natural
acacia species. I also understand these coupes have not
previously hosted eucalypts.
Given that the native acacia species have no sawlog
value, why on earth is DSE going to harvest these
wattle areas? It is suspected that DSE intends to replace
these wattles with its favoured eucalypt species, and
this is an unconscionable clearing of native vegetation.
Does DSE have a permit to undertake such an
operation? Will the minister investigate this matter and
explain DSE’s actions as well as ensure that native
vegetation is truly protected? I notice the minister is in
the chamber. He might like, for once, to answer a
question on the adjournment debate while he is in the
chamber.

Rail: Dynon port link
Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) — I raise a matter
for the attention of the Minister for Transport and seek
his assistance in accelerating the Dynon port rail link
project. In April this year the state government
committed more than $2 million to kick-start this
initiative. This fantastic project, which includes the
grade separation of Footscray Road, will give trains
unimpeded access into and out of the port of Melbourne
with a new duplicated rail line. It will seamlessly link
the docks and the rail precinct, bringing the state
government’s vision of a world-class port and freight
and logistics hub one step closer to reality. It will also
play a major part in transferring freight from road to
rail, assisting us to move towards and perhaps even
exceed our goal of 30 per cent of freight to be moved
by rail by 2010. This in turn will have a major positive
impact on amenity issues in residential areas in my
electorate affected by heavy truck traffic.
We have moved from the education and traffic
management strategies into these major reforms to
transport infrastructure as a way of trying to resolve
these amenity issues. However, I am concerned that our
partner in this project, the commonwealth government,
is dragging its feet. As I understand it, the federal
government is proposing to deliver the $110 million
grade separation in three stages, with $40 million in
2006–07, $35 million in 2007–08 and $35 million in
2009. This is a significant time lag, and I am extremely
concerned about the impact this will have on our port
and regional transport network.
The port has sustained an average growth of about 7 per
cent over the past 10 years, and we have a number of
infrastructure projects under way in the precinct to cater
for this growth. Another of the initiatives is the
commitment to extend the second standard gauge rail
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loop from Tottenham to West Footscray and to install
bidirectional signalling in this section and on the two
dual gauge tracks from West Footscray through the
Bunbury Street tunnel. That project is earmarked to
proceed straightaway, but if it is completed a long time
before the Footscray Road grade separation, we will
have bottlenecks building up around that precinct,
compounded by the enormous growth in container
traffic.
I therefore call on the Minister for Transport to
advocate to the commonwealth government that
funding for the Footscray Road grade separation be
made available as early as possible. It will have
enormous economic benefits but also very important
residential amenity benefits for the inner western
suburbs of Melbourne.

Ambulance services: Shepparton
Mrs POWELL (Shepparton) — I raise an issue
with the Minister for Health relating to the shortage of
ambulance paramedics and mobile intensive care
ambulance (MICA) paramedics at the Shepparton
ambulance station. The action I seek is for the minister
to honour the commitment she made and appoint the
urgently needed extra paramedics she promised. In the
2002 budget funds were allocated for a new ambulance
station at Mooroopna and an upgrade to the Shepparton
ambulance station. I thank the minister for that funding.
The Shepparton district has now received two fully
equipped ambulances but no extra paramedics to use
them. Staff at the Shepparton ambulance station
relocated to temporary premises on Friday. Hopefully
construction will start shortly on the upgrade of the
Shepparton station. However, construction of the
Mooroopna station has not yet commenced. There has
been a hold-up due to objections to the site.
There was an extraordinary media release from the
Minister for Health on Thursday, 18 March, this year,
which says:
Paramedics at the new Mooroopna ambulance branch are
now on the job helping the local community, the health
minister, Bronwyn Pike, said today.
‘The five extra paramedics required to staff the Mooroopna
branch have been appointed and are currently working from
the Shepparton ambulance station’, Ms Pike said.

I have been advised that no-one has been appointed at
the Shepparton station this year to work at the
Mooroopna branch, yet the media release further states:
‘The five new paramedics already employed for Mooroopna
are part of a significant increase to rural ambulance staffing
this year’, Ms Pike said.
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Four years ago the minister also promised 24-hour
MICA coverage for Shepparton, which then had
10 MICA paramedics. At present Shepparton has only
seven. When MICA paramedics left through natural
attrition they were not replaced. This number will again
decrease as of this week due to one MICA paramedic
being deployed elsewhere and not being replaced.
Instead of the extra 24-hour MICA coverage promised
to Shepparton, there has been a serious reduction in the
coverage.
Today the situation has worsened. I have been advised
by the Shepparton ambulance station that it is three
paramedics short and it is expected to be understaffed
for the rest of the week. This means the station is
running at only 50 per cent of its capacity and coverage.
I ask the minister to step in and fix this problem.
The Shepparton station is one of the busiest ambulance
stations in the state. The workload at the station has
increased by 10 per cent each year. At a briefing on
Friday I was advised that the Shepparton station has
been short of paramedic and ambulance coverage for
the past four consecutive days. This shortage comes at a
time when ambulance services are badly needed at
Shepparton. On Sunday in Shepparton two teenagers
were killed and three other teenagers were injured in a
horrific road smash. On Monday a man was killed in
Mooroopna when his car crashed into a power pole and
caught fire. Because of staff shortages, paramedics are
working under extreme pressure. Even when their shift
is completed they can still be on call, which means they
can be called out a number of times through the night.
This can put at risk the patient, the paramedic and the
community.
These paramedics do a great job. I ask the government
to support them and provide the appropriate staffing
levels as needed and as promised.

Parkdale: pedestrian crossings
Ms MUNT (Mordialloc) — I call on the Minister
for Transport to take action to build a new pedestrian
crossing at the end of Antibes Street, Parkdale, to
upgrade the existing crossing at the end of the Parkdale
train station and install fencing along this section of rail
line without further delay. Last year I met with parents,
staff and the committee of Parkdale kindergarten and
they explained to me their concerns. When the kinder
children go to Parkdale library they cross at the
Alameda pedestrian train crossing. They were very
concerned about the safety of the children and asked me
to raise this issue. I believe that this work to upgrade the
Alameda crossing to full safety standards should be
completed as soon as possible.
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I was also contacted by residents of Parkdale who were
concerned about the goat track crossing at Antibes
Street. It is used by patients going to Como Private
Hospital, school kids going to school and summer
beachgoers going to Parkdale beach. A new crossing
that also meets the full safety standards is needed there
without delay. I have been working for these residents’
groups and with the kindergarten for some considerable
time representing their concerns. As I said, I call on the
Minister for Transport to take action to address these
issues without further delay.

Road safety: farm access
Dr NAPTHINE (South-West Coast) — The matter
I wish to raise is for the Minister for State and Regional
Development. The action I seek is for the minister to
either expand the cattle underpass scheme or introduce
a similar Rural Infrastructure Development Fund
scheme to provide assistance to farmers who need to
improve their farm access for road safety reasons
and/or to provide access to large B-double vehicles.
I recently spent a day at the Warrnambool Cheese and
Butter Factory at Allansford. It was a very informative
and interesting day. Part of the day included a tour of
the milk pick-up areas in a B-double milk tanker. This
highlighted very personally and in a very real way the
road safety issues involved in this routine pick up of
milk, which occurs on a twice-daily basis on many
farms in Western Victoria. Many farm gates are such
that the tankers, whether they be semitrailers or
B-doubles, need to illegally and unsafely pull onto the
wrong side of the road in order to get the distance and
swing needed to get in through the farm gate. Given the
nature of many country roads, which are single-lane
gravel roads, narrow two-lane roads or even highways,
together with the usual mix of country curves, bends,
hills, crests and roadside vegetation which obscure
vision in many areas, there is a real dilemma with this
illegal and potentially very dangerous activity.
Given the volume of traffic associated with milk
collection, fuel deliveries and stock transports in and
out of farms, whether they be dairy, beef or sheep
farms, this is an accident waiting to happen and an
accident we should do something to prevent. Therefore,
I call upon the Minister for State and Regional
Development to develop a funding stream through the
Rural Infrastructure Development Fund, such as an
extension of the cattle underpass program through the
Victorian Farmers Federation, to provide funds to work
with local farmers, local councils and local
communities to fund programs which will provide for
the widening of farm gateways and turn-off lanes on
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roads and improve the road safety and farm gate access
for these large trucks and vehicles.
The last thing we need in country Victoria is for a
carload of people to come over the crest of a hill at
speed and be confronted by a B-double stock
transporter or milk tanker across the road, blocking
their way and causing unfortunate and tragic deaths.
When I travelled in that B-double tanker and had a look
at some of the access ways through which this tanker
has to get on a twice-daily basis, it is simply dangerous
and an accident waiting to happen. I call on the
government to work with farmers, milk companies and
the local shires and communities to introduce a
program to improve road safety and farm access across
country Victoria.

Melbourne–Geelong road: travel-time signs
Mr TREZISE (Geelong) — I raise an issue for
action by the Minister for Transport. The issue I raise
relates to the installation of electronic travel-time signs
at the Geelong end of the Melbourne–Geelong road.
Thanks to the Bracks government, as you are aware,
Acting Speaker, the Melbourne–Geelong road was the
subject of a major upgrade that was completed in 2002.
As a result Geelong–Melbourne commuters are
travelling on one of the most modern and safe roads in
Australia. However, on a number of occasions since the
opening of the new road, due to accidents the road has
been closed or drivers have experienced lengthy delays.
As a result thousands of motorists have been stranded
on the road for hours. A partial solution to the problem
for motorists would be the installation of travel-time
signs at the Geelong end of the road. Therefore the
action I seek from the minister is for the installation of
electronic travel-time signs at the commencement of the
Melbourne–Geelong road that would inform
commuters of any delays that they may experience on
their trip to Melbourne.
Despite its being a state-of-the-art upgraded road, a
number of tragic accidents have occurred, as I think the
member for South-West Coast witnessed. The road can
be closed or severely jammed. That has occurred over
the last couple of months, or the last 12 months. This
has caused severe delays for thousands of motorists and
commercial drivers. However, if a travel-time sign were
erected at the Geelong end of the road, motorists
leaving Geelong would have four choices before
leaving Geelong. They could take another route via
Bacchus Marsh, they could catch the train, they could
delay their travel or they could take potluck out on the
Melbourne road. Drivers would have four choices, but
they definitely would have a choice. It is an important
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issue that I raise with the minister. I look forward to his
action.

Wellington Road–Taylors Road, Rowville:
traffic signals

Asbestos: regulation

Ms ECKSTEIN (Ferntree Gully) — The matter I
raise is for the attention of the Minister for Transport.
The action I seek is that he give consideration to
installing a turning arrow for traffic turning left from
Wellington Road into Taylors Lane at Rowville. While
this intersection has electronic signals there is no red
arrow for left-turning traffic for the lane from
Wellington Road into Taylors Lane.

Mr COOPER (Mornington) — The matter I raise is
for the Minister for WorkCover. I seek action from him
in regard to serious deficiencies in the regulations
covering work done on asbestos cement products.
Honourable members will have noted the grand oratory
of the Minister for WorkCover last week when he stood
on the steps of Parliament House and roundly
condemned the company James Hardie over its
involvement in manufacturing asbestos cement
products. I am now seeking from that same minister
action to back up his rhetoric in regard to the total lack
of safety regulations for householders working on
asbestos-based products.
In May 2003 I raised this very issue on the adjournment
debate and I have heard nothing from the minister since
that time. Prior to raising the issue in the house last year
I had written to the minister in February 2003 and
drawn his attention to a case in my electorate of a
householder using an angle grinder on his asbestos
cement roof. He was not wearing any protective gear
and had not warned his neighbours that he was going to
work on the roofing material. Both he and his
neighbours were all placed at serious risk from airborne
asbestos particles.
Two months after I wrote to him the minister replied
with a two-page letter of bureaucratic mumbo jumbo
that confirmed that the Occupational Health and Safety
(Asbestos) Regulations 2003 do not prescribe any duty
of care to home owners. He finished his letter by
advising me that his government was going to prepare a
book about the dangers of asbestos. A fat lot of good
that would do! What he failed to do was say that he
would take action to remedy the problem I had brought
to his attention. His letter just glossed over the danger,
and as I said at the time, building unions would have
been rightly outraged by his response if it had been
about an issue on a building site where they had their
members working. The health of householders is just as
important as the health of building workers, and that is
something that this minister needs to understand.
Now 18 months have elapsed since the minister was
made aware of this serious situation and he has done
absolutely nothing to address the issue. I now ask the
Minister for WorkCover to back up his grandstanding
rhetoric about asbestos by taking immediate action to
plug the loophole that allows householders to endanger
not only themselves but all those who live nearby.

The Rowville Country Fire Authority fire station is
located on Taylors Lane right on this very busy corner.
Fire trucks must exit the fire station with no warning
available to drivers turning left from Wellington Road.
The Rowville fire brigade is a volunteer brigade that is
experiencing increasing demand for its services as the
population in the Rowville and Lysterfield areas has
grown enormously over the last 10 years.
The Rowville Country Fire Authority brigade does a
fantastic job, as do all the CFA brigades in my
electorate. It attends around 380 call-outs a year, or an
average of more than one per day. It is therefore
important that the brigade vehicles are able to get out of
the station quickly, without fear of being caught up in
an accident themselves. Although the signals at the
intersection can be controlled from the fire station,
when the trucks are called out to an emergency there is
no way of warning left-turning traffic from Wellington
Road entering Taylors Lane because there is no
left-turn arrow. It is an accident waiting to happen. I am
told there has been a considerable number of near
misses in the past 10 years since the fire station
relocated to that site. It is just one more thing that our
volunteer firefighters should not have to worry about
when they are rushing off to an emergency.
An extensive major upgrade and duplication of
Wellington Road from Taylors Lane to Napoleon Road
was funded in the 2004–05 budget, and this is very
much appreciated by the local community. I have had
many calls to my office from constituents saying how
much they welcome this upgrade and the duplication of
this stretch of road. It may be possible that this minor
but very significant improvement for the Rowville CFA
in the signalisation of the Wellington Road–Taylors
Lane intersection can be undertaken as part of these
works.
I therefore ask the Minister for Transport to give
consideration to approving the installation of a
left-turning arrow for traffic turning left from
Wellington Road to Taylors Lane at Rowville. This will
enable the Rowville CFA to halt all the traffic when its
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firefighters need to exit the fire station. I also ask that
this be undertaken as part of the upcoming road works
to duplicate the next section of Wellington Road. This
would be a very small part of this large road project, but
it would make a very significant difference to the
Rowville CFA and the safety of volunteer firefighters.

WorkSafe: Arthurs Seat chairlift
Mr DIXON (Nepean) — I wish to raise a matter
with the Minister for WorkCover regarding the Arthurs
Seat chairlift. It is now six months since an incident
occurred at the chairlift, and I am asking the minister to
tell WorkSafe to stop its vendetta against this chairlift
and give it immediate approval to start operating.
The fact that it has taken six months to investigate only
two clamps on an entire chairlift is just ridiculous.
Every time the operator supplies the information that
WorkSafe is asking for — and the information the
operator supplies is being put together by independent
experts and qualified engineers who are quite
independent of the process — it then issues another set
of demands. This has been going for six months. Every
new set of demands is getting more and more
ridiculous, and it appears to me, to the operator and to
the people on the Mornington Peninsula that WorkSafe
is using any excuse to close the chairlift down.
The latest impractical demand was asking for a grease
log. In other words it wants the operator to provide a
full log of all the grease he uses on the chairlift. No
other chairlift operator in the state has been asked to
provide that sort of information. The demands
WorkSafe is placing on the chairlift are impractical,
they are pedantic, and they are mostly irrelevant to the
safety of its users and the workers at the chairlift.
There was a protest outside my office yesterday. Local
business people and tourism operators from
Mornington want me to convince the minister to get
WorkSafe off the chairlift’s back. WorkSafe’s vendetta
is harming many other businesses, not just the chairlift,
and it is really harming the tourism dollar in Dromana.
This vendetta is costing jobs in the area and has robbed
the operator of his income for six months now. To his
credit, the operator is actually keeping his staff on and
paying them, even though he is receiving no income at
the moment. He needs to commence operating the
chairlift because he has to renew his insurance in
November and he needs to have a few months of safe
running in order to meet the demands of his insurance
company; otherwise the chairlift will not be operating
this year.
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The demands that WorkSafe is putting on this chairlift
smack of a vendetta. No other chairlift operator has
been subject to these demands. In fact there was an
accident at the showgrounds chairlift last year but it is
ready to go during the show — it might even be
running now. Obviously that operation is exempt from
the sorts of demands that WorkSafe is placing on the
Arthurs Seat chairlift. Therefore we demand an
immediate start for that chairlift.

Warburton Highway–Bell Street–Link Road,
Seville: traffic signals
Ms McTAGGART (Evelyn) — The issue I wish to
raise is with the Minister for Transport. The action I
request is for the minister to investigate the issue of
traffic congestion and road safety at the intersection of
the Warburton Highway with Bell Street and Link
Road, Seville, in my electorate.
This is a typical crossroad intersection, but the
continuous traffic along the Warburton Highway makes
it very difficult for traffic to enter the intersection from
either of the side roads. Local motorists and shoppers
not only have to deal with lengthy delays in attempting
to cross the Warburton Highway, but the continuous
flow of highway traffic means that some impatient
drivers are taking unacceptable risks. There is the
potential for serious accidents to occur at this
intersection.
This matter was raised with me last year by the Seville
Traders Association. With Cr Alan Finch of the Shire
of Yarra Ranges I met with David Mikelborough, Mick
Aumann, Barry and Jenny Entwhistle, Rosemary Varty
and Dave Clarke as they outlined their concerns. The
investigation should determine if detector loops might
be installed in Bell Street and Link Road, with a
connection to the nearby pedestrian crossing signals on
the Warburton Highway. I understand this type of
treatment has been successful at other locations by
creating gaps in the traffic so that motorists from the
side roads can cross the major road safely.
The traders of Seville would be appreciative of such an
installation as it will promote and encourage local
residents to support local businesses within the
township. Seville is home to many successful wineries
attracting tourists to the area, and the Warburton
Highway traffic has increased greatly over recent years.
Seville is a great town with a strong community and
this project will make it safer and easier for residents to
access the shopping centre, school buses and other
community activities. I ask the minister to give this
proposal his urgent consideration.
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Responses
Mr BATCHELOR (Minister for Transport) — The
member for Mordialloc raised with me an issue relating
to a pedestrian crossing on the Frankston rail line in her
electorate. She raised the need to convert the informal
pedestrian crossing near Antibes Street that she
described as a goat track, I think, into a protected
pedestrian crossing that is safe and provides assistance
for people to get across the long barrier between
residents on one side and residents, the beach, Como
Private Hospital and a number of other community
facilities on the other.
The situation at the moment is most unsatisfactory, and
it is dangerous. The residents of Parkdale have pressed
for the installation of a formal crossing. Because of the
hard work of the member for Mordialloc I am pleased
to advise the Parliament and particularly the people of
Parkdale that we intend to install a new pedestrian
crossing at the end of Antibes Street. I can advise the
member that it will meet the new Victorian pedestrian
crossing disability access standards. It will have a flat,
even surface at ground level and will help people with
all sorts of different types of disabilities to get across. It
will have active pedestrian gates and the associated
safety warning devices, and there will be line markings
and a tactile ground surface to assist people with vision
impairment and other disabilities. It will be a truly
accessible pedestrian crossing in all senses of the word,
providing access to people with disabilities and other
people who want to get from one side of their
community to the other in a safe and proper way.
In addition to that we are prepared to look at the
pedestrian crossing at Alameda Street at the end of
Parkdale station. That will be upgraded to a similar
standard to the crossing at Antibes Street. The member
for Mordialloc has provided a very coherent argument
as to why her constituents should be heard. I have
visited the site with her. All due credit goes to her and
the supporting residents for these initiatives.
The member for Ferntree Gully raised with me the need
for a turning arrow to be included in the upgrade of
Wellington Road. She has requested this to ensure that
the Rowville fire brigade, which does a fantastic job, is
able to get out from the station onto Wellington Road to
ensure it can respond to emergency requirements
without itself creating an emergency or getting caught
up in some sort of accident.
This request is in addition to the announcement by the
Bracks government of its allocation of $9.3 million to
duplicate a nearly 2-kilometre section of Wellington
Road from Taylors Lane out to Napoleon Road at
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Rowville. I will have a look at what VicRoads can do to
see whether this important, small but really significant
suggestion coming from the member for Ferntree Gully
can be accommodated. We are going to have a look at
this; we are committed to improving road safety and we
are well on the way to achieving our Arrive Alive road
safety target of a 20 per cent reduction by 2007. I thank
the member for Ferntree Gully for her sensible, astute
suggestion and we will have a look at it to see what we
can do in accommodating it to improve road safety in
her area.
The member for Evelyn raised with me problems that
people have in cars getting out of the Warburton
Highway in Seville. She is hardworking and knows her
area well. She has had consultations with the local
traders and residents. Road safety is an important issue
in this part of our community. It has been demonstrated
that impatience can sometimes lead to people taking
risks and that that often ends up in accidents, sometimes
major, sometimes small. Nevertheless such risk-taking
is unacceptable. We will see what we can do. Perhaps
the suggestion of having loops put in the side roads that
trigger the nearby pedestrian signals is a very sensible
one that would enable a solution to overcome these
problems and help people get onto the main road.
The member for Footscray raised with me the issue of
the Dynon port rail link. This is a very strategic
investment and economic development project for the
Victorian and indeed the Australian economy.
Accordingly we have the agreement of the federal
government to make a substantial contribution to the
grade separation, and we thank it for that. It was a good,
large contribution and it will make a significant
contribution to the Victorian economy. From the
member for Footscray’s point of view it will also
contribute to the improvement of the residential
amenity and employment opportunities in his
electorate.
The grade separation that is envisaged here will
separate the through traffic of cars and trucks from the
trains that need to cross between the Dynon rail
precinct into the port of Melbourne. At the moment
there is one train line and it is not possible in all
circumstances for the full length of freight trains to get
through; they have to be broken up and a lot of shunting
needs to take place. This adds to congestion on
Footscray Road, to costs and to delays.
The grade separation will enable the better location of
containers, particularly empty containers, and we have
a strategy to increase the amount of container freight
going into the port of Melbourne by rail. That is being
successfully increased at the moment. We have set a
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target of up to 30 per cent, but the proposal that is
behind the Dynon port rail link, together with the
master plan and the Melbourne portal vision, will
encourage the use of rail into and out of the port. It will
encourage the reduction of empty containers being
transported around the adjoining and abutting
residential suburbs, and this is the sort of relief the
member for Footscray and his electorate are looking
for.
The member for Geelong raised with me a creative and
sensible suggestion about having travel-time signs
installed at the Geelong end of the Geelong road, so if
delays were identified this information could be made
available to people before they start their journey into
Melbourne via the Geelong road. As he pointed out,
they can have a number of options available to them
including taking alternative routes or using an
alternative mode like the train service. The proposal
could not only look at travel-time savings but perhaps
also suggest that people should consider alternatives.
We would be asking people who are to receive that
electronic information to make the choice themselves
based on the information. I will ask VicRoads to have a
look at the feasibility of such a proposal being put in
place, and I thank the member for bringing it to my
attention on behalf of his electorate.
The member for Warrandyte raised a matter for the
Minister for Environment; the member for Shepparton
raised a matter for the Minister for Health; the member
for South-West Coast raised a matter for the Minister
for State and Regional Development; and the member
for Mornington raised a matter for the Minister for
WorkCover, as did the member for Nepean. I will ask
those ministers to take up those matters directly with
the members.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Nardella) —
Order! The house is now adjourned.
House adjourned 12.59 a.m. (Wednesday).
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