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COUNCIL

Wednesday, 24 April 1985
The PRESIDENT (the Hon. F. S. Grimwade) took the chair at 11.3 a.m. and read the
prayer.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

McCLELLAND REPORT
The Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (East Yarra Province)-I ask the Minister for Health
whether, in an effort to quell substantial uncertainty among health administrators and
public hospital boards, will he promptly publish a firm deadline for the implementation
or rejection of the McClelland report recommendations.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-Consideration is being given to the
McClelland report recommendations by a working party within the Health Commission,
which will be providing me with some advice in the near future. As I indicated to the
House on a previous occasion, regional directors are having consultations with the relevant hospitals in the country areas and I look forward to receiving advice from them
following those discussions.
I also look forward to meeting with the individual hospital boards of management after
discussions have been held with regional directors, with a view to putting certain matters
to the Cabinet in the near future.

CLOSURE OF NEWMARKET SALE-YARDS
The Hon. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-Does the Minister for Agriculture
and Rural Affairs intend to vary in any way the Government's decision to close the
Newmarket sale-yards as a livestock selling centre for Victoria, and, if so, what attitude
and support will be given by the Government to those seeking an alternative central
market? Does the Minister plan to proceed with the discussion paper circulated by the
former Minister, Mr Kent, concerning a Victorian meat industry authority? That paper
relates also to the future administration of sale-yards in this State.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-The Government does intend to proceed with the closure of the Newmarket sale-yards when the
present arrangements expire in September of this year. The Government has major development plans for the Newmarket sale-yards and the abattoirs site under the Lynch's Bridge
study, of which Mr Dunn would be conscious.
In the spring sessional period during the life of the last Parliament a discussion paper
was issued by my predecessor, the Minister of Agriculture, Mr Kent, which posed the
notion of the establishment of a meat and livestock authority, as Mr Dunn suggests. In
that discussion paper, and I stress, it was simply a discussion paper on which the Government has received some submissions and responses-matters such as sale-yards and their
future were canvassed, as was the direct selling oflivestock.
Honourable members should realize that it was only a discussion paper. The establishment of a meat and livestock authority proposed in that paper was intended to replace the
Victorian Abattoir and Meat Inspection Authority. No decisions have yet been made on
those matters.

It will take some time to collate and review all the submissions made. I stress that the
discussion paper in no way establishes Government policy on these matters; it is simply a
discussion paper that invited responses from interested parties.
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As far as sale-yards around the State are concerned, Mr Dunn would be aware that there
has been a significant upgrading and, in some cases, construction of new cattle marketing
and sale-yard facilities. There are significant questions involved with certain facilities. A
week or two ago I spoke in the House in response to a question from Mr Radford on the
Bendigo sale-yards.
However, I should be pleased to discuss with Mr Dunn the matters canvassed in the
discussion paper and in due course respond to the House and, if necessary, introduce
proposed legislation if the Government desires to proceed with some of the propositions
put in that discussion paper.

SALINITY CONTROL
The Hon. L. A. McARTHUR (Nunawading Province)-I preface my question to the
Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs by saying that a number of members of the
Opposition have issued statements criticizing the performance of the Government on
salinity. I refer to the honourable members for Bendigo and Western provinces.
The PRESIDENT-Order! This is not a debate. Mr McArthur will ask his question of
the Minister and the Minister will respond.
The Hon. L. A. McARTHUR-Will the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs
inform the House what actions the Government has taken in response to a committee
report on salinity?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-Prior to the
recent State election the Government announced a major commitment to both the administrative and financial needs of salinity control in farmland areas. The Government will
honour that commitment.
That commitment was contained in a policy which stated that salinity control would be
a major thrust of the Cain Government as it acts on the findin$s of the Parliamentary
inquiry into salinity. This major initiative will include an additional allocation of $8
million annually, and $32 million over four years was mentioned for a major salinity
control program.
It is envisaged that this expenditure will be used to facilitate a range of salinity control
measures recommended by that committee. I compliment the committee on the work that
it did. Some of the measures will include the provision ofloans to encourage better farming
practices; extension and research programs; construction of drainage works; the encouragement of tree planting and the disposal of salt wastes.
The Government's rural policy statement outlined the Government's intention to establish a task force of Ministers to determine the precise nature of that program. I am pleased
to report that the Government is honouring the commitments I have mentioned. The task
force first met on 19 April, just last week, and it comprises me as chairman and also as
Minister for Planning and Environment and Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs;
the Minister for Water Resources; the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands; and
the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources. The task force has met and has an
amount of work in hand directly.
In the light of these policies and their immediate implementation, I believe it is reprehensible that members of the Opposition should accuse this Government of inaction. The
reality is that the previous Liberal Government did nothing. Therefore, not only is there
an element of dishonesty about those attacks but also it is real hypocrisy that honourable
members of the Opposition should criticize the Government.

Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT-Order! I believe the Leader of the Government has answered the
question and there is no way in which he is permitted to debate it.
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ESSINGTON LTD
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province )-Has the Attorney-General read
the comments in the unpublished volume 9 of the Costigan report about Essington Ltd,
and does he persist in the impression he gave to the public that that company has a clean
bill of health?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I have read all the parts of the Costigan
report that are relevant to my portfolio. It is intf~resting to hear Mr Chamberlain's suggestion that people ought to be blackballed on the basis of allegations. What I said yesterday
was that the primary focus of the Government's inquiry in this matter was whether there
had been convictions that would be relevant, particularly those relating to the Companies
Code.
Mr Chamberlain persists in throwing mud, as did Mr Ward yesterday. I should like
honourable members opposite to specify what allegations they have. If they have any
further allegations, they should forward them to me.
The Hon. M. A. Birrell-Have you read volume 9 of the Costigan report?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-I have read volume 9 of the report. Ifhonourable members
opposite have further allegations in this regard or on any other matter, I should be quite
happy to hear them. However, I suspect that the Opposition has nothing and that it is in
here just throwing mud.

If the Opposition wants people to be blackballed on the basis of references and allegations rather than matters that were found to be proved and matters that are the subject of
proof or conviction, if it wants Governments in this country to go through Royal Commissions and blackball people on the basis of allegations, I believe it should say so. The
Costigan Royal Commission has some 62 000 names on its computer. If the Opposition
is suggesting that a print-out of a list of 62 000 names should be obtained, it would strike
very deep into the heart of the Liberal Party.

DHURRINGILE PRISON
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-The question I direct to the
Attorney-General relates to the Dhurringile Prison, which is located in the Shire of Rodney. I ask the honourable gentleman whether it is a fact that the capacity of the prison is
to be substantially increased; if this is so, will the Attorney-General give an undertaking
that there will be full consultation with the Shire of Rodney, as has occurred in the past,
so that community support for the prison is not undermined? Also, will there be consultation with the National Trust to ensure that any extensions to the prison do not diminish
the fine old mansion that is the Dhurringile Prison?
The Hon. J .H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I thank Mr Baxter for his very sensitive
and pertinent question, and welcome his return to the House. He is quite right about
Dhurringile. Sidney Nolan recalled that he was brought up there as a boy when his father
was working as a share farmer. The prison has a remarkable stained-glass window of a
kangaroo. It is a very enlightened institution which has further capacity for expansion in
the area of prison industries.
The Government does not have great plans for the expansion of Dhurringile, but,
certainly, I am more than happy to consult with the Shire of Rodney over any substantial
changes. I recognize the support that there is in the community for this sort of institution.
That support is consistent with Government policy of expanding community-based corrections and getting communities to accept responsibility for corrections rather than
having it treated as if corrections is something the community does not want to know
about. It is a community problem. The operation of the Dhurringile Prison is a successful
indication of that.
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I am happy to consult with the Shire of Rodney about it, just as I am happy to speak
with the shire about a civil dispute problem in the shire. I am surprised that there is any
disputation in the province that Mr Baxter represents that he cannot attend to, but if there
is a spill over from his overworked electorate office, the Government will certainly attend
to it.

OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH AND SAFETY
The Hon. G. A. SGRO (Melbourne North Province)-Given the Government's strong
commitment to improving occupational health and safety conditions, will the Minister
for Conservation, Forests and Lands advise what initiatives are being taken in the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands on health and safety issues?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-Occupational health and safety is a matter of great concern in the public and private sectors
associated with my Ministry. Sections of it have a good record. For example, in the old
Forests Commission, an effective safety program has led to a reduction in the department's
workers compensation premiums from 6·47 per cent of the wages and salary bill to 1·98
per cent, which represents a saving of $1· 7 million a year.
Given this impressive record in one section of the department, I considered it important
to extend that record to the whole of the new department. A departmental occupational
health and safety committee has been set up to cover the whole department. It is a
balanced and workable committee which will work in close consultation with the Department of Employment and Industrial Affairs occupational health and safety unit.
It is important for honourable members to realize that this committee is made up not
only of departmental officers responsible for the safety area but also of union representatives and it is based on worker representation, including the most neglected stenographic
section of the public sector.
It is a model which could well be repeated in the private sector if the Opposition would
back offfrom its anti-productivity, anti-worker position on occupational health and safety.

NATIONAL DAIRY PLAN
The Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Ballarat Province)-Yesterday, in answer to a question,
the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs indicated that the Federal Government's
offer of assistance to the dairy industry envisaged the Federal Government providing $20
million with the State contributing an additional $20 million. Has the Victorian Government agreed. to that aspect of the Kerin plan and will the $5 million package that the
Minister announced earlier this week be considered part of the State's contribution to the
Federal plan?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for A$P.culture and Rural Affairs)-In response to
the second part of the question, the $5 million is not seen to be part of the State's
contribution to any $40 million package. It is $5 million in excess of any moneys that are
received from the Federal Government. In response to the first part of the question, this
morning I met with other State Ministers and the Federal Minister for Primary Industry,
Mr Kerin, to discuss matters associated with rural finance and also the scheme about
which the honourable member has asked.
The State Ministers made their comments, some of which were critical. I believe the
Federal Government will respond to the State Ministers' discussions this morning so that
some rearrangement of the $40 million can be made to make it more suitable to the needs
of the States. In reality some significant changes will be made to rural adjustment schemes
generally. In response to the general question by the honourable member I indicate that I
cannot give him any final details on the matter because it is still under discussion and will
be for the next week or so.
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PRISON VISITS SCHEME
The Hon. B. W. MIER (Waverley Province)-Can the Attorney-General advise what
plans he has in mind to introduce an official system of prison visits?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I am considering establishing a series
of official prison visitors to Victorian prisons. The basis on which the system will work is
that the prison visitors will be obligated to visit regularly a particular prison and will be
able to speak confidentially to both prison staff and prisoners. They would submit confidential reports to the MinIster. I am also considering allowing prisoners to request visits
by a particular official visitor. The official prison visitors will have slightly different skills
from those of the State and Federal Ombudsmen but they would not inhibit in any way
the jurisdiction the Ombudsmen have over prisoners. The idea is well worthy of pursuit.
The Hon. M. A. Birrell-That system works well overseas.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-It does work well overseas. The new scheme would be
applied on a regional basis so that institutions close to, say Mr Baxter, such as the
Dhurringile Prison, would be visited by the official prison visitors. The system would also
have the advantage of introducing a range of people to circumstances that apply in the
prison system and would also work well for future employment opportunities which may
be available for prisoners and which may result from contact made through those official
prison visits.

WINE INDUSTRY
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash Province)-I ask the Minister for Agriculture and
Rural Affairs what the Government has done and proposes to do in response to the
recommendations of the Economic and Budget Review Committee report on the Victorian wine industry. In particular, what is the response of the Government to the recommendation that the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs increase the number of
extension officers allocated to the wine industry and appoint a Government oenologist?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-The question
asked by the honourable member is more of the nature ofa question that should be placed
on notice. I shall treat it in that way and supply the honourable member with information
in due time.

VICTORIAN OUTDOOR EDUCATION ASSOCIATION INC.
The Hon. D. M. EVANS (North Eastern Province)-I refer the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands to the grant to the Victorian Outdoor Education Association Inc.
to provide a project officer who will inquire into public access to private land. I raised this
matter on 17 April. The grant will be made by the Department of Sport and Recreation.
Can the Minister provide more details of the grant? Can the papers relevant to that grant
be laid on the table of the Parliamentary Library so that honourable members may be
aware of its full ramifications?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I thank the
honourable member for his question which follows up the matter he raised on the debate
for the adjournment of the sitting on Wednesday of last week. The Department of Sport
and Recreation has made available a grant to the Victorian Outdoor Education Association Inc. to conduct a project into recreation access into private land because of the
substantial growth in many outdoor recreation activities in Victoria. The activities range
from diving, orienteering and bushwalking to fishing and rock climbing. The department
is concerned that the project be not solely-I hasten to assure the honourable memberfor those wishing to participate in those activities. It also stems from an awareness of the
department's municipal recreation officers that the landowner is concerned about damage
to his or her property or about the possibility of legal liability for injuries that may occur
on that property.
275

6

Questions without Notice

COUNCIL 24 April 1985

This project is not, therefore, designed as an assault on the private landowner, rather the
department is developing a project which is concerned to protect landowners from indiscriminate and random wandering over their property. The purpose of the study is to
establish the extent of the problem of access to private lands, both from the viewpoint of
recreational users and the landowners. Both groups will be consulted in the study.
The Victorian Outdoor Education Association Inc. is preparing a report for the Minister
for Sport and Recreation advising him of the outcome of the studies. I will be happy to
make available to honourable members, after I have consulted with the Minister for Sport
and Recreation and obtained his agreement, the papers relating to this grant.

SUNRAYSIA EXPORT DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE'
The Hon. C. J. KENNEDY (Waverley Province)-I ask the Minister for Agriculture
and Rural Affairs what action the Government has taken to assist the development of
horticultural export from the Sunraysia district.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-Late last year
a deputation from the Sunraysia area met with the former Minister of Agriculture, the
Honourable Eric Kent, to discuss the needs of the agricultural community in that area.
The deputation was led most ably by Mr Lindsay Leake who was the Australian Labor
Party candidate for Mildura at the last State election.
The deputation put forward a strong case for Government action and the then Minister
responded sympathetically.
The Government is now pleased to announce that funds will be provided to establish a
Sunraysia Export Development Committee. The Government initiative is in line with its
economic strategy to assist the development of horticultural exports and the initiative also
recognizes the need to assist Sunraysia to reduce its dependence on dried vine fruits by
diversifying its horticultural activities. Prospects for dried vine fruit have recently improved but the long-term need for adjustment and horticultural redevelopment still exists.
A total of$68 000 has been made available for expenditure between now and June 1986
to provide for the establishment of the Sunraysia Export Development Committee and
for the appointment of an executive officer. A deputation consistin~ of representatives
from the Shire of Mildura and the Australian Dried Fruits AssociatIon and Sunraysia's
fresh fruit and vegetable industries had requested the Government initiative.
The Government reco$Dized the effort of individual entrepreneurs, commercial interests and industry groups In establishing export markets for fresh produce. The funding is
intended to assist these efforts.
The formation of the Sunraysia Export Development Committee is regarded as one way
of encouraging the different groups involved to work together towards achieving the
common goal of expanded export markets.

MOAMA-ECHUCA BRIDGE
The Hon. J. W. S. RADFORD (Bendigo Province)-I direct a question to the Minister
for Planning and Environment. The Minister will be aware of the enormous problems
being caused to V/Line and road users due to the load limits being imposed on the
Moama-Echuca bridge for safety reasons. Funds have been available for some time for the
construction of a new bridge. Will the Minister indicate when he will grant the planning
go-ahead for this urgent project?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Planning and Environment)-I would be
delighted to answer the question if I knew what the actual subject was.
The Hon. D. R. White-He wouldn't know.
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The PRESIDENT-Order! The Minister for Health has cast an aspersion on Mr Radford and I ask him to withdraw it.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-I withdraw.
The Hon. J. W. S. RADFORD (Bendigo Province)-Mr President, if I may clarify the
matter for the Minister. I raise a question concerning the withholdin~ of a permit for the
construction of ~ new bridge between Echuca and Moama. Load limIts have been placed
on the present bridge, which affect V/Line and road users. I know that the load limits are
there for safety reasons, but funds have been available for some time from V/Line for its
contribution to the construction of the bridge, and I ask how much longer the Minister
will delay granting a permit.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Planning and Environment)-I am happy to
respond as best I can to Mr Radford's question. I was in Echuca a few weeks ago and I am
conscious that the proposal for that bridge from Echuca to Moama is controversial because
the planned alignment takes that bridge through what is an important historic area in
Echuca around the wharves. The National Estate has classified it as an historic area.
I visited the area in company with the honourable member for Rodney in another place,
Mr Hann, members of the Echuca City Council and officers of the Heritage Unit of the
Ministry for Planning and Environment. The reason we have doubts is because we believe
some work needs to be done on its location. We are not against the bridge, but we believe
the location may be damaging to an important historic area.

ADMINISTRATIVE ARRANGEMENTS
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-By leave, I
move:
That there be laid before this House copies of Administrative Arrangements Orders (Nos 17 to 21) pursuant to
the Administrative Arrangements Act 1983.

The motion was agreed to.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs) presented the
orders in compliance with the foregoing order.
It was ordered that the orders be laid on the table.

On the motion of the Hon. HADDON STOREY (East Yarra Province), it was ordered
that the orders be taken into consideration on the next day of meeting.

PAPERS
The following papers, pursuant to the directions of several Acts of Parliament, were laid
on the table by the Clerk:
Education Department-Report and financial statements for the year 1983-84.

Law Department-Report and financial statements for the year 1983-84.

On the motion of the Hon. HADDON STOREY (East Yarra Province), it was ordered
that the papers tabled by the Clerk be taken into consideration on the next day of meeting.

PLANNING PROCESS
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-I move:
That this House condemns the failure of the Minister for Planning and Environment, and of the Government,
to protect the integrity of the planning process, particularly in relation to the Victoria project.

Nobody knows better than the present Minister for Planning and Environment how vital
it is that planning should create certainty. Nobody knows better than he how vital it is
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that proper planning processes should be followed so that people will have confidence in
the system.
Nobody knows better than the Minister for Planning and Environment how important
it is to the future of this city and the State that that confidence be maintained and that
people will always know that the system works equitably, fairly and honestly for the
protection of all and in accordance with principles that are clearly stated.
The principles that I have just enunciated are ones which the Minister espoused when
he was in opposition and which he repeated many times from his first speech on planning
onwards and which were incorporated in the policies of the Australian Labor Party at
successive elections. The principles adopted by the Minister and by the Government when
in opposition have been thrown out of the window. Instead, we have seen arbitrary
decision making which destroys people's rights; which gives no protection; which disregards sound principles and established planning rules; which disregards the processes and
rights created under them.
What has happened is that the integrity of the planning process has been progressively
destroyed by the Minister and by the Government he represents. One has only to think
back to the occasion on which the Minister granted permission for a club to continue
operating a cycling track in a conservation area contrary to the provisions of a planning
scheme. One has only to think back to the case of the Melbourne Cricket Ground lights,
when Cabinet had made a decision, and yet the Minister piously went through the charade
of callin$ for public objections well knowing that this was a nonsense, a pretence and that
the pubhc had no effective right to object because the decision had been made. Eventually
he had to terminate that useless, wasteful, misleading exercise.
With regard to the case of the Royal Automobile Club of Victoria, rights long established
were set aside. Huge funds appeared to have been wasted because of an arbitrary decision
made by the Minister. As a result of Mr Chamberlain raising the matter in the House that
decision was set aside and the development did proceed in a slightly different form.
Honourable members will recall the case of the proposed Lara prison. Despite the
protestations of the Minister on the observance of the principles and the process these
were disregarded and the public had no rights at all. We are seeing exactly the same
situation, a reinforcement of this disregard of process, a reinforcement of the belief that
anything that the Government does is right and to hell with rules that exist, to hell with
the proper process.
In the case of the Victoria project, I shall show that once again the charade perpetrated
in the case of the Melbourne Cricket Ground lights is being repeated and that a useless,
expensive, misleading series of objections are currently being heard when the decision has
already been made. I shall show that what the Government has done in this case has been
to buy and to sell to Victorians a pig in a poke when the reality is that the terms of the
development agreed on by the Government mean that we can get a very different project
indeed to that which has been published in the press.
I propose to show also that all the relevant planning principles and the Labor Party's
policy have been disregarded in major aspects of the decisions which have been made. I
heard Mr Landeryou a moment ago intetjecting across the Chamber; ~~ Are you opposed to
development?"
The Hon. W. A. Landeryou-I did not say that, I said that you were opposed to the
MCGlights.
The Hon. A. J . HUNT-The answer, of course, is that the Opposition is not opposed
to development nor is it opposed to the development of this site. In fact, when we were in
government, we reserved the land to enable development in the area. We recognize that
the project will provide a fillip to the city; that it will provide additional employment
during construction; that it will, if constructed, provide space for many activities. As to
the specific investment, the Opposition welcomes the injection of Japanese capital into
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the city area and the prospect of closer economic ties with Japan. It recognizes also that
the project will attract added patronage to the rail loop, will be of considerable value to
Victoria and the metropolitan transport system, and may help to take more people off the
roads.
That does not mean that a Government is or should be immune from criticism as to the
way it goes about things, and this is the breaking of rules, or immune from questioning as
to the reasons for its actions. We as an Opposition will always assert our right to question
the Government on these issues.
I have said that the current hearing on the interim development order permitting the
development is a charade. The purpose of a right of objection on an interim development
order, on a planning scheme or to a development application is first and foremost to
enable those who are concerned to oppose what is being done. As a secondary consideration it enables people to question the details, but the prime objective of any hearing of this
kind is to enable public participation on the first issue; that is, whether what is being done
ought to be done. It is obvious to everyone in this House, and to the whole public and to
the press of this State that the decision on that issue has in fact been made.
I have before me a copy of the address given by the Honourable John Cain, Premier of
this State, at the launching of the project. That statement leaves no doubt that the project
has been approved in the form announced and that in the Government's view it will go
ahead. Thus a right to object is a pretence; it is nugatory. Surely if there is to be a right of
objection it must be exercisable before a proposal is adopted and not after the adoption
otherwise that right means nothing; that right is a farce. That is why major organizations
have decided not to participate in this inquiry. I should have thought that the Royal
Australian Planning Institute, the Royal Australian Institute of Architects and other major
civic organizations would have been involved. They are not participating and I believe
the reason is that after the experience of the Melbourne Cricket Ground lights they know
that once Government announcements have been made the process is a farce and a
charade, and that it means nothing.
The Minister is seeking to have things both ways. Decisions have been made without a
proper planning process. After the event, and after the making of those decisions, the
Minister is seeking to give the impression that the planning process is being observed and
that people's rights are being protected, when that is as far as it is possible to be from the
truth.
Decisions, incidentally, have been made before proper investi~tions have been carried
out-investigations that should have preceded the decisions being made now. Only now
is the Government finding difficulties with the right of way to the east of the site; only now
the developers are finding that difficulties exist because of the withdrawal of St Francis'
Church from participation in the project.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-They did not agree to go in in the first place, did they?
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-I believe the church was interested but it has now made it clear
that it does not want to participate and I have talked to a priest at the church about that
matter.
The church has every reason for concern about the use of its land. I note that a question
without notice about whether the Government contemplated the use of compulsory acquisition powers in respect ofSt Francis' Church asked in another place was not answered,
and that uncertainty still exists there, yet the plan on exhibition at the current hearing
envisages the use of part of the land of that church. Consequently, I have said that the
Government has sold the public a pig in a poke, and I shall illustrate that claim in a
moment by reading from the proposed interim development order which enables the
project to proceed. One should have thought that that interim development order might
endorse this project with some minor provision for variations, the need· for which will
obviously arise as the project proceeds.
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To his credit, my colleague, Lou Lieberman, when dealing as Minister for Planning with
the case of the Rialto project some years ago, recognized that it is impossible to confine a
project of that nature within the rigid terms of a specific planning permit and make no
allowance for variations which seem necessary during the development of the project. In
the case of the Rialto the broad concept was incorporated into an interim development
order. Permission was granted and the provision was made for variations within the
framework of the broad concept plan. The present Minister, to his credit, adopted a similar
approach in the Jack Chia case and the Melbourne Metropolitan Planning Scheme envisages the same. In that planning scheme there is provision for recognition of broad concept
plans for development. There is provision for variations within the framework of the
broad concept plan. One should have thought that these well tried precedents would have
been adopted in this case. However, something quite different has occurred. A new and
totally undesirable precedent has been created.
The interim development order proposed in this case pursuant to the agreement between the Government and the developers gives open slather, enables major change,
enables departure from the concept plan, enables the whole or any part of the development
to proceed and enables it to do so without a staging program of the kind that is envisaged
in the Melbourne Metropolitan Planning Scheme. It does not even set out the stages in
which the development shall proceed, let alone any timing of the stages of development.
The result is that the whole or any part can proceed and that major changes can be
substituted provided that, in the oplnion of the Minister, there is no significant increase
in the total space taken by the building.
The interim development order refers to the plans that have been produced and it
authorizes the use and development of the land, "for anyone or more of the purposes:
shop, office, hotel, car parking, cafe, restaurant, education, exhibition, pedestrian transport, creche, theatre, health club, bank, cabaret, place of assembly, passive recreation,
place of worship, residential accommodation, totalizator agency, consulting rooms, and
ancillary purposes".
It says that the development shall be generally in accordance with the plan, but then
goes on to provide that, notwithstanding this, the Minister may agree in writing to variations, provided he is satisfied that the variations will not substantially increase the external
dimensions of the buildings.

What is on exhibition, what the public has seen and what is being talked about in the
current hearing may be changed completely by agreement between the Minister of the
day-not necessarily the present Minister-and the developers. There is no staging arrangement and no guarantee that the whole project will proceed. Perhaps only the most
profitable parts will proceed, or something entirely different from what we have seen may
be substituted. That is the open-ended nature of the Government's agreement with the
developers in this case.
The consequences are uncertainty as to what is being approved and uncertainty as to
what the future of the project will be. If major changes are made, they will cause loss of
confidence not only in the planning process but also in the tendering process, because
tenderers have regarded themselves as bound by the terms of tender and in this instance
something quite different may result. What honourable members see here is the basis for
the destruction of the integrity of the planning scheme and the planning process.
Furthermore, this approach substitutes Government decisions for the planning process.
It substitutes what may be arbitrary decisions of an individual whose arm is being twisted
by a developer for decisions according to proper principles and proper rules, in accordance
with the proper process. Here, as honourable members have heard from the terms of
development that I read, there are no rules except what may be agreed between the
Minister of the day and the developer.
That is not the way in which to create confidence in the process. It is the way which will
cause the suspicions, which are so ofien-quite wrongly, in my view-voiced on the
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planning process, to grow. Whenever arbitrary decision making occurs, unrestrained by
established rules and processes, people will question the motives behind what is done, and
there will be no protection against the suspicions or allegations. That would do enormous
damage to the standard of planning in this State and to the tender system as well as to the
confidence of both local and international tenderers in Victoria.
I have said that the planning rules and principles have been overridden, and that is the
third proposition that I shall demonstrate. The project concerned is in a retail area and is
dealt with under the 1982 interim development order of the present Minister. The normal
height limit in a retail area in the Melbourne area is 40 metres. The height of this project
is 400 metres. The reasons for the height limitation in a retail precinct are fairly simplemainly to avoid causing undue shadows to fall, particularly in the winter, upon the
pedestrian ways in the area. Planners and critics have pointed out that, in this instance, a
shadow will fall in winter at approximately noon along Elizabeth Street right to the
Flinders Street station. This will be caused by a building which is out of scale with the
developments surrounding it, and which will dwarf all others, cast a shadow, create
changes in wind patterns and major changes in the microclimate of the area.
There has been some criticism of the fact that the great glass atrium will enclose the
historic shot tower and will be the equivalent of some 20 to 25 storeys high.
I shall examine the requirements of the existing interim development order recommended to the Governor in Council by this Minister concerning the development of
this particular site. With respect to the Museum station precinct, the objectives of the
order are:
To reinforce the role of the precinct as part of the established retail core by facilitating the establishment of
retail and compatible uses:
to encourage the street frontage design of any major new development associated with the Museum Station
site to have regard to the scale and function of the developments opposite in Elizabeth Street and Swanston
Street;

That is a laugh; it will be 84 storeys high. The objectives of the order further are:
To facilitate the establishment of short term public car parking stations to primarily serve the established retail
core;
to ensure that new development in close proximity to St Francis' Church is compatible with its scale, character
and open surrounding space;
to enhance the character and low scale ofthe area in the vicinity of the historic Shot Tower and more generally
at the eastern end of that part of Little Lonsdale Street within the precinct; and
to ensure that new development along Swanston Street opposite the State Library is compatible with the scale
and open space nature of the library garden and Museum Station entry forecourt.

Those are the official planning principles in this area as approved by the Governor in
Council on the recommendation of this Minister. One moment's reflection will indicate
that every one of those objectives has been disregarded. They have all been thrown out of
the window at a time when there were no final drawings for the project, when proper
homework had not been done, when there was no certainty about what was being considered and at a time when there was no real opportunity for objections.
Is there any honourable member here who can say that those planning principles, which
were supposed to govern the development of this site, have not been abrogated by the
unilateral action of the Government? After the Government had announced its acceptance, the proposal was placed on exhibition for one month when the normal period for
major projects on Government land or in which the Government is involved is at least
three months, with no opportunity for scrutiny in advance of the announcement by the
public, the Melbourne City Council or even adequately by the Ministry for Planning and
Environment or the Minister.
The proposal approved by the Governor envisages major office development outside an
office precinct, and in an area where office development will succeed only with massive
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Government commitment. In another place we have asked about Government commitments that have been made, and received no assurances. I am told by leading estate agents
that the only way in which such a project can be viable with the extent of office space
envisaged at this location is with a commitment from the Government to take huge areas
of space.

Honourable members interjecting.
The Hon. A. J . HUNT-The Minister is asking about Government commitments;
numerous commitments have been made to take more office space throughout the city.
The trouble is that Governments-both Federal and State-are the leaders in taking new
office space in city buildings. Government activities are expanding rather than the commercial activities which are supposed to be served. We see a burgeoning of Government
departments and it is like Parkinson's law: Government activities are expanding to fill the
space available.
The Hon. J. H. Kennan-You do not believe that.
The Hon. A. J . HUNT-That is a fact. The Government is currently the leader in the
expansion of city office space.
One must ask whether the project will go ahead in anything like the present form, and
the doubts are great. One must ask whether the real purpose of the developers is not to get
a permit allowing them to simply sell the project to other developers who will make other
changes.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-You know all about that.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-At least the history of the company concerned in New South
Wales gives cause for suspicion that that may be the case. The Minister should examine
the record of that company in New South Wales.
The Hon. B. W. Mier-Give an example.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-The Sydney Cove redevelopment site tender was awarded to
the company, notwithstanding that the company was not the highest tenderer. Immediatelyafterwards, the company concerned went along to the highest tenderer and sought to
sell off its development approval. I raise that fact only because Mr Mier interjected and
asked for a specific example; therefore, I give it.
Members of the Opposition do not say what they are saying in this debate lightly. The
Minister for Planning and Environment has taken his responsibilities lightly. He has failed
to have regard to the consequences of his actions; he has failed to protect the integrity of
planning rules and principles; he has failed to protect the policies that his own party
announced before its election to government; and he has put the planning process of this
State at risk. The Minister runs a great danger of engendering not only loss of confidence
by developers, but also loss of confidence by tenderers from overseas because of the
slapdash processes adopted in this State to the detriment of Victoria.
Members of the Opposition ask the Minister to ensure that he gives the respect to the
planning process and planning principles which, when in opposition, he demanded others
should pay. That is the only way the integrity of the process can be maintained and the
institutions of planning protected.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Planning and Environment)-I welcome back
Mr Hunt to the planning area. I appreciate that he has chosen to be the shadow Minister
for Planning and Environment, and I expect that we will have some extremely fine debates.
However, today will not be one of them.
On many occasions in this House I have indicated that Mr Hunt was one of the few
Liberal Ministers of some talent, particularly in the planning area. I meant that, but I
suggest the time between Mr Hunt holding that office and the present must have been too
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long, because he seems to have forgotten a great deal. Mr Hunt seems to have decided to
try to re.enter the business ofptanning by firing a bunch of salvos in all directions. I do
not undentand what he wants.
Does Mr Hunt want to oppose the Victoria development; does he want to make it
impossible f~large-scale developments to occur in this city? By the record of the previous
Liberal Gov:eritment in terms of what did not happen in Melbourne, one could presume
that to be tbeca&e. When the Labor Party took office in 1982, Melbourne was in a parlous
position in tegatd, to development. Almost nothing was happening, but in the three years
in which I have ~een Minister for Planning and Environment an extraordinary upsurge of
activity has ocCuted, not only in the city but also in the near city regions and metropolitan
areas.
The rules laid down by Mr Hunt were almost impossible to apply. It was necessary for
the Government to break through and make things happen. I make no apology for that.
Melbourne was 'dying and there was no interest in capital investment from elsewhere in
the country let alone overseas. The constant complaint I heard was that it was impossible
to get through the planning process, one could not obtain approyal. Developers would
come to see me and say, "I would rather have a 'No' today than a '.Yes' in nine months
time, and what we were getting from the Liberal Government was a 'Yes' in eighteen
months' time, therefore, we will take our money elsewhere".
When the Government tobk office, it was hopeless to get things done in the city, but the
Government' has turned that around. Literally hundreds if not thousands of millions of
dollars in investment have flowed back into the city through exciting developments of
which the Government is proud because it has been able to make them happen. This
means it had to rearrange the rules that Mr Hunt put in place which made it almost
impossible for developments to take place. A lot of red tape existed to make it totally
impossible for those wishing to do something to get started.
The frustration of the Liberal Government was shown towards the end of its term in
office when, in an awkward, difficult and poor fashion, it pushed through the Rialto
development. It is a matter of some humour that not long ago in this House Mr Block
held up a large picture of the project and began to chastise me for having given it a permit.
That was an amazing blooper. Within its own system, the Liberal Government could not
get things going, and the previous Minister, the Honourable Lou Lieberman, had to
struggle his way through to get the development started. Despite that, Mr Hunt has the
gall to quote the Rialto project as being an example of a process that the Government
should follow.
Mr Hunt prefaced his remarks by bringing up some old chestnuts that have been debated
in this House on two or three occasions. Mr Hunt has an amazing sense of priorities when
he speaks about the Melbourne Cricket Ground lights and the process that was used in
that instance. The House has debated that matter, and it is quite clear that a proper process
was put in train and fully frustrated on a technicality that Mr Hunt should have known
about. The Government was forced to change tack and bring the matter to Parliament. I
do not know of any better place to ask for approval of a major project than Parliament.
The Government established panels and conducted hearings, but the legislation put in
place by the Liberal Government was unable to handle the situation. Therefore,. I had to
bring the matter to Parliament to obtain approval for the lights to be built Is Mr Hunt
now suggesting that he is not happy with the lights and that they never should have been
built? If one listened to what members of the Opposition have stated in this House, one
should think they would have been delighted if the Government was thwarted in building
the lights. When the matter came to the House, the Opposition did not have the guts to
oppose it-it finally voted for it. The Opposition tried every way it could to ensure that
the project could not proceed. The procedures laid down in the various Acts involved
were insufficient. Under legal challenge, the Government had no option but to withdraw
from the proper process and bring the matter to Parliament.
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Mr Hunt had the gall to raise the subject of the Lara gaol. That issue has been debated,
again and again. I have had cause to quote Mr Hunt on comments he made relating to
lights constructed at Moonee Valley to indicate that he believes when a Government
makes a final decision on a project, occasions arise when it must be honest about it and
not go through the sham of an exhibition because a decision has already been made. Mr
Hunt did that himself and I used that precedent.
When such occasions arise, the Government must be honest and indicate that it has
made a decision. I do not accept that kind of throw-away line from Mr Hunt.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-I agree with you, but you should have done that on the Melbourne Cricket Ground lighting instead of going through that charade.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER-Mr Hunt says he agrees with it. In terms of the other
throw-away line that the honourable member used, I suppose he was referring to the
proposal for a motor bike track next to Tullamarine.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-In the conservation area of the valley.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER-Ifthat is the case, Mr Hunt should refer back to the Deep
Creek issue and the reality of hundreds of young people legitimately looking for somewhere to ride their small trail bikes. Deep Creek was a track on the way to Bulla. The Soil
Conservation Authority felt those young people were doing too much damage and the
private entrepreneurs were asked to look for a new site. Is Mr Hunt saying to the Government that it is not its job to look for recreation areas for young people? I cannot believe it.
The Government located a site next to the Tullamarine waste disposal unit which was not
near residential areas. It was next door to the Gellibrand Hill National Park, but the
Government went through the necessary proceedings to see whether it was a suitable site
for a bike track for young children to use so that they would keep off the roads. Is Mr Hunt
critical of the Governments for doing that? Is he saying the Government should not find a
location so that children can enjoy themselves in the north-western suburbs? Ifhe is saying
that, he should say it directly instead of using throw-away lines implying that the Government has done something improper.
Mr Hunt used fine rhetoric in attacking the Government on the way it handled the
Victoria project. He talked of the process being a charade and said in general terms that it
undermined proper planning procedures.
Mr Hunt knows as well as anybody that is not the case. Proper planning procedures
have been pursued and I shall deal with those matters in detail in a moment. Mr Hunt
particularly should know that with a planning permit, an interim development order or
an interim development measure a Government has to take account of the prospects of
proposals which are being made but which could never be envisaged at the time of the
planning scheme.
I do not want it to be thought that this does not fit the interim development order. The
Opposition has forgotten that the retail height limit stops at Little Lonsdale Street. Mr
Hunt has conveniently forgotten that there is not a 40 metre height limit on that site and
he should have known better. The reality is that the fixed height limit in the city ends at
Little Lonsdale Street. That occurred because I believed it would be enhanced by a height
limit. Our city is an unusual one and its natural advantages should be maintalned. The
Government indicated that there were high-rise locations to the east, to the west and to
the north. This is the absolute centre of one of those high-rise locations. It is a perfect
location for a development of that kind. It reinforces the heart of the city and it does not
have a height limit on it. Why does the Opposition posture that the Government has
worked against its own rules? At least the Government put in place a planning scheme
that reinforces that scheme.
The Ministry for Planning and Environment went through the pr'.lposals and assessed
them on a series of categories of fitness. It reported that the scheme was a first-class scheme
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in every detail. In other words, it was saying the scheme was a good and proper development and was the sort of thing that should be encouraged.
I challenge Mr Hunt whether he wants the development. Is Mr Hunt saying it is totally
inappropriate? Ifhe is saying that, he should say it directly.
The Government has succeeded in attracting and fostering development with real
imagination in a way that the previous Government could not even dream of. When a
proposal for a site is ready for development this is the imaginative way to do it. What did
the previous Government do with that land around the Museum station? It looked like a
bomb site. That Government did not know what to do with it.
The Labor Government, through the Ministry of Transport, took an initiative to go
world wide asking for a show of interest. The invitation was responded to magnificently.
Approximately 50 responses were received, but finally, five detailed and excellent responses were assessed. The plan that was chosen was outstanding and by far the best.
The question Mr Hunt really poses is: When does a Government announce that something is going to happen? If honourable members followed his logic, the Government
would not make an announcement until it had been through all the procedures. What sort
of outrageous process is that? How does a Government not make an announcement when
it advertises and puts out tenders for submissions? It makes no sense.
At the time the Premier proudly stated that the Government had been in the process of
attracting a show of interest, a preferred developer was chosen and then designs and a
model were shown. Mr Hunt suggested that the Government should not do it that way. I
remind Mr Hunt of the process the former Premier, then Mr Hamer, went through with
the casino project. If the Opposition wants to be critical of a Government for making
announcements prior to the procedures and planning requirements being fully completed,
it has Mr Hamer's casino project as a classic example. The Liberal Cabinet did not even
know about it. Mr Hamer announced it and made a statement about the glass pyramid on
the south bank and how his Government would proceed with it. Shock and horror all
around. No procedure was followed. There was no process of going through and selecting
the best project. Mr Hamer's "buddies" put a project together and he then announced it.
The Hon. R. J. Long-It did not go ahead.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER-So that justified it! The reality is that the Government
chose to announce its intentions at the proper time. Almost a year of preparation had gone
into the project up to that point with a major show of interest through five si~ficant
submissions. I went to all the presentations on those five submissions, as dId other
Ministers. They were thoroughly assessed by officers in my department and officers in the
Ministry of Transport. When does Mr Hunt believe a Government should notify its
intentions on a site? Does Mr Hunt believe the Government should go through the whole
process before the announcement? It cannot be done. The media must know because it
should be exhibited as an intention. It is better for Government to go to the public and
say "We have an intention in this regard". This is particularly so with a large project. The
Government is then bound to proceed with the planning process once the public is aware
of it, so it can have its say.
The project went on exhibition from 15 February to 15 March, and I then appointed a
panel to hear submissions and objections. That panel has heard evidence ever since, and
it is true that the Government has extended the panel's time in order to complete the
proper processes so that everybody can be heard. Even as late as ten days ago, further
submissions were received from the Myer Emporium Ltd. I do not intend to be the person
who cuts offa significant and serious submission on a project of this sort.
Mr Hunt's timing for the moving of this motion is abominable because much of what
he said should not be said until the processes and procedures are complete and the
agreements are written. Perhaps then Mr Hunt could talk about what did and did not
happen.
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In my view, the procedures followed were impeccable, and those procedures will be
used in future on pther major projects. If an agency administers land and wishes to proceed
. With a de"telopment-such as the Jolimont railway yards--I can think of no better way of
proceeding than that the authority should put fotward a briefing as to what it wants, to
call for a show of interest, pick out the best development and allnounce an intent to
proceed. That is how it should be done. If Mr Hunt had followed that course when the
Liberal Party was in government, it might have done better than it did in the last few years
of office.
For the benefit of honourable members and for the sake of accuracy, I shall read into

Hansard the clear sequence of events that occurred. I reject the notion upon which Mr
Hunt appears to have based his comments, namely, that the Government somehow
undermined proper procedure. In terms of the selection of a preferred developer, the
sequence of events was as follows:
In January 1984, the Government called for the registration of interested parties for the purchase and development of the Melbourne central site.
By March t 984 registrations of interest were received from more than 50 parties, comprising developers,
financiers, builders and potential end-users.
In July 1984, eight selected organizations were invited to respond to a brief for the development of the site.
The brief included detailed planning requirements.

I underscore the point that in July 1984, the brief included detailed planning requirements.
The following events took place:
By 31 October 1984, five development submissions had been lodged with the Govemment.
During November and December 1984 the development submissions were evaluated in order to select a
preferred developer.

My department played a significant role in that process. The following also took place:
The evaluation process was carried out by the Ministry for Transport with input from officers of the Ministry
for Planning and Environment, the Department of Management and Budget, and the Melbourne City Council.

I also underscore the fact that Mr Hunt made it sound as though the announcement to
proceed was made but that the Melbourne City Council had had no involvement in it.
That is nonsense. If Mr Hunt wants to quote Trevor Huggett, he had better be sure of his
information because Trevor Huggett is more often wrong than right.
The Melbourne City Council went throu~ the process. I know that because I sat next
to the Lord Mayor at most of the presentatIons. Mr Hunt cannot tell me the council had
no involvement because it did; nor can Mr Hunt tell me that the council is opposed to the
project, because it is not. The Melbourne City Council tried to gag Trevor Huggett on the
baSIS that it supports the development. The council was involved. Mr Hunt's facts are
wrong because he made it sound as though the council was not involved and that I did not
know what was involved in the proposal. Honesty has always been one ofMr Hunt's good
qualities-perhaps he was misled.
The Hoo. A. J. Huot-I have it from two councillors that the planning committee did
not see it until afterwards.
The Hoo. E. H. W ALKER-Mr Hunt had better examine the reality of the situation
because official comments from council in response to misinformation have repeatedly
stated that the council was involved in the process and that it supports the preferred
developer. Mr Hunt should be careful about his comments. The process continued:
On 15 January 1985, the State Government appointed EKG Developments Ltd as the preferred developer for
the Melbourne central site.
At all times it has been formally recognized by both the preferred developer and the Government that normal
planning and other approvals would be necessary for the project.

The procedure I followed from then on was that the proposal was placed on exhibition on
15 February so that a panel would be established from 15 March.
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I could make a lot of other detailed comments but, of course, Mr Hunt's comments
were very critical, broad-ranging and rather muddled. I had intended to answer each point
raised by Mr Hunt, but that is difficult when one considers the manner in which they were
put forward.
I wholeheartedly reject the major notion perpetrated by Mr Hunt, that proper procedure
was not used in regard to the development. I also reject the notion that, as the custodian
of planning procedures in this State and city, I have in some fashion not fulfilled my
responsibilities in their entirety. I have carefully ensured that proper planning procedures
apply. Mr Landeryou could reinforce that statement because, from time to time, I have
been in conflict with my colleagues with regard to the fact that I want proper planning
procedures to apply.
I do not want to stop people from taking the initiative. If necessary, I shall use any
discretionary powers under the relevant Acts to shorten the process or to run one project
parallel with another. I shall do that in order to get a decision but I shall do that openly. I
shall tell the world what I am doing and in such a way as to ensure that the rights of the
public are never taken away from it. The public must know what is happening and must
be told when it can take part in a process.
The process in regard to the Victoria project in Melbourne central is not yet complete.
As I mentioned yesterday in response to a question from an honourable member, I have
not yet received the report on the hearings from the panel. I expect to get that report in the
next week or so. I then expect to receive advice from officers of my department. I shall
then consider the matter myself so that a final determination can be made by the Government as to whether the project should proceed.
Mr Hunt is premature in moving this motion and suggesting that decisions have been
made. That is not true. Final agreements have not been made yet.
I suppose I could go into further details, but I think my comments have been clear. I
thoroughly and wholeheartedly reject not only the motion as it stands, but also the unfair
and somewhat dishonest implication contained in the motion and the comments made by
Mr Hunt in regard to this matter.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-I have listened to both sides of
the debate with a great deal of Interest because I do not hold myselfup for one moment as
an expert on the planning procedures of the State. Although I have been appointed as the
National Party spokesman on this issue in recent times, I have yet to get control of that
brief.
The question posed by the Leader of the House as to when an announcement is to be
made on a project such as this is not the question. The question ought more properly to
have been: How is an announcement of this nature made?
If one casts one's mind back to when an announcement of the Victoria project was
made by the Premier in the pre-election atmosphere with all guns blazing, publicity from
every direction, and headlines on the front pages of both daily newspapers, the person in
the street could justifiably have come to the conclusion that all decisions had been made
and the project was a definite runner in that form and that the first sod was about to be
turned.
That, of course, makes the current hearing something of a sham; the people in the street
believe the decisions have all been made and the project is underway. They believe that
because of the way in which the announcement was made prior to the election. I suppose
it was a bit of controlled news making. There was a fair bit of that going on at the time. I
shall take just a moment to allude to a few other examples. With regard to the Alcoa
project, we were under the impression that everything in the garden was rosy, but what do
we have now? The Hyundai Corporation is pulling out. That was a bit of news media
control. The next example is the annual report of the State Insurance Office, which was

287

18

Planning Process

COUNCIL 24 April 1985

kept under wraps until after the election. That was an exercise in manipulation of the
media.
It is all very well for some people to suggest that the media behind the Iron Curtain is
controlled, but before the election, we had controlled media in this State. There have been
great blasts of publicity about what is to happen with this project at Museum station and
the people believed it was all going ahead, but from what the Minister has said today we
should not have drawn that conclusion. He said that we were always going to go through
the planning procedures and examine the interim development order and do all of those
things anyway.
It is obvious that the decision was announced prematurely because the plan envisages,
for example, using the car park at St Francis' Church. One would have assumed, in the
light of the announcement that was made by the Premier, that all of the landholders on
the site would have been signed up for the project, but we now find that the church had
been talked to but had given no commitment. It has now decided that it does not want to
be in the project and it does not want its car park taken over for the project. I should have
thought that that would have been one of the obvious loose ends to tie up before the
announcement was made.

I make a plea on behalf of St Francis' Church that its historic nature should not be
impinged upon by the project. It is the oldest church in Melbourne on its original site. I
understand that St lames Old Cathedral is older but it was shifted brick by brick at one
stage. St Francis' is the only Roman Catholic church in the central area of Melbourne and
it is probably used much more frequently than other churches of different denominations
that are also in the central area of Melbourne. Every effort should be made to ensure that
the precincts ofSt Francis' Church are not unduly compromised by the development.
When defending the steps that have been taken, the Minister said that it could never
have been envisaged when the planning procedures were formulated that such a massive
development as this could have come about in Melbourne.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-Those are not the words I used. That is your version of my
words.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-I took down the words used by the Minister. He said "It
could never have been envisaged". Does the Minister mean that just because this is a big
project we should overlook the laws and the procedures? In other words, is it one set of
circumstances for the big boys-because they will be spending $400 million-and another
set of circumstances for the small operator who may be spending only $500 OOO? Is that
what the Minister meant? Was he saying, "Because this is a big project, we can bend the
rules a bit. We can take a short cut here and a short cut there"?
The Hon. E. H. Walker-You don't know much about the procedures, do you?
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-I remind the Minister that I began my remarks by pointing
out that I was not an expert on planning, but one does not have to be an expert on planning
to draw the inference from his remarks today that he was saying, "If you are big enough,
we will get around the impediments." That is what he appeared to me to be saying. I
should have thought that that was a disastrous line to take, bearing in mind the frequent
criticisms made by the Minister-when he was a member of the Opposition at the timeabout the then Government and its upholding of its planning laws.
It sometimes seems to me that what happens in this Parliament is that, when one is on
the Opposition side of the House, one is full of virtue but, once one gets over to the
Government side of the Chamber, it is quite different. I do not think that is the way in
which we want to run this State.

Mr Hunt referred to the Moonee Valley lights and the sham inquiry that might have
taken place there. Perhaps that is another .example, similar to the Melbourne Cricket
Ground fiasco, of a decision being made by the Government in advance of the proced:ures.
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The Hon. G. A. Sgro-Are you against the lights?
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-No, I am not, and Mr Sgro might recall that the National
Party supported the lights at the Melbourne Cricket Ground. In his remarks today, the
Minister implied that the opposition parties, including the National Party, were against
the lights. That is not so. The National Party supported them right from the word go.
Presumably, that is why the Minister was prepared to bring the matter to Parliament to
have the decision made-he knew he had the numbers on that occasion.
In my view, Mr Hunt has exposed at least some doubts that have been raised in the
public mind about adherence to the planning procedures that are laid down. The honourable member showed quite clearly that the Premier was premature in making the announcement in the way that he did. The impression created in the minds of the public was
that everything was cut and dried and that, regardless of what objections they might have
had, they would not be in a position to either air or sustain those objections. I do not
believe the Minister has adequately answered the case put by Mr Hunt.
In raising the matter for debate in Parliament, the Opposition will have served notice
on the Government that it is under great scrutiny and that Parliament expects that the law
will be upheld and that the procedures will be properly carried out. It goes without saying
that if the procedures need amendment from time to time they should be amended, but
they should be amended in the proper way, not by ignoring them because it happens to be
inconvenient to abide by them. On that basis, the National Party supports the motion
moved by Mr Hunt.
The Hon. W. A. LANDERYOU (Doutta Galla Province)-I enter this debate largely as
a result of an invitation publicly given by the Leader of the Government. He indicated to
the House that from time to time some of his colleagues were in conflict with his interpretation of and adherence to the planning process. I am one of those who believes this State
and this country have a great future.
If one looks back to the time when the Labor Party formed the Government in Victoria
in 1982, one realizes that we were faced with a massive lack of confidence at all levels of
society, particularly in the investment area. The Australian Mutual Provident Society, a
traditional institutional investor in Victoria, had moved out and had said publicly that it
was not putting any more money into investment in Victoria. Why was that so? After we
talked-and I took part in the discussions as Minister-to the principals of that organization and to others, it became clear that they had, for almost a decade, been forced into the
decision because of growing bureaucratic red tape, Government indecision and a Premier-Dick Hamer-who would say "Yes" when he really meant "Maybe". He would
never say "No". There was complete indecision and that ruined investment in Victoria.

Mr Hunt well knows, because he was a Minister at the time and he lost the fight with
Mr Brian Dixon, who was also a Minister, about the introduction of economic development procedures. The Government of the day amended the law and established the
Economic Development Act, which gave emphasis to special projects. Honourable members will recall a crazy notion of the former Government called "new directions". They
will recall the establishment of the Ministry for Economic Development and the Ministry
for Employment and Training. That was all based on the premise that the Government
knew that investment confidence at that time had fallen to such a low that something had
to be done about it.
Section 8 of the Act gave the Minister power to declare projects to be special projects.
Mr Dixon might have lost some of the battles in Cabinet arguments at that time, but he
certainly beat Mr Hunt because he was telling the Government at the time that it must
take this action. One would not have needed much intelligence to come to the conclusion
that, because of inertia and indifference, a planning process had been created not only in
the Ministry for Planning, but also elsewhere, that reflected the need for drive and enthusiasm throughout all levels of government.
Session 1985-10
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In seeking to establish an enterprise in this State, one had to face approximately 184
planning steps at some level of the bureaucracy, whether imposed by local, State or Federal
Governments. The Minister for Planning and Environment may have an adherence to the
planning process that I perhaps do not share, but the same enthusiasm has meant that he
is a strict interpreter of the law. Only where he has had the power to intervene has he
intervened. That is unlike the Liberal Party in relation to the Alcoa project.
Honourable members should consider what the Liberal Party, when in ~overnment, did
to the community and the State simply because its colleague who is now In another place,
the honourable member for Portland, Digby Crozier, convinced it that it should not build
a smelter close to electricity supplies, where it should be, but at the other end of the State.
At the same time that the Liberal Government was makin$ those decisions in secret with
its friends, it was telling the public that the basis of deCisions for the Newport power
station was that electricity was losing some of its value the further it was transferred along
the line. However, that Government built the transmission line and decided to call for
tenders. It made all sorts of decisions in Cabinet without telling the public.
However, the Opposition has the audacity to come here and say that the best Minister
in respect of planning in the history of this State ought to be condemned by this House; by
a number of people who will not be here in a tew weeks as a result of the correct democratic
process. They will be thrown out of this Chamber, and rightly so. The Opposition is
attempting to condemn the Minister who leads the Government in this House, a Government that received 51 per cent of the vote in the last election, which is more than any
result the Liberal Party was able to achieve with the gerrymander that existed in this State
during its term of office.
The Hon. B. A. Chamberlain-What about the motion before the House?
The Hon. W. A. LANDERYOU-Very little was put forward by MrHunt in a coherent
and logical way. I suggest he was motivated simply by Mr Chamberlain, who has his eyes
on Mr Hunt's job. The motion relates to the creation of special projects. It was the first
attack in this session by the Leader of the Opposition in this House and it was against one
of the most competent Ministers, a Minister who, despite all the red tape, frustration and
legacy inherited from the previous Government, at least has a committed passion for this
State and its future. From listening to the spokesmen for the Liberal Party, I received the
impression that perhaps it would have been better in everyone's interest, particularly that
of the Liberal Party, if the Museum station were left as the bomb shelter and desecration
that it is.
Does the Opposition want to return to the history of disgraceful corruption involved in
the building of the Melbourne underground rail loop in which we ended up resiting the
line? Who made those decisions and why was the proper planning process not used?
Opposition members know, or, if they do not, they should ask Alan Hunt and Brian
Dixon. A similar situation applied in the decisions to relocate the underground rail loop
every time the State Government was in trouble. I have a commitment to say that this
Government did something about the Jolimont railway yards in using the unused air
space. It is 80 acres in the middle of Australia's most important city. It seems crazy to me
that it is left as vacant space. However, every time the previous Government was in
trouble, it trotted out this election promise to roof the railway yards. It lunched with the
main executives of the Melbourne Herald and Weekly Times Ltd. Concern was expressed
about the plummeting sales, and a promise was made to fix the situation. The former
Government said that after the election more people would be working for the organization and more people would be living in the city so that sales would increase. The
Melbourne Herald organization stayed loyal to the Liberal Party. That was a deliberate
act. Not only did the former Government have no intention of carrying out its promises,
but it also destroyed the confidence of the ordinary developer and investor who moved
out of Victoria.
The present Government, with all the minor mistakes it makes from time to time, has
been able to reintroduce investment confidence. Big investors such as banks and the
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Australian Mutual Provident Society are returning. From listening to Liberal spokespersons, I get the impression that it would be best if the lights at the Melbourne Cricket
Ground had not been built. That was not a major development project, but it was a major
difficulty that the Government overcame with significant skill.
The project in question is like all large projects. They present problems no matter who
is the Minister or which Government is in power. It is sheer humbug to condemn the
Minister who has been applying the planning processes.
The Hon. H. R. Ward-Do you apply that to the tennis site?
The Hon. W. A. LANDERYOU- Mr Ward ought to make up his mind as to whether
he is in favour of the Government addressing problems and coming up with solutions. He
may not believe it is in the interests of the Liberal Party that these projects should proceed,
but I know that he is an honest man and I think that in his private moments he will at
least concede that it is in the interests of the State to proceed with the project. The present
Minister inherited a mess in the Collins Street project because his predecessor discredited
the top end of Collins Street. The interim development orders are clear. Every:one understands them, including property owners, developers and investors. The Llberal Party
makes the mistake of overlooking areas in which the interim development order applies.
The Victoria project is so huge that it takes one's breath away. It might be beyond the
imagination of honourable members on the opposite side of the House that after 27 years
of their neglect, anyone has confidence to invest in this State. I congratulate the Government, not for the cynical reasons that Mr Baxter outlined-fancy introducing politics in
an election campaign!
The Hon. D. M. Evans-He is more interested in introducing truth into politics.
The Hon. W. A. LANDERYOU-In industry or the Legislative Council, the reality is
that Mr Baxter usually wants it both ways.
The Hon. A. J . Hunt-That is what the Minister wants.
The Hon. W. A. LANDERYOU-Mr Hunt cannot make up his mind on whether he
favours or opposes the project. If he is opposed to the millions of man hours that will be
employed in the construction of that site and ifhe is opposed to the concept of the construction, he ought to say so. He should not enter this Chamber mealy-mouthed and talk about
the process associated with it in light of the commitment by the former Government to a
project that, in my view, should never have proceeded where it is sited now. His Government raided the public purse by locking this State into a de facto partnership with that
company, regardless of the processes and principles involved. By committing the infrastructure to millions of dollars expenditure for the power line and other structures necessary
in the area of Portland, he locked this State into a partnership with Alcoa of Australia Ltd
on a de facto basis, well before we were forced to take steps to oppose it. Is he opposed to
Alcoa now?
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-Ofcourse not.
The Hon. W. A. LANDERYOU-Ifhe is not, he should give the Government the credit
it deserves for the initiatives that it has taken to try to straighten out that mess. He may
not like the facts.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-It was ready to proceed when you came to office.
The Hon. W. A. LANDERYOU-The Leader of the Opposition knows, as well as I do,
that Sir Arvi Parbo announced the mothballing of that project well prior to that election.
It was clear from discussions with the company that it was anxious both before and after
the election, because it was briefed as part of the election that certain matters could not be
disclosed. However, prior to the election the company made it known to the senior
Ministers of the outgoing Government that the chances of proceeding with the project at
the time were nil. It is deceitful for the Leader of the Opposition to suggest that he knew
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anything other than that the Alcoa project would be mothballed at that time. For all sorts
of reasons the company was persuaded not to make that announcement at the time.
The PRESIDENT-Order! I ask Mr Landeryou to return to the motion.
The Hon. W. A. LANDERYOU-I was responding to the interjection. Understanding
the Alcoa project process is important to understand the sheer hypocrisy of the motivation
behind the wording of the motion.
The wording of the motion casts aspersions on the Minister for Planning and Environment and in some way suggests that the House should ignore what went on in the past and
prior to the Labor Party obtaining office. The Minister, within the limitations imposed on
him, has been excellent in his administration of the portfolio and he has worked in the
interests of the State. In previous debates I have ~ven the example of the Minister's
handling of the issue of trail bike riders in the proVInce that I represent, and I challenge
the Leader of the Opposition and other honourable members to state whether they want
children in the north-western suburbs to be able to ride trail bikes safely-the Minister
was trying to make a safe place available for this activity.
The Hon. R. J. Long-What about the kids ofFrankston?
The Hon. W. A. LANDERYOU-Why should that problem not be addressed? All Mr
Long has to do is to represent those children, and take action.
The Hon. R. J. Long-That has been done.
The Hon. W. A. LANDERYOU-This is the first motion moved by the Leader of the
Opposition this session. He has endeavoured to say that his real concern is the integrity of
the planning process. He has ignored the need for both domestic and international investment in the State and for Melbourne to be the subject of correct and proper planning
procedures and perspectives.
For the first time in the history of this State, the Minister for Planning and Environment
has brought to that portfolio knowled$e and understanding of these issues which no
predecessor of his ever had. He is working towards developing a city of which everyone
can be proud. People can be proud both of the city and their heritage and of the achievements of the State. Victoria will go into the next decade with a far better planned Melbourne than was the case when the Labor Party inherited the Ministerial responsibilities
of Government upon the defeat of the Liberal Party Government.
The former Liberal Party Government walked away from almost every hard decision.
The Minister for Planning and Environment does not. Members of the Liberal Party may
well be frustrated at the ease of the Minister in cutting through some of the red tape that
the former Liberal Party Government created but, even so, they cannot deny his real
abilities as a Minister and his excellent motives for the actions he takes.
Planning issues always attract several points of view. Often there are many objectors to
a proposal, who have a whole range of bases for their objections. Accordingly, the Minister
then sticks strictly to the procedures that are laid down, and his correct adherance to those
procedures often frustrate those who want things done too quickly or without any consideration for opposing viewpoints.
It is total humbug of the Opposition to want to condemn a so-called failure of the
Minister for Planning and Environment. Not one incident has been cited during the debate
to support the Opposition's motion. Not one incident has been brought forward to show
where the Minister for Planning and Environment has allegedly failed to protect the
integrity of the planning process. The Minister replied to Mr Hunt with great skill and
clarity and with facts.

Obviously, to effect approval of the motion that has been moved, the Liberal Party,
with its friends of the corner party, will use its numbers-which are six or seven years old
now-and gain a pyrrhic victory for the voice of the conservatives. It must be disappoint292
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ing to those conservatives that Victoria has a Government that is committed to the proper
development of the State and of its principal city.
The Minister's achievements have resulted in a return of investor confidence in Melbourne. That return of confidence in Melbourne is a direct result of the Minister's integrity
and initiatives. Everyone understands the planning processes because, on the whole, the
Government sticks to it. In special circumstances, for policy reasons, the Government
has taken a particular attitude towards a project, but the planning processes still have been
adhered to. The real frustration of the Liberal Party is that the Government is being
successful in overseeing the development of the State, after years of neglect, and that the
State's development is becoming most beneficial to all Victorians.
Credit should be given where it is due. The Opposition's tactics in trying to attack the
Minister for Planning and Environment because of his commitment to the proper development of the State and of the city, and in its intention to use its numbers to achieve a
result, will not appeal to anyone. Anyone reading this debate in Hansard will soon conclude that this is a mealy-mouthed, petty motion that does not deserve the time spent
debating it.
The sitting was suspended at 12.56 p. m. until 2.4 p. m.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-In November 1982 I was
invited by the officers of the Ministry for Planning and Environment to attend the launching of the Minister's interim development order for central Melbourne. The presentation
was what one would expect from the Minister; it was clear, precise and contained pretty
pictures. He told us about the new regime for Melbourne and all those in attendance were
given the Melbourne central development manual, volumes 1 and 2. I shall begin the
debate by handing the document to the Minister for Planning and Environment and ask
him to tear it apart, page by page, because that is the basis on which the Minister has
approached the debate.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-What nonsense!
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-One must forget about saying to the public that a
set of rules governing development in inner Melbourne exists. Now there is only one rule;
if a person ~oes to the Minister with a good story he will let him have his own way. The
alternative IS to approach the Premier, who will tap the Minister on the shoulder, and will
be told to go ahead and develop one's project. That is the substance of the Minister's
statement to the House. The Minister is really saying that instead of having a detailed
interim development order for inner Melbourne, as it is contained in the manual and
associated documents, one should have a blanket interim development order which requires all projects to have only the personal consent of the Minister. The Minister may
delegate some of the more major responsibilities but all one has to be particularly concerned about is whether the Minister approves. One can forget the manual because a new
set of rules is in vogue.
If one had read the Australian Labor Party's policy documents or considered any of the
promises made before 1982, one would have had certain expectations about planning
rules. The developers and planners would have expected to have had a series of documents
on development in inner Melbourne and would have had some knowledge of the Government's master plan. In a number of documents reference is made to the development of
concept plans. My Leader in this House has spelled out to honourable members the
concept plan approach that has applied in the past and how it can be used successfully
because it sets certain parameters.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-You would have to admit that the interim development order
concept was good.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-The Opposition does not object to that concept. It
supported the document but the Minister has carried the concept further, and that is what
concerns the Opposition. As my Leader in this House said, the Opposition is concerned
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about the expectations held by the planning industry of this Minister and his Government
on how the planning process should work. In the 1982 Australian Labor Party document
on conservation and planning-the Labor Party did not have such a policy for this
election-it stated:
A Labor Government will not just pay lip service to planning; it will ensure the plans are implemented by
requiring a co-ordinated approach from all departments and authorities.

In another Australian Labor Party document titled "Working for Melbourne", it states:
The Labor councillors will endeavour to urge the State Government to ensure that all metropolitan planning
instruments are consistent with the philosophy of the 1974 Melbourne strategy plan and to introduce the same
planning controls for city fringe (mixed use) areas outside the municipality of Melbourne as apply within the
City of Melbourne.

The expectations one might have had after reading that document are expanded upon
further where it states that individuals would have a say in the development of the basic
planning parameters for Melbourne. Item 10.7 of that document states:
To ensure that individuals and community groups are able to make meaningful and informed contribution to
the development of planning controls and instruments and to the decision-making on particular developments.

The final point made in that item is:
To ensure that all major developments are well publicized in advance and that information is readily available.

The "advance publicity" was an announcement to the public that an agreement had been
reached with a preferred tenderer on the site of the Victoria project. It is difficult to
understand how one can say that the Minister's actions are consistent with his party's
policy. The Minister defended his action on the Melbourne Cricket Ground light towers
issue, which was similar. He said the procedures as set out in the law were not sufficient to
deal with the problem.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-They were thwarted.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-Yes, but the law was insufficient to deal with the
circumstances at the time. Honourable members debated that issue in this House.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-Twice.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-Yes, twice, in late 1983 and in 1984 when the
Minister for Planning and Environment introduced his Bill. If problems have been confronted with the legislation, why has proposed legislation not been introduced to deal with
the planning policy?
That was band-aid treatment. I remind the Minister that since he has been on the
Government side of the House as Minister for Planning and Environment, he has time
and again promised legislation to reform planning laws in this State.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-It's coming.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-It is coming, yes, but the Minister promised it
would be in the House in April 1984. That is twelve months ago. How far along the track
is its approval? The issues the Minister dealt with today could have been addressed by
that proposed legislation.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-The Board of Works is coming in on this. We have to do the
right thing.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-Yes, of course, we will speak about that later on.
Currently, the law in this State prescribes procedures for projects such as this, even
though the Minister is the ultimate supremo for inner Melbourne planning; with the crook
of his finger and the movement of his pen he can change the face of this city forever. The
Minister has the power to decide the shape of this city into the next century. Existing laws
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provide procedures for change and the Minister has had adequate opportunity to effect
those changes-which he has not made-and he has failed to observe them.
This project has a short list of six tenderers.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-Five of those brought back final submissions.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-From that group oftenderers, one was accepted as
the preferred developer. Before the State election, an announcement was made accompanied by a big fanfare. At this stage, very little homework has been done.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-That is not right.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-I hope the Minister is not inviting me to open up
a whole area of argument that I had no intention of entering into.
Only one rule is being promulgated in proposed amendment No. 27 to the City of
Melbourne Central City Interim Development Order 1982:
Notwithstanding Condition 19.1-

Which states the development shall generally in accordance with a set of plans annexed
hereto and entitled "Victorian proposal by EKG Developments Ltd", and so on.
the Minister for Planning and Environment may agree in writing to variations from the plans provided the
Minister for Planning and Environment is satisfied that such variations will not substantially increase the
external dimensions of the building.

That outline generally informs the public of Victoria on what is proposed. It asks for
public comment. However, the Minister may make any variation he wishes so long as he
does not substantially increase the external dimensions of a building. He can substantially
reduce them. No conceptual plans exist as a guide. No rules in relation to this proposal
have been laid down except that the Minister will not substantially increase the dimensions of a building.
What is ultimately approved by the Minister might be entirely different from what has
been proposed. There might be no atrium, or it might be on an entirely different scale to
what was proposed. There might be an entire mix of uses. For example, the whole building
might be designated commercial office space and one could imagine the impact that that
would have on the commercial office rental market throughout the city.
There could be fewer areas for public use because there is an enormous area within the
atrium-that great, glass, tent-like feature-for the public benefit. The ultimate project
may contain none of that. I am spelling out for the House that no rules exist for the rules
that the Minister ultimately decides to put into effect. It is also possible, as Mr Hunt
pointed out, that the successful tenderer that is accepted may not be as good as one of the
other four or five tenderers. It is also possible that the way in which the Minister manages
the proposal, because he has a carte blanche on changes, could mean that the approved
concept of the development by EKG Developments Ltd is entirely different from what was
proposed.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-You do not trust my judgment?
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-I am just considering the possibilities. The tender
by the approved company could be inferior to one of the projects that was rejected.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-In other words, you do not want the project to be set in
concrete, you want more flexibility.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-I am coming to that point as I believe it is important. As I indicated earlier, if the project ends up to be considerably different from what
has been proposed, what does that do for the tender process? After all, this project was
advertised internationally calling for tenders based on a set of rules.
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The Hon. E. H. Walker-It is not a tender, it is an expression of interest. There is a big
difference.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-Yes, an expression of interest! Ultimately, however, the Minister's document refers to the successful tenderer.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-"In the end" is what is stated.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-Yes, but we must be careful to examine what this
does to the integrity of the tender process.
Many people have expressed concern at the manner in which this project has been
exposed to the public and the opportunity given to the public to comment on it. Comments have been made by people such as Mr John Bayley, the former Chairman of the
Town and Country Plannin~ Board and by Sir Alfred Kemsley, who is well-known to the
Minister and many others In this House. They express their concern, as has the Royal
Australia Planning Institute (Victorian Division) on the methods used to implement this
project. One of the points made is that the project is of such a massive scale that it will
have a dramatic effect on the face of Melbourne as it moves into the next century, yet all
the relevant information has not been made available to the public.
The Minister has stated that he has advertised in newspapers and asked for comment
and input from the public. However, all the relevant information is not available. I refer
specifically to matters such as the impact on traffic flows in inner Melbourne. The Minister
will recall that I wrote to him on this issue and suggested he should make available the
studies that had already been carried out so that the public could consider the study in the
context of the over-all development.
The Minister, in responding to my query, assured me the information would be available in due course, but that other processes were in train at present in relation to this
project. Where does that leave people who wish to comment on the proposal now?
The panel has almost concluded its deliberations but the public has still been denied
information on possible traffic movements. That information is available to the Government. This concern was expressed by people such as Mr John Bayley, Sir Alfred Kemsley
and the Royal Australia Planning Institute.
The bottom line has really been hinted at by my colleague, Mr Long; that it is the
intention of the Government for this project to go ahead regardless of what the panel says.
It is clear that there is a basic commitment for this project to go ahead. That does not
mean the Minister has a closed mind on various aspects of the project.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-That is right.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-However, I am sure the Minister must agree the
Government is committed to the project going ahead. Given that that is so, we have the
same position as existed in relation to the Melbourne Cricket Ground lights. That, too,
was a firm commitment by the Government. What the Government does-again the
Minister has had advice from the Royal Australia Planning Institute on this approach-is
when it sees the need for this type of project, it uses its power as the Government to adopt
the project and give it the go ahead but makes it known to the public at large that that is
its intention.
There are no pretences that there is some opportunity for people to convince the
Government that the Victoria project should not go ahead, for whatever planning reason.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-You can alter or vary the project if there are complaints.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-Yes, that is the role planning should play, but it
should be done on the clear basis that the project has been adopted by the Government
and that it will go ahead as a matter of Government policy. The Minister for Planning and
Environment did not do that with the Melbourne Cricket Ground lights and he has not
done it with this project.
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The Hon. E. H. Walker-They are different.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-They are different, but the principle is the same.
This is a project in which the Government will be a real partner because the project will
be built on a large proportion of publicly owned land in the heart of Melbourne. The
Minister stated that the planning system is tortuous and that there is a need to streamline
it, and the Opposition agrees with that. The policies of the Oppositon are consistent with
the Government's thrust in relation to planning. We are all in the same boat because we
believe the planning system should be simpler and that decisions should be arrived at
more quickly. However, at the same time the plannin$ process must preserve the rights of
the community but, in the light of Labor Party policy, It should not have a strong influence
on the Government's decision. In this case the planning process is merely an expensive
charade.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-It is not a charade; there will be a project.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-That is the first point that needs to be noted: This
project will go ahead.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-No, there will be a project.
The Hon. B. A CHAMBERLAIN-A project will go ahead on this site with perhaps
some change of configuration. That is the intention of the Government regardless of what
people say about the plan and regardless of what Mr Kemsley, Mr Bayley and others say.
The Government policy should be that the project will go ahead.
The Opposition proposes that the Government should make a categorical statement to
that effect.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-It is too soon.
The Hon. B. A CHAMBERLAIN-The Minister should read the press release of the
Premier.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-You believe it is all tied up, signed, sealed and delivered!
The Hon. B. A CHAMBERLAIN-I suggest the Minister should look at some of the
television advertisements produced by the Labor Party prior to the last election where the
Victoria project and other projects played a part. It was clear that the Victoria project
would proceed. The Government made a commitment that this project would proceed on
that site with perhaps some variation.
The Minister should make clear to the public that the process of planning is not to argue
whether the project is good in a planning sense but to make suggestions to the Government
that slight changes should be made to remove certain undesirable features.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-It is not all in place. You are premature.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-The Minister is telling the House that what the
Premier told the public in his pre-election advertisements is not the case. Once again the
Victorian public has been misled by the Government, as Mr Baxter said, on half a dozen
major issues. Now the Minister is saying that there is no commitment to this project.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-Read the press release! Read what the Premier said!
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-I have it in front of me. The Leader of the Opposition has already introduced that document. There is a pretence that in some way this
panel will influence the Victoria project, or has the possibility of influencing it, and that it
may not proceed. The Government should be committed to the project, regardless of what
the panel comes up with.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-It is a specious argument.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-It is not a specious argument.
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The Hon. E. H. Walker-You say you cannot make decisions until everything is down.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-You want to have it both ways.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-Yes, that is the problem. The Minister finds himself falling between two stools and, by doing that, he is not adopting a consistent approach.
What he has espoused today is exactly the same mistake he made with the Melbourne
Cricket Ground lights. Unfortunately the Minister has not learned from that project.
When the Minister was a member of the panel inquiring into the Melbourne Cricket
Ground lights, the only change the panel process proposed involved the size of the towers,
which were marginally reduced.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-And tapered cylinders.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-Yes, the panel was simply tinkering. However,
residents of East Melbourne were led to believe they would have a right to influence the
basic decision on whether those lights went ahead.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-Their lawyers thwarted the project and the matter had to
come here.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-There are certain ways the Government should
have handled this project. If the Government announced that the project would go ahead
as a matter of Government policy, the people affected would have been under no disillusionment about the nature of the Government's action, and any input they had would be
limited to having some slight effect on the configuration but not on the basic issues. In this
case the panel is forced to go through shadow play because despite anything it recommends, the project will still go ahead.
I ask the Minister whether there are any rules in relation to planning of the inner
Melbourne area, given this example. In November 1982 the Minister introduced his
interim development order report.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-A good document.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-Yes, it was a good document and the Opposition
supported the associated documents on historical preservation. However, the Government should carefully consider what the document stated about detail. The Minister has
now introduced a project which sits uncomfortably with his own interim development
order. Page 90 of the document is headed "Museum Station Precinct-No. 15 Precinct
Objectives." The policy of the Minister states that planning which is introduced must be
introduced with the objectives of a planning scheme. I point out what the policy document
stated before the 1982 election. The objectives of this order are:
(a) to reinforce the role of the precinct as part of the established retail core. . .

The Hon. E. H. Walker-Mr Hunt has been through these.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-I know that,but the Minister did not listen. It
continues:
by facilitating the establishment of retail and compatible uses;

The Hon. E. H. Walker-Retail!
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-Yes, retail.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-There is a major retail area next to the Museum station.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-It is basically an office building. The lower stages
are retail but the upper stages supply two years' commercial space for Melbourne. I cannot
see in this document any reference to this major development of office space. It continues:
(b) to encourage the street frontage design of any major new development associated with the Museum station
site to have regard to the scale and function of the development's opposite in Elizabeth Street and Swanston
Street.
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The proposed Victoria project will dwarf Elizabeth Street and Swanston Street. I do not
know how the Minister can say the project is a development on the scale and function of
high-rise development. The document continues:
(c) to facilitate the establishment of short term public car parking stations to primarily serve the established
retail core;

Where are they? I requested the information from the Minister by letter some weeks ago
and the Minister refused to supply it.
The next item states:
(cl) to ensure that new development in close proximity to St. Francis' Church is compatible with its scale,

character and open surrounding space;

I remind the Minister of the action he took about two weeks ago on the proposed redevelopment of the building previously occupied by Clark Rubber Ltd, alongside St Paul's
Cathedral in Flinders Street, which was to be used for what I would call a badly-designed
black stump. One of the reasons for that project being knocked back by the Minister was
that it would overshadow the church.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-It was to do with height limits.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-The height limits were not there at that stage. The
Minister had blanket control and the reason why that project was knocked back was that
it would overshadow that historic church. The Victoria project includes a development
four or five times higher than the proposed Flinders Street development.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-In a suitable location.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-Is the Minister saying it will meet with his interim
development order, which refers to being compatible with the scale ofSt Francis' Church?
Item (e) states:
(e) to enhance the character and low scale of the area in the vicinity of the historic shot tower and more
generally at the eastern end of that part of Little Lonsdale Street within the precinc~;

The Minister will allow the shot tower to be covered by something that is twice as high.
How anyone can argue that that is consistent with the Minister's interim development
order confounds the imagination. Finally it says:
(f) to ensure that new development along Swanston Street opposite the State Library is compatible with the
scale and open space nature of the Library garden and Museum Station entry forecourt.

That is where the Minister's ultimate power on this project is so important, because he
has the ability to decide that final mix of public and non-public uses. It is very important
that, when he gives the project the go ahead, he ensures that item (f) of his guidelines is
adhered to.
Clearly, the planning process in Melbourne-and it has been recognized that it has
problems and the Minister and those on this side of the House are committed to improving it-has become outmoded. It will not be the process again in Melbourne. The process
in Melbourne will be to see the Minister tug his sleeve and say, "Listen mate, this is the
sort of project that Melbourne needs." That is the only rule that will apply in Melbourne
and that will apply to the entire development of the city. It is that sort of law of the jungle
that will cause the Government the greatest difficulty.
The House divided on the motion (the Hon. F. S. Grimwade in the chair).
Ayes
21
Noes
18
Majority for the motion
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PAIR

AUSTRALIAN WHEAT BOARD
The Hon. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-I move:
That this House condemns the proposal of the Federal Minister for Primary Industry, the Honourable J. C.
Kerin, to abandon the longstanding practice of grower election of ten members of the Australian Wheat Board
by substituting in lieu selection of one only grower member from each State by a committee and, in so doing,
cutting grower representation by 50 per cent, and calls on the Victorian and Federal Governments to endorse
and implement strongly held grower opinion that two members from each State continue to be directly elected
by growers.

The motion is designed to achieve an expression of opinion of the House on one of the
most blatant attempts of recent times to destroy the basic fabric and reason for the success
of the grain-growing industry in recent decades. The National Party wants to give the
Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs an opportunity of making known where he
stands on the proposed restructuring of the Australian Wheat Board.
Victoria is a major grain-growing State. Measured in export income, wheat forms a vital
part of Australia's largest primary production industry. Victoria has a direct involvement
and interest in ensurin~ that this major industry flourishes, as it has in the past. The
Federal Minister for Pnmary Industry, Mr Kerin, and his Government have set out to
tamper with the board, which has been designed to work for the wheat industry and grain
growers. In the past, board members have been elected and paid for by the grain growers.
The board is the property of neither the Federal Minister for Primary Industry in Canberra
nor the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs in Victoria. It belongs to the grain
growers in Australia, because they are the people who put the board there; they have
funded it and it is theirs.
The Federal Minister for Primary Industry has told grain growers what they can and
cannot do with their board. He has told them that he wants to reduce by half the number
of grower representatives on the board, and· that is the crux of the issue. Mr Kerin is
seeking to destroy one of the most successfully organized primary production industries
in Australia.
In the dark ages of the wheat industry there was no wheat stabilization and orderly
marketing; grain growers were pitted against fellow grain growers, neighbour against
neighbour, undercuttin$ one another in an endeavour to sell their wheat and agents
exploited individual grain growers and played them off one against the other. The industry
was on its knees due to an absence of organization and control.
Grain growers have fou~t hard to achieve stability in the industry through the formation of a board that contains grower representation from each State and which works in
the interests of the grain growers themselves. The board has created stability in the
industry.
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The wheat industry has flourished and become one of the most efficient in the world.
Even though the Australian grain producer is saddled with various Government charges,
he is envied by the grain grower in the United States of America because the American
grain grower is not represented by an equivalent wheat board.
The American grain grower sells his grain through agents. There is no national control
of the American wheat industry and, as a result, the American grain grower views the
Australian Wheat Board with envy. Last year when I visited the United States of America,_
I was told in Oklahoma that the Australian Wheat Board is tough, strong, successful and
envied by much of the grain-producing world.
The Hon. R. I. Knowles-They have the record on the board.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-The record is on the board. The Australian Wheat Board has
managed to sell wheat in even the most difficult of circumstances. In the 1970s Australia
had to sell wheat on time payment to places such as Egypt. The Australian Wheat Board
developed new markets in China when it was not fashionable to trade with China. Now
Australia sells wheat to Russia, the Middle East and all over the world and the Australian
grain grower has a board that has been successful in promoting his interests.
Even this year during the grain-selling season, when there is an enormous glut on the
world markets, the Australian Wheat Board has sold 9 million tonnes of wheat on the
world market out of a maximum of 15 million tonnes that it had proposed to sell during
this season, which has been one of the toughest on record.
The Australian Wheat Board has done a magnificent job in selling 9 million tonnes of
wheat. Recently the board negotiated the sale of 600 000 tonnes of wheat to China, which
takes its total purchases this year to more than 1·5 million tonnes. Australia's wheat
production is not great when compared to the world scene but it is a reasonable percentage
of world production, which is approximately 500 million tonnes.
At present the world wheat stock stands at 128 million tonnes in excess of the requirements. Exporters are holding approximately 70 million tonnes of wheat and the annual
world trade in wheat is approximately 103 million tonnes. Australia contributes approximately 16 million tonnes to annual world trade, which is approximately 16 per cent. That
is not a large amount but represents an excellent effort by the Australian Wheat Board.
I know the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs is interested in the subject. The
National Party has always supported the need for producer boards to have a majority of
producer representatives and the right to elect those producer representatives. Each of the
five States has two elected grower members on the Australian Wheat Board, and that has
been the case for a long time because those representatives have been successful.
I could name many outstanding representatives on the board who have served the State
well. I refer to persons such as Jim Nuske, Cliff Everett, Miles Burke, Vin Delahunty and
Barry Bishop in the Mallee. They are all outstanding people who have served the industry
and its growers well.

When one takes all of these matters into account, one could well ask why Mr Kerin
wants to change things. Why does he want to tear this board apart? Why does he want to
do something that the grain producers do not want? It is their board. However, Mr Kerin
is imposing this from above in the belief that he knows best and he wants to change things.
It seems that the Labor Government in Victoria and the Federal Government want to
change the situation, sometimes for no apparent ~ood reason. I have tried to find a reason
why this change is necessary. The Federal MinIster for Primary Industry has said that
there needs to be better expertise now in the more professional field of marketing and so
on.
In a letter I received from the Federal Minister last year dated 22 August 1984, in reply
to a letter that I wrote on behalf of the National Party expressing concern about the move,
the Minister stated:
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Because the responsibilities for finance and marketing have become so diverse, growers can only be confident
that the board is achieving the best net return for them, if its members understand international finance, exchange
rates, futures hedging, grain trading and producing. Consequently it is imperative that board members be not
drawn predominantly from growers.

What a lot of rubbish! The hardest thing in the grain industry is to grow the grain. The
growers know the problems of growing grain and handling it, and they possess most
knowledge about the industry. The Minister can bring in the expertise, which the Federal
Minister did last year when he added four new members to the Australian Wheat Board
as an interim measure. However, in doing so, he does not have to cut the grower representation by half. That is what the Federal Minister is doing. The Minister also stated:
The board too has to understand the views of growers and benefit from the practical experience of wheat
production possessed by growers. I see this communication and liaison between the board and growers being the
responsibility of the Australian Wheat Growers Federation and involving the board as a whole and not just
grower members.

In fact, the wheat board has developed over a long period with the confidence of the
industry because of the liaison that exists directly between growers and the grower representatives on the board. People such as Mr Barry Bishop and former grower representatives on the Australian Wheat Board work hard. They are constantly moving around and
attending meetings of grain growers, such as group meetings of the Victorian Farmers and
Graziers Association. They are constantly moving also among producers and, because of
that, a liaison has developed with the board and the confidence of wheat growers in the
board has also been strong. Why does Mr Kerin want to tear it apart? The National Party
believes it is basically to try to socialize the industry and to obtain more Government
power in the selection of representatives on the board and more control over the industry.
That can be the only motive behind Mr Kerin's move.
When one examines the proposed restructuring of the board, one can see that the
Federal Minister has great power, and that that increased power reduces the input from
grain growers. In the Minister's proposal, grain growers will not even get a vote on who
goes on the board on their behalf. Mr Kerin first dropped this proposal in the lap of the
wheat industry early last year. His proposal at the time was severe; it was basically to cut
the grower representation by half and to appoint people with special expertise to the board.
At a later stage he had to back offfrom that proposal, and I shall explain that in a moment.
As reported in Federal Hansard of 13 September 1984 in a debate on the Wheat
Marketing Bill 1984 presented by Mr Kerin in the House of Representatives, the Minister
stated:
As soon as possible I will be replacing the current representatives of the flour millers and the unions-and the
position of finance member-with experts in finance and marketing as well as appointing an additional member
for expertise in Government affairs.
In addition, from 1 July next year . . . .

That is, this year. . . . the board will operate with a minimum of 10 members comprising the current grower chairman, one
grower member from each State and the four new non-grower members mentioned above. As well the Act will
leave open the option of the Government being able to appoint up to six additional members, one of which could
be the managing director, and up to five of which would be selected from growers nominated by the AWF. I will
conduct a review ofthe AWB's performance in about May next year in order to decide how many, if any, ofthe
six additional members will commence their terms from I July 1985.

With the pressure of the Federal election coming up and the growing controversy developing amongst the grain growers of Australia, Mr Kerin then backed off and shelved the
plans for the restructure of the board until now, when it has been· again floated. The
election is over, and Mr Kerin is out in the open with his radical plans to reorganize the
board. The previous membership of the Australian Wheat Board was composed of the
following persons: The chairman, a finance member, a representative of flour mill owners,
a representative of employees, and two grain growers representing wheat growers in New
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South Wales, and in Victoria-this is, two in each State-Queensland, South Australia
and Western Australia.
Mr Kerin subsequently added four specialists to that number, which made it a fifteenmember board. His new plan is to basically slash the grower representation in half. In a
press release of 9 April this year the Federal Minister for Primary Industry outlined the
severity of his new proposals. The release states, under the heading "Government Decides
Wheat Board Structure";
The Minister for Primary Industry, Mr John Kerin, today announced that the Government has decided the
new structure for the Australian Wheat Board.

Honourable members should bear in mind that the press release says, "that the Government has decided", and not the grain growers of Australia. The press release continues:
. . . The restructured AWB would consist of 11 members to be made up of the following:
1 Full time grower Chair.
5 grower members; made up of one from each mainland State, with an alternate or proxy grower member from
each State.
1 Government member.
4 members with special Qualifications.
Mr Kerin said that the Chair and the Government member would be selected by the Minister for Primary
Industry; the rest would be selected by a Selection Committee.
The Selection Committee will be made up of an independent Chair selected by me, 5 grower members selected
by the Australian Wheatgrowers Federation, the Chairman of the AWB and two National Farmers' Federation
(NFF) nominees, including the NFF President-

The situation which is of most concern in this case relates to two factors. It is of concern
that the actual effective grower representation from each State is cut from two to one and
that is a severe move. Grain growers have always wanted two members of the board to be
grower representatives. However, it is common for grower representatives to be required
to go overseas. Mr Kent can laugh, as he does so often, but he does not carry any weight
in the grain industry. He goes down on record as a bitter failure. When the growers looked
to him for leadership and for assistance for the industry, he turned his back and walked
away. The Government Ministers will not talk to the growers; they are too frightened to
face the music, and Mr Crabb, the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs, and
all the rest of them are in the same category. As I said, the grower representatives on the
board sometimes have to go overseas. They have accompanied missions to China or the
Middle East in an effort to sell Australian grain, and it is an important part, in my opinion,
of the liaison that has developed between Australia, the producer, the seller and the buying
nations. It gives board members an understanding of the world market scene and helps to
build up liaison. Australian $f.owers have benefited to a large extent. While the growers'
representative is overseas, WIth Mr Kerin's new plan, the growers will have no representation on the board. In future, instead of having two representatives to develop liaison
with grain growers throughout the wide area of grain production, growers will have only
one representative. That is a total impossibility for people such as Mr Barry Bishop to
meet their commitments.
Meetin~s are attended every night and Mr Bishop has worked flat out to meet his
responsibIlities. However, he cannot do it on his own. This severe backward step is not
accepted by grain growers.

The president of the grains division of the Victorian Farmers and Graziers Association,
Mr Michael Cock, made the position clear in a recent statement when he said that the
position was totally non-negotiable and that there would be no backdown from the stand
to retain two grower representatives from each State on the board. The statement that the
position was not negotiable was repeated as recently as last night.
In the Stock and Land of 11 April 1985 Mr Cock is reported as having said that he was
incensed and bitterly disappointed. He is further reported as having said, inter alia:
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Victorian growers will always demand the right to elect two growers to the Board.
"Who does the Board belong to," asked Mr Cock.
"Under the new pricing arrangements for the guaranteed minimum prices, the Government in reality is bearing
little or no risk, so why should it control the Board?"
Mr Cock said it was a farce to think that because there would be a grower chairman and five grower representatives on the Beard, that the Board would be controlled by growers.
Mr Cock said that under the present selection process, the way was open for the Board to contain grower
members who oppose grower organizational policy.

These comments lead back to the second most alarming feature. Individual grain growers
have a right-although some do not exercise it-to elect their grower representatives. This
does not happen in all States, and I think I am right in saying that it does not happen in
Western Australia and Queensland. However, the other three States, including Victoria,
have the election process.
There is a great danger in having a selection committee appoint a representative to such
an important position. One could have a club-type atmosphere where a representative
who suits the selection committee and the individuals on that committee may be selected
against a representative chosen by the growers. Very often the representative cannot be
popular with both the growers and the selection panel. Sometimes the representative must
be unpopular in the eyes of the leadership of some of the farming organizations so that he
can be a stronger representative in the eyes of individual growers. In Victoria individual
growers have a right to elect their representatives. It is dangerous to depart from that
policy.
At present wheat stabilization in Australia is under threat from people who do not
understand what it is like to operate without a wheat stabilization scheme. Some people
speak about the free marketing of wheat and the freeing up of the Australian wheat trade.
That is the largest single threat to the industry and such a policy would undermine the
advantages that have been achieved. The ~owers would never elect a representative who
was intent upon moving away from a stabIlization scheme.
I am not sure that a selection committee would have such a strong policy on that issue.
Any policy it might have would not be as strong as that of the individual growers, and
such a committee may elect a representative who does not have the same commitment as
the existing representative. A grave danger exists that the wrong person may be selected to
represent the growers. Such a representative would not be accountable to the grain growers; he would be accountable to some selection committee and especially to the Minister.
If that were the case the Australian Wheat Board would consist of members who were
careful not to rock the boat or upset the Minister and the selection panel, which would be
responsible for their future appointments. That is not the type of representative that the
grain growers want on the Australian Wheat Board. Messrs Nuske and Everett, who
represented the growers previously, were tough fighters and were feared and respected for
the way in which they stood up for the industry. Mr Kent knows those gentlemen and I
am sure he appreciates that they were tough and strong. They did not have to bow to the
wishes of the Federal Minister for Primary Industry or some selection committee. They
were accountable to the growers and, if the growers thought they were performing a good
job, they were re-elected. There is a grave danger not only that growers will lose their voice
and representation, but also that the representation from Victoria may be wrong.
What has been the Victorian position? What is the attitude of the Victorian Government? On 3 October 1984 I Questioned the former Minister of Agriculture about representation on the board. In answer to my Question, as reported at page 445 of Hansard, the
Minister said:
I have made it clear to the Federal Minister for Primary Industry and the Victorian grain industry that I
support the proposals for a reduction in the number of grower representatives. That view has already been
conveyed.
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Those were the words of the former Minister of Agriculture who was supposed to stand
up for the industry and provide Victoria's voice on the Australian Wheat Board. However,
that was in the past. One might ask the current Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs
where he stands with respect to the interests of grain growers.
The reason I moved the motion was to give the Minister an opportunity of explaining
how he intends to ensure that Victorian grain growers have a greater representation on the
board so that the representation remains at two persons and growers retain the right to
elect their own representatives. The growers neec:. the support of the Minister on these two
key features for which it wants him to fight on their behalf.
It is important to remember that the wheat industry is one of the major industries, if
not the major industry, in Victoria. The Minister must make a strong statement of support
in the interests of growers. If the Minister is willing to provide that support, the growers
want him to convey it to the Federal Minister for Primary Industry.

If the motion is agreed to by the Legislative Council today, I should like the Minister to
convey its contents to his Federal counterpart. The growers want him to ensure through
the Australian Agricultural Council that their views are conveyed to the Federal Minister.
The growers have no one to turn to other than the State Minister. Federal representatives
of the National Party in Canberra are working hard towards achieving the same end.
Federal members of Parliament such as Messrs Peter Fisher, Bruce Lloyd and Peter
McGauran are totally committed and have made a strong stand in Canberra against the
proposal. The National Party looks to the State Minister to convey the views of Victorian
grain growers to Canberra.
This support is paramount for the future of the grain industry. I understand the Bill will
be dealt with in the Senate this week and, if the Federal Minister for Primary Industry is

successful in destroying the board-and that appears to be what the end result will be-it
will be the first and probably the most significant step in recent decades towards the
destruction of Australia's greatest industry-an industry that has been built on stabilization and a wheat board that has served outstandingly since its establishment.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I am happy to
respond to the motion put forward by Mr Dunn. It was probably placed on the Notice
Paper so that Mr Dunn could make known his views on what is essentially a Federal issue.
However, it does have consequences for Victoria. This Chamber offers the opportunity to
members of the Opposition, particularly on a Wednesday, of making their feelings known
on such issues as this, and Mr Dunn has done that. He has probably overstated his case as
he made it sound as though I have a marvellous, magic power to fix up things in the way
that he would like. Apart from not having that power, I would not fix them up in quite the
way he suggests.
Mr Dunn began by stating that he wanted to hear my views on the matter. He finished
his contribution by indicating that he wanted me to assure him that I would support the
motion and take the matter to my colleague in Canberra, the Minister for Primary Industry, Mr Kerin.
Mr Dunn made some interesting comments. He made a strong statement indicating
that he believes the Australian Wheat Board belongs to the growers. He said that and
appeared to be suggesting that the Australian Parliament does not belong to the people of
Australia. He was implying that Mr Kerin is not elected in the same way as growers, or
does not have the right to be involved as a member of the Australian Government in the
orderly marketing of wheat, as do the growers. Mr Dunn almost implied that it would be
in everyone's best interests if Governments were not involved and for the Australian
Wheat Board to fully comprise growers.
I do not believe he means that; if so, he is returning to a point when no orderly marketing
of wheat or no wheat stabilization plan existed. I am sure he does not want that. I am
certain Mr Dunn wants Governments to be involved in the marketing of wheat in an
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aggressive fashion. The question is how is that best done. To say that the wheat board
belongs to the growers is misleading because it implies that Governments should not be
involved. Mr Dunn must accept that Governments must take responsible action on this
issue and have every right and responsibility to be involved.
I shall now reflect on Mr Dunn's arithmetic. On a number of occasions, Mr Dunn made
the comment that grower representation on the wheat board has been cut by half. That
means, for example, that if the wheat board consisted of sixteen people and ten were
grower representatives, for grower representation to be cut by half, the ten representatives
would become five. That is accurate arithmetic. Anyone reading Mr Dunn's comments in
H ansard would understand that that was the type of arithmetic he meant.
The board currently comprises sixteen members with eleven grower representativesten plus the chairman. Growers represent 69 per cent of the membership. The determination by Mr Kerin is that six of eleven persons of the new board will be growers. That is 55
per cent grower representation-grower representation will be reduced from 69 per cent
to 55 per cent. IfMr Dunn had argued that case, it would have been more qualified. He
would find it difficult to inform honourable members that 55 per cent is not a majority; it
is not a reduction by half in anyone's langua~e. Mr Dunn's comments that grower representation will be cut by half exaggerates the CIrcumstances.
I shall clarify some of the points put forward by Mr Dunn. The proposal from Mr Kerin
was released late in 1984. It is correct that the previous Minister of Agriculture, the
Honourable D. E. Kent, responded to a question from Mr Dunn indicating that he, on
behalf of the Government, supported the proposal. It is also correct that at that point a
review was put in train by Mr Kerin. However, that review has not altered his original
intent. On 9 April, Mr Kerin determined to proceed with his proposal.
This. issue is primarily a concern of the Federal Government, and Mr Dunn does not
resile from that.· Complementary legislation which provides the legal framework under
which the Australian Wheat Board operates has been established on the authority of
Commonwealth and State Parliaments. Mr Dunn is aware that, in that sense, there is
representation of both State and Commonwealth Governments.
The responsibilities of the States are primarily to ensure that producers are represented,
but they also must ensure that there is a competent board to meet the needs of all people
affected by the wheat industry. Mr Dunn would agree that it is essential the interests of the
community, particularly the growers, exist.
The Australian Wheat Board is basically a marketing body rather than an industrial
management body. It is not a policy forming body. Its objects are specified under section
1 (5) of the Commonwealth legislation which states that the board shall perform its
functions with the object of securing, developing and maintaining markets for wheat and
maximizing the return to farmers from the marketing of wheat. On reading those objects,
it is obvious that they spell out the commitment of the board to wheat farmers generally.
The Australian Wheatgrowers Federation has not yet determined its final position on
some of the detailed points which are important to the over-all proposal. Mr Dunn has
suggested that absolute unanimity exists. That is not quite true, and I quote from Stock
and Land of 18 April, an article headed "Growers sidestep board issue" which states:
Acceptance of the Government's restructuring of the Australian Wheat Board membership has been deferred
by the Australian Wheatgrowers Federation.

The article then makes further comments, but in a paragraph further down it states:
The federation in a closed session, deferred acceptance of the board re-structuring and within the next week
would be seeking further talks with the Minister.

The Australian Wheatgrowers Federation clearly has not made a final policy decision. The
impression the House gained from Mr Dunn was that unanimity existed.
The Hon. B. P. Dunn-In Victoria there is. That is a national meeting.
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The Hoo. E. H. WALKER-It is a national issue. Do you not expect to be represented
by your national bodies as well as your State bodies? Under the Kerin proposal the
Australian Wheat Board will continue to have a majority of farmer representatives. I have
made that point before and I make it again. The selection panel that nominates farmers to
the Minister for Primary Industry will nominate a majority of farmers. In other words,
there is a consistent notion of majority representation of growers.
Mr Dunn may be worried about the loss of election. The honourable member is aware
from his own experience that it is not unusual for boards to be created in this way. This is
a very democratic way of dealing with it and it is strongly grower orientated.
I have had a lot to do with the Victorian Dairy Industry Authority, which has been reconstituted. No basis of election exists in that organization. The authority is not composed
in the manner you suggest and no major break of principle has occurred. I emphasize
again that the majority on the board will be grower representatives as will the majority on
the selection·panel. Mr Dunn is a numbers man and he should understand what a majority
means.
The Hoo. B. P. Duoo-What about the accountability to grain growers?
The Hoo. E. H. WALKER-If one looks at the minutes and the voting patterns of the
previous board one sees that there are few occasions when anything like the full complement of growers even voted. Growers do not have a good record of appearances at those
meetings. Perhaps that is what Mr Dunn is concerned about; a certain complement is
needed so that members can have the flexibility of not turning up.
I submit that a 55 per cent majority for one group is a sizeable majority, oJ.)e that I
would take every time. The honourable member's arguments are misleading, his 'irithmetic is misleading and his statement that Mr Kerin has totally destroyed the process is an
overstatement. I ask him to be more moderate in his language. I do not ask that he agree
with the proposal put forward by Mr Kerin but in this House and with this audience one
ought to be more accurate rather than emotional.
The Hoo. B. P. Duoo-You are misleading this House.
The Hon. E. H. W ALKER-I am not misleading the House. The growers have argued
strongly that they need two representatives because, as I understand it, they have to repon
back to growers. Mr Dunn has made the comment that if there is only one representative
it may be the wrong person. I am endeavouring to catch the essence of what Mr Dunn is
saying about two representatives, but I submit that the State is better represented.
A need exists to report back to growers in the State of origin. When one member is
absent, perhaps overseas, the State growers, it is argued, would be disenfranchised. The
Kerin proposal addresses both those issues. Mr Kerin proposes a consultative mechanism
between the Australian Wheat Board and the Australian Wheatgrowers Federation, so the
electors can take the board to task. Secondly, by providing proposals for alternative or
proxy members, each State will always be represented. The proxy arrangement is an
important part of the proposal and I understand the federation is concerned, to some
extent, about the powers and responsibility of proxy members. One issue of concern is
that those members will not receive the papers and so will not be well informed. The five
members and five back-up members is a good way of ensuring that growers will have a full
complement at any meeting.
The Hon. B. P. Duoo-Why not two full-time members?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER-One could have 30 people on a board. All that is required
is a majority, and the growers have a majority.
The major argument about eleven members as distinct from sixteen is that it is a more
workable body, is lean and hungry and can market its products more aggressively. Growers
and the country require wheat to be marketed in a very aggressive manner. In any major
industry there is always discussion about how big or small a body should be to be effective.
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Mr Dunn did not address that in his speech. Not too many bodies in the private sector
would have a marketing body of sixteen members. I am putting forward a management
argument about the effectiveness of a new body. The organization, in its present structure,
is more lean and is better constituted with a grower majority. It ought not be such a threat.
Mr Dunn has overreacted to the proposal. There are advantages to farmers in having a
small, expert and properly briefed board. The State's constitutional rights are invoked in
the compulsory acquisition of wheat and its pricing for domestic purposes. The State, in
delegating powers to the Australian Wheat Board, needs to be assured of the board's
competence. Mr Dunn does not resile from that statement. If powers are given to bodies
of this kind, one has to be sure they are competent and doing the right job. The Government is satisfied that the proposed new structure should be no less effective than the
present structure and should result in improvements in marketing, which is the main job
of the board.
The scale of the board's export operation has moved from approximately 2 million
tonnes with a value of about $150 million in the early 1950s to a disposal of approximately
18 million tonnes with a gross value of about $3 billion in the current season.
Years ago the board's operation was funded by the Rural Credit Department of the
Reserve Bank and the first advance payment was fixed by Government. The body was
much smaller and there was close Government supervision over advances. The liability
of the guarantee was also limited.
In the new context the board is responsible for its own borrowing, including. ~verseas
financial transactions and hedging with commodity and finance futures. In addItIon, the
form of guarantee by underwriting is inflexibly based on export receipts.
It is argued by Mr Kerin that the board needs expert decision-making skills to ensure
that both growers and taxpayers are protected. Therefore, he had added four members
with financial and marketing expertise, together with a senior Government officer from
the Department of Primary Industry. This has enlarged the board to an unwieldy sixteen.
I emphasize that point on size: Sixteen is unwieldy. I believe eleven is too many for a
marketing body. If one were to ask me about good business principles, I would say the
number should be between five and seven.
The Hon. B. P. Dunn-We are talking about Australia not Victoria.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER-I am giving the House the over-all reduction and I am
referring to the maintenance of control of the board. Mr Dunn completed his speech by
asking me some questions. He asked what would I do to ensure that grower representatives
from each State remain at two. I will not be proceeding to Canberra hastily to maintain
his case for two grower representatives because I believe the new body will be a better and
more efficient size and that Victoria will be well represented by its State representative
and a proxy to back up that representative in a group of eleven members. Six out of eleven
members is not bad for the growers.
Mr Dunn also asked me, if the motion is carried, would I convey it to the Minister for
Primarr. Industry. Yes, I would be happy to convey the result of any motion to Mr Kerin,
but I wlll not say that I wholeheartedly support the motion because I do not. I understand
the reason why Mr Dunn moved the motion, but I do not support it. Nevertheless, ifit is
passed by the House, I will convey it to Mr Kerin, with a covering letter containing some
of the comments I made in the debate.
The Hon. B. P. Dunn-What about the comments of other members? Perhaps I should
convey the motion myself?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER-Mr Dunn is entitled to do that. Mr Dunn also said that Mr
Kerin was destroying the board. That will make a good headline in the "Manangatang
Astonisher". I do not accept that Mr Kerin is destroying the board. I believe he is taking
good and proper steps to make it a better marketing body and for that reason I reject the
terms contained in the motion.
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The Hon. J. W. S. RADFORD (Bendigo Province)-I am sorry to hear the comments
expressed by the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs. When he was speaking about
mathematics, I believed he was begging the question and getting into the area of semantics
about small issues such as the numbers of growers in the past or in the future who would
be representing not only Victoria, but also Australian wheatgrowers in the five mainland
States. The Minister quoted from Stock and Land of 18 April 1985. That article stated:
The federation in a closed session, deferred acceptance of the board restructuring and within the next week
would be seeking further talk;) with the Minister.

The federation has had those talks with the Minister and has complained about the
appointment of five deputy members from the main States.
It is disappointing that at this stage of the debate the Minister is leaving the Chamber,
because members of the Opposition and the National Party, and perhaps one member
from the Government, wish to speak on the debate. It is a gross discourtesy to the House
that, as soon as the Minister has spoken, he takes his papers and walks from the Chamber.
It is interesting that one Labor member is sitting on the Government side with his back to
the House. He may be speakin$ about milk marketing, but the House is discussing a very
important principle. The princIple means a great deal not only to Victorian grain growers
but also to Australian grain growers. One must carefully examine the true feelings that
exist among farmers.

Earlier Mr Dunn quoted Mr Michael Cock from an article in Stock and Land where Mr
Cock asked to whom the new board belonged. He was reported as having said:
Under the new pricing arrangements for the guaranteed minimum prices, the Government in reality is bearing
little or no risk, so why should it control the board?

Mr Cock made further comments in that article, which Mr Dunn did not quote. He stated:
Under the present selection process, the way was open for the board to contain grower members who oppose
grower organizational policy.
In the lead-up to the 1984 wheat legislation, the Government delayed revamping the grower representation on
the board and instead increased the Board from 14 to 16 members and appointed four members with special
qualifications.

At the end of last year, when the Victorian Minister of Agriculture spoke about a lean
body, the Federal Minister for Primary Industry, Mr Kerin, for reasons best known to
himself, upgraded the board to sixteen members and then added another four, providing
twenty members. Now a complete contradiction has occurred. The Federal Minister wants
to have a smaller board and wants to wipe out half the grower representatives. He has also
suggested that there should be substitute members for the representatives on the board
when the permanent member is away. Why should that occur? Surely if people are to be
on standby all the time, they need to be fully versed with the situation.
I interrupt my speech to welcome the Minister to the Chamber. No, the Minister has
left again-he is a revolving Minister!
One grower representative from each State will be selected and there will also be a
deputy member. What will be the difference, because if the deputy member carries out his
task properly, he will be given the full confidential documents that are the current ri$ht of
members of the board. It is ridiculous that these people should be entrusted with thIS full
confidentiality. Honourable members would recognize that when the Minister spoke about
wheat exports in Australia he was not talking about small sums of money. He mentioned
a figure of 18 million tonnes of wheat amounting to $3 billion. With that ma$nitude of
money being handled, it is ridiculous to have deputy members or proxies backing up the
board. The cost of servicing these proxies would be the same as having full members.

It is ridiculous that the Minister has not listened to the arguments proposed by the
Australian Wheatgrowers Federation and accepted that there should be two full-time
members. The board will be involved in an additional cost in servicing these proxy
members. It certainly does not make sense financially.
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Another point which was emphasized by Mr Dunn was that it will be a matter of
selection and not election of members of the board. The responsible Minister will nominate a grower chairman, and a Government member will be nominated by the Minister.
These two positions will be only two of eleven positions on the board. The chairman will
be selected by the Minister and will be independent. One grower will be nominated by
each State, the Australian Wheatgrowers Federation, the Chairman of the Australian
Wheat Board and two National Fal11).ers Federation members, including the president.
It is a pity the Minister has adopted the attitude he has adopted. I wish to refer to what
Mr McLeod, the President of the Australian Wheatgrowers Federation, stated as recently
as yesterday. He claimed it is the responsibility of the Minister to decide the final structure
of the Australian Wheat Board and that:
"With the announcement of the final decision by the Minister, and we are most disappointed at the decision,
the Australian Wheatgrowers' Federation has a clear responsibility to ensure that the new arrangements work to
the best advantage of the wheat growing industry which it represent~" Mr McLeod said.
"Nor should it be forgotten that the federation will have the opportunity to present its arguments-which it
knows are right-for two growers members from each State at the next industries assistance commission inquiry
into the wheat industry in about three years time".

Surely this signals to the Federal Minister that the Australian Wheatgrowers Federation
will not take this lying down and will continue fighting for this important principle. It is
hoped that when the Industries Assistance Commission has met, that commission will
support the position taken by the growers in Australia.
I suggest that, under this selection system, the Minister is looking for tame cats who will
be afraid to speak up in case they are not re-elected.
Most people will agree that the system where growers representatives are elected by the
growers has worked very well in the past and that those representatives have served the
growers very well. It is not as though the Australian Wheat Board is moribund and bereft
of ideas. The chairman of the board advocates that the Australian Wheat Board should do
more promotion of wheat, rather than relying on prices obtained at sales. The chairman
states that the Australian Wheat Board spends only $2 million on the promotion of wheat
whereas the Australian Wool Board spends $42 million on the promotion of wool.
Our competitors in other countries not only promote their product but also have offices
situated in a number of countries around the world that buy wheat. The promotion of
Australian wheat must be expanded, including the number of offices overseas. We have to
service our customers more.
I was pleased to note that Mr Kent and Mr Dunn were present at the research laboratory
in Horsham for the weighing of the wheat. It is essential that what was suggested at that
time should take place, that is, that the Australian Wheat Board should continue to give
assistance to its customers in the proper use of grain produced. The quality of the grain
varies, depending on the location in which it was grown and the season. It is necessary to
ensure that overseas countries that buy Australian produce get the best advice about how
to process it correctly so that consumption will increase and the demand from overseas
for Australian wheat will grow.
There is a difference in opinion about the role of Australia and the size of crops; those
matters should be considered. Mr Trevor Flugge, the retiring President of the Australian
Wheatgrowers Federation, stated that growers should consider wheat production carefully
but Mr McLeod, the new president, said that growers should keep on planting. There is a
market for wheat and we must have the stocks to service that market. Unfortunately for
Australia, the world is blessed with an over-supply of wheat at present.
In the early 1970s there was a system of quotas and people bought up those quotas, but
in the following years a collapse in wheat production occurred. It was open slather and
people were clambering for Australian wheat.
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In 1984-85 the world wheat situation was 516 million tonnes production, 103 million
tonnes trade and 142 million tonnes stocks. On the total scene, including coarse grains,
wheat and rice, the total production was 1869 million tonnes, 211 million tonnes trade
and 294 million tonnes stocks.
There has been a turnaround as a result of the grain revolution and a number of
countries that were customers in the past are now coming into the market as exporters.
The board must be market orientated. I cannot see how the board would be any less
enthusiastic about selling Australian wheat overseas if it comprised two members instead
of one. If a person is overseas or unable to vote, a system of proxies should operate.
It is ridiculous for the Minister to adopt the attitude he has. The wheat growers in
Victoria are dissatisfied with the situation. The problem could be solved if like-minded
parties in the Federal sphere joined together to resolve the problem. It is hoped that the
growers and the Federal Government will not have to fight over this situation.
I trust that the Minister will give a full and adequate report of the views expressed on
this matter in the letter he has promised to write to his Federal counterpart. I hope the
Minister will also send copies of Hansard to the Federal Minister.
I am sorry that the Minister intends to oppose this motion because I had hoped the
House would be able to agree on something as important as this and not turn it into a
political football. I commend the motion to the House and hope that the Minister will
have a change of heart.
The Hon D. E. KENT (Chelsea Province)-It is very interesting to have this issue,
which was discussed last year, raised again. A final decision was deferred for reasons which
appeared to be reasonably well understood.
The House is discussing the composition of a board that has the responsibility for the
marketing of a product. The proposition put forward by the National Party is that people
who are competent in producing an article and who are also competent enough to obtain
favour amongst fellow producers so that they have become leaders in the political field in
their industry, are, of necessity, the most capable to market that product.
If that sort of philosophy and policy were adopted throughout the industry, the workers,
including the technicians, electricians, engineers and other people, would be doing the
marketing.
The Hon. B. P. Dunn-Can you quote examples?
The Hon. D. E. KENT-I am not in a position to quote specifically whether the board
has at all times obtained the best possible deal for the growers and whether what it has
done on all occasions has been in the interests of the Australian community and Australian
consumers. The board is responsible to the people, whether they be called consumers or
taxpayers. The failing of any marketing authority and the failing of any industry become
the responsibility of the whole community.
There are many examples of industries in which the producers have endeavoured to
exercise freedom of choice in production and marketing when things have gone wrong.
However, to whom do they go for assistance? Do they go to Governments, both State and
Federal, for assistance?
Reference has been made to the origins of the Australian Wheat Board. I am surprised
and disappointed in Mr Dunn who is so fond of paying tribute to former Ministers and
others who have made outstanding contributions to rural industry. I am surprised that he
has not emphasized the fact the Australian Labor Party Governments were responsible
for establishing wheat stabilization and wheat boards. They did so on the principle of
protecting the producers and consumers, but they did not do it to achieve a degree of
regulation serving only the interests of consumers.
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I know Mr Dunn has been aware of the role of the Australian Wheat Board, as have
other members of his party. Former members of the board were outstandingly successful
in the agro-political side of the wheat industry. They have been associated with the
marketing achievements and considerable success of the Australian Wheat Board. I refer
to people such as Fred Cullen, Jim Nuske, Miles Burke and Barry Bishop, who was the
original appointment to fill a vacancy that was made on my recommendation. I do not
suggest that it is necessary to have ten or eleven members and a chairman on the board. I
suggest that the roles they undertake, on which Mr Dunn places considerable emphasis,
are largely public relations roles. He is concerned that only one member may be an
overseas selling man and no one would be left at home to do the public relations. I have
listened to radio news and have read the press articles that emanate from the wheat
growing areas. I understand the way in which they operate. However, that is no indication
of the capacity of the persons concerned to handle the deals that have to be met.
In many cases countries with a single buyer have been involved in deals with complicated arrangements because of the complexities of currency fluctuations and the protection
that has to be afforded to the industry. All of these factors require a competent wheat
grower who is a soundjudge of the economic prospects in his industry. It is most unlikely
that even the most competent wheat grower would be equipped to deal with the top people
in high finance in executing big business deals that would obtain the maximum benefit to
Australia and wheat producers, as well as the rest of the community. There have been
examples of wheat growers' or~nizations conducting their own marketing, with some
disastrous results. In the grain Industry the Queensland Grain Growers Association lost
millions of dollars a few years ago.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-It was not the growers; they were taking notice of high finance
experts.
The Hon. D. E. KENT-I suggest that growers obviously knew that the organization
was not capable or was not exercising the responsibility it claimed to have. I know that
people who have been in executive positions on the administration side of the Australian
Wheat Board realize the necessity of having people who are highly competent to deal with
transactions. They know that although public relations may have been improved by the
presence of grower members, the real work of the Australian Wheat Board in selling wheat
must be done by people with confidence in business administration.
It is also a fact that the board is not merely in existence to represent the grain growers.
It must represent the interests of Australia. Honourable members all know how people
become elected to these positions. Even Mr Dunn would acknowledge the fact that the
people who have risen through the ranks and have become elected members of the board
have not been judged on their financial and administrative competence and their agropolitical success.
The Hon. B. P. Dunn-What sort of criteria do you recommend for Ministers?
The Hon. D. E. KENT-Honourable members have an excellent example before them
but are not able to appreciate it. The Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs, would
fulfil the standard that has been set. Ministers must exercise judgment on behalf of the
Government. That is the best way in which to serve the interests of the community and
industries, such as the wheat industry, that are of vital economic importance to Australia.
I realize that Mr Dunn has demonstrated confidence in the future of the industry by his
own investment in it. That investment can be best protected by a competent administrator, not answering specifically to growers, but to the Minister and the Government, which
is responsible for the economic welfare of all industries throughout Australia and the
Australian people generally. The Government must rectify any mistakes made. We are
aware of marketing problems that have existed in the past in various primary industries
and which exist today. Governments, and the people whom they represent, must cru:ry out
the burden of restructuring. The attitude taken by the Federal Government, which I
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support and which I am pleased to hear the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs
supports, acknowledges the role of growers in policy making and in influencing the Australian Wheat Board. It acknowledges that the major responsibility of that board is the
marketing of that product to the benefit of the nation.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-I support the motion because a
good deal of concern exists in Australia's wheat growing community that the Federal
Government's proposal may be the thin end of the wedge to dismantle wheat stabilization
in Australia. No grower wants to revert to the situation that pertained in the 1930s when
wheat growers were in the hands of middlemen and rip-off merchants. The advent of
stabilization and the formation of the Australian Wheat Board, an initiative of Mr Reg
Pollard, the Federal Minister of the day, with the support of growers, was commendable
and the board has worked well.
Having listened to Mr Kent, my suspicion that this is the beginning of the end for
stabilization is reinforced because Mr Kent went on at some length about consumers and
about his interest in getting cheap food for consumers. Honourable members have heard
that that was his prime aim in respect of the dairy industry. He had no interest in the
welfare of dairy farmers; he simply wanted to obtain cheap food for consumers.
I remind Mr Kent and the Minister that, on a number of occasions since wheat stabilization has been in force in Australia, the price of wheat for home consumption has been
considerably below the export price, and the wheat growers of this nation have substantially subsidized Australian consumers.
That situation does not pertain currently and has not pertained for approximately ten
years, but the fall in the value of the Australian dollar, among other things, will lead to an
improvement in returns for wheat exports, and we may well find ourselves in the situation
again where the home consumption price is below the export price. People like Mr Kent
forget these facts. It has not always been one-way traffic in terms of home consumption
prices being higher than export prices.
I listened with interest to the Minister, who went on with a highly technical and
semantic argument about Mr Dunn's arithmetic. I invite the Minister to examine the
terms of the motion. Mr Dunn was not saying that growers will no longer have a majority
on the board. He was saying that the number of grower representatives on the board will
be cut by 50 per cent. There are ten elected grower representatives and that number is to
be cut to five. On my arithmetic that is 50 per cent in anyone's language, and it is pointless
to draw a red herring across the trail and allege that Mr Dunn's arithmetic is suspect. The
fact is that grower representation from each State is to be cut from two to one, and that is
a 50 per cent reduction.
The Minister and Mr Kent went on at length about how undesirable it is to have a board
of sixteen members. They said it is too large and that it ought to be a lean organization. I
would accept that argument if those honourable gentlemen had been able to point to even
one example of the board not doing its job properly. It has been one of the most successful
marketing organizations in the history of this nation, and there is no reason to restructure
it in the way proposed by the Federal Minister.
A case in point is the disposal of the general purpose wheat that resulted from the wet
harvest in 1983 when a huge volume of the general purpose wheat sprouted and was
considered to be a major problem. It was believed that Australia may be left with that
wheat for many years but, eighteen months down the track, it has all been sold; not a
bushel of it is left. It was all sold by this extremely competent marketing board, yet the
Government now wants to undermine the board and replace it with something else.
As I said, if the board had been unsuccessful, under question or under pressure from the
growers, I would accept a restructuring, but there is no such question or pressure from
growers or anyone else. The Minister seems to have taken it upon himself to dismantle
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the board and put something else in its place. Therefore, I can only suspect that the
ultimate aim is to abandon and weaken stabilization.
Mr Dunn went to some lengths to point out the desirability of elected members being
accountable to growers and the difficulty that is involved in that, but I gather from the
Minister's response that my Leader failed to get his message across. In some respects, it
comes down to the difficulty that those of us who represent country electorates, regardless
of our party affiliation, have in explaining to city people the difficulties of traversing large
country areas. City people have no comprehension of the fact that one is supposed, as an
elected member, to service and report back to constituents, whether in the Parliamentary
sense or in the context of membership of the Australian Wheat Board. The Minister put
an academic argument. The matter must be looked at not simply from the point of view
ofa wheat grower in the northern part of the State acting as a representative and reporting
to people in areas as widespread as the Mallee, the Wimmera, Gippsland and so on,
because the Federal Minister intends asking one member to represent the whole of New
South Wales and to report to wheat growers from Deniliquin to Moree! That is a huge
area and it is well beyond the capacity of one person to report back effectively to growers
throughout that area.
I point out to the Minister that the elected grower members have done a magnificent
job in keeping growers in touch with the market signals. They have been that conduit from
the board to the grower and have done it extremely well in Victoria and in New South
Wales. I cannot speak with direct knowledge of the situation in other States, but I have no
reason to believe that the situation has been different there.
The wheat growers of this nation expect that their representatives will report back in
that fashion. I have a great deal of sympathy for Mr Barry Bishop, for example, who trails
around the country night after night speaking to small groups of wheat growers. However,
he has taken on the task and that is his duty, and he has done it well.
The present proposal will do away with this situation and a grower member will no
longer be accountable to growers because he will not be directly elected by them. He will
not need to be accountable to growers unless he is particularly conscientious. All he will
need to do is keep in touch with the selection committee, be on their side and be a toady
to the Minister, exactly as occurred with some members of the Victorian Dairy Industry
Authority in the past. They were not representatives of the dairymen of this State but
simply toadies for the Minister, because that was all they needed to do. They were not
prepared to cross the Minister, and that kind of poor representation developed.
Mr Kent says it is a marketing organization and should not include growers. Of course
it is a marketIng organization, and the growers are the owners of the product. They can
hire the marketing expertise and that is what they do.
One has only to consider the start of sales to China to realize the efficiency of the board.
Those sales were initiated largely by Mr Nuske and Mr Everett who went to China and
fossicked out the openings. That was not done by some financial whiz-kid or some
marketing expert. Those sales were initiated by two growers and they copped all the
innuendo in terms of the cold war rhetoric of the day. They were accused of being
communist sympathisers and the like. They had the incentive, if not the expertise, to go
out and find the markets when wheat growers were beset by wheat quotas, surpluses and
many other difficulties.
The grower members on the board have the record on the book. They are the people
with the incentive and the motive to make it the overwhelming success that it has been. I
only wish that other primary production marketing boards had been half as successful. If
they had, the farming community today would be far more prosperous and, ipso facto, the
community would be more prosperous and would enjoy a higher standard of living; one
which is less under threat than it is at present.

It is an article of faith among the growers of this State particularly, but also throughout
the industry and the nation, that their representatives on the board should be elected and
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that there should be two from each State. As they have always had th~t, there does not
seem to be any reason to change. The Minister has not advanced any cogent reason for the
change. No wonder many in the industry are upset because grain growers rightly fear the
ultimate aim of the restructure. Honourable members should carry the motion. The
Minister has already undertaken to send the results of the resolution to the Federal
Minister for Primary Industry, Mr Kerin, but he should make sure that he not only puts
his side of the story but also the other views that have been put.
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-The motion is important, particularly to the
area that I represent, because it has a large number of grain growers. Today, many
honourable members have discussed the function of the Australian Wheat Board and in
particular the marketing aspect of the board, which is a major part of the objectives of the
board. However, the board has other roles. Not only is the board involved in the marketing
of wheat but also in the research and development of new types of grain. The board
researches whether the grain will grow in different areas, of Victoria and Australia, some
of which one would never have thought it possible to grow grain.
I direct the attention of the Minister to the first major objective of the board, which is:
The development of an efficient marketing framework on the international market and domestic market for
all wheat acquired with the aim of maximizing returns to growers.

That is one important role of the members of the board, particularly the grower members,
who have a wealth of expertise and knowledge which they can offer to the board. A
valuable input is made by a number of grain growers. Members of the National Party have
already indicated some of the massive geographical areas members of the board must
cover.
I had contact with the late Miles Burke who was a member of the Australian Wheat
Board. He made a valuable contribution to the activities of the board, particularly in the
representation of Victorian growers and many of his activities extended interstate. Mr
Dunn would be aware of the work done by Mr Miles Burke and the contribution that he
made to the grain industry in Victoria.
The objectives of the board cover many aspects of the grain industry. For that reason
two grower representatives are included on the board. They have day-to-day contact with
those involved with the industry and growers who produce this valuable commodity,
which is particularly important to Australia's export market. The sixth objective of the
Australian Wheat Board is:
The encouragement of appropriate research to ensure that the future requirements of the wheat industry are
met, particularly in regard to marketing and financial management.

Financial management, marketing and research are three areas in which the growers can
offer considerable expertise to the board when it is looking at marketing the product
overseas.
The Australian Wheat Board's Annual report for 1982-83 sets out its objectives, which
include the qualifications of members. Mr Barry Bishop has already been mentioned as a
Victorian grower member of the board who has wide interests and many contacts in the
grain industry. Not only has he expertise from work in the field but also he has contacts
which are available to him from a wide cross section of the grain industry. He has assisted
in achieving the board's objectives.
I have mentioned only two particular objectives of the board but there are many others
which relate to the handling of grain and the shipping of grain overseas to various world
markets. New markets have been developed over the past few years and it was not long
ago that grain was first sold to Japan, which now represents one of Australia's most
significant overseas buyers. Australia's other major buyers of grain are the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, China, Egypt, Brazil, and other countries. The board has not only
been involved with marketing wheat overseas but also has been liaising with those coun315
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tries to provide better trade links. That liaison has led to the development of other grains
and other agricultural produce in Victoria. I support the motion.
The House divided on the motion (the Hon. K.. I. M. Wright in the chair).
Ayes
20
Noes
18
Majority for the motion
MrBaxter
MrBirrell
MrBlock
MrdeFegely
MrDunn
MrEvans

MrGuest
MrHallam
MrHunt
MrKnowles
MrLawson
MrLong

AYES
MrMacey
MrRadford
MrReid
MrStorey
MrWard
MrWright

Mr Arnold
MrButler
MrsDixon
MrHenshaw
MrsHogg

MrsKirner
MrMcArthur
MrsMcLean
Mr Mackenzie
MrMier

NOES
MrMurphy
MrPullen
MrSandon
MrSgro
MrWalker

MrGranter

MrKennan

PAIRS
MrHoughton

2

Tellers:
Mr Chamberlain
MrConnard
MrWhite

Tellers:
MrKennedy
MrKent
Mrs Coxsedge

SALE OF LAND (ALLOTMENTS) BILL (No. 2)
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services), by leave, moved for leave
to bring in a Bill to amend the Sale of Land Act 1962 with respect to the pre-selling of
allotments and to amend the Strata Titles Act 1967, the Transfer of Land Act 1958, the
Local Government Act 1958 and the Building Control Act 1981 and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

STATE DISASTERS (AMENDMENT) BILL
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I move:
That the following Order of the Day, Government Business, be read and discharged:
STATE DISASTERS (AMENDMENT) BILL-Resumption of debate on the question-That this Bill be now read a
second time-and on the amendment of the Hon. W. R. Baxter-That all the words after "That" be omitted
with the view of inserting in place thereof "this Bill be withdrawn and re-drafted to provide for the
continuation of the Principal Act subject to the repeal of section 5 (5) and section 8 which, in the opinion of
this House, confer unwarranted powers upon the Co-ordinator in Chief'.
and that the Bill be withdrawn.

The motion was agreed to, and the Bill was withdrawn.

SALE OF LAND (ALLOTMENTS) BILL
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-I move:
That the following Order of the Day, Government Business, be read and discharged:
Sale of Land (Allotments) Bill-Second reading-Resumption of debate.
and that the Bill be withdrawn.

The motion was agreed to, and the Bill was withdrawn.
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WATER (MORNINGTON PENINSULA AND DISTRICT WATER
BOARD) BILL
The debate (adjourned from April 17) on the motion of the Hon. D. R. WHITE
(Minister for Health) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-The Bill provides for the appointment
by the Governor in Council of the chairperson and the Chief Executive Officer of the
Mornington Peninsula and District Water Board, for the payment of its officers and for
the Minister to give directions to the board.
To understand the Bill, it is necessary to refer to a Bill passed by Parliament in 1983,
the Water and Sewerage Authorities (Restructuring) Act 1983. Honourable members have
already been informed that the Mornington Peninsula and District Water Board was
established pursuant to section 18 of that Act. The Act provides that not more than three
members shall be appointed by the Minister. In this case, honourable members are informed there are three members who are appointed and that the remainder are members
of municipal councils within the municipal district of the water board.
Section 26 of the Water and Sewerage Authorities (Restructuring) Act 1983 provides
that every water board shall, from time to time, appoint a secretary and such other officers
and employees that are necessary for the proper functioning of the board.
Schedule 4 of that Act deals with provisions relating to staffing of the board and
Schedule 3 deals with the chairman. Clause 2 of that schedule states that the members of
every water board at their first meeting shall elect a chairman and another of their number
as deputy chairman. Clause 7 deals with allowances and clause 8 makes provision for the
nature of the allowance they are allowed to fix. It is interesting to note that the Government in this instance feels those provisions are not sufficient, for reasons which are set out
in the second-reading notes and which I find are not really convincing.
The Bill also provides that it is retrospective to 1 March 1985, something that is not
referred to in the second-reading notes of the Minister, other than that it is coincidental
that the date of the establishment of the board by the Governor in Council is the same
date.
I have heard on the grapevine, usually a reliable source, that it is proposed by the
Government that members of the board be paid $6000 per annum. I do not know what
the amount of the allowance is, but in addition the chairman is to receive $12 000 and is
to be provided with a car. Honourable members should bear in mind that board members
are part-time members.
In addition, board members who are in the "shop front", as the second-reading notes
refer to it, of the branch offices, will have an office plus secretarial assistance, stationery
and a telephone supplied. The people who will pay for this are the ratepayers.
If the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works is called upon to pay the public
authority dividend tax, it is inconceivable that this board will not be called upon to do
likewise. Honourable members should bear in mind that members of the Melbourne and
Metropolitan Board of Works do not receive pay for their services, although they may
receive a travelling allowance. That seems to be highly improper.
The Opposition was led to believe by the Public Bodies Review Committee that the
restructure was taking place for economic reasons. I believe this matter will have to be
referred back to the committee for a further assessment of whether it is in the best interests
of the water industry. I shall have more to say about the appointment of the chairperson
and the chief executive officer during the Committee stage, but I indicate that the Opposition will not oppose the second reading, although it will put forward amendments in the
Committee stage.
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The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-The National Party has similar
concerns about the Bill to those expressed by Mr Long. It has no objection to the formation
of the new board. The appointment of the new board.is one of the last appointments in
the drastic restructuring of the water industry that has taken place during the past few
years. This was probably the preferred option after lengthy inquiry and consultation on
the Mornington Peninsula.
The Labor Party appears to be moving away from the cherished principle which it
applies in Parliamentary elections-one vote, one-value-and each of the municipalities
concerned has one member, notwithstanding the fact that the City of Frankston has ten
times the population of the other municipalities with which it is aggregated. What is the
justification for this arrangement, which appears to provide a lopsided procedure in terms
of giving fair representation to the ratepayers of the board?
The Bill indicates that the Minister for Water Resources will appoint the chairman and
the chief executive officer. Surely the board is competent to elect its own chairman. Every
other water body has that right.
The Hon. R. A. Mackenzie-No, they do not.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-Mr Mackenzie says that I am wrong. I am not certain of
the situation in Geelong, but the board in my area elects its own chairman. The board
should be competent enough to select its own chief executive officer. I come to the
conclusion that the Labor Party is interested in installing its own people to those positions.
Mr Mier laughs at that suggestion. After the "jobs for the boys" fiasco, there may still be
some more fellows who may not have a job and perhaps the Government is considering
appointing them to this new water board on a large salary. The Government looks after
its friends and appoints defeated members of Parliament to cushy jobs. It is undemocratic
and improper that the board is denied the opportunity of appointing its own chairman
and chief executive officer.
The Opposition will propose amendments in the Committee stage so that the board has
autonomy and control over its own affairs, as it should have. I hope this is not a precedent
for other legislation coming into the House.
The Government talks a lot about autonomy and local involvement, but all it is doing
is putting its sticky fingers into every organization that it can so that it can install its own
people, irrespective of whether they are competent.
The Hon. H. R. WARD (South Eastern Province)-I am drawn into the debate mainly
because of the problems that exist on the Mornington Peninsula, an area I represent along
with other honourable members. Matters that I was going to canvass have already been
canvassed by Mr Long and Mr Baxter, but I am concerned about the way the board is
structured and the fact that the Minister for Water Resources, under the present proposal,
will give directions to the board. At the same time it seems incongruous that the Minister
has published statements that this is a prestigious board and the second most important
board in Victoria.
The Minister is claiming that the appointment of the chairperson and the chief executive
officer are to be carried out under this new form of dictatorship on the part of the
Government to provide "strong and unambiguous links between the Government and the
board". What has really happened is that members of the board have been told exactly
what to do and if they do not obey those instructions that will be the end of it and they
will be turfed out. Where is democracy and open government in that process? Does the
Government consider that these people are fit and proper persons to hold positions as
members of the board? It was rather strange, also, that some honourable members should
be given a list of the names of some 37 nominees, but neither the honourable member for
Berwick in another place nor I received a copy of that list. We were not asked to examine
the list.
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I heard an interjection from Mr Mackenzie, who, when he was a Minister, did not show
rudeness to the Opposition .. Other Ministers give no notice of visits to electorates represented by members of the Opposition and one then finds they are visiting the area.
Who will be affected by the proposed legislation? The City of Frankston and the shires
of Hastings, Cranbourne, Mornin$ton and Pakenham, as well as the sewerage boards of
Cranbourne, Frankston, Mount Ehza, Hastings, Dromana-Rosebud and Mornington.
The new board is important because, eventually, 300000 people will come under its
jurisdiction in the management of water and sewerage services. Each of the councils in the
area has nominated a councillor to be a member of the board. The board will handle the
expenditure of$70 million each year, according to the comments made by the Minister in
his second-reading speech, and will employ 400 people. It will be the second-largest water
board in the State of Victoria. However, under the proposed legislation the board will be
purely a figurehead under the control of the Minister.
Although this is not specifically included in the Bill and flows from the provisions of the
restructuring legislation for water and sewerage boards, I note that provision is made for
the appointment of a deputy chief executive officer but no provision is made for the
appointment of a deputy chauperson. That matter should be specifically addressed by the
Bill.
It has been strongly rumoured that the chairperson will be a Mr Peter Love, a councillor
who was dumped from the Frankston council. He is not a person who is known to me. It
is obvious that democracy, consultation and consensus no longer apply. It is dictatorship
and confrontation from the outset. That is a matter of grave concern to honourable
members who represent the Mornington Peninsula.
The councillors appointed to the board are persons who have had long experience in
local government. They are Crs Michael Bligh, Russell Broadbent, Stan Paul, Rowley
Brown, Noel Ferguson and Arthur Wren. It is a matter of concern to members who
represent the area that the Minister should declare that the board is a prestigious authority,
yet also declare that the members of the board are unable to select the chief executive
officer or the chairperson.
During the Committee stage, the Opposition will move amendments to the Bill. One
amendment seeks to amend clause 4, which deals with the appointment of the chairperson;
another seeks to amend clause 7, which provides for the appointment of the chief executive officer; and the third is an amendment to clause 9 that is consequential upon the other
two amendments. I reiterate that the method of appointment of the chairperson and chief
executive officer of the board is a matter of grave concern to honourable members who
represent the Mornington Peninsula. During the Committee stage, I hope there can be
some agreement on the way in which those appointments will be made.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time and committed.
Clauses 1 to 3 were agreed to.
Clause 4
The Hon. H. R. WARD (South Eastern Province)-I move:
Clause 4, line 19 omit ··4. Notwithstanding" and insert:
··4. (1) The board may recommend to the Minister that a particular member be appointed as Chairperson.
(2) Notwithstanding".

The Mornington Peninsula and District Water Board should have the power to recommend the appointment of its chairperson. The nine members of the board are ably qualified to make the selection of a person with business sense and sufficient perception to
manage the board.
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As I pointed out during the second-reading debate, the board employs 400 people, has
an estimated annual expenditure of$70 million and is responsible for $40 million worth
of capital works programs. Therefore, the chairperson will have substantial responsibility
and will have to work as part of a team with the chief executive officer. The six councillors
who represent the various municipalities in the district and the three Government appointees should be free to choose the proper person to carry out the task of chairperson.
The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-As I pointed out during the secondreading debate, under the Water and Sewerage Authorities (Further Restructuring) Act
1984 every other water board is called upon under clause 2 of Schedule 3 of the Act at its
first meeting to appoint a chairperson. Under the Bill as it is currently drafted, the
Governor in Council, on the recommendation of the Minister will appoint the chairperson
from three nominees.
The Minister for Water Resources in another place has said that those three nominees
already appointed to the board are Mr Keith Buchanan, Mr Peter Love and Mr Derek
Bunyan. Going on the past record of the Government, it is an absolute certainty that it
will appoint someone who is politically aligned with the Australian Labor Party. I have
been told that only one person from those three appointees is a member of the Australian
Labor Party and that he represents the socialist left, and that person is Mr Love. I shall be
most surprised if Mr Love does not get the job under the clause as it is presently drafted.
The amendment proposes that instead of the selection being made from those three
persons, the other six municipal representatives should also have an opportunity to nominate candidates. The board should have the power to nominate its chairperson. I shall be
interested to hear why the Government would not accept such an amendment.
The Hon. R. A. MACKENZIE (Geelong Province)-I find it incredible that Mr Ward
should propose such an amendment. I can speak for the three major water boards in the
Geelong area which I represent. The Geelong Water Board is a far greater enterprise than
the Mornington Peninsula and District Water Board. The same could be said of the Port
of Geelong Authority and the Geelong Regional Commission. All of those bodies were
established during the life of a previous Liberal Government and they all have Government appointed chairpersons. I cannot understand why Mr Ward believes the proposed
legislation will create a precedent.
The Bill is aimed at appointing a chairperson in the same way as chairpersons have
been appointed to numerous boards scattered throughout the State and involved in a
variety of activities and enterprises. I assure Mr Ward that when a previous Liberal
Government made appointments to various boards in the Geelong area, no one was
consulted, not even members of the then Liberal Government. I refer especially to the
appointment of the chairperson of what was known as the Geelong Harbor Trust.
I oppose the amendment because I find it ridiculous for both Mr Ward and Mr Long to
suggest that the Government is acting in a subversive manner by trying to make an
appointment to this position.
The Hon. B. W. MIER (Waverley Province)-I remind the Committee ofa situation
that occurred in the Chamber eighteen months ago when there was an almost identical
debate on the appointment of a chairperson to the Latrobe Valley Regional Commission.
On that occasion, the Leader of the Opposition used arguments similar to those advanced
by both Mr Ward and Mr Long, that the appointment of the chairperson to that position
should be made by the members of the commission.
Unfortunately for Mr Hunt, he was reminded that he was on public record as a Minister
in a previous Liberal Government declaring that the chairperson of the Latrobe Valley
Regional Commission would be a Government appointee. In that debate eighteen months
ago, Mr Hunt had to apologize for misleading the Chamber. The proposed amendment
once again demonstrates the double standards of the Opposition.
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It is convenient for members of the Opposition to say that the board should have the
opportunity of appointing its chairperson yet when the Opposition was in government, as
it was for 27 years, it made appointments willy-nilly of persons to all sorts of positions.
The Bill does not establish a precedent. The precedent which Mr Ward and Mr Long claim
is being established by the Bill was well established many years ago by a previous Liberal
Government.

The Hon. H. R. WARD (South Eastern Province)-Mr Mackenzie conveniently overlooked the fact that when nominees for the positions to which he referred were presented,
two members of Parliament at least were excluded from even looking at the list of nominees.
That occurred in this case, and Mr Mackenzie knows it. It is typical of the way he carried
out his job in the selection of persons within his own department when he was Minister
for Conservation, Forests and Lands-and what a mess that department is in!
The amendment was negatived, and the clause was agreed to, as were clauses, 5 and 6.
Clause 7

The Hon. H. R. WARD (South Eastern Province)-I move:
Clause 7, page 2, line 40, after this line insert the following new sub-clause:
"( ) The Minister shall not make a recommendation under sub-section (1) unless(a) the Board has advertised the position of Chief Executive Officer and conducted interviews with any or all

of the applicants; and
(b) the Board has submitted to the Minister a list of no more than three persons who are considered by the
Board to be suitable for appointment to the position of Chief Executive Officer and has recommended that one
of those three persons is the most suitable for the appointment.".

The Opposition has strong faith in the operation of this board by the people who have
been appointed to it. It believes they have the management skills and the ability to make
decisions to enable the board to operate properly and also to select a chief executive
officer. They will need to select a competent chief executive officer who will, over the next
few months, bring together, wholly and solely, the members of the board and to make it a
viable operation that serves a population of some 300 000 people in the Mornington
Peninsula area.
When the board has selected its chief executive officer, it ought then to be able to select
another officer with whom it can work, in whom it has total confidence, and in whom it
recognizes as being a person with outstanding ability to manage the affairs of the board.
I propose the amendment to clause 7 to enable the chief executive officer to be selected
from a group of three persons. It provides for a recommendation that at least one of those
persons should be the chief executive officer, and for that recommendation to be submitted
to the Minister for his approval.

The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-The Government is persuaded by the
views expressed by Mr Ward and accepts the amendment.

8.

The amendment was agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was adopted, as was clause
Clause 9

The Hon. H. R. WARD (South Eastern Province)-1 move:
Clause 9, after sub-clause (4) insert the following new sub-clause:
"(5) A direction under this section shall not be given in relation to any matter under section 4 or 7.".

The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-I am not sure, and I ask Mr Ward
whether this clause is now redundant in view of what has occurred in the debate relating
to clause 4 and, ifnot, why he regards it as still being necessary.
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The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-It is vital to retain the independence of
clause 4 by deleting the provision relating to any direction that the Minister might give.
Therefore, it is vital that the amendment be agreed to.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-Ifl could put it another way, without
the current amendment under the provisions enabling the Minister to give the board
directions, the Minister could give the board a direction to nominate a particular candidate as number one on the list of proposed appointees for chief executive officer, and thus
the local board would not have any effective say.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-I am sure Mr Hunt would agree it is
extremely unlikely that any Minister would take recourse to such action, but if it helps the
peace of mind of the Opposition, the Government will accept the amendment.
The amendment was agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was adopted.
The Bill was reported to the House with amendments, and the amendments were
adopted.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a third time.

The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-I raised a matter with the Minister
regarding payments to members of the board and the allowances they would receive. I
wonder whether the Minister would now care to deny or affirm the amounts of the
allowances that I mentioned.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-At this stage, I am not in a position to
say precisely what the allowances will be. The allowances for the Mornington Peninsula
and District Water Board will be determined by the Public Service Board, taking into
consideration allowances paid for similar part-time positions at the Board of Works and
the Geelong Water Board. They will be determined in recognition of the level of responsibility which those members will have in carrying out their duties on behalf of the
ratepayers. It will not be a significant or material burden on the ratepayers.
The Hon. H. R. WARD (South Eastern Province)-1 should like to express the appreciation of the Opposition for the consideration that was $iven by honourable members
opposite, particularly the Minister for Health, and the Mlnister for Water Resources in
another place, to the amendments proposed by the Opposition. A 50-50 result is not bad,
and I thank them for their consideration.
The motion was agreed to, and the Bill was read a third time.

SALE OF LAND (ALLOTMENTS) BILL (No. 2)
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

Honourable members will be well aware of difficulties and delays that are often experienced during the subdivision of land. For·some time the subdivision of land process has
been under review. The basis for the review is the report of the Subdivision of Land Task
Force. This report contains a number of recommendations that are primarily designed to
simplify the subdivision procedure and thereby reduce the end costs to the purchaser.
A number of complex issues are yet to be resolved before new subdivisionallegislation
can be submitted to Parliament. But the Government is willing to move on those recommendations of the task force that can be implemented without awaiting the preparation of
the complete subdivision package.
One such recommendation is that legislation should be enacted to permit the sale of
allotments before the plan of subdivision is approved by the Registrar of Titles.

322

24 April 1985

Sale ofLand Bill (No. 2)

COUNCIL

53

In 1984, the Kindred Industries Group (Housing Industry) recoinmended to the Government that this recommendation should be implemented without awaiting the final
decisions on the task force's report. The group believed the result would be to speed-up
the subdivision process and thus give the purchaser access to a wider variety of residential
land at an earlier stage than is possible at present. Additionally, the developer would be
able to proceed with a subdivision with a greater degree of certainty.
As a result of the representations, a working group was established to considet the
feasibility and the need for the preselling of land. The report of the working party recommended that preselling of allotments should take place, provided that the legislation
contained certain safeguards for the purchaser. Honourable members will note that the
Bill does, in fact, contain these safeguards.
Clause 4 provides that an allotment shown on the plan of subdivision may, subject to
certain conditions, be sold prior to the approval of the plan by the Registrar of Titles. The
conditions applying to the sale are set out in this provision and they may be summarized
as follows:
The amount of deposit is not to exceed 10 per cent of the purchase price. The deposit is
to be paid to a solicitor or licensed estate agent to be held in an interest bearing trust
account or paid into a special bank account in the joint names of the vendor and purchaser
until the approval of the plan of subdivision;
the vendor may not demand from a purchaser any premium for entering into a conditional contract of sale or more than 10 per cent of the purchase price;
the vendor is to notify the purchaser at the time of entering into the contract and before
approval ofa plan of subdivision of any alterations to the natural surface level of the land
or of any other proposed amendment to the plan;
if the vendor fails to fulfil the conditions of the contract or to have the plan of subdivision approved within twelve months of the date of the contract the purchaser may avoid
the sale;
if the sale is avoided by the purchaser, deposit money together with any interest is to be
returned to the purchaser;
if the sale is avoided as a result of default by the purchaser, the vendor is entitled to be
paid the deposit money together with any interest; and
the purchaser cannot take legal possession of the land until the plan has been approved
by the registrar but is to be given reasonable access to the land for any purpose relating to
the proposed development of the land.
In the case of any dispute between the vendor and the purchaser, provision is made in
clauses 6 and 7 for arbitration in accordance with the standard provisions already contained in the Sale of Land Act. Qause 9 and 10 make equivalent amendments to the Strata
Titles Act to bring that form of development into line with the new provisions applying to
the subdivision of land.
As a further safeguard for the purchaser, clause 11 amends section 89 of the Transfer of
Land Act to enable a purchaser to lodge a caveat on land included in a plan of subdivision
yet to be approved.
Clause 12 inserts a new section 569BAA into the Local Government Act to clarify and
speed-up the process when amended plans of subdivision are required to be resealed by
council at the request of the registrar.
Clause 13 amends the Building Control Act to enable a purchaser to apply for building
approval once a contract has been entered into. The development approvals co-ordinator,
however, is not to grant approval until the registrar has approved the plan. This provision
is designed to enable building to commence immediately the plan has been approved and
will eliminate the additional delay involved in obtaining building approval.
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The proposed legislation has been designed to provide flexibility for the developer and
protection for the land purchaser. It shoud be welcomed by all parties involved in the
subdivision process. I commend the Bill to the House.
The Hon. REG MACEY (Monash Province)-1 move:
That the debate be now adjourned.

In doing so, I seek an assurance from the Minister that if the Opposition is unable to
obtain responses to the material that it is sending out for comment she will not oppose a
further extension of time.
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-It gives me great pleasure
to assure Mr Macey that there will be no opposition to an extension of the adjournment
of the debate on this measure.
The motion for the adjournment of the debate was agreed to, and it was ordered that
the debate be adjourned until the next date of meeting.

SOUTH MELBOURNE LAND BILL
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

It simply authorizes the permanent closure of portion of Bright Street, South Melbourne
so that land may be included with adjoining land in a proposed mixed development by
Jennings Industries Ltd, estimated to cost $200 million. The relevant portion of Bright
Street is a major part of the section which links Southgate to Brown Street. A replacement
carriage-way link is to be provided through the proposed development. The closure of the
portion of Bright Street has the support of the South Melbourne City Council. Services in
that road are to be relocated as necesary.
The proposed development known as "Southgate" will occupy some 2 hectares of land
adjacent to the Yarra River directly across from Flinders Street station and in the proximity of the Victorian Arts Centre. The southgate area forms part of a larger area referred
to as Southbank. The majority of Southbank land, which is an area adjacent to the Yarra
River lying between the Victorian Arts Centre and the Charles Grimes Bridge, is subject
to Government initiated planning control given to the Minister for Planning and Environment in the City of South Melbourne (South Bank) Interim Development Order-IDO.
The IDO was placed over the Southbank area to ensure that development in this critical
location was planned with special regard to the existing and future attributes of the area.
The Southbank area has long been neglected and redevelopment will provide another
impressive entry to Victoria's capital. Development of the area will bring the Yarra River
to the people of Melbourne and complement the "Banana Alley" and Flinders Street
station redevelopments on the other side of the river.
Some of the objectives of redevelopment under the interim development order are:
a. to expand the role
significance;

th~

area serves as a cultural focus of local, State and national

b. to ensure that the river bank environs are attractively developed and designed primarily for people use;
c. to encourage future redevelopment which complements the function of the central
activity district-CAD-as the dominant centre of the metropolitan area;

d. to encourage a high quality of building design and environmental amenity;

e. to maximize potential views and orientation of future redevelopment towards the
river environment and CAD;
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f. to enhance visual entrances to the central city, and create a strong visual image for
the river frontage; and
g. to ensure that the transport network and new land uses are complementary.

Within the interim development order area the Crown owns large areas of land which
are inappropriately developed having regard to their location near the Yarra River and
the central activity district. The development proposed by Jennings Industries Ltd includes one such area of slightly more than 1 hectare of Crown land adjoining Bright Street
and presently held under lease by Australian Paper Manufacturers Ltd. Jennings Industries Ltd has secured an option to purchase that Crown lease. The company is to purchase
the freehold of this land and the subject portion of road from the Crown at ValuerGeneral's valuation.
A section of the historic original mill building on this site will be retained and refurbished to become the focal point of the development's retail precinct. Freehold land
adjoining the other side of the relevant portion of Bright Street included in the proposed
development area is either owned by Jennings Industries Ltd, or subject to an agreement
to purchase by that company. A Lutheran church, which stands on the freehold land to be
purchased by Jennings Industries Ltd, will be dismantled and placed on a suitable agreed
site.
Inclusion of the portion of Bright Street in the development site allows scope for better
design planning whereas excluding the road would fragment the development and severely
reduce design possibilities. The project has been planned to fit in with the Government's
strategies and objectives for the Southbank area.
The development embraces the contruction of office buildings, a hotel, town houses,
retail shops, restaurant, bank, church, car park, galeria and associated plazas, bridges and
landscaping. The major buildings are set on a podium and are linked to the river by a
series of stepped landscaped terraces, plazas, fountains and rest areas. I am certain this
imposing development will enhance the Southgate locality, and I commend the Bill to the
House.
On the motion of the Hon. D. M. EVANS (North Eastern Province), the debate was
adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until the next day of meeting.

SITTINGS OF THE HOUSE
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs) (By leave)Prior to moving the motion for the adjournment of the sitting, I shall make a brief
statement on the sittings of the House. I have not had a chance of clearing the matter
directly with the Leaders of the other parties, but I have had discussions with the Leader
of the Assembly.
Unless a serious objection arises, I propose that the House proceeds as follows: After
this week, there are two possible weeks for sittin$ prior to the school holidays, which begin
Friday, 10 May. I propose that the Council SIts during the weeks prior to the school
holidays. The Assembly may not meet on 7, 8 or 9 May.
The reason I suggest the Council sits during that week is that it will be debating the
Supply (1985-86, No. 1) Bill and I would like that to proceed. After the school holidays,
the Assembly will sit during the week immediately following the school holidays, approximately 28 May. I propose that the Council should not sit during the week directly
follOWIng the school holidays so that it will meet again on Tuesday, 4 June. That means
there will be three weeks in which the Council will not sit and three weeks in which the
Assembly will not sit. However, they will not be the same weeks. The Council will meet
during a week the Assembly will not meet and the Assembly will meet during a week
following the school holidays in which the Council will not meet.
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I mention that because certain members of the House have asked me for clarification.
The nature of the business of this House is slightly different from that of the other place.
The weeks I have suggested are more sensible for the business of this House, and I propose
to proceed in that fashion.
The Hon. HADDON STOREY (East Yarra Province) (By leave)-I thank the Leader
of the House for conveying that information to honourable members. On behalf of the
Liberal Party, I agree with the notion of sitting for the next two weeks. As to whether the
House will sit during the week immediately after the school holidays, that may need to be
reviewed.
I ask the Leader of the House to indicate his intentions as to the House meeting after
the school holidays. The honourable gentleman indicated that the House will not sit
during the week immediately after the school holidays. Originally, it was contemplated
that the House would sit for only one week after the school holidays and I wonder whether
it is now contemplated that it will sit for a longer period.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs) (By leave)-It is
my hope that the Council need to sit for only one week following the school holidays, and
that will be the week beginning 4 June.

ADJOURNMENT
Moorabbin Association for the Intellectually Handicapped-After-school-hours se"ices-Nuclear accidents-Tullaroop leisure centre-Prince Henry's Hospital-Westemport Planning Advisory Committee-Corio estate
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I move:
That the Council, at its rising, adjourn until Tuesday, April 30.

The motion was agreed to.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

The Hon. ROBERT LAWSON (Higinbotham Province)-I direct the attention of the
Minister for Health to correspondence I have received from the Moorabbin Association
for the Intellectually Handicapped. The group is known colloquially in the area as the
White House. Its purpose is to run a day traIning centre for intellectually handicapped
people. It is currently in temporary quarters because its usual place of operation is being
rebuilt.
The association has found temporary accommodation through the Moorabbin City
Council, but the accommodation is costing the association an extra $216. 67 a month. In
total, the extra cost will amount to $3300. Honourable members will agree that $216 a
month for rent is extremely cheap and it is obviously being subsidized by the council.
Nevertheless, the association requested the Health Commission to provide a rent subsidy,
which was refused.
The association has written to me and asked me to raise the matter. I will be pleased to
provide the Minister for Health with the relevant correspondence.
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD (Higinbotham Province)-I refer the Minister for Community Services to the funding of before-school, after-school and school holiday services.
As the Minister would be aware, funds for out-of-school-hours services have been made
available by the Federal Government.
On 21 December last year, the Moorabbin City Council received advice from the
Department of Community Welfare Services that it had not been granted funding for
those services. Unlike most other municipalities in the southern region, Moorabbin does
not receive funding for primary school services, and that is unjust and discriminatory.
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I note that the figures from the department indicate that Moorabbin has the largest
number of children between the age of 5 and 11 years, the most employed females, the
largest number of low-income families and the largest number of single parent families.
The council has operated school holiday programs since August last year in recognition
of the considerable need in this area. The reason given for funding not being made
available was that priority has been placed on improvell).ent of existing services. However,
the service already existed. The council believes it is being discriminated a~inst because
it is providing a service at ratepayers' expense for surrounding municipalitIes. The situation is completely unacceptable and unfair. On behalf of the council, I request the Minister
to directly intervene to ensure that the citizens of Moorabbin receive treatment equal to
those of surrounding municipalities.
The Hon. JEAN McLEAN (Boronia Province)-The matter I raise with the Minister
for Health concerns the possibility of nuclear accidents in a Victorian port. From reports
in the Age newspaper on 23 March, and other newspapers, including the Canberra Times
and the National Times, there appears to be some confusion about who would take over
responsibility for responding to a nuclear accident in an Australian port.
Considering the extreme danger to public health that would result from such an occurrence, will the Minister inform the House whether procedures for cleaning up a nuclear
accident involving a United States of America nuclear armed and/or powered vessel in a
Victorian port have been agreed to by Australian and American authorities; whether
Victorian authorities are to be involved in the clean-up procedures; and whether other
State authorities in cities visited by United States warships currently have detailed plans
for dealing with such accidents or emergencies?
The Hon. J. W. S. RADFORD (Bendigo Province)-My query to the Minister for
Agriculture and Rural Affairs representing the Minister for Education relates to the Tullaroop leisure centre in Bendigo.
The matter was raised initially on 24 February 1981 when the shire wrote to the
Education Department about an agreement between the department and the leisure centre.
On 9 November 1982 the Minister promised an early reply.
I raised the matter again on 17 November 1982 as the centre was just two days from
being opened by Mr Frank Wilkes, the then Minister for Local Government.
On 27 May 1983 the shire received a response from the Education Department and a
redrafted proposed agreement was sent back to the Education Department on 12 August
1983.
Soon after the council had contact with Mr Neville Rowan seeking an early settlement
of the matter. On 1 October 1983 an indication was given to the council that the matter
would not be considered until March 1984.
On 6 January 1984 I wrote to the department and received an acknowledgement letter
on 19 January 1984. The council commented in a letter dated 23 December 1983 that it
was very unhappy with the "ludicrous situation".
I then spoke to the regional director of the Education Department in the Bendigo area
as I felt that I could have an influence on it. In July or August 1984 Mr David Kennedy,
who represented Bendigo in another place, and who now represents Bendigo East, inquired
about the matter and was photographed in the local press inspecting the building.
The shire received approximately $4000 to $5000 towards the end of last year, but as of
three days ago no agreement has been signed by the council, no paper work has been seen
and I wonder what the Auditor-General will say about it.
I hope before I leave these hallowed precincts that the Minister representing the Minister
for Education has a positive response for me.
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The Hon. REG MACEY (Monash Province)-I direct my comments to the Minister
for Health. In the light of continuing concern about the proposal to relocate Prince Henry's
Hospital, can the Minister tell the House whether he has a current assessment of the cost
of renovating and upgrading Prince Henry's Hospital on its present site as compared with
relocating that hospital at St Albans in the municipality of Sunshine? Following the answer
the Minister gave to the House on 17 April, does he have any considered assessment of
the benefits that will accrue in reducing the demand for hospital beds in the inner city
hospital by the provision of 200 extra beds, 100 being at the Frankston Community
Hospital?
The Hon. H. R. WARD (South Eastern Province)-I direct my query to the Minister
for Planning and Environment. The Shire of Flinders wrote to me recently regarding the
Westernport Planning Advisory Committee. The council is concerned about the delay in
establishing a regional planning body for that area and advised me that the council agreed
to the establishment of the committee twelve months ago, but is awaiting a final decision
from the Minister for Planning and Environment.
The council, along with other councils in the region, requests an early decision on the
matter. Can the Minister advise the House when the decision will be made?
The Hon. R. A. MACKENZIE (Geelong Province)-The matter I raise with the Attorney-General concerns a parcel of land called the Corio estate in the electorate I represent
which contains approximately 400 building blocks and which was subdivided in the mid1930s.
Just after the war the subdivision was found to be inappropriate and consequently it
was rezoned as farming under the Geelong Regional Planning Scheme.
Land is still being sold to people who innocently believe they are purchasing land in the
Geelong region which is close to the sea, Geelong Grammar School and within easy access
to the Melbourne road. However, when those people apply for building permits they find
that building permits cannot be issued because it is zoned farming.
Having looked at the list of owners, I understand land is being sold to people from
overseas and that a number of owners live in Noumea.
The matter was brought to my attention by the honourable member for Richmond in
another place who has two constituents who have purchased land in this subdivision.
I ask the Attorney-General whether action can be ~ken to protect people who speculate
in this way to ensure that those who are misrepresenting can be brought to heel.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Planning and Environment)-I am amazed
that Mr Radford is still bringing to my attention the Tullaroop leisure centre. I thought
the matter had been resolved. I am sorry it has been brought to my attention again and I
shall take up the matter yet agail\ with the Minister for pducation and his department.
Mr Ward asked me, on behalf of the Flinders· shire, about the planning and advisory
committee that is proposed to be established in tl)e area. Final consultation with officers
of my department has yet to take place but I hope to provide him with an answer within
the next two or three weeks.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-Mr Lawson raised a matter concerning
the Moorabbin Association for the Intellectually Handicapped and a request for subsidies
for the renting of temporary accommodation for traipees while a new centre is under
construction. I shall follow up that matter and I will be happy to receive a deputation from
that association in conjunction with the honourable member.
Mrs Mc Lean raised a matter regarding safety measures for the visit of nuclear-powered
ships. It is my advice that the procedures developed place responsibility for the operation
and safety aspects with the metropolitan police and tqe.ChiefCommissloner of Police, Mr
Miller. An operational control centre is established ~ at the port. The coIhmi.ssioner. has
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total responsibility to co-ordinate emergency services for relief operations and to deal with
the effects of an accident or danger to the public. Further operational procedures are set
up upon the visit of nuclear-powered warships and are incorporated in the State Disaster
Plan under the co-ordination of the Chief Commissioner of Police so that a number of
State and Commonwealth authorities would be involved in the clean-up of a nuclear
accident. I have been advised that similar procedures have been adopted in other States.
Mr Macey raised various matters. He asked about the cost of upgrading Prince Henry's
Hospital compared with the cost of building and relocating at Sunshine, the impact of 100
beds at Frankston and 100 beds at Maroondah; and the needs of the inner-surburban area
and the impact those needs have on the hospitals in that area. I have not yet received
complete advice on those matters. However, I look forward to doing so in due course and
I shall then provide the information to the honourable member.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-Mr Mackenzie raised with me the
problem, which I had hoped was past, of the unsavoury practice of developers who find
old estates that were subdivided many generations ago-in the case he mentioned, in the
1930s-which are not zoned for domestic purposes and have no prospect of being so
zoned. That fact is known to the vendor-and, often, the vendor is a $2 shelf companywho sells the land to a person who may not have a good command of the English language.
The Sale of Land (Amendment) Bill was designed and introduced by the Premier when he
was the Attorney-General in the first twelve months of office of the Labor Government.
This contained vendor disclosure provisions which dealt with the sort of practice to which
the Dawson committee had been directed.
I am sorry to hear that this practice is continuing and I should be more than happy to
examine the situation. It is a shabby practice and I am concerned about it.
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-I am grateful to Mr
Connard for raising the matter-which was brought to my attention by the Moorabbin
City Council-of the before-and-after-school and the school holiday programs. They came
over from the then Department of Youth, Sport and Recreation at the beginning of 1984
and were grossly under-funded. Since that time Senator Grimes, the Federal Minister, has
made considerable progress towards more satisfactory funding levels for the before-andafter-school programs and they have profited. The one in Moorabbin has profited from
the increase in funding. Although the existing holiday program has been strengthened, Mr
Connard's comments are spot on and I assure him that I am sympathetic to the case put
by the City of Moorabbin and I will vigorously lobby Senator Grimes on the matter of
whether it is possible to make a larger grant available so that more holiday programs can
be established and the before-and-after-school programs further strengthened.
I will be asking for a system of fee relief to be instituted because, as Mr Connard would
be well aware, at present many of those programs impose a fee upon parents and families
whose children are taking part. Very often they are people who cannot afford to pay even
quite small amounts.
The motion was agreed to.
The House adjourned at 5.44 p.m. until Tuesday, April 30.
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Tuesday, 30 April 1985
The PRESIDENT (the Hon. F. S. Grimwade) took the chair at 3.3 p.m. and read the
prayer.

DEATH OF THE HONOURABLE ROBERT WILFRED HOLT
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)- I move:
That this House expresses its sincere sorrow at the death, on 26 April 1985, of the Honourable Robert Wilfred
Holt, and places on record its acknowledgement of the valuable services rendered by him to the Parliament and
the people of Victoria as a member of the Legislative Assembly for the electoral district of Portland from 1945 to
1947 and 1950 to 1955 and as Minister of Lands and Survey, Minister of Soldier Settlement and Minister for
Conservation from 1952 to 1953.

Bob Holt was born in Launceston, Tasmania, in 1914 and was educated in Melbourne at
Scotch College and the University of Melbourne. He practised as a solicitor before enlisting in the armed services during the second world war. He served in the 2/9th Australian
Armoured Regiment in New Guinea and achieved the rank of captain and then major.
After the war, in 1945, he entered the Victorian Parliament as the Labor MLA for
Portland and served until 1947. He was defeated in 1947 but was re-elected to the same
seat in 1950 and served the electorate of Portland until his retirement at the 1955 general
election.
The Honourable Bob Holt was a central figure in the turmoil which beset the Labor
Patty in that period. A number of other honourable members who will want to elaborate
on that will be speaking shortly.
The Honourable Bob Holt served as Minister of Lands and Survey and Minister of
Soldier Settlement from December 1952 until December 1953. At that time he resigned
from Cabinet over what he considered was a matter of principle when he found he could
not support the Land Settlement Bill. He objected to an amendment allowing the Minister
of Lands and Survey to allocate land not useful to soldier settlement for sale to unspecified
organizations. This allowed poor hill country in South Gippsland to be handed over to the
National Catholic Rural Movement. He tore up the Bill in the House, walked out and
later resigned from Cabinet. His colleagues remembered him as a man who put principles
first. Whether they agreed with his stand or not, they regarded him as a straight and honest
man.
After leaving the Victorian Parliament, Bob Holt went on to serve in Federal Parliament. He was the member of the House of Representatives for Darebin from 1955 to
1958. He gave dedicated service to the Labor Party over a long period. He was a member
of the Australian Labor Party State Executive from 1955 to 1966. He was the ALP
Treasurer from 1960 to 1961 and he was president of the party from 1962 to 1965.
His public service also included periods as a member of the University of Melbourne
Council. He was a member of the executive of the Victorian National Parks Association
and President of the Victorian Animal Aid Trust. The Government extends its sympathy
to the family of Robert Wilfred Holt and it desires-and it is sure that it is the desire of all
honourable members here today-that this expression of sorrow be placed on the record
in the House.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-The Opposition joins with the
Leader of the House in the condolences and tributes which he has expressed. Robert
Wilfred Holt was a man with whom one could disagree but one could never challenge his
integrity. Many, I am sure, not only in the Labor movement, will remember him as a tall,
rangy, well-spoken and softly-spoken man. He was a kind man and a man whose convictions were very strong, very sincere and very deep. He was absolutely genuine at all times.
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As the Leader of the House has indicated, those convictions resulted in one of the most
dramatic incidents the Parliament has ever seen, which occurred during the debate in
December 1953 on the Land Settlement Bill, when Mr Holt appeared at last to say, "I
can't take this," tore up his own Bill, stormed out of the House and resigned. It was a
dramatic incident, which received front-page publicity and which was the first shot that
led to the schism within the Australian Labor Party.
I do not suggest for one moment that his actions in any way caused that schism, any
more than the murder of the Archduke of Austria at Sarajevo caused the great world war.
In each case these were triggering events that led to the subsequent events. It triggered the
events that were to occur.
Naturally, as a result of that incident and his resignation from Cabinet, he lost his
preselection and it was for that reason that he stepped down from the Portland seat. When
the Cain Government finally fell a year later, there was no more loyal supporter on the
floor of the House than Robert Wilfred Holt, who had for a year been a back-bencher and
at that time was an unendorsed member of the Labor Party. While others were stabbing
John Cain, Senior in the back, this man stood firmly with him with all the integrity at his
command. He was not one who went back on his principles or his loyalty in any way. His
great qualities were recognized when, despite his action in resigning from the Victorian
Cabinet, he was endorsed, a short time after his loss of endorsement for the State seat of
Portland, for the Federal seat of Darebin. The Honourable Robert Holt served in Federal
Parliament with equal distinction.
He was a solicitor at Portland and, in fact, entered the firm of Frost, Nichols and
Sylvester which became Nichols, Sylvester and Holt when Frost later founded a firm in
Mornington, of which I was a partner. I had contact with him in that respect. He was
highly thought of as a solicitor and later practised in Ringwood for some years.
It is a further mark of tremendous tribute to this man that following those, or in spite of
those events of 1953, he went on to become the State president of his party. He will be
remembered and he will always be respected across party lines for his genuine contribution
to the State and for his immense personal integrity.

The Hoo.1I. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-Members of the National Party also
support this motion expressing our sorrow at the passing of the late Honourable Robert
Holt. Unfortunately I did not have the opportunity of knowing him personally but I am
indebted to the Leader of the House for providing to the House the history of service of a
man who obviously had a very deep commitment to Australia, to Victoria and to his
fellow man.
When one examines his life of service, one sees that he had five years of service in the
Army and served in New Guinea during the second world war and followed that period of
active service-at a time of great crisis for Australia-with service in the Parliamentary
field at both State and Federal levels. That is an indication of a person with great conviction and a tremendous desire to make a personal contribution to other people around him
and to his country. He served as a Minister and as a State and Federal member. He
obviously had a deep commitment to the Australian Labor Party and went on to be
Treasurer as well as President of the Australian Labor Party in Victoria.
I understand that he was also a fairly regular visitor to Parliament House over a period
of years until recently when his health perhaps prevented him from coming here. Many
latter-day members of both Houses got to know him because he continued to stay in touch
with the Parliament and with many of his colleagues. That is a great example for us to
follow.
Members of the National Party certainly convey their condolences and sympathy to the
members of his family and support this motion which honours almost a lifetime of service
by a person who was obviously a great Australian and a great Victorian.
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The Hon. W. A. LANDERYOU (Doutta Galla Province)-It gives me no great personal
satisfaction, but at least I feel indebted to the memory of Bob Holt for having known him.
As a young man, a member of the then Central Executive of the ALP and President of the
Victorian Branch of the Labor Party, Bob Holt demonstrated-perhaps, it was a quality
of his age, I am not sure and only history will tell-that he understood the importance of
adhering to a policy and principle. He could not be bought, stood over or browbeaten. He
was a man who, on many occasions, walked out.
It was not only in Parliament that he ripped up Bills. Often when he felt the need
warranted it and the occasion justified his actions, he would say to members of the
Victorian Branch of the Central Executive of the ALP, "Well, I have had enough; I am
going home." He would walk out and leave the meeting completely in uproar. In the light
of recent events, that is not new.
Bob Holt was a man who, more than any other person-for those who acknowledge my
ability to analyse a Bill-taught me the importance of analysing proposed legislation,
comparing it with the existing legislation, reading the speeches of the day and analysing
the effect the legislation had had, despite what the earlier legislators had intended. In that
sense he was a great Parliamentarian; he understood the purpose of Parliament and
practised his craft to a degree which very few other people, on my view of my side of
politics, have been able to match.
However, Bob Holt gave inspiration at a time when it was difficult to do so-that is, in
the years that led up to the conflict in Vietnam. In those days one did not have to be a
member of the middle class to support the Labor Party; indeed, one was frowned on if
that were the case.
Bob Holt was an astute lawyer who was renowned in his profession, but he was careful
to ensure that the Labor Party followed a tradition of principle and stuck to its policies.
To that extent, it is historic that the House is meeting on this occasion, the first since his
death, to acknowledge the importance of one man who served not only Parliament but
also, and more importantly, served the working people of Victoria with great distinction,
despite his background and against enormous odds.
I join with those honourable members who have proffered their condolences to the
surviving members of Bob Holt's family. I hope I shall have the opportunity of expressing
my condolences to them individually.
The motion was agreed to in silence, honourable members showing their unanimous
agreement by standing in their places.

ADJOURNMENT
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I move:
That, as a further mark of respect to the memory of the late Honourable Robert Wilfred Holt, the House do
now adjourn until half-past four o'clock this day.

The motion was agreed to.
The House adjourned at 3.18 p. m.
The PRESIDENT took the chair at 4.32 p.m.

JOINT SITTING OF PARLIAMENT
Victorian Institute of Marine Sciences-La Trobe University-Victorian
Institute of Secondary Education
The PRESIDENT-I have received the following communication, dated 24 April 1985,
from the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands:
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Dear Mr President,
The statute relating to the Victorian Institute of Marine Sciences provides for Governor in Council appointment of, among others, three members of Parliament to the governing council of the institute. Members are
recommended for appointment as an outcome of a joint sitting of the Legislative Council and the Legislative
Assembly conducted in accordance with the rules adopted for the purpose by the members present at the sitting.
The three members of Parliament currently appointed are: Mr B. Evans, MP; the Honourable W. V. Houghton,
MLC; and Mr G. Stirling, MP.
Their terms of appointment expire on 1 March 1986.
However, the Honourable W. V. Houghton retires from Parliament on 15 July and as a consequence, it is
necessary to appoint a member in his stead for the balance of the three-year term.
Accordingly, I would be grateful if you could arrange for such a joint sitting to recommend a member for
appointment to the vacancy for the period 16 July 1985 to 1 March 1986, under the terms of the Victorian
Institute of Marine Sciences Act. No. 5607, 1974.
Yours sincerely,
JOAN E. KlRNER
Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands

I have received a further communication, dated 24 April 1985, from the Minister for
Education:
Dear Mr President,
The statutes relating to the university and institute listed below provide for the appointment by the Governor
in Council of three members of Parliament to each of the governing councils-the members to be recommended
for appointment by a joint sitting of the Legislative Council and the Legislative Assembly conducted in accordance with the rules adopted by the members present at the sitting.
I should be grateful if you could arrange for such a joint sitting to recommend members of Parliament for
appointment to the following vacancies:
La Trobe University Council (La Trobe University Act 1964, section 7 (1) (a».
(Remainder of a four-year term of office ending on 18th December 1986 in place of Donald Neville Saltmarsh,
M.P., who retired as a member of Parliament.)
Victorian Institute of Secondary Education Council (Victorian Institute of Secondary Education Act 1976,
Section 5 (1) (a».
(Remainder ofa four-year term of office ending on 10th January 1989, in place of the Honourable WaIter Jona,
M.P. who retired as a member of Parliament.)
(Balance of a four-year term of office in place of the Honourable Joan Elizabeth Kirner, M.L.C., who has
resigned from the institute council.)
Yours sincerely,
IANCATHIE
Minister for Education

I have received the following message from the Assembly:
Mr President,
The Legislative Assembly acquaint the Legislative Council that they agreed to the following resolution:
That this House meets the Legislative Council for the purpose of sitting and voting together to choose members
ofthe Parliament of Victoria to be recommended for appointment to the councils of the La Trobe University,
the Victorian Institute of Secondary Education and the Victorian Institute of Marine Sciences, and proposes
that the time and place of such meeting be the Legislative Assembly Chamber on Tuesday, 30 April instant, at
six o'clock,
with which they desire the concurrence of the Legislative Council.
Speaker
Legislative Assembly,
Melbourne, 24 April, 1985.
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The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-By leave, I
move:
That this House meet the Legislative Assembly for the purpose of sitting and voting together to recommend
members of the Parliament of Victoria for appointment to the councils of La Trobe University, the Victorian
Institute of Secondary Education and the Victorian Institute of Marine Sciences and, as proposed by the
Assembly, the place and time of such meeting be the Legislative Assembly Chamber this day at 6.00 p.m.

The motion was agreed to.
It was ordered that a message be sent to the Legislative Assembly acquainting them with
the foregoing resolution.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

STATE OF EMERGENCY
The Hon. H. R. WARD (South Eastern Province)-Will the Minister for Agriculture
and Rural Affairs advise the House at what time yesterday the decision was made to
recommend to the Governor in Council the proclamation of a state of emergency?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I think it is
sufficient-to indicate the time at which action was taken-to say that early last evening
the Government decided that no alternative was open to it but to proceed in the manner
in which it has proceeded. The proper procedure occurred to the point where this morning
a printed issue of the Government Gazette was distributed and at that point the proclamation came into effect. That time was 8.30 a.m. today.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-My question to the Minister for
Agriculture and Rural Affairs also relates to the proclamation of a state of emergency
under the Essential Services Act. The Minister indicated that the proclamation was made
yesterday but came into effect this morning. Did consultation with the industry itself take
place prior to the Essential Services Act being invoked; was the supply of milk to essential
services in Victoria in fact under threat, or was it clear that the milk industry would
continue to supply those essential services throughout the period of disputation with the
Government?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I shall answer
the second part of the question first. It is true to say that the supply of milk was under
threat. Further, I indicate that proper consultation occurred prior to the decision being
taken.

PROPOSED INSOLVENCY TASK FORCE
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD (Templestowe Province)-Will the Attorney-General inform the House of the nature of the proposed insolvency task force?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-During 1984 some 700 Victorian companies went into liquidation with total deficiencies exceeding $150 million. That constitutes a serious problem. The Government appreciates that the corporate structure must
allow for some degree of entrepreneurial risk. The Companies Code makes it a criminal
offence for directors to trade while insolvent, and those matters are investigated by the
Corporate Affairs Office.
However, I am aware that many people in the community who are creditors of companies that have gone into liquidation are irritated by seeing the directors of those companies
setting up in business down the street the following day, while living in the same house,
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enjoying the same life style and driving the same cars while their creditors remain out of
pocket.
For that reason I propose to establish an insolvency task force at the Corporate Affairs
Office to ascertain whether there may be some better method of policing these matters,
whether limited legal liability is being abused and whether amendments to the existing
law need to be made.
Certainly the computerization of the Corporate Affairs Office will greatly facilitate the
reconstruction of accounts which the investigators examine when trying to analyse whether
a company has been trading while insolvent. We will draw on the services of the Insolvency Practitioners Association where appropriate, and examine the work being done by
the Australian Law Reform Commission with respect to insolvency.
We recognize that part of our society finds it acceptable that limited liability companies
should exist. There is an entrepreneurial reason for them, but that must be balanced. The
honest mistakes made in relation to that risk must be balanced against the damage done
to the community and creditors by the present rate of insolvency.

STATE OF EMERGENCY
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-Has the Minister for Agriculture and
Rural Affairs yet signed any directions under the Essential Services Act in connection with
the declared state of emergency, and will he promptly lay upon the table any directions
signed or to be signed so that honourable members can be kept fully informed? Will the
Minister explain those directions to the House?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-The answer to
both parts of the question is, "No". I have not signed any directions and there is no
requirement within the Essential Services Act for me to table directions.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-I ask the Minister for Agriculture
and Rural Affairs: With whom were consultations held yesterday prior to the declaration
of the state of emergency under the Essential Services Act?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I do not intend
to elaborate in that fashion, simply on the basis that I would have to depend on my
memory for a day that was full of negotiations and consultations. If I endeavoured to give
a full account of yesterday's consultations, I would certainly have some difficulty and, no
doubt, could mislead honourable members. I should be happy to go through the sequence
of events with the honourable member at some time.

THE LAKES NATIONAL PARK
The Hon. B. A.. MURPHY (Gippsland Province)-Last week-end I had the pleasure of
inspecting the Lakes National Park with the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands.
The area is known as the riviera. I recall that the former Minister for Conservation, Forests
and Lands had an ongoing interest in education. Will the Minister advise what steps she
is taking to enable educational opportunities to be provided to visitors to Victoria's
national parks.?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I am aware
that national parks have a valuable part to play not only in preserving our natural heritage
but also as an educational asset to all those visitors wishing to learn more about natural
landscapes and environmental processes.
I was delighted to visit the Lakes National Park with one of the State's other assets, Mr
Murphy. The education programs conducted by the Department of Conservation, Forests
and Lands have proved extremely popular during the past year. Approximately 70 000
student visitors have visited the area during the term, during summer and during the
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Easter holidays. Specific programs established for visitors involved 20 000 students in the
summer program and 11 000 during the Easter program. The program took place not only
in national parks but also in caravan parks adjoining national parks so that the activities
could be spread further.
I draw to the attention of honourable members that in the recently-announced programs
of the Council of Adult Education, the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands is
co-operating with the council in developing systematic programs to extend understanding
of the natural environment. The programs include week-long bush camps, live-in weekends and day tours. The Government strongly supports this type of community education,
and it is my intention to expand the current activities.

ESSENTIAL SERVICES ACT
The Hon. HADDON STOREY (East Yarra Province)-I ask the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs whether it is a fact that, when milk blockades were taking place in
January, the Victorian Dairy Industry Authority was advised by its legal advisers that the
use of the Essential Services Act was not appropriate. If so, will the Minister explain why
the Act has been used on this occasion?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-As the honourable member knows, I was not the Minister of Agriculture in January of this year. I
will investigate the matter and provide him with an answer.

KINDERGARTEN SERVICES
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-I ask the Minister for Community
Services a question regarding the ramifications of the 1984 Health Commission ruling that
each child in Victoria be entitled to one year's pre-school education. Genuine concern
exists in the community that some children, who, for reasons of immaturity, are simply
not ready for admission to the primary school system at the end of one pre-school year,
are precluded from a second year at pre-school unless vacancies exist.
Is the Minister aware of this situation; what advice does she give to parents who have
children in that situation and are facing the prospect of keeping the child at home for
twelve months or allowing that child to enter the primary school system at the child's cost;
and will the Minister consider altering the circumstances regarding the priorities of admission to overcome the problems I have outlined?
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-I thank the honourable
member for his question and indicate that Mr Chamberlain has also written to me about
this situation. It is possible that a case has occurred which is in the mind of the honourable
member.
The Government realizes there needs to be sensitive treatment during the child's transition from kindergarten to the first year of primary education. Each year, a number of
children are, in the opinion of their parents or kindergarten teachers, not ready to take
that step. As I understand it, it is possible for a child to repeat a year of kindergarten if
agreement exists between four parties-the pre-school adviser, the kindergarten teacher, a
parent and a representative from the Education Department. This year, several hundred
children in Victoria are doing just that. Should there be a particular case in point, I should
be delighted to receive the details and investigate the matter.

JENNY'S SELF-HELP GROUP
The Hon. B. T. PULLEN (Melbourne Province)-The question I ask the Minister for
Community Services concerns a case of abuse of children. Hardly anything creates more
cause for community concern than abuse of children. In this case, I refer to sexual abuse,
and particularly the efforts being made by a group called Jenny's Self-Help Group to assist
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the victims of sexual abuse. I ask the Minister to indicate to the House the work being
done by this group and what assistance the Government is providing.
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-Jenny's Self-Help Group
received a good deal of publicity and came to the attention of honourable members a
couple of weeks ago through an Australian Broadcasting Commission television program
called Pressure Point.
That program heightened the community's awareness of the extent of child sexual
abuse. It is a topic which is difficult to discuss and is only recently being discussed in the
community.
It was obvious during the program that Jenny and the group of people gathered around
her were not receiving much assistance, except through their own financial resources. I am
delighted to announce that Jenny's Self-Help Group will receive Community Employment
Program grants of$33 000. That money will assist the group to employ four people for 26
. weeks, and this will extend the services those people provide. That period is not sufficient
for the kind of work they are doing and the programs they have, and the group does require
long-term funding. It has been invited to apply for long-term funding and the application
will be considered in due course.

NATIONAL DAIRY PLAN
The Hon. R. S. de FEGELY (Ballarat Province)-In calculating the $5 million package
to assist in the rationalization of the Victorian dairy industry, can the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs inform the House how many dairy farmers the Government
estimates would be forced to leave the industry?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-It is difficult
to make an assessment of the number of dairy farmers who would be forced to leave the
industry. It is my fervent hope that the number will be as low as possible.
It was not a package that was developed or based on an estimate of the number of dairy
farmers leaving the industry. Part of the package related to the maintenance of dairy
farmers who needed assistance of a capital or of a debt reconstruction kind.
I am not aware whether the national dairy marketing plan that Mr Kerin proposed was
based on the estimate of the number of dairy farmers who had to leave the industry.
Victoria has 10 500 dairy farmers, and I hope the number leaving the industry will be
minimal.

ACQUIRED IMMUNE DEFICIENCY SYNDROME
The Hon. M. J. SANDON (Chelsea Province)-Can the Minister for Health inform
the House what steps the Government has taken to provide facilities to detect the acquired
immune deficiency syndrome and what new services are now provided to the public?
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-I am pleased to announce that facilities
will be available commencing this week, not only at the central diseases clinic in the city,
but also at the Royal Melbourne Hospital and the Fairfield Hospital, for people who wish
to be treated or diagnosed for AIDS. It should be understood that people can have access
to those services via their local doctor and they will be provided on a strictly confidential
basis. People should not go through the blood bank where the service is not being provided, but through the places I mentioned.
It is important to point out that, from this Monday, all donations of blood will be
treated. It means that from now on no blood used for transfusions will be suspected of
having any AIDS contamination, and that is a most welcome breakthrough. About one
month's supply of blood is currently in store, so it will not be until the expiration of two
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or three weeks that all the blood will be inspected. It is a reassuring prospect for people
seeking blood for transfusion.

ESSINGTON LTD
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-I refer the Attorney-General
to the advice he ~ve the House last Wednesday and to the reports in the Herald of that
day that Mr Costlgan's comments on Essington Ltd would be investigated by the National
Crime Authority. I ask the Attorney-General to advise the House who referred those
comments to the National Crime Authority and when that occurred?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-The Premier made it clear that he had
written to the National Crime Authority early in the year and had asked it to expedite
those inquiries. The authority has confirmed that those matters will be part of its investigation, and this is consistent with the Costigan report.

SOFTWOOD PLANTATION AT BRIGHT
The Hon. D. E. HENSHAW (Geelong Province)-I ask the Minister for Conservation,
Forests and Lands whether the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands is experiencing difficulties associated with the salvage of softwood plantations after the fires in
Bright.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I thank the
honourable member for his question. In line with the Government's commitment to
develop the softwood timber industry, it has been concentrating its efforts on reclaiming
wood burnt in the 1985 fires at Bright, where 785 hectares of softwood plantation were
affected. About 295 hectares of this area was more than twenty years of age and the salvage
of an estimated 62 000 metres of saw logs in this area commenced immediately following
the fire and is progressing well. It is expected that the saw log salvage will yield $1·4 million
in royalties.
Most of the remaining area of burnt plantation is between ten and twenty years of age
and, although it is too young to produce saw logs, some salvage of pulpwood may be
feasible if technical problems can be overcome. The department is involved in studies
into new high pressure water blasting techniques to remove charcoal from pulp logs, which
will enable them to be utilized without significant loss of pulp quality. It is expected that
these technical problems will be overcome and that a substantial volume of pulpwood will
be salvaged from the burnt plantation.

PAY-ROLL TAX CONCESSIONS
The Hon. D. M. EVANS (North Eastern Province)-Is the Minister for Agriculture and
Rural Affairs aware that the phased out rebates for pay-roll tax concessions currently made
to approved decentralized industries will, in the case of the dairy industry, result in lower
direct payments to dairy farmers? Have any calculations been made as to the level of
savings to the Government purse because these pay-roll tax subsidies will no longer be
rebated to the companies paying them, and how does that compare with the $5 million
package which the Government offered to the dairy farmers?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-The answer is,
"No, I am not aware". However, I should be happy to follow up the latter part of the
question and obtain details for the honourable member.

SURVEILLANCE DEVICES
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash Province)-I refer the Attorney-General to the
working paper for a draft Bill relating to listening devices and other means of surveillance
described in the Sunday Press of 7 April by a spokesman for the Attorney-General as "a
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working paper which was not meant for general perusal". As legislation in the suggested
form would prevent the use of binoculars and cameras in legitimate private insurance
investigations, will the honourable gentleman state unequivocally that it is not the Government's policy to prevent such use?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I thank the honourable member for
the question. The proposal as outlined was sent to the Victoria Police Force, initially on
the understanding that I would receive its comments, which would be taken on board,
which could lead to changes to the proposals and that then there would be general discussions.
Unfortunately, it was leaked from the Police Force. The proposal did not refer to
binoculars; it referred to optical devices which could record an image for the purpose of
seeing that image again. I had a debate with Chief Inspector Rippon on television about
that and I read to him, broadcast over 69 stations across the country, what the words were.
I made it clear to him that binoculars were not referred to. Binoculars did not, even in that
draft of the paper, fall into the definition of "an optical surveillance device".
What I have said since it was made public is that a discussion paper is being prepared
addressing the comments I now have from the Police Force. The police are primarily
concerned with the question of exemptions which are a matter of legitimate concern to
them, and the basis of the discussion paper is the Australian Law Reform Commission
reference, which I have cited to the House before, which states, in essence, that we should
be living in a society in which people at home or conducting their activities, conversations
or whatever it may be, in circumstances which might be reasonably regarded as private,
ought to have that privacy respected, with the exception of proper police investigations.
If Mr Guest does not like that, he will have the opportunity of saying in the House why
he thinks that everybody should have a licence to keep everyone else, whether they be at
home or at work in their offices, under optical and listening surveillance. If that is the sort
of Big Brother society that Mr Guest wants to live in, he will be able to come forward and
make that position quite clear in the House.

However, a public discussion paper will be issued by my department during the next
month that will make that position clear, and the Government will not be bringing forward
any proposed legislation on the subject until the appropriate time.

STATE DISASTERS (AMENDMENT) BILL (No. 2)
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands), by leave,
moved for leave to bring in a Bill to amend the State Disasters Act 1983 and for other
purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

TRUSTEE (SECONDARY MORTGAGE MARKET AMENDMENT)
BILL
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General), by leave, moved for leave to bring in a
Bill to make amendments to provisions for a secondary mortgage market, to amend the
Trustee Act 1958 and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.
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PAPERS
The following papers, pursuant to the directions of several Acts of Parliament, were laid
on the table by the Clerk:
Arts Centre Trust-Report for the year 1983-84.
Education Act I 958-Resumption ofland at St Albans-Certificate of the Minister for Education.
Law Foundation-Report for the year 1984.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts of Parliament:
Port of Geelong Authority Act 1958-No. 110.
Supreme Court Act 1958-No. 106.

*

*

*

*

*

Proclamations of His Excellency the Governor in Council fixing operative dates in respect of the following
Acts:
Community Welfare Services (Amendment) Act 1983-Section 20 (3)-24 April 1985 (Gazette No. 39, 24
April 1985).
Dairy Industry Act 1984-28 April 1985 (Gazette No. 39, 24 April 1985).

On the motion of the Hon. HADDON STOREY (East Yarra Province), it was ordered
that the papers tabled by the Clerk, with the exception of statutory rules and proclamations, be taken into consideration on the next day of meeting.

ORDER OF BUSINESS
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-By leave, I move:
That the consideration of the Order of the Day for the resumption of the debate on the motion for the Addressin-Reply, to the Speech of His Excellency the Governor, the Orders of the Day, Government Business, the Notice
of motion, General Business, and Orders of the Day, General Business, Nos I to 5 inclusive, be postponed until
later this day.

The purpose of the motion is to enable the House immediately to bring on the motion
relating to ineffective and misleading action by the Government with respect to the dairy
industry and to enable discussion of the proclamation of the state of emergency.
During the debate a suitable amendment will be submitted to widen the terms of that
motion and make it clear that it does include the actions of the Government up to the
present-The Hon. W. A. Landeryou-If you want leave, could you share the wording of that
suitable amendment?
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-The Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs has been made
aware of the amendment that will be moved.
The Hon. W. A. Landeryou-What is it?
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-The amendment is to remove the words, "as a pre-election
ploy" and to substitute the words "both prior to the election and up to the present day".
Thus the amendment will have two effects: It will enable discussion of the present state of
emergency and it will enable those who have previously spoken on the original motion to
speak again on the amendment. That, of course, includes the Minister, from whom we are
most anxious to hear.
The motion was agreed to.
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NATIONAL DAIRY PLAN
The debate (adjourned from April 4) was resumed on the motion of the Hon. B. P.
Dunn (North Western Province):
That this House condemns the Victorian Government for its failure to take effective action to assist the State's
dairy industry and its attempt to mislead the npblic and the industry as a pre-election ploy.

The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-I remind the House of the terms
of the motion moved by Mr Dunn in the second week of this sessional period:
That this House condemns the Victorian Government for its failure to take effective action to assist the State's
dairy industry and its attempt to mislead the public and the industry as a pre-election ploy.

On 4 April the motion was debated at some length and I then secured the adjournment of
the debate pending further developments in the difficult situation that is currently afflicting the industry. I had intended to resume the debate on this motion tomorrow. However,
in view of the declaration of a state of emergency by the Government yesterday, it seems
desirable and important that there be no further delay in resuming the debate. That is the
reason the House is proceeding today with the debate with the agreement of all parties. To
put Mr Landeryou's mind at ease, I shall forthwith move the amendment. I move:
Omit "as a pre-election ploy. ". and insert, "both prior to the election and up to the present day."

As honourable members will observe, that amendment enables discussion on the matters
that have transpired since the election, and particularly on the state of emergency currently
in force.
I support the remarks my Leader made in moving the original motion, and my support
for his motion was confirmed by the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs because,
in my view, the Minister convicted himself out of his own mouth in response to the
original motion. I have very carefully examined his remarks as reported in Hansard, and
it is clear that a deliberate attempt was made by the Government to mislead the dairy
farmers of Victoria and, more particularly, the public of Victoria who had a great deal of
sympathy with the dairy farmers on the real situation immediately prior to the election.
Honourable members will recall the famous meeting that took place in Canberra on 28
February, two days before the election, which was styled and billed as an Australian
Agricultural Council meeting. Everyone was under the impression that it was a fullyfledged agricultural council meeting attended by all the State Ministers for Agriculture and
the Federal Minister for Primary Industry. The Premier returned to Victoria, Neville
Chamberlain like, holding a piece of paper and saying that he had solved all the problems
in the dairy industry. Mr McArthur interjects and even he, as cynical as he is from time to
time, was convinced by the Premier's remarks that the problems in the dairy industry had
been solved. However, it later transpired that it was a Oaytons a$ficultural council
meeting. The Federal Minister, Mr Kerin, the main man, was not even In attendance. The
Western Australian Government was not even represented at the meeting. It was simply a
Claytons meeting.
I was in Parliament House in Canberra on 22 March, the day the Victorian Minister for
Agriculture and Rural Affairs was in attendance to discuss this matter with the Federal
Minister for Primary Industry. On that day I met with a number of Federal members of
Parliament and also with a number of Victorian dairy farmers, including Messrs Everist
and Fleming, who are receiving a great deal of publicity at the moment.
At that stage I was unaware that it had been a Claytons agricultural council meeting,
and I concluded that it could be only one of two things when I saw the Kerin plan that was
released that day: Either that the Federal Minister had welshed on an agreement he had
entered into on 28 February, or that he had engaged in the greatest confidence trick of all
time.
But, of course, as it transpired later in the debate, I found out that Mr Kerin had not
even been at the 28 February meeting. It was neither a welshing nor a confidence trick by
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Mr Kerin-it was a confidence trick perpetuated by the Premier of Victoria who came
back to the State declaring that he had received agreement from all parties. There it was!
Time moved along and on 9 April I was listening to that radio program of which the
Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs is now a great listener, the Country Hour, on
the Australian Broadcasting Commission network. Mr Kerin was interviewed and I noted
a few of his remarks. He said that the Victorian Government has not much understanding
of the dairy industry, and I was heard to say, "Hear, hear!" His other constructive remark
was that no one consulted him after the meeting. He was referring to the meeting in
Canberra on 28 February which had been styled as an Australian Agricultural Council
meeting.
The Premier and Minister did not go to talk to Mr Kerin after the meeting. He was not
there. They left him in ignorance. They came back to Victoria and told dairy farmers that
they had consulted with Mr Kerin. They did not even talk to him after the meeting. This
is the deceit that was the pre-election ploy.
The Hon. D. E. KENT (Chelsea Province)-On a point of order, Mr President, Mr
Baxter is misleading the House because Mr Kerin was present and chaired the meeting
that took place on 28 February.
The PRESIDENT-Order! I do not rule on the point of order. Mr Baxter stated that
Mr Kerin was not there and Mr Kent has stated that Mr Kerin was there, and I am in no
way able to judge that.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-I thank you for your guidance,
Mr President. I am simply repeating what the Minister said on the well-known program,
the Country Hour; that he was not at the meeting and was not consulted after the meeting.
It is recorded in Hansard of 4 April 1985 at page 19 that the Minister for Agriculture and
Rural Affairs, in response to Mr Dunn's motion on the national dairy plan, when speaking
of the Premier said:
The truth is that, when the Premier went to Canberra on 28 February, the plan he put forward was absolutely
genuine. It was agreed to by the other States, and it was absolutely clear that the Premier did not know what the
Federal Government would do the following week. . .
I was absolutely confident that this was a genuine plan which the Victorian Government hoped would be
accepted or at least debated. . .

Was any impression given when the Premier and Minister returned from Canberra that it
was not then signed, sealed and delivered? They gave no impression that they were hoping
it would be accepted or debated the following week, but did their best to assure everyone
that it was sealed in concrete and that everything had been decided and that problems had
been solved. As soon as the election was over, it was found to be otherwise. It was a
deliberate attempt to mislead voters immediately prior to the election.
I reject some of the allegations that the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs made
in his response to Mr Dunn's motion on the national dairy plan which, by inference,
implicated me as "stirring" in the dairy industry for my own political purposes. I quote
the Minister's remarks recorded at page 20:
Mr Dunn should know, as would one of the members representing the North Eastern Province, that a great
deal of stirring wa.s done by the National party among the dairy farmers, it suited that party to see some
disturbance occurring. The National Party used the onset of an election to cause great public concern.

The Minister could only have made that allegation on the basis that I, along with the
honourable member for Rodney, was present at Girgarre on the day the then Minister of
Transport and Minister of Industrial Relations, Mr Crabb, came up on his peace mission.
Both the honourable member for Rodney in another place and I happened to be in
attendance at that meeting on that day.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-Two honourable members represent the North Eastern Province; how do you know I was referring to you?
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The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-That is interesting because I do not know that the Minister
was referring to me. The tone of his remarks and the fact that I was at Girgarre make me
feel confident that the Minister is not referring to my colleague, Mr Evans. Even if the
Minister were referring to Mr Evans, my comments would still apply. That meeting was
held in the electorate I represent. I have a bounden duty to respond to representations
made to me by my constituents. I would be derelict in my duty if I did not do so.
On a further examination of the remarks made by the Minister one reads:
The National Party did not play a constructive role. I had the impression that members of the National Party
were not playing a constructive role because they wanted a disturbance in the dairy industry.

The Minister then put this vital qualification on that statement:
However, I do not have any evidence to back up that impression.

Again the Minister has made an outlandish remark without one iota of evidence to suggest
that members of the National Party were stirring up trouble in the dairy industry. I shall
outline some of the representations in which I was involved and the contact that I have
had with dairy farmers since the beginning of the year.
On 2 January I attended a meeting at the Katunga football ground which was also
attended by approximately 600 dairy farmers and my colleagues in the National Party, the
honourable member for Rodney in another place and Mr Evans, as well as the Federal
member for Murray, Mr Bruce Lloyd. On the following evening of3 January, I attended a
meeting of the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria at Corryong, which attracted 72 people.
Later I participated in a march of dairy farmers at Shepparton. It was interesting that the
Labor Party declined to send a representative to that meeting.
The Hon. W. A. Laoderyou-You were there representing this House?
The Hoo. W. R. BAXTER-No, the meeting happened to be at the time I was temporarily absent from the House. I attended in a private capacity.
The Hon" W. A. Landeryou-You were just one of the unpaid demonstrators.
The Hoo. W. R. BAXTER-Shortly after that I participated in a fairly lengthy discussion at the Shepparton electorate office of the Leader of the National Party, Mr RossEdwards, which included representatives of the local central councillors of the United
Dairyfarmers of Victoria. I have outlined these series of events because I wish to reject the
assertion of the Minister that somehow or other I or members of the National Party have
been associated in particular with so-called rebel dairy farmers in an attempt to stir up
trouble in the industry. The National Party has been assiduous in speaking to representatives of both sides of the dairy farm industry; those who are strong supporters of United
Dairyfarmers of Victoria and those who are anxious to take more militant action.
On 12 March I attended a meeting at Sandy Creek near Wodonga which was convened
by the Chairman of the No. 12 District Council, Mr Roy Davies, from Tawonga. At the
meeting ampl~ opportunity was given for both sides of the dairy farming dispute-those
in favour of the blockades at Kiewa and Corryong and those who were not in favour of
such action-to put their side of the case and to participate in a round table discussion.
I congratulate Mr Davies for the initiative that he took on that occasion because it
brought both sides of the industry together and they were able to resolve their problems
and difficulties in a constructive manner. The Government might well think of doing the
same thing. It should convene a round table conference to enable the parties to sort out
some of the problems confronting the dairy industry. In fact, it would have been highly
desirable for the Government to have done that yesterday before it took the precipitate
action of declaring a state of emergency under the Essential Services Act. If a genuine
attempt had been made to get the interested parties together, some of the difficulties faced
today might have been avoided.
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Many dairy farmers in Victoria feel that they have been badly let down by the Government. Commitments were given to them before the State election, especially by the then
Minister of Transport and Minister for Industrial Relations, Mr Crabb, that no more dairy
licences would be issued. Honourable members are yet to see proposed legislation on that
matter, yet at least three new licences have been issued since 26 February when Mr Crabb
made that statement at Girgarre. He also spoke about taking the milk price issue to
arbitration and he gave an undertaking that dairy farmers would be able to there state
their case. They were able to do that, but so were a lot of other people. What did the dairy
industry gain? A 3 cent increase when there had been no increases in milk prices for more
than three years. The processors, who had not asked for any increase, received one-third
of that 3 cent increase. What type of arbitration did that turn out to be? That was not what
Mr Crabb promised the dairy farmers on 26 February.
Also on 26 February at Girgarre, Mr Crabb gave the dairy farmers a fairly broad hint
that the Government was contemplating some form of temporary underwriting at State
expense up to 1 JUly. What happened to that proposal after the election on 2 March? It
was rejected absolutely. The Government would have nothing to do with it. Yet, at that
meeting at Girgarre on 26 February, Mr Crabb led those dairy farmers to believe the State
was well down the track towards that sort of decision.
Much is now being said about the $5 million State assistance plan for the dairy industry.
A paltry $5 million, a pittance! It includes the February price rise of 1·6 cents a litre, so it
is not "fresh" money.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-That figure is $1·6 million.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-Sorry, it is a 2 per cent rise that will cost the Government
$1·6 million to implement. It is a confidence trick; to aggregate it and come up with a total
sum of$5 million which, in Bourke Street, might look like a significant amount, but spread
among the dairy farmers of Victoria it is nothing, especially as prices were artificially held
down by the Government for more than three years.

If one took a litre of milk in one hand and a litre of soft drink in the other hand and
compared the prices, the soft drink, which comprises nothing but sugar, water and artificial
colouring, costs more than the milk which is the lifeblood of the nation. Some injustice
exists in the community when prices are so far out of kilter that junk food, such as soft
drink, costs more than a vital drink, such as milk. The price of soft drink increases
automatically every Quarter without objection from anyone, yet dairy farmers cannot get
a fair return for their essential product.
Mr Kerin, the Federal Minister for Primary Industry, speaks about $40 million worth
of assistance being provided to the dairy industry. However, that,assistance will arrive
after farmers have left the industry. It will not help anyone staying in the industry, it will
help only those who have gone bankrupt because of the action of this Governmeat and its
Federal colleagues. After the farmers are forced out, the Federal Government will assist
them with $40 million!
"
'..
I briefly refer to some aspects of the Kerin plan and to quote from a media release by
the Federal Minister for Primary Industry on 22 March 1985, the day the Minister for
Agriculture and Rural Affairs and I were in Parliament House, Canberra, discussing this
matter-even though at different meetings. The Federal Minister for Primary Industry is
reported in the press release as stating:
The Government decision effectively unlocks the potential for the industry to achieve new level5 of efficiency
and profitability.

The Victorian dairy industry is the second most efficient industry in th~ world. How can
it possibly be unlocking the potential of the industry to achieve new levels of'efficiency
and profitability, wpen it is already at that pinnacle? One then gets to the crunch. point of
the Minister's plan when he threatened the dairy farmers of Australia by stating:· ~
!
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The rate at which production falls will determine the level of Federal Government assistance; if industry fails
to reduce production then support will be withdrawn more quickly.

That threat is hanging over the head of the industry and is one which I am sure this
Government would not hesitate to implement, bearing in mind its past performances. The
Minister further stated:
The consumer and the nation's economy will benefit through lower prices.

Again the aim of this Government and its Federal counterpart is to push down prices, no
matter how poorly the producer is doing or what sort of cost pressures he is experiencing.
Those things have nothing to do with it.
The aim of the Government is to get the lowest possible prices to the consumer. I am.
interested in providing good, wholesome, cheap food to the consumer but not at the
expense of forcing producers to go bankrupt. The Minister then stated:
Exports will be underwritten by the Government to provide a floor price of90 per cent of average export prices
over three years.

That sounds good until one contemplates what is the current level of export prices which
are appalling and abysmal. Some 90 per cent of export prices are even less, which effectively means that the State and Federal Governments will be contributing nothing to the
industry by way of underwriting. It cost them only $12 million last year and after underwriting 90 per cent ofexport prices it will lessen their contribution further, and presumably
the dollar devaluation will lessen the contribution further again and the Federal Government will not have to put in a dollar.
The Kerin plan is a disaster and has been forced on the industry against its will, and
presumably against the will of the Government if one can believe what the Minister has
said. The Government should make an effort to have the plan delayed or scrapped
altogether. I believe I can claim with some justification-and my suspicions are-that the
State and Federal Governments are interested in forcing as many people out of the· dairy
industry as possible. They want to force milk production to decline to such a level that in
three or four years' time Australia will be short of dairy products-and that is not beyond
the bounds of possibility. One has only to cast one's mind back to when we had wheat
quotas and wheat was running out of our ears, but eighteen months later we could not get
enough wheat. That could also occur in the dairy industry.
The State and Federal Governments are forcing the dairy industry into a crisis situation
to enable New Zealand dairy products to be imported in exchange for the export of white
goods. If that is the intention of the Government, it should come clean and tell the House
about it because the industry is interested to know if that is the intention. The State
Government should take every action in its power to delay the implementation of the
Kerin plan so that it can negotiate and have the worst features taken out. Immediate
action should be taken by legislation or administrative means to prevent the issue of any
more dairy licences. The State Government should bring in a form of underwriting at least
until 1 July for a price of around $3.75 a kilo of butterfat. That is the only way the industry
can be sustained until decisions can be made. Assistance needs to be given to those who
are going out of the industry for one reason or another. I know certain matters are in train
in that respect.
Finally, I shall deal with the state of emergency that was declared today. It was clear
from the answer given by the Minister to various questions today that this action was
taken without consultation with the industry. It is all very well for the Minister to say that
if he named some people with whom he negotiated he would leave out others and that
that would be unfair. I would not have minded because I want an answer. Until the
Minister can indicate who was consulted yesterday, I can only surmise that negotiation
was minimal or non-existent. It is "bully boy" power to say the least, and if it were the
power workers who were taking this action, one wonders whether a state of emergency
would have been declared so quickly.
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I cannot resist recalling previous debates in this House when the Labor Party was sitting
on the Opposition benches, particularly during the period of the Thompson Government
when the Essential Services Act was last invoked. Declarations were made from the
Opposition benches about how a Labor Government would never take that type of action,
would never implement the Essential Services Act, but would repeal that Act.
Spokesmen for the Labor Party have made statements both in Parliament and in the
media about the action taken in Queensland to deal with industrial difficulties.
It is amazing how, when the boot is on the other foot, all the rhetoric goes out the
window and action is taken. Even the Herald makes a few pertinent comments in today's
issue and states:
.... the Premier must accept at least some of the blame for this new militancy offarmers.
When the blockades first began in January, the Cain Government seemed unnecessarily heavy-handed in its
approach, and police acted quickly. Then, two months ago, the Premier boasted of how his Government had
won support from other States for a new national dairy scheme which would benefit Victorian farmers. As luck
would have it, this announcement came two days before the Cain Government was to face the voters.

I do not think there was any luck about it-it was orchestrated. The article continues:
The farmers liked what they heard and agreed to dismantle their pickets, and all was sweetness and light for
polling day.
Time, however, revealed the optimism as ill-founded. Soon after the Cain Government was returned to office,
the Federal Government ditched the Victorian plan and came up with its own version, a policy to cut milk
production and force some farmers, notably in Victoria and Tasmania, out of the industry. Is it any wonder,
then, that these traditionally conservative and law-abiding farmers are today divided among themselves and in
an ugly mood?

I can only say that the declaration of a state of emergency will increase and aggravate that
ugly mood. The Government has failed miserably in not convening a round table conference and getting the Executive of the Victorian United Dairyfarmers of Victoria and rebel
dairy farmers to the table along with the Minister and the Premier to sort out this problem
rather than taking bully-boy action, declaring a state of emergency, putting police in and
trying to solve the problem that way.
In the past, the Labor Party has stated that that is not the way to solve a problem but is
now taking that action against the meek and mild dairy farmers. The Government will
not do that with the Builders Labourers Federation or the power workers but it immediately wants to use the big stick on farmers. That is disappointing and shows the Government in its true colours.
The state of emergency ought to be lifted immediately. Discussions should be put in
train and ajoint approach should be made by the State Government and the dairy farmers
to the Federal Government to have the Kerin plan renegotiated, notwithstanding the
Federal Minister's frequent claims that it is non-negotiable. Every honourable member of
this House knows that in politics nothing is non-negotiable-there is always room for
further negotiations.
The Government should put its money where its mouth is and introduce a form of
underwriting until July so that the farmers can at least have money to pay their bills.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-When the motion was first before
the House speakers on this side of the House demonstrated beyond any doubt that the
pre-election announcement of the Premier of interstate support for his plan was nothing
but a pre-election hoax-a confidence trick. Mr Baxter has demonstrated that other aspects of the Government's plans for the dairy industry constitute a confidence trick.
It is plain, from the answers given by the Minister in this House this evening, that the
declaration of a state of emergency is nothing but a hoax and a confidence trick. He was
asked what directions he had given under the Act to put into effect the state of emergency.
His answer was: uNone". He was asked whether he would lay any directions on the table
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and his answer was: "No". The Act has no application, force or effect unless there are
directions to carry it into effect. The declaration of a state of emergency does nothing.
What gives effect to it is the direction given pursuant to that proclamation, as to who shall
do what. The Minister in charge under this proclamation has given no directions to anyone
and, what is more, when he gives them he will probably not tell us what they were.
The Hon. B. W. Mier-Which Act?
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-The proclamation is made under the Essential Services Act
1958, a copy of which I have before me. All the proclamation of the state of emergency
does is to enable the designated Minister to give directions to persons who are affected
and unless and until he gives those directions nothing will be done to help resolve the
problem. He has not foreshadowed to honourable members that he proposes to give any
directions; he said that as yet he had not done so. Therefore, nothing has been done and
no directions have been given to anybody. The Government has merely attempted to
create an image of a strong Government solving a dispute. It has done nothing at all
towards solving the dispute. The action taken has united dairy farmers as nothing ever
before. It has inflamed the dispute, but has not touched the basic issues of the dispute. The
Government has merely said, "Look, we are being strong". However, it has not let it been
known that in fact it is doing precisely nothing.
Section 5 (3) of the Act sets out in detail the scope of the directions which the Minister
may give. It covers broad ground, but none of those directions have been given. So far,
this is just a hoax and a confidence trick desi~ed to make the Government look good.
That is exactly what happenec:jprior to the election when an announcement was made of
"an outstandIng victory for Victorian dairy farmers". They were the Premier's exact
words, but we an know It was nothing of the sort.
Honourable members will remember how embarrassed the former Minister of Agriculture, Mr Kent, was during the earlier debate on the motion when we asked whether he
knew at the meetings of the Australian Agricultural Council that the Federal Minister for
Primary Industry, Mr Kerin, would not agree to the plan. He skated around it and would
not give a firm answer. Of course, the Federal Minister's answer was: "No". Everybody
else knew. The Western Australian Government knew and the Western Australian Premier's answers to his Parliament make it clear that at least one other colleague in another
State knew clearly.
One has grave doubts as to whether the Victorian Premier did not know in unequivocal
terms that it would not work. One may suspect that messages may have been passed
behind the scenes: "For goodness sake, do not say that now; do not tell the public now
that you won't agree". The Federal Government's attitude, already known to the Western
Australian Government and at least one other State Minister, was not made publicly
known then.
This is the same sort of cover-up that has gone on yesterday and today. I have here a
copy of the proclamation which is dated yesterday and which was published yesterday in
the Government Gazette.
As honourable members know, a proclamation comes into effect at the first moment of
the day on which it is published. Honourable members who have any doubts about that
should examine section 24 of the Interpretation of Legislation Act that was passed by this
Parliament last year. This proclamation was made yesterday, the Government Gazette was
dated yesterday and it had effect from the very first moment after midnight yesterday. It
was certainly in operation the moment it was signed by the Governor in Council.
The Minister tells honourable members that the decision to seek the proclamation was
made early in the evening. At 4.30 yesterday afternoon the Premier was telling journalists
that there was no crisis and that adequate milk supplies were available. I invite honourable
members to read the article that appears in today's Age quoting what the Premier then
said. Later that night he was saying similar things. He was asked at 4.30 p.m. yesterday
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whether the Government would proclaim a state of emergency and he said that that action
would be considered if it became necessary. Later that evening the Governor in Council
issued a state of emergency proclamation, and the Government Gazette was not issued
with backdating effect until the first moment of the day.
Was any announcement made? No. Journalists were still being led to believe no crisis
existed; that the Government had the matter well in hand; that the Government would
monitor the situation and would make further decisions. At 10 a.m. today an announcement was made.
The Hon. W. A. Landeryou-It was made at 9.30.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-Very well-at 9.30 a.m. a state of emergency was announced.
That state of emergency had been in existence for a day. The announcement was unaccompanied by any directions that do anything at all to endeavour to resolve the dispute. The
proclamation does precisely nothing. Thus, the actions of the Government have been a
hoax; they have been designed at this stage simply to mislead the public into the belief
that the Government is doing something effective when it is doing nothing except to seek
to put fear into the hearts of dairy farmers.
Honourable members should examine the terms of the proclamation. At the foot of it
the Governor proclaims that section 11 of the Essential Services Act shall not apply to the
said essential services during the period of emergency. Section ll-which does not apply-provides a penalty for taking part in a strike without approval by secret ballot. The
Government has excluded that section from the proclamation. It does not intend to
involve the union movement-only those independent farmers on whom the Government has trodden for so long. It has shafted them.
I am provoked by Mr Butler's interjection into going briefly over the history of the dairy
industry under the Labor Government. In three years it has sacked a most successful
chairman of the Victorian Dairy Industry Authority, Mr Des Cooper, who had assisted
greatly in increasing sales of milk in this State and elsewhere.
That gentleman had made an enormous contribution to the development of the industry. The Government forced an internal review of the Victorian Dairy Industry Authority
in 1982, and forced the resignation of a successful manager. The Government ordered a
review of pricing, but there was no price increase from October 1983 to January 1985
while Victorian dairy farmers, despite being the most efficient in the nation, were going
out the back door because their costs were going up and they were receiving no increases.
In November 1983 the Government ordered a further review, none of the recommendations of which have been implemented. It delayed introducing the Bill for years. For the
past couple of years the board members of the Victorian Dairy Industry Authority have
been involved only on a temporary basis with no security and no ability to really get on
with the job.
No wonder earlier this year dairy farmers reached the end of their patience and took the
unaccustomed action on their part to draw attention to their plight. What did the Government do? The Government pretended to have found a resolution to the matter prior to
the election, a resolution for the period leading up to the election and no longer, a
resolution that was never to be put into effect and which nobody concerned really intended
should be put into effect. Then, before the election, the Premier sounded strong. On 27
February he is reported as having said:
Ifwe have got to kick New South Wales in the stomach or Queensland in the head I don't mind.

On the same day he gave a "last warning" that there would be an interstate milk war if his
package were not given serious consideration. The Premier is further reported as having
said:
Ifwe have to do it we will and ifit hurts any other State then so be it.
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If the Premier had meant that and if the other States had believed he was really serious,
the Premier had a great bargaining weapon. If he did not mean it or if he let other States
think there were doubts about whether he would implement his statement in practice, he
had no bargaining weapon at all.
Why should the Queensland or New South Wales Ministers agree to a national plan
which would mean that Victoria would get more of the action and their States a little less,
unless they believed that Victorian milk was going to be put nationally on the market, as
it can be under section 92 of the Constitution? If that were really so Mr Hallam in New
South Wales and the Queensland Minister would certainly be coming to the conference
table.
They were, regrettably, empty words designed to give reassurance to the dairy industry
and the public immediately prior to the election. A great historic victory was announced
that proved to be nothing but a chimera and which was known by many concerned at the
time to be no more than that. It was no more than an election ploy; words that, unfortunately, are disappearing from the motion for the purpose of enabling the Minister for
Agriculture and Rural Affairs to make his answer.
It is surprising, indeed, that one does not find the Government rushing to lay the
proclamation on the table, to make a Ministerial statement to explain its actions and its
reasons, to tell the House what is the real plan and to tell the House what are the
Government's answers.
Nothing in the proclamation and nothing in the directions given by this Minister is
going to provide any answer to the real cause of the dispute, which is that Victorian dairy
farmers have been going out the back door despite being the most efficient in the nation
simply because prices have been artificially held down. It is amazing that the Minister has
refused to lay the directions on the table. I summarized the provision in the Act relating
to the directions and I shall refer to a further provision in the legislation.
Section 8 (1) (d) provides that:
Any direction prohibition or requisition under this Act may be revoked by the Minister or by a resolution
passed by either House of the Parliament;

The Minister for Agriculture and Rural affairs will not inform honourable members what
are the directions. How can this House exercise its prerogatives if the Minister engages in
a cover-up and refuses to even tell honourable members what he is doing? The right of
this House to debate and deal with those directions is rendered completely nugatory by
this arbitrary, cavalier, cover-up attitude on the part of the Minister and the Government.
Honourable members know that directions can be conveyed to the people concerned in
writing or orally. We know that they can be conveyed by publication in the Government
Gazette or in a newspaper. However, apparently if this Minister ever does get around to
giving directions-which seems at the very least doubtful-he proposes to give those
directions in secret so that only those who receive them know about them. The House will
not be informed about them and the Minister will do nothing to enable honourable
members to exercise their duty on behalf of the people of Victoria of examining those
directions and then moving, if they are unfair, arbitrary, inequitable or counter-productive, towards their revocation. That is the duty of this HouSe. That is why the power is in
the Act and that is what the Minister seeks to deny members of the Opposition the
opportunity of doing. The Minister has indicated that he will not even inform honourable
members as to what are the directions.
Members of the Opposition believe there is no alternative but to proceed towards a
national marketing plan or at least a marketing plan for the eastern seaboard States. The
Victorian Government has no choice but to be prepared to carry out the actions which the
Premier foreshadowed before the election and which he is so loathe to undertake now. I
refer to the Premier's clear indication that the Government would support the dairy
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industry in marketing milk interstate, if that course became necessary, to force others to
the conference table and to bring about sanity.
There seems little doubt that the other States will not be interested in negotiating unless
they believe such a course will really be taken. The Opposition states here and now without
any doubt that if the Premier or Minister announce that they will take that course, the
Opposition will support them because it is essential to show that strength and to stand
behind the Minister if there is to be a proper resolution in the interests of this State and its
milk producers, while milk consumers in Victoria, New South Wales and Queensland are
at the same time properly protected.
Currently, when a Victorian dairyman milks 100 cows, he is $27000 a year worse off
than his counterpart in New South Wales. There is no equity; there is no justice; there is
no resolution. We have to move to a situation where there is equality for all, and that can
be only achieved with strength on the part of the Government. The Opposition invites the
Government to take the action necessary to bring about that situation. I support the
motion and the amendments to it.
The PRESIDENT-The time has come for the Legislative Council to meet the Legislative Assembly in the Legislative Assembly Chamber for the purpose of choosing members to be recommended for appointment to the Victorian Institute of Marine Sciences,
the La Trobe University Council and the Victorian Institute of Secondary Education.
The sitting was suspended at 5.55 p.m. until 8.3 p.m.

JOINT SITTING OF PARLIAMENT
La Trobe University-Victorian Institute of Secondary Education-Victorian Institute of
Marine Sciences
The PRESIDENT-Order! I have to report that this day this House met with the
Legislative Assembly in the Assembly Chamber for the purpose of sitting and voting
together to choose members of the Parliament of Victoria to be recommended for appointment to the councils of the La Trobe University, the Victorian Institute of Secondary
Education and the Victorian Institute of Marine Sciences, and that David John Lea Esq.,
MP, was chosen to be recommended for appointment to the Council of the La Trobe
University; that the Honourable Haddon Storey, QC, MLC and Carolyn Dorothy Hirsh,
MP, were chosen to be recommended for appointment to the Council of the Victorian
Institute of Secondary Education and that Dr Ronald James Herbert Wells, MP, was
chosen to be recommended for appointment to the Council of the Victorian Institute of
Marine Sciences.

NATIONAL DAIRY PLAN
The debate (interrupted from earlier this day) was resumed on the motion of the Hon.
B. P. Dunn (North Western Province):
That this House condemns the Victorian Government for its failure to take effective action to assist the State's
dairy industry and its attempt to mislead the public and the industry as a pre-election ploy.

and the Hon. W. R. Baxter's amendment:
Omit "as a pre-election ploy." and insert ", both prior to the election and up to the present day."

The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-Before the
suspension of the sitting the House had been debating the dairy industry and it had heard
from Mr Baxter and Mr Hunt.
In my comments this evening I am speaking to the amendment moved by Mr Baxter
because I have already spoken in this debate. I wish to make certain comments and
respond in particular to the points made by Mr Hunt.
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I refer honourable members to my comments when this debate was first before the
House for the general response to Mr Baxter and the latter comments of Mr Hunt. The
issues I canvassed indicated my position and that of my Government on this matter.
Nevertheless, an amendment has been moved and the circumstances have altered and a
response is necessary, particularly to the comments ofMr Hunt.
I do not wish to demean Mr Baxter by saying that I do not wish to comment specifically
on the points that he made, but he was making a speech relating particularly to the original
motion.
I shall now go to the two specific points Mr Hunt put forward. Mr Hunt began by saying
that what had occurred today, the use of the Essential Services Act 1958 proclaiming a
state of emergency, was nothing but a hoax-that was the term he used. Mr Hunt went on
in his view to prove that it was nothing but a hoax because I, as the Minister named in
that proclamation, had not signed it directly. This information had come from my response to a question he had asked earlier in the day.
Mr Hunt has been well known for many years as a significant lawyer, as a man who
takes the law seriously and who understands legislation very well, so I listen to him most
carefully. He made the point that, unless I signed the proclamation directly, it would not
come into effect. He was stating that the provisions of that Act and any directions I might
give would not be invoked.
The Government did not take this action lightly, nor did it do so without the best legal
advice. The reality is that the proclaiming of the state of emergency under the Essential
Services Act 1958 in itself, with a proclamation published in the Victoria Government
Gazette, establishes the state of emergency. I do not need to sign a directive. If Mr Hunt
had read the proclamation he would have seen that it refers, firstly, directly to the provision of milk to the public by any producer, wholesaler, retailer or carrier of milk, and,
secondly, to the transport of milk intended for sale to the public by any person transporting
such milk for reward.
Mr Hunt will be embarrassed when I make it clear that he has made two substantial
errors. Section 14 of the Essential Services Act 1958 states:
Any person who, during any period of emergency, by force threats intimidation or offensive action of any kind
(against whomsoever directed) interferes with molests or annoys any other person in the course of or in relation
to the performance by such other person of any duty in respect of any essential service shall be guilty of an
offence against this Act.

The legal advice the Government has received makes it clear that section 14 in its own
right establishes the state of emergency and the terms under which that state of emergency
will be administered. It is quite competent for the Minister named to administer that state
of emergency and to issue further directives.
Mr Hunt would be interested to know that the Government prepared some directives
which it believed might be necessary in addition to the terms of section 14 and which
would be signed by me and used if necessary. We have them and we will use them if
necessary, but it is not necessary because in the first instance the proclamation has been
made and the terms of the Act invoked. The Government invoked the Essential Services
Act by proclamation this morning. The chieflegal officer of the Government has advised
me on the proclamation under the Act and has made it clear that there was no necessity
for me to sign a further directive unless I wished specifically to indicate further activity.
Both section 14 and the proclamation cover the matter.
It is true that the Government was at pains not to move beyond the terms as outlined
in the Act in the first instance because the Government did not believe it was necessary to
do so. Mr Storey is inteIjecting. I could become involved in a legal debate; however, the
reality is that Mr Hunt accused the Government of having perpetrated a poax. In making
the accusation, Mr Hunt used emotional terminology in his attempt to embarrass the
Government on the way in which it has invoked the Essential Services Act. The Govern352
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ment has invoked that Act properly and with the best legal advice available to it, and it
was wrong ofMr Hunt to make that accusation. I know it is difficult for Mr Hunt to accept
that he is wrong because he has done some homework on the matter and he thought he
was coming in for the kill. However, Mr Hunt is wrong.
The second aspect of the attack made by Mr Hunt was the date of the proclamation.
Here was an issue on which he felt he had had a very fine win because he had asked
questions of me during question time and there had been all sorts of rushing around today
trying to obtain information from this and that source, and he was quite clear in his mind
that the Government had invoked the Essential Services Act as of yesterday.
~r Hunt referred to section 24 of the Interpretation of Legislation Act 1984 and said
that, in his view, the proclamation in question came into operation at the beginning of 29
April-yesterday. The point raised by Mr Hunt is ill-conceived. Section 24 refers to
subordinate instruments, which includes proclamations-where a particular day is fixed
for the instrument to come into operation. If, for example, a subordinate instrument
containing a proclamation, regulation or by-law is to come into operation on the first day
of the month by virtue of section 24, that subordinate instrument will come into operation
at the beginning of the first day of the month. Mr Hunt is correct about that, but circumstances surrounding this proclamation are quite different.

The proclamation is dated 29 April simply because that is when the Governor in
Council signed the papers. I made that clear last night. However, the proclamation comes
into force when it is published-it is quite clear-and it was published this morning at
approximately 8.55, when copies of a special Government Gazette containing the proclamation were made available in the Government Printing Office for sale to members of the
public.
Once the proclamation was published in that way, a state of emergency existed in
Victoria under the Essential Services Act and, as honourable members know, the state of
emergency was formally announced by the Premier at 9.30 this morning.
Mr Hunt would do well to refer to section 4 (1) of the Essential Services Act, which
concludes with the words, "the Governor in Council may by proclamation published in
the Government Gazette. .. declare that a state of emergency exists... ". Once the proclamation is published-and I emphasize that term-the state of emergency comes into
being. It is clear that in this circumstance it comes into effect at the time it is published.

It was dated yesterday because it was signed by the Governor at an Executive Council
meeting last night, but it does not come into effect until it is published. Mr Hunt was
wrong to claim otherwise, but he made a big fuss about it when he should have done his
homework better. It was done quite properly.
I am speaking to the motion to answer those false claims made by Mr Hunt because he
made them in such a way as to use very emotional language to suggest that the Government-and it is a serious claim-had perpetrated a hoax. The Government does not take
that accusation lightly. The Government has moved absolutely correctly in every step in
bringing about the use of the Essential Services Act.
I know that Mr Hunt would like to debate the matter further. I suppose his ego is
somewhat damaged because he has made two points as if they were knockout blows but
neither of them is correct. I implore Mr Hunt, and I do so without emotion, to examine
the matter closely and to believe me when I say that the Government worked with the
best legal advice available to it on both issues.
The Hon. B. A. Chamberlain-Will you table the advice?
The Hon. E. H. W ALKER-I will not table the advice.
The Hon. B. A. Chamberlain-This is open government again!
Session 1985-12
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The Hon. E. H. W ALKER-The little fellow from Hamilton appears to have taken up
the legal running for the Opposition, because he now has the grand title of shadow
Attorney-General. He used to be shadow Minister for Planning and Environment but he
did not last long in that position because we did a demolition job on him. He had to hand
back the shadow portfolio to his boss, who used to sit next to him and tell him what to
say.
The Government has taken precisely the right action in the way that it was intended in
the Act. Mr Hunt proceeded to indicate his gross ignorance of the situation regarding the
dairy farmers. He made emotional pleas as if the case of the so-called concerned dairy
farmers w~s precisely the case that was put by every dairy farmer in the State. That is
absolutely wrong. The reality is that 10 500 dairy farmers in Victoria do not fall into one
category; they are not all rebels. I wish I could repeat for use in all of the media-and I
will continue to do so-that the rebel dairy farmers and the Opposition have continued to
spread the misinformation that what those few members of the dairy industry, the farmers
who call themselves rebels or concerned dairy farmers, have intended all along to mislead
the public into believing that what they believe represents the view of each Victorian dairy
farmer. That is not correct.
Mr Hunt tried to claim, for instance, that the Government had held down prices for
market milk artificially in this State. Mr Hunt was talking about market milk because
neither this nor any other State Government has powers in regard to anything other than
market milk and, in that regard, the Government takes advice from the Victorian Dairy
Industry Authority.
If Mr Hunt examines the figures, he will note that since September 1977 the gate price
received by farmers for market milk has increased by 96 per cent. The consumer price
index during that time has increased by 83 per cent, and therefore, prices have kept well
ahead of the consumer price index. Processors who have received little attention in any of
these debates, but who are suffering in terms of returns to a degree that Opposition
members do not understand, have received an increase less than the consumer price index
in that period. Their returns have increased by only 74 per cent to 75 per cent in that
period.
Mr Hunt would have the House believe a number of things. He would have the House
believe the Government has forced down the price of market milk; that there has not been
a fair increase and that if the Government were being reasonable and generous it would
try to solve the financial problems of dairy farmers by increasing the price of market milk.
The ordinary television viewer or the ordinary listener to a debate would believeunderstandably so-that most milk produced is market milk-fresh milk that is purchased across the counter at supermarkets. The consumers would believe that because
that is the milk that they see most. Only 13 per cent of all milk produced goes into the
market milk sector. The remaining 87 per cent goes to the manufacturing sector for the
production of cheese, butter, powdered milk, dried skim milk and so on.
There is a grave differential between what a farmer receives for his market milk and
what he receives for the milk that goes to the manufacturing sector. The State Government
has done all it possibly can in the milk market sector where it has influence.
Since January, there have been two price increases in market milk. The first was an
increase of 2 cents a litre to the consumer, and the second was an increase of 3 cents a
litre. From tomorrow onwards, consumers in this State will pay 5 cents more for a litre of
milk than they were paying in January. For a litre of that market sector milk the farmer
receives 30 cents, but he receives only 13 or 14 cents a litre-and may be even 12 centsfor the milk that goes to the manufacturing sector.
It makes no sense in trying to correct the situation to deal with only one end of the
industry; only one type of the milk produced. It is true that the market milk premium
price is shared by all producers. However, the State has no control over the prices paid for
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the other 87 per cent of the milk produced. That is the key complaint of the dairy farmers,
and they are right-the rebels, the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria and everyone else
involved. They are saying that they are bein$ squeezed out of the market not by the market
milk price but by the manufactured milk pnce.
When the dairy farmers became militant before the election, during January and February, they had a claim for an additional 6 or 8 cents to be charged for market milk. Since
then there has been an increase of 5 cents a litre for market milk. The farmers are not now
saying-and they know it is not true-that that is the major problem. They are sayin$ that
the low figure received for the 87 per cent milk that goes to the manufacturing sector IS the
major problem, and the Government agrees. However, they are not able to present a firm
case on that side of the issue. Is it easy to blockade Canberra because of cheese? No; it is
easier for the dairy farmers to go back to where they were in January and February and
stop essential supplies of milk, an everyday necessity, to Melbourne.
The major complaint of the farmers has nothing to do with the State Government, and
they will say that when asked. However, some of them are in a desperate position and they
can think of no other way to convey their message than to attack the State, the people of
Melbourne and the supply of fresh milk to Melbourne, because they do not have an
absolute watertight case and they need help.
I have ~one to Canberra again and again and I have agreed today to take a deputation
of the UnIted Dairyfarmers of Victoria to Canberra to force an improvement in the pricing
in the manufacturing milk sector. Every element of the industry deserves that improvement and everyone should get behind the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria and the Government to fix up the iniquitous position that now exists.
If one listened to Mr Hunt, one would not pin that sort of impression. One would
believe that the State Government, in some fashIon, had been mean; that it had held down
the price of milk. Mr Hunt made it sound as if the dispute related to all milk produced
and that the Government had made it so hard for dairy farmers that that is the reason
they are in financial difficulties. That is not the reason for their financial difficulties; the
reason is quite different, and Mr Hunt should have been honest enough to say so.
Mr Hunt then said that the Government should force the sale of market milk interstate
and bring Victoria's neighbours to the marketing table. He said that if the Government
would do that the Opposition would support it. What a great offer!
I came back from my first meeting with the Federal Minister for Primary Industry, Mr
Kerin, in Canberra, sayin$ that that is what we would have to do. I called a meeting of
representatives of the entIre industry, the unions, processors, manufacturers, the dairy
farmers and also two rebels who were involved and representatives of the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria-and there was some trouble in getting those representatives in the
same room. Some 25 people attended the meeting. I told them what was occurring in
Canberra and asked them what we should do about it. I told them that I had said publicly
that we may need to force milk interstate and break that barrier at the border. They said,
"Do not do it. A price war of that kind at this time would not suit anybody", and they
pointed out why. However, they said that it will be necessary in due course to find a
window into the Sydney market, but they also said that the correct method is not to take
violent action at the border because it would not work. I directed it to their attention again
when I met with them next and said, "I asked you on the last occasion of our meeting
whether you believed we should try to force our milk interstate". Again they said, "No".
They said that they wanted to be able to market milk elsewhere but that to do it in the way
which had been suggested, in a forceful fashion causing a price war, would hurt everybody.
It ill behoves Mr Hunt to su~est by his statement that the Government has not
consulted at length with the whole Industry on such a matter. I am not just consulting but
I am willing to take significant direction from the people who know the business-the
farmers, processors and the unions-and they are saying, "No, do not do it yet. When the
time comes, we will market our milk interstate". If there were free marketing arrangements
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in this country, Victorian industries would kill the national market because Victoria could
produce milk at a lower cost than it could be done anywhere else. The bulk of the industry
in New South Wales, which is much smaller than in Victoria, consists of market milk.
Some 60 per cent of all market milk production is in Sydney, and the farmers receive 30
per cent for the bulk of what they produce. However, it also costs them some 23 cents or
24 cents a litre to produce that milk, whereas it costs Victorian dairy farmers an average
of 14 cents a litre.
The reality is that Victoria is not in a position to sell its market milk into Sydney directly
because it will create a price war which will knock the bottom out of the market. I am not
saying that I am not endeavouring to obtain a decent market for Melbourne milk in
Sydney. There are a couple of months during the year when it costs more to produce milk
in Sydney because milk production is seasonable and it is expensive to produce milk. The
Victorian dairy industry ought to be able to obtain a market for its milk during two or
three months of the year when production in Sydney is down, and do very well. However,
that will not be done by running trucks across the border. Mr Hunt made the heartfelt plea
that if only the Government would do that, the Opposition would warmly embrace it and
say, "You are doing the right thing" and would support the Government. I hope the
Opposition will support the Government if it moves into the Sydney or Adelaide markets.
The reality is that Victoria is not currently in a position to do so, and we must work hard
to break down the barriers to ensure that that can be achieved in the future.
I apologize for being repetitive because I spoke on some of these matters when I first
made my contribution to the debate. However, I wanted to respond directly to the two
points made by Mr Hunt as knock-out blows. Both points were ill-advised or ill-conceived.
Those comments and the comments ofMr Baxter do not reflect the total or comprehensive
view of the problem; they reflect an emotive view for the benefit of debate in this House.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt intetjected.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER-If Mr Hunt knows better, he ought to have said what he
said differently. If what he said in this House is all that he knows, he is ill-informed or
partly informed on the milk industry in this State.
I reject the amendment, although it did give me a chance to speak again, and I appreciate
that. Of course, the numbers in this House are such that with this type of motion, given
that the "worthies"-the Liberal Party and the National Party-will get together as they
always do in that spirit of "new" co-operation, the Labor Party will lose the vote. So what!
In this place the Labor Party always loses the vote! I do not give a damn about that; it
means nothing.
However, if the dairy industry is to be in good shape in three years' time with as many
dairy farmers being in it and making good money, all areas of the industry will need to cooperate with the Government to ensure that their best interests are met. The rebels have
been their own worst enemies. They have weakened their case and they have placed
Victoria in a weakened position for further negotiation with Canberra. I support the
majority of dairy farmers in what they want and in what the dairy industry needs. As soon
as all the parties can get together to work it out, the better.
On the motion of the Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Ballarat Province), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until the next day of meeting.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-I wish to make a personal
explanation. When I read the second-reading speech for the Sale of Land (Allotments) Bill
(No. 2), which was introduced on 24 April, inadvertently, I used the speech notes prepared
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for the Sale of Land (Allotments) Bill which was withdrawn by order of the House last
week. I now seek the indulgence of the House to correct the mistake.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT
Sale of Land (Allotments) Bill (No. 2)
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-Subsequent to the introduction of the original Bill relating to the preselling of allotments, the Law Institute of
Victoria made a submission commenting on various aspects of the proposed legislation.
As a result of discussion with the institute, it was considered that most of the institute's
concerns could be overcome by drafting amendments to the Bill. Although many of the
amendments were minor, the need to consequently amend the equivalent provisions in
the Bill relating to strata titles made the number of amendments proposed considerably
unwieldy. It was considered, therefore, that the simplest and most appropriate method of
dealing with the Bill was to reintroduce it as a fresh Bill in its amended form. The major
amendments made to the Bill are as follows:Clause 8A has been redrafted and is in a much simpler form. The clause still contains
the prohibition relating to the sale of the land subdivided into three lots or more, but has
been amended to ensure that the existing exemption relating to the sale ofland subdivided
into two lots is maintained.
Clause 8B provides the exemption to clause 8A. As a safeguard for the purchaser, the
deposit moneys are to be paid into an interest-bearing trust account until the sale is
completed. The clause has been amended so that a vendor and purchaser can direct a
solicitor or estate agent not to pay deposit moneys into an interest-bearing trust account.
This will eliminate difficulties in the calculation of interest in circumstances where only a
short period of time may be involved before the sale can be completed. As a consequence
of this amendment, amendments have been made to clause 80 which required the interest
rate to be a prescribed rate. The interest to be applied is now simply any interest which
has accrued.
Clauses 9 and 10 amend the relevant provisions of the Strata Titles Act so that the
provisions applying to buildings are consistent with those applying to land. As a result of
amendments made to the earlier provisions in the Bill, c9nsequential amendments have
been made to these clauses.
Clause 11 enabled caveats to be lodged in respect of a lot on plan of subdivision to be
approved by the Registrar of Titles. The clause has been omitted on the advice that the
existing provisions in the Transfer of Land Act 1958 are adequate.
The provision now repeals section 97 (2A) (b) of the Transfer of Land Act as the registrar
is no longer concerned whether there has been a contravention of the Sale of Land Act,
that is, whether a lot has been sold before approval of the plan.
Clause 12 enables the registrar to refer plans which require amendment back to the
applicant for resealing by the council. The previous provision required the plan to be
referred back to the council, but this is not the case and the Bill has been amended to
reflect the correct situation.
A number of minor drafting amendments have also been made to the Bill, which do not
affect the substance of the Bill. The redrafted Bill is a simpler measure and I am sure the
provisions will work well for those who wish to take advantage of the relaxed requirements
relating to the sale of subdivided land. The in-built safety mechanisms will ensure that a
purchaser is protected, so far as possible, until the plan of subdivision is approved and the
sale is settled. I thank the Law Institute of Victoria and other interest groups for their
valuable contribution to the proposed legislation.
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The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-I move:
That the Ministerial statement be taken into consideration cognately with the second-reading debate on the
Sale ofl.and (Allotments) Bill (No. 2), and that the debate be adjourned for fourteen days.

I realize that the resumption of the debate on the Bill is listed for today. However, the
various organizations affected by it are only now commencing to receive the Bill and they
have informed the Liberal Party that they will need fourteen days.
The PRESIDENT-Order! By way of explanation to the House, I consider that the first
page of the Minister's statement was a personal explanation and the balance could be
regarded as a Ministerial statement and it would be appropriate for this motion to be
passed.
The motion was agreed to.
It was ordered that the cognate debate be adjourned until Tuesday, May 14.

HEALTH (RADIATION SAFETY) BILL
The debate (adjourned from April 17) on the motion of the Hon. D. R. White (Minister
for Health) for the second reading of thIS Bill was resumed.
The Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (East Yarra Province)-The Bill raises fundamental issues
about the role of Government in health planning in Victoria, the danger of over-regulation
of the health sector, and the need for common sense and reasoning rather than dogma
when dealing with the need to decide on the allocation of scarce health resources in the
State.
As a result of the pressure applied by the Liberal Party, the Government agreed to refer
the subject matter of this Bill to the Social Development Committee, and the Bill has
come back in amended form as a consequence of the suggestions of that all-party committee.
The core of this proposed legislation is the concept of certificate of need-CONlegislation as has been used in the United States of America. Prior to the last State election
the then health Minister championed the cause of certificate of need legislation; indeed, it
was and still is well supported within the Australian Labor Party.
Certificate of need legislation is unique to the United States of America and, in essence,
it involves strict regulation of the activities and purchases of health bodies within the
various States, whether private or public organizations.
The Liberal Party is fundamentally opposed to CON legislation in the form that was
proposed by the Labor Party and in the form that exists in America. It is heavy handed
and counter-productive and it has proved to be unsuccessful in practice. When this Bill
first surfaced, the Liberal Party deCIded that CON legislation should not be accepted and
the subject was referred to the Social Development Committee. I am pleased that the
Liberal Party's position was vindicated entirely by that committee.
The Social Development Committee's report on the inquiry into certificate of need
legislation concluded:
That the Certificate of Need legislation format adopted in the United States of America be not introduced in
Victoria.

That position reflects the view of the State Opposition. We are pleased that the all-party
committee was prepared to endorse that view. The Labor Party members on that committee also had the strength and the wisdom to go ~nst their own party policy. That is
exactly the role ofajoint party committee-to conSIder matters on their merits and not to
be bogged down by party policy.
The committee also recommended some important reforms to the Government's proposed legislation. At page 8 of the committee's report it states:
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That section 108AE (5) (c) ofthe Health (Radiation Safety) Act 1983 which is currently the subject of a sunset
clause remain in the legislation with the following amendments:
the threshold be increased to $200 ()()() and that it refer to a total radiation apparatus installation;
"market value" be defined as "new replacement cost or cost at purchase date whichever is greater";
the term "adequate facilities" be specified in the Health (Radiation Safety) Regulations.

Once again those reservations about the Government's Bill were supported by all members of the committee. The Opposition welcomes the fact that the Social Development
Committee saw fit to remove some of the more radical aspects of the proposed legislation.
The Liberal Party still has serious reservations about the Government's Bill.
This debate provides me with the opportunity of outlining the contrasting views between the Liberal Party and the Labor Party on health administration, particularly as it
impacts upon Government control of the activities of private hospitals and private practitioners.
The Health (Radiation Safety) Bill includes provisions that reveal the Labor Government's predisposition to imposing regulations on the health sector rather than allowing
the views of health professionals, health consumers and the tried and true disciplines of
the health "market" to be dominant. Unfortunately, the Bill also indicates an anti-private
sector bias and, therefore, ignores the important role that private investment and private
practice have in the State health system.
Over-regulation of health in Victoria is one of the classic reasons for the present health
crisis. There are many other reasons for the crisis, as I outlined in a speech last week, but
over-regulation is a reason why many important advances have not gone ahead in the
State whereas advances have been made in other States or overseas.
I do not deny that an important need exists for some regulation of health developments,
purchases and practices in Victoria. From the point of view of ensuring public safety,
ensuring accountability of the use of public funds and the limiting of abuses of, and any
blatant cheating on the State's health system, we need Government regulation and legislation but there is a fine line between the public interest being served by regulation and
the public interest being seriously undermined by an excess of those statutory provisions.
The Liberal Party errs well and truly on the side of not going beyond that fine line.
Otherwise we would be accused of unfairly restraining private practice and private hospitals. The Liberal Party, therefore, differs with the Labor Party on the degree of regulation
necessary. The difference is important and the Opposition has a duty to continually
monitor the health system and speak up against excessive interference in it. Too much
regulation is counter productive both in the long and short term.
Certificate of need legislation is a classic example of legislation run riot. Certificate of
need laws have not worked in the United States of America and the Health Commission
was wrong to propose to the Social Development Committee that Victoria should replicate
the certificate of need model in Victoria.
The Health Commission even conceded some of the problems of certificate of need in
its submission to the Social Development Committee. At page 25 of the report the commission is reported as having said:
Certainly, published studies suggest either that CON has not been wildly successful or else the often implicit
criteria for "success" have been set too high. It appears that the expectations of such a program may well have
been exaggerated given the major difficulties in specifying how much health care is "needed" for an area.

Even though in the submission dated June 1984 the Health Commission strongly endorsed
the idea of CON legislation for Victoria, it conceded that it really was not working and
that perhaps expectations of it had been exaggerated. Therefore, the hopes would never be
fulfilled. That did not stop the Health Commission arguing that the committee should
fully embrace total regulation.
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I am glad the Social Development Committee had more sense and called on other
sources of advice, including the excellent submission from the Royal Australasian College
of Radiologists. In that submission, the professionals who are very much affected by such
legislation reached an important and accurate conclusion. They said in summary:
The commission's proposed CON review process is extensive, complicated, protracted, multi-level, costly and
not needed. It is difficult to imagine a more complex bureaucratic apparatus which, paraphrasing the commission's own words, is unlikely to achieve its goals.

I completely concur with those words. Obviously the Social Development Committee did
also and rejected the concept.
The history of CON legislation is worth going through. I do not believe for one moment
that the Labor Party had totally rejected the concept. Certainly the all-party committee
has gone back on the Labor Party's previous biblical commitments to regulation in the
health sector, but the Government has not confirmed this move.
Certificate of need legislation began in 1968 when the American Hospital Association
first indicated its support in principle for the planning of health facilities by a process
which required a certificate justifying the need for new beds and equipment. Shortly after,
the American States of Maryland, Rhode Island, California and Connecticut promulgated
laws that required such a certificate of need. In October 1972 the United States Congress
amended its Social Security Act to stipulate that Federal funds for maternal and child
health programs, for Medicaid, for Medicare and other related programs could not be used
to support "unnecessary capital expenditures made by or on behalf of health care facilities
or health maintenance organizations". By 1978, 37 American States had implemented
reviews under section 122 of the Social Security Act to scrutinize capital expenditures that
could affect hospital costs and reimbursement.
The slow, dark trail towards over-regulation had well and truly begun. In 1975 the
United States of America's Federal Government reinforced this trend in Public Law
93-641-which is otherwise known as the National Health Planning and Resources Development Act-which, in effect, replaced previous rules for voluntary planning of health
care institutions with a requirement tha~ there ~ areawide planning bodies that validated
the need for health care expenditures before they were incurred.
Later, in September 1979, the United States Congress amended that old law by inserting
new requirements that extended the role of certificate of need outside the hospital walls to
ambulatory service units and health maintenance organizations.
One can see the path that has been followed in America. All the studies during that time
and since then, in America and by analysts overseas, have indicated that CON legislation
was a failure, which had not met the idealistic objects of those who sought to interfere in
the health market-place. Although not questioning the need for regulation, all of those
studies made it quite clear that over-regulation is what has happened with CON legislation. It was universally seen as an unimpressive performance for CON legislation and
certainly was generally seen as being a failed experiment.
The CON laws had increased the cost of administration, led to massive problems
relating to inspections and policing, boosted the bureaucracy to an unnecessarily high
level, protracted debates about the purchase of important equipment and, therefore,
reduced medical advances in key areas. The primary goal of patient care seemed to be
almost irrelevant.
According to the submission made by the Royal Australasian College of Radiologists,
the evidence suggests:
That CON does not reduce hospital costs and that it may have unwanted effects on other areas that are not
regulated e.g. on labour costs.

That submission went on to conclude:
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CON evolved in the United States at the time when other Government initiatives to reduce or contain the
costs of health care were also in force. Empirical studies of the many potential impacts of CON are thus thwarted
by an inability to separate the effects of all these programs. Nonetheless, there is general agreement that CON did
not achieve its objectives, and that its focus on capital costs limits alone was an inadequate response.

As a Liberal, I believe it is far better, therefore, to promote the use of health resources
through co-operation and a degree of "meeting of the minds" of both the private and
public sectors. That should be the aim rather than falling back on a legislative or regulatory
restriction to impose one's view. By regular and meaningful consultation with the relevant
professions and hospital administrators, one should be able to achieve one's aim, if one is
in fact acting in the public interest.
The use of regulations often does not work to improve the operation of the health
system. This view was borne out by the recent report of the Hawke Government that
touched upon this type of regulation. I wonder whether the Minister has read the Penington report, officially known as the Committee of Inquiry into the Rights of Public Practice
in Public Hospitals. That report was prepared in September 1984 and at page 52 it
concluded:
It is concluded that the utilization of the diagnostic services within public hospitals is governed primarily by
the professional standards or customs of practice within those hospitals, regardless of whether the patient is
public or private. The implication of this conclusion for the purposes of control of utilization is that this must be
achieved at the level of the doctor ordering the tests, influencing the pattern of professional practice, rather than
at the level of the provider of diagnostic services through income limitation or some other control.

Therefore, the Hawke Government's own report debunked the theory that control of that
kind, be it over either income or capital, can achieve the goal of stopping so-called abuse
or other faults that are seen by academics.
The way to do it is by better management and better consultation. The Penington report
is yet another indication from specialists that that is the best way to move.
I have outlined what I see as a Liberal Party approach to health as compared with that
of the current Cain Government. This difference of opinion will obviously need restating
over the coming years. One must respect the work and the proposals of private medical
practitioners and private hospitals and ensure that those proposals are given due credibility and immediate responses from the Health Commission-or the Health Department, if
it is formed in that way.
The private sector has served this State well over the past few years and it deserves even
greater recognition and support over the coming years.
In conclusion, I move into some specific criticisms of the Bill as distinct from those I
outlined previously which are broader in nature and which cut at the general philosophy
of this Government as compared with the philosophy of the Opposition.
The first commitment I would like to see from the Government in relation to this
proposed legislation is that it is the last of its type the Government will bring in. I look
forward to hearing a statement that the Government rejects the idea of certificate of needs
legislation, embraces the view of the all-party committee and that this Government will
not bring in further over-regulatory mechanisms such as the one before the House this
evening.
People in the field to whom I have spoken are concerned about the implications of the
Bill in that it will have serious side effects. The $200 000 limit that has now been set is
obviously better than the original $80 000 proposal of the Government. However, what
surety is there that it will be indexed upwards as time passes and that the $200 000, which
will be effectively eroded through consumer price index movements, will not embrace all
types of equipment and all types of matters which are currently not caught by the Bill. I
hope the Minister will ensure that the $200 000 limit is indexed. He has the capacity under
the Bill to do so.
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I would be interested also to hear from the Minister his view on the impact of the Bill
upon the distribution and usage of health radiation equipment throughout the Victorian
community. In other words, rather than just passing legislation and waiting to see what
occurs in the area of health care, he should actually find out what is likely to occur in this
regard. What work, for example, has the Health Commission done to explore the implications of its own proposed legislation?
I am acute.1y a~are. that i.mportant apparatus will be automatically caught under this
proposed legIslatlOn IncludIng computer tomography scanners, nuclear magnetic resonance imaging apparatus, linear accelerator units, cobalt teletherapy units, mobile C-arm
X-ray apparatus, digital subtraction radiography apparatus and other high-cost items. As
a result, much of the activity that has previously been unregulated will now be subject to
heavy legislative controls.
Other items could well be outside the $200 000 limit, but no one will know whether that
is the case unless the Minister makes a commitment to regularly index the $200 000 level
upwards.
Advanced diagnostic ultrasound apparatus, therapeutic lasers, remote control fluoroscopy tables and scintillation cameras may well also be caught if the limits are not changed
as time progresses. The Health Commission needs to indicate its plan for the impact of
this proposed legislation and whether it has any predictions of the consequences the
legislation will have in the immediate future.
The final specific matter I raise relates to the valuation clause to be inserted in the Bill.
This clause does not seem to properly cater for the purchase of second-hand apparatus. If
that apparatus is to be valued at the full market value, it will effectively inhibit the
opportunity for many people to purchase second-hand apparatus at a lower value.
These criticisms should be treated seriously by the Government because they could
indicate failings in the proposed legislation that will need to be rectified in the next few
years.
This is not the type of Bill that the Liberal Party would introduce. That is clear from the
comments I have made. This is not the type of legislation that encourages both the longterm and short-term good in the management of the health system of this State.
If the Government continues to rely upon this type of proposed legislation, the problems
of over-regulation will be compounded time and again. More co-operation between the
private and public sectors and health providers is needed. That co-operation can occur
only with a change in the philosophy of the Minister for Health and the health authorities
he controls.
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT (North Western Province)-My remarks on this Bill will
be relatively brief. This House has dealt with earlier Bills requiring various types of
radiation apparatus to be registered. Last year honourable members debated amendments
to the Health Act. Included in those Bills was the requirement for a certificate of need if
the apparatus value exceeded $80 000. Some disagreement was expressed in the medical
profession and elsewhere, including professional associations, regarding the valuation.
Reference to this disagreement was made in this House when a number of honourable
members stated they thought the figure should be substantially higher.
Eventually the matter was referred to the Social Development Committee which published a report and recommendations in October 1984. At that time, a further Bill was
being dealt with but the House decided there was insufficient time to examine the recommendations. Therefore, the sunset clause was extended to 30 June 1985. The Bill was
returned from another place with a suggestion that the date should be 30 September 1985.
This House, in its wisdom, agreed to that suggestion.
The Social Development Committee recommended that the valuation of the radiation
apparatus should be $200 000 which was a substantial improvement on the previous
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figure. Like Mr Birrell, I express to the Minister the hope that this figure will be indexed. I
also suggest, on behalf of the National Party, that the Minister for Health should use the
wide powers given to him with some restraint.
A view has been expressed that the proposed legislation is to some extent political and
is not related to the issue of safety. The college of radiologists is one group that made that
complaint.
The use of this equipment is becoming more widespread. I commend the Social Development Committee for the work it has done on this issue and for the recommendations it
made. I was formerly a member of that committee, as were Mr Steggall and Mr Wallace,
who are members of the National Party in another place.
The National Party supports the proposed legislation. I pose one final question to the
Minister with respect to district health councils. I attended a meeting of the district health
council in Mildura last night, which was also attended by Or lan Cumming, the regional
director of health and Mr Ken Patterson representing the Health Commission of Victoria.
It seems obvious that these district health councils will be consumer oriented.
The question I ask the Minister is whether matters of this nature will be considered by
the district health councils. With those few remarks, I indicate that the National Party
does not oppose the proposed legislation.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time, and passed through its remaining stages.

SOUTH MELBOURNE LAND BILL
The debate (adjourned from April 24) on the motion of the Hon. J. E. Kimer (Minister
for Conservation, Forests and Lands) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-The National Party has given
consideration to the Bill, bearing in mind that a similar Bill was introduced in the last
Parliament which dealt with some of the matters that are canvassed in this measure.
Mr Evans is the party spokesman in this area of responsibility. He has had discussions
with a number of organizations and persons involved and is of the view that the development proposed by Jennings Industries is a very worth-while and welcome development in
what has been for many years a run down part of the City of Melbourne; an area which
needs beautification. The National Party is reluctant to agree to the closure of any roads.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-U nless they can be used by farmers.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-In answer to the Minister's interjection, it is not a matter
of closing roads; it is more a matter of making productive use of them.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-This is a productive use and that is why you have agreed.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-I do not dispute that. The inference in the interjection, that
farmers want to deny access to people, is rejected-it is more simply that noxious weeds
and the like are not allowed to get out of hand.
The matter of the removal and reconstruction of the Lutheran Church intrigues me
somewhat, but obviously suitable arrangements have been made and the parishioners are
happy with the compensation they are receiving and the re-erection of the church. By and
large, the National Party looks forward to the development with anticipation and believes
it will materially upgrade that section of the Yarra River.
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)--The Opposition does not oppose this Bill
which has the support of the South Melbourne Council. It also has the support of the
newly elected member for that area, the Honourable Reg Macey. I am sure that the
Government is proposing a really good development of the area. The South Melbourne
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City Council has expressed concern about traffic through the area but, at the same time, it
supports the proposal.
The Opposition has no objection to the proposed legislation going through the House. I
am sure that the local member would like to make some comments because he has taken
a very active interest in the development of the area and thinks it is a worth-while area for
development.
The Hon. REG MACEY (Monash Province)-This area has long been an area of
concern to the City of South Melbourne because of the ownership of the land. Part of the
land involved in the proposal is Crown land and the city council has not been able to
encourage development which would enhance both the City of South Melbourne and the
metropolitan focus of Melbourne.
The proposed legislation is a beginning. As the council of South Melbourne has indicated, it will be the first of similar extensive developments, which will be of benefit to the
metropolitan area. The council has also expressed the view that it believes the area should
continue to be part of the municipality of South Melbourne. It is the policy of the
Opposition that the area should continue to be part of the City of South Melbourne and
that it should provide a continuing contribution towards the rate revenue of that city as
indeed, an increased rate revenue because of the extent of the exciting development that
is proposed.
Mention has been made of the concern expressed by the South Melbourne council about
the appropriate handling of traffic generated by the project. The council has sought assurances that appropriate studies should be made and effective treatment of the identified
problems should be introduced. Notwithstanding that concern, it is a project that the
people of Melbourne should, I am sure, welcome, and the ratepayers of the City of South
Melbourne also welcome it.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-By leave, I
move:
That this Bill be now read a third time.

In so doing, I thank Mr Baxter, Mr Reid and Mr Macey for their support for the Bill. I
congratulate the South Melbourne City Council, the Minister for Planning and Environment and the Jennings development group for their creativity and far-sightedness in their
handling of the proposal.
As Mr Macey has suggested, the south bank area has long been a neglected area and this
will make another impressive entry site for people coming into the fine City of Melbourne
through the South Melbourne area.
The motion was agreed to, and the Bill was read a third time.

GOVERNOR'S SPEECH
Address-in-Reply
The debate (adjourned from April 23) 011 the motion of the Hon. M. J. Sandon (Chelsea
Province) for the adoption of an Address-in-Reply to the Governor's Speech was resumed.
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash Province)-The debate on the Address-in-Reply
offers an opportunity to present one's personal manifesto-a rare chance to be seen as an
individual in politics. The opportunity is enhanced by the civil atmosphere of this House
and the probability that a higher proportion of its members will be present, and even
listening, than in all but a few Parliamentary Chambers in the English-speaking world.
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In this civil atmosphere I want to start by saying with what interest·I listened to or read
the speeches of the new members who made their maiden speeches in this debate. There
were some interestingly novel-and completely opposed-constitutional ideas expressed
or implicit in more than one of the speeches which would be worth re-examination on
some suitable occasion-such as our first sitting day with a full complement of new
members.
I congratulate the maiden speakers for the high standard of their happily succinct
contributions. I particularly welcome Mr Macey, my fellow member for Monash Province,
to whom I owe a debt of gratitude as well as admiration for the political astuteness and
well-organized hard work he applied to winning his seat.
Monash Province is one of the most interesting electorates in Australia. It stretches
from the docks at Port Melbourne, where the Australian Labor Party has been accustomed
to receive over 80 per cent of the vote, to the Arts Centre, and eastwards following the
Yarra River to Toorak where the Liberal Party has sometimes received more than 87 per
cent of the vote, and on to the established middle-class areas of Chadstone by way of
Malvern and Glen Iris along Gardiner's Creek. Most of Caulfield has been excised but the
electoral commissioners' efforts to draw a salamander have required that the electorate
project southwards along the bay shore to include the whole of St Kilda, which is where I
propose to locate my office next to that of Mr Andrew McCutcheon, the Minister for
Water Resources, according to the best commercial traditions for offering competitive
service to the customer.
Honourable members will understand, perhaps even sympathize with my lack of enthusiasm for the changes in boundaries when they were first announced. In fact, I think the
electoral commissioners had a perfectly acceptable and logical organizing idea in mind
when they designed Monash Province within the four-into-one and other constraints
imposed by legislation. It is unified by a road transport spine, Dandenong Road, which
runs along its southern boundary from Chadstone to Caulfield West and leads on into St
Kilda, where it runs into Queen's Road and ultimately Kingsway. These two roads carry
traffic rapidly through the heart of the Assembly electorate of Albert Park which forms
part ofMonash Province.
Demographic changes have not yet made Monash Province a reliable Liberal seat,
indeed, on the 1982 figures it would have been lost. For the next four years, Mr Macey
and I, together with Mr Hayward in Prahran and Mr Leigh in Malvern, will make sure
that the whole province receives and understands the benefit of Liberal representation.
My offering of a personal manifesto in this debate will be a very limited one. My support
for causes and ideas I have spoken of previously has not diminished. But in this speech I
want to emphasize only my commitment to a few of the ideas which are fundamental to
the role I sought and have been given for the Opposition in relation to economic and
financial matters as assistant to the shadow Treasurer and chairman of the Liberal Party
treasury committee.
The Liberal Party went into the last election campaign with excellent policies, policies
of intellectual substance and for the first time in at least ten years worthy of the Liberal
Party, but accidents of timing-such as the long Federal election campaign-prevented
their full development and explanation. As a result its credibility among opinion-makers
suffered. Also as a result it has only just started the process of voicing the radical, but by
no means all new, doctrines of economic management which the experience of the last 50
years has shown to be necessary if Australia is not to run the risk of declining into the
biggest banana republic in the south seas. That the Liberal Party should voice ideas and
prepare itself for actions in government which show that it recognizes that the socialism
of all parties in government has run its course and destroyed its credit is essential to the
health of this State and of the whole nation. It is essential because even the modem MBAstudded Labor Party is, as always, limping ten or fifteen years behind the real needs of
government and society, and because a Labor Government can never break out of the
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crippling bonds of our archaic trade unions; bonds which are. both intellectual and organizational.
Make no mistake, we in the Liberal Party will ride into government on the ruins of a
Government discredited by its Treasurer and his big mate, Dr Sheehan. Nothing that the
Minister for Health can do by way of employing and motivating good managers in the
health portfolio will count compared with the consequences of the financial profligacy of
those neo-Keynesians.
Those Cain Government shibboleths-"effectiveness" and "efficiency"-will not be
heard in answer to the growing chorus against the rampant waste in the public sector,
dominated by union opinions and pressures. Let me mention some of the ideas which this
Government cannot credibly entertain, but which will be proclaimed forcefully and consistently by the Liberal Party, which is preparing to take over this State at least for the
remaining years of this century.
The Liberal Party is new in ideas, new in motivation and new in determination to be
consistent with values which fortunately now are the values of the electorate. They are
values that have been accepted over the past ten years.
First is the supreme importance of collective action in holding back this country's
economy. Whether one looks to the Harvard economist, Mancur Olson, or left to the
market socialist, Peter Joy-well known to the intellectually inclined in the Australian
Labor Party-one finds an overwhelming logical case that collective action by powerful
groups-far more than mere monopoly-is devastating the economies of the most historically stable and homogeneous western countries. In the Australian, as in the United
Kingdom, context, that means trade unions used to take and hold advantages for their
employed members. They are the major cause of involuntary unemployment.
I repeat that Australia's unions are the chief cause of involuntary unemployment-our
great social tragedy. It is not because their leaders are evil men or even because many of
them fail to recognize the problem. It is the nature of our trade union system in the legal
and economic context in which they function, to compel individual unions to fight with
any weapon which comes to hand for short-term advantages, rights and privileges of their
employed members. Something is needed to break the vicious spiral.
I point to an analogy in order to promote understanding. We are not talking of a unique
problem or a unique situation. An analogy is tax avoidance. Once it was a peripheral
activity not greatly affecting the equity, or at least the perceived equity of the tax system.
Then, in the mid 1970's, for a variety of reasons, it became notorious that "everyone is
doing it", as hitherto respectable taxpayers from doctors to members of Parliament came
to believe. Many began to feel that only mugs were not into it. Something drastic was
needed to break the escalation. Nobody called for consensus or a summit meeting of
representative taxpayers. The law was used firmly and decisively. These actions of the
Fraser Government have been followed by the Hawke Government, and so it will have to
be in the end with the trade unions.
President Reagan showed the way with the air traffic controllers, Mrs Thatcher with the
coal miners and now Sir Joh Bjelke-Petersen with the electricity workers. Privately, the
leaders of Australian Labor Party Governments know they are being given a free ride.
Their union comrades-those friends who guarantee that one does not need enemieswill behave a lot more moderately now that they understand that public opinion, including
that of union members, is on the side of these strong leaders. They will see the possibility
of such precedents being widely followed. The wiser of them will acknowledge that all are
better offwhen all are restrained from anti-competitive practices. They may even remember, as many of us have just been reminded, that Labor Governments can in some
circumstances summon courage to take exactly the same line as Sir Joh Bjelke-Petersen. I
refer to extracts from newspapers sent to many honourable members last week which
referred not so much to Mr Chifley's action against striking coal miners, but rather to that
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of the Hanlon Government in Queensland taking the same action as Sir Joh BjelkePetersen. I refer to reports that appeared in the Argus and the Age of 28 February 1948.
In those days the communists were largely outside the Australian Labor Party and
therefore regarded as enemies, whereas these days they are part of it and are called their
comrades. That is why I say this Government will fail to tackle the problem of union
power although I sincerely join with Mr Peter Schack and other Liberal spokesmen in
calling on this and every Labor Government to stand up against the unions' demands for
unearned advantages from our frail economy.
They must start by vigorously opposing the flow on of consumer price index increases
caused by devaluation and as a matter of clear thinking and intellectual honesty they must
also oppose the granting of productivity increases which very few workers can claim to
have earned. Apart from those actually responsible for productivity improvements, it is
consumers, through competition, and ordinary taxpayers through taxes on increased company profits, who oUght to benefit from the results of better management and capital
investment in better technology. Of course many workers will benefit from bonuses and
other benefits in prosperous businesses as a traditional aspect of good management practice, but the central point is that giving productivity gains to all workers is a nonsense and
the Government ought to have the courage to say so.
I now just touch on one single aspect of a major problem and a major issue, that of big
and wasteful government. I wish on this occasion to nominate only the most serious and
least discussed problem caused by the growth and spreading activities of the public sector.
That is the existence of a vast constituency of people on the public pay-roll who will vote
for their apparent, albeit short-term, security if they can be made to feel threatened. Of
course the public sector unions are specialists in raising alarms for reasons which are
usually short sighted and predominantly the self-interest of small cliques. Most of those
unions are affiliated with the Australian Labor Party.
A fair initial test for a Government would be its willingness to tackle the public sector
superannuation problem highlighted by last year's Economic and Budget Review Committee reports. The Trades Hall Council was outraged by the all-party recommendationswill that mean the end ofthem-except for the giveaways? The New South Wales Labor
Government has shown some courage in implementing a plan quite close to our committee's recommendation but I would have to make a number of comments qualifying any
praise on that account. One will suffice: The committee recommendations did not go far
enough. I refer members to my minority report attached to the committee's final report
on the superannuation of members of Parliament and judges. As my report was heartily
endorsed by one of the Government's most senior and best qualified advisers, I look
forward to the day when a Liberal Government can give it substance in action assisted by
the best of the bureaucrats. The outstanding point to be made is that, on average, public
sector employees at middle income levels are overpaid. The Public Service Board's submission to the Economic and Budget Review Committee made that sufficiently clear in
relation to the Public Service, and it is notorious that there are practices such as overgrading which are rife and others which are, at the least, additional costs of employment, such
as the extraordinary difficulties facing Public Service managers who wish to move square
pegs out of round holes.
The most significant element in public sector remuneration, apart from salary, is superannuation, which adds between 20 and 30 per cent on average-I stress the average-to
the remuneration of permanent staff. Amongst the most unsatisfactory aspects of this is
the gross inequity which results between different employees. Some effectually get paid
twice as much as others for the same job, as I have previously pointed out, and the
schemes simply do not suit some employees at any stage of their careers in the public
sector.
Another large uncounted element of public sector remuneration is the security of tenure-worth at least 15 per cent of salary on average at my estimation. An honest and
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logical answer requires first of all that the concept of the total remuneration package be
accepted as fundamental.
I refer to the type of employment package seen advertised in newspapers for positions
of managers where not just salary is advertised, but a total remuneration package. If this
concept were regarded as fundamental and universal, everyone would be paid equally for
equal work under conditions so far as that could be worked out in practice. There would
be no significant loadings for the value of tenure or superannuation. As a corollary,
employees should have much more flexibility in their choice of remuneration packages.
Properly explained, that is an idea that could be sold to the average member of the
Victorian Public Service Association or the Municipal Officers Association. It has considerable potential advantages in these days when the typical structure of the family is no
longer typical. There are so many working couples and so many' couples without children
and so many have different requirements from the nuclear family of thirty years ago.
The reference to the huge and growing problem of public sector superannuation suggests
the next stop on my quick and sketchy traverse of the field of battle on which Labor
Governments will fail and fall. I refer to the current recognition of deferred costs such as
those for superannuation in the accounts for departments and authorities which are in
reality incurring those costs today as surely as they are having to pay salaries today. Ifpay
as you go finance is to be continued for most public sector superannuation and, as has
now been the case for some two years, workers compensation, the national cost of funding
for future payouts should still be debited to the employing agency. Honest and revealing
accounts go hand in hand with the prudent finance for which this Liberal Opposition
stands-in marked contrast with those laggard, latter-day Keynesians of the Department
of Management and Budget. If honourable members need up-to-date evidence of the
realities of the Government's financial policies, I refer them to my press release on the
Victorian Arts Centre Trust's annual report, tabled yesterday, which was more than six
months overdue, like any insolvent company's record of disaster.
It is all very well to have program budgets-originated in Victoria, I should add, under
the previous Liberal Government-and a national accounting statement which requires
an expert with the working papers to reconcile it with the other Budget documents and
invariably conceals and juggles more than it reveals on the face of it. What is needed is
s<'me form of accrual accounting which will show us how well the Government and its
agencies are performing by ordinary commercial standards and how far we are being run
into debt by the ever-increasing number of expedients adopted by this Government to
finance its "buy now pay later" scheme of priming the pump and finding the easy way
down the plughole.
It was significant that the Leader of the Government in this House could not say last
week whether the Government was aware of the up-to-date condition of our foreign
exchange losses as at 31 March. Although he and other Ministers would be aware of the
mounting public concern over the hundreds of millions of dollars lost, at least on paperand absolutely, on an opportunity cost basis-it is evident that neither Cabinet, nor even
Government Leaders, have been presented with a regular monthly or even quarterly
account of this extremely important element in our State's economic welfare. He therefore
probably does not understand what the Treasurer is up to and why he is so dangerous to
the Government.
In the case of the foreign exchange business, he ought to know, first of all, that the
Government very definitely is in the foreign exchange business. If the Government was a
commercial enterprise, it would make its foreign exchange risk managers a profit centre,
so to speak, in view of the actual results to date. The amounts involved are large enough
to require day-to-day risk management. That being so, it is fair to say that the losses
incurred are not just paper losses. As I have said, in opportunity cost terms they are
absolute losses, because good market judgment by the foreign exchange managers would
have allowed the losses to be offset by profits made on transactions designed to take
advantage of, or avoid the disadvantage of, recent exchange movements.
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Perhaps I have been too logical, even too theoretical, because it is quite apparent that
the Departments of Management and Budget's foreign exchange managers have not even
conceived of making such bold judgments against the current market sentiment. They
have, of course, made implicit decisions by their inactivity, by largely sitting pat and
suffering the swings of the market. This inactive management by the managers is the
reason I suggest that the Government's motives for borrowing in overseas currency has
little to do with judgments about relative currency values and a lot to do with its "buy
now pay later" strategy. The 6· 7 per cent 30 billion yen "samurai" loan that the Treasurer
is so proud of illustrates the point very well. It is of course not a cheap loan. The 6·7 per
cent simply allows for the market's expectation that the principal sum and interest, which
will have to be paid in yen, will appreciate by about 6 or 7 per cent a year against the
Australian dollar, and we have seen that the Treasurer and his managers do not bet against
the market-they assume it is about right. So we have to accept that the Treasurer
intended the result which he achieved, which is simply that the borrowing costs, the
interest, will be low for the first six years during which no principal is repayable. After that
Victorian taxpayers will be paying heavily to repay the loan or to service the much bigger
loan needed to refinance it. It is surely elementary that the State's public accounts should
reveal the truth about such borrowings, individually, collectively and cumulatively.
I should like to add a short, simple version of what I have just said, because it is too
important to leave honourable members in any doubt about it. The fact is that a low
interest loan in foreign currency means a lower cash outflow now and a larger one at the
time of repayment.
Analogous stories can be told about the obscure national accounting statement items
"Sale of assets", which refers largely to railway rolling-stock sold and leased back, and
"Other financing items", which have leapt without explanation from the Government
from $142 million to $777 million between the 1983-84 and 1984-85 Budgets. I shall refer
to these in the Supply debate.
It may well be true that all these problems are founded on theoretical error by the
Treasurer. The error is to suppose that so-called Keynesian pump-priming to lift aggregate
demand is appropriate in a provincial economy. If the United States economy runs huge
budget deficits and lenders finally tire of supporting its unearned standard of living and
Government expenditure at interest rates the Americans will pay, the United States dollar
will be devalued and that mighty flexible economy will again start tradin$ its way into the
black, at the same time providing jobs in the new or newly resurgent Industnes which
benefit from devaluation. We have no such resurgent industries which benefit from devaluation. No such solution is possible for a provincial economy without its own currency,
such as Victoria's.

Victoria just may be lucky. It may be that the devaluation of the Australian dollar
together with a continuation of moderately good economic conditions throughout the
whole of Australia will provide opportunities for Victorian business which will owe nothing to the moneys spent by this Government on housing, education, transport or especially
the overstaffing of the public sector.
We may be lucky, but we would be unwise to count on it. We in Victoria ought to lead
the way in the battle against the threat of rising inflation for competitiveness and for jobs
for the unemployed by holding down real wages so far as their level is the product of the
State's own wage-fixing tribunals or its advocacy before the Conciliation and Arbitration
Commission.
Whatever the short-term advantages, too, we ought to resist the temptation to encou..ag~
the hiding of increases in income in superannuation provisions, which is the current
trendy way of avoiding the issue in industrial relations. Superannuation provisions are
real costs which Victorian business or Victorian taxpayers will have to bear and they will
in the end affect our competitiveness as much as wage increases if they add to the costs of
business.
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At the same time Victoria cannot wait for the Kennett Liberal Government to institute
a war against waste. This Government has hardly begun to get the message ofMr J. Peter
Grace's commission in the United States of America or the work of Leslie Chapman in
the United Kingdom, whose work Your Disobedient Servant and Waste Away, represents
fascinating examples of an experienced public servant's efforts to really tackle the problem
of waste in government. I name only two of the most effective campaigners against public
sector waste. There would be few people over the age of 30 years who have not lived the
life of a hermit who would doubt that billions of dollars could be saved from total public
sector expenditure by focusing management attention and suitable incentives on the
problem. I refer not only to the works of Mr Chapman and the reports of the Grace
commission, but also to what the honourable member for Prahran had to say in another
place during the Supply debate.
However, there is a fundamental idea which requires emphasis as well as the myriad of
carefully calculated decisions that must be made in any effective cost-cutting campaign. It
is that of return on investment. After all, there would be little objection to this Government's vast spending schemes, even though financed by borrowed money and other forms
of deferring the obligations to pay, if there were any assurance that the money was well
invested.
At present I am in the course of receiving information from Government departments
and agencies about the extent to which the decisions of this Government are actually
based on economic assessments. I suspect there is very little of it. I am not sayin~ that
there should be no decisions made on social or political grounds, but I do say that a Llberal
Government will put solid emphasis on value for money-or a substantial real return for
the investment of public money in works or programs.
The Hon. D. R. White-We tackled the Board of Works and the State Electricity
Commission.
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST-The Minister was not in the Chamber when I referred to
the new Liberal Governments which will exist in Victoria and the Commonwealth for the
rest of the century, because Liberal Governments are willing to tackle problems which
Labor Governments will find in the end to be too difficult to tackle.
The Hon. D. R. White-What about the Board of Works and the State Electricity
Commission?
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST-I wish the Minister well so far as that will take him.
However, there is more to it than that.
The Hon. D. R. White-We have reduced the Board of Works work force by 400 out of
8000 over the past twelve months.
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST-I am not in a position to dispute the Minister's highly
specialized knowledge. As I said earlier when the minister was not here, I regret that
nothing the Minister can do, although he is genuinely devoted to efficient management in
this Government, will overcome the intrinsic problems of a party tied to the trade union
movement and to the false doctrine of the Treasurer and his big mate.
We delude ourselves if we think we lead public opinion, even if we have entertained
some currently fashionable ideas and understood the relevant facts well ahead of public
opinion. The themes I have touched on and other related ones such as privatization that I
have not even mentioned have been swelling all around the world over the past ten years
and they are now so close to being the conventional wisdom that a government would
have to adopt them or be swept away. The intellectual and organizational constraints on
an Australian Labor Party Government to which I have already referred will prevent the
Cain Government from making the necessary adaptation.
However, we in the Liberal Party have already adapted ourselves on fundamentals and
I regard it as the major part of my task in the next few years to see the "i"s dotted and the
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"t"s crossed in policies and programs that will carry Liberal Governments successfully
through to the end of this century.
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD (Higinbotham Province)-I offer the felicitations of the
citizens of Higinbotham to Sir Brian Murray for opening Parliament and, through him, to
Her Majesty the Queen. There is no doubt that by and large the vast majority of my
constituents would endorse my actions and express their loyalty to Her Majesty and to the
institution of Parliament and the institution of democracy which both Sir Brian Murray
and Her Majesty represent.
During His Excellency's Speech he commented on the Upper House reform and said
that the Government will introduce measures to reform the Legislative Council of the
Parliament to give effect to wider representations, the opportunity for thorough review of
legislation prior to enactment and the stability of Government. His Excellency then
mentioned four other points, including an upgrading committee.
However, having been in Parliament for three years I should like to make observations
which the Government might take up in the interest of Parliament itself, its administrative
systems and the staffing and appropriation of Parliament.
As a participant of a genuine democratic system which has evolved from the Westminster system developed over nearly 1000 years, but especially the past 500 years, the democratic institution of Parliament is one of the greater institutions that the British were able
to persuade many of the countries in the world to adopt. However, as time has gone by
one has found that the independence of Parliament has suffered because of its dependence
upon the Government or the Treasury. There is no more important power for a Parliament
to possess than the control over its own resources. That power is fundamental to all
legislative actions. Yet there is no Parliament in Australia which has complete control
over its fiscal, physical and human resources. Most have limited powers. The explanation
lies in the reality of Executive domination of the legislature so common in the Westminster system of government in this twentieth century exerted through Treasury control.
A distinguished feature of the Westminster model of which we are part is that the
Executive-that is, the Cabinet-is formed from time to time by the very members of the
Parliament. Indeed, in the smaller Parliaments of the Commonwealth, of which we are
one, one finds that the Executive is at least one-third of the controlling party of the
Parliament. Therefore, the independence of Parliament is put at risk. I should like to raise
a number of issues concerned with Parliamentary power over its resources and, in particular, its administrative resources. However, perhaps a few statistical facts and descriptive
facts are required.
The administrative support services for the two Houses of Parliament are provided by
five Parliamentary departments. The department of the Legislative Council, the department of the Legislative Assembly, Parliamentary Debates, that is, Hansard, the Parliamentary Library and the Joint House Committee. They are five independent departments
that work autonomously and, indeed, when I first came to Parliament I understood---or
thought I understood- that the Clerk of the Parliaments was the administrative head of
this institution.
However, through experience, I have discovered that that is not the case. The three
service departments and the two Houses are administered separately; each has a separate
budget. The total estimated expenditure for 1984-85 for the five departments was $13·7
million. That figure does not include remuneration for honourable members, which would
approximately double the amount.
The total annual expenditure of Parliament is greater than the expenditure on a number
of Government departments, such as the Ethnic Affairs Commission, which has an expenditure of$3·4 million, the Ministry of Consumer Affairs, which has an expenditure of
$3·8 million, and the Local Government Department, which has an expenditure of $11·4
million.
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The Government has recognized that, because the scrutinizing and deliberative roles of
Parliament have been expanded by the introduction of investiptory committees, the
Parliamentary departments are under increasing pressure to maintain and upgrade the
level of services in keeping with modem day requirements. The estimated expenditure of
Parliamentary committees for 1984-85 was $1·06 million, but a co-ordinated approach to
the spending of money for upgrading Parliament itself does not exist.
British constitutional law and conventions have never resolved the question of control
over Parliamentary staffing and appropriations. It seems logical to presume that Parliament should be able to service its own departments through its own resources. I note that
my colleague, Mr Guest, has a motion on the Notice Paper concerning a Staffing and
Appropriations Committee. It is proposed that the committee comprise the President, the
Chairman of Committees, the Leader of the Opposition and others, which is a step in the
right direction.
If this Chamber decided to take action to formalize in Parliament a series of committees,
such a motion must be passed. However, unless the Department of Management and
Budget allocated an appropriate amount of money, the committees could not get off the
ground or service the Chamber. Consequently, although this House is part of the highest
institution of democracy in the country, due to the fiscal means imposed by the Department of Management and Budget, it cannot decide to do anything without the approval of
that department.

Honourable members are elected to this place by their constituents. I disagree with a
remark made by Mrs McLean when she stated during her maiden speech that she was sent
here to represent the Labor Party. I well remember the second occasion on which I was
making a speech in this place when I stated that I was sent here to make remarks on behalf
of a local school, and the President informed me that I was here in my own conscience
and was elected to represent the citizens of Higinbotham Province, and I emphasize, to
effectively represent thoses electors, Parliament must provide suitable back-up services.
Parliament should be able to take its own initiatives where, in our traditional system, it
is unable to control its own destiny and investigations. Several Parliaments around the
world have attempted to address this issue. On 2 October 1973 the Speaker of the House
of Commons in Britain made a statement in which he expressed disquiet about the staffing
arrangements for the House which had grown up over a long period and which he believed
were ill-fitted for providing the House with a thoroughly efficient and effective service.
Two specific concerns were the lack of co-ordination between the five large departments
of the House and the system of appointments with its consequences for career structures
of its staff.
If one examines the figures produced by the Clerk of the Parliaments regarding staffing,
one discovers that the majority of the staff of Parliament are temporary employees; many
of them have been temporary employees for more than 30 years and, because of that, there
is no career structure for many members of the staff. Excellent people, such as those
working in the dining and refreshment rooms and the staff of this Chamber, have had
lifetime careers in this place without the opportunity of having superannuation, long
service leave entitlements and a whole variety of service conditions. That is totally incorrect.
I shall return to what the Speaker of the House of Commons stated in 1973. He invited
Sir Edward Compton, a former Auditor-General and Ombudsman, to undertake a review
of the administrative services of the House. Some twelve months later, the Compton
report was produced. The Speaker then appointed an all-party committee to report to him
on the Compton report, and the committee sat for twelve months. From that report,
considerable changes have been made. Perhaps the most important has been the creation
of the House of Commons Commission, which is designed to co-ordinate the departments
of the House and requires the Speaker to take to the Treasury the requirements of the
House.
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No doubt exists that a basic cause of the inability of Parliaments to confront the
Executive over questions such as staffing and appropriation is the absence of an individual
who will accept that responsibility. Because the Presidents and Speakers of the Chambers
occupy those seats for fairly short periods, there is no one within Parliament, such as an
officer of Parliament, to represent Parliament as an institution and to demand from the
Department of Management and Budget the appropriate funds for services.
Several Parliaments in Canada have addressed this problem by placing the financial
management of Parliament in the hands of boards or committees with the Speaker acting
as chairman. The majority of Canadian legislatures are unicameral systems, so in this
bicameral Parliament it could be either the Speaker or President. Si~ provinces in Canada
now have that arrangement, although the powers of the board vis-a-vis the Executive vary
considerably.
At least those Parliaments are examining their own appropriations and staffing abilities
to be able to establish the correct infrastructure. Only one kind of Parliamentary financial
appropriation process would fully satisfy requirements of Parliamentary sovereignty. Parliament would have to compile, debate, vote and finally oversee expenditure of its own
expenses. There are four recognized steps in public budgeting: Formulation, authorization,
execution and appraisal.
For Parliament's own finances, all of these stages would have to be under Parliamentary
control, with absolutely no Executive involvement. However, British constitutional practice would seemingly require taxation to implement this, and again the Crown would
intervene and say that Parliament would not be able to do all of that. Although I believe
Parliament should be able to run its own affairs in that area and inquire and demand from
Treasury sources the appropriate money, Governments may believe it irresponsible if they
gave those specific powers to Parliament.
However, one can strengthen various processes of Parliament by improving services
and staffing. Although honourable members are able and responsible people, I know
enormous assistance is provided from the Parliamentary Library, Hansard, the staff of
this Chamber and the refreshment rooms. Staffing is extremely important. It is necessary
to have a truly satisfactory Parliamentary staffing process in which all the staff of Parliament are designated as employees of Parliament and not of the Executive. They should be
hired, promoted, disciplined, paid and dismissed by Parliament as the employing body,
and an appeals system should be established for them within Parliament.
At present many Parliamentary personnel are members of the Public Service and are on
transfer to Parliament. If one is looking for career structures within Parliament, Parliament should be responsible for the initiatives to obtain personnel of the highest calibre. In
Australia the Parliamentary staffing situation is woeful. Each department of the Victorian
Parliament is autonomous and, therefore, largely independent. There is little to no evidence of co-ordination between the five departments. The major reason for this is that
there is effectively no chief executive officer or permanent head of the institution of
Parliament. This situation applies in all Parliaments in Australia and in Great Britain.
Kenneth Wiltshire, in a paper entitled "Staffing and Appropriations of Parliament",
stated:
The basic cause of ... inability of parliaments to confront the executive over questions such as their own
staffing and appropriation is the absence of any individual who will accept responsibility for such matters.

However, the situation is far from what occurs because in Australia, Canada and the
United Kingdom, presiding officers answer to the Parliament for their own administrative
techniques but do not answer, defend or justify any of their economic requirements or
deliberations. In terms of Parliamentary control of financial resources in Canberra and
States of Australia, Parliament does have control of appropriations, the only concession
being that a devolution of expenditure authority is designated to officers after the vote is
passed. One Federal member deplored the current degree of control exercised by the
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Federal Cabinet over Parliament. That honourable member was concerned that Parliament did not exert control over its fiscal expenditure.
Consequently, the problems of this Parliament are two-fold: Firstly, an external lack of
control of its own resources-Cabinet has control over Parliament's resources-and,
secondly, an internal corporation structure which does not reflect the requirements of
modern day administration. A number of examples can be raised concerning the latter
point, such as no central reporting on financial and manpower resources in Parliament,
no clear set of guidelines on staffing matters, no central personnel unit-and in today's
industrial climate with a staff of between 200 to 300 people and expenditure of $13·7
million there should be a central personnel unit-there is also a lack of superannuation
cover for a major proportion of Parliamentary staff and a lack of modern day office
equipment such as computers and words processors.
The Hon. N. B. Reid-We don't even have them in our electorate offices.
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD-Honourable members will agree that Parliament has
poor accommodation in this building for members and rooms for committees to meet.
The majority of joint House committees are no longer able to meet within this building
and are forced to use other buildings in Melbourne. One of the reasons for this is because
Parliament is unable to have any say about its own resources. Honourable members who
have participated in joint Parliamentary committees realize that, when one requires a
special appropriation for a consultative service, it is necessary to obtain the permission of
two people: The Presiding Officer, on the one hand, and the Treasurer, on the other hand.
I shall quote an example from my experience of serving on the Economic and Budget
Review Committee. At one time there was a three-month lag when one officer, for reasons
of his own, did not grant permission to a request because joint permission was required.
In other words, when Parliament does not give the Economic and Budget Review Committee an appropriate financial allocation, the control of the Executive is executed through
the permission of the Treasurer, and consequently it restricts the ability of Parliament to
undertake its own inquiries without the permission of the Executive. This goes against
any norm of genuine democracy representation for one's constituents.
To my knowledge, no public report on the structure of staffing and financing of the
Victorian Parliament has been undertaken. I wonder how honourable members can sit
back and presume that all is well when all around there is difficulty with current arrangements. Earlier Mr Reid commented on modern equipment and technology not being
available in electorate offices. No such equipment is available to honourable members.
There is no form of computerization or of word processin$ facilities. These are the simplest
tools of modem management at any office, particularly In this House where honourable
members have large constituencies of approximately 125 000. I am sure honourable members would want to represent their electorates properly by having available information
concerning legislation and social trends affecting constituents, but we are hamstrung
because of this lack of equipment.
I am an advocate for modem technology in business and in the public sector and I
believe Parliament should be able to provide those services, but it cannot do that because
it is restricted by the Executive through the Treasurer. Parliament and its procedures could
continue for the next twenty years suffering under the same conditions unless this House
and the Legislative Assembly jointly address the problem.
I plead with the Government that in undertaking reform of the Upper House it extends
that reform to the totality of Parliament and Parliament's ability to service its members.
A need exists for a review to be undertaken by Parliamentarians. That need is strengthened
by the desire of all parties to have a new committee structure.
The motions proposed by Mr Guest were most sensible. Undoubtedly the Government
will have the commitment to present to the House major reforms associated with the
upgrading of the committee system. But unless Parliament demands those resources, the
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upgrading of that system will collapse. Strains exist already in the areas of accommodation,
manpower and finance. A review would ensure that whatever structure or strategy is
established, it would operate in the most efficient manner.
Parliament should be accountable to the community and that cannot occur if honourable members are accountable only to the Government. It is an important issue to which
all honourable members should address themselves and I hope that in the course of the
Government's deliberation it forms an all-party committee to review Parliament itself, its
structures and its appropriations before proceeding into the planned reforms. Those reforms will not be practicable unless Parliament is able to use its own financial resources as
it sees fit. At the same time Parliament should look into the general and administrative
services of Parliament.
A chief executive officer should be appointed to organize the procedures of Parliament.
He would assist in the preparation and co-ordination of the budget of the five departments
of the House and even assist in the development of plans for the further extension of the
House.
Honourable members who have been in the House longer than I can remember the
debates concerning the building of the north wing. Honourable members are still inconvenienced because that project was not continued, as are the staff who serve Parliament.
The amenities for the changing of clothes and dining-room facilities are inadequate. It is a
disgrace for men and women to be working in the environment of this House. Parliament
will not be able to improve these things until it gains control over its financial resources. I
believe the appointment of a chief executive officer could assist in this area and that a
committee of the Parliament should be appointed-perhaps the Economic and Budget
Review Committee, being an all-party committee-to look into these matters.
Some three years ago I made my maiden speech in this House. In that speech I made
several comments that I wish to take up this evening and I ask the Minister for Community Services to pass these comments on to the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs,
who is the Leader of the House. I indicated then that the George Higinbotham statue on
the corner of Macarthur Street and Collins Street was weeping tears of white down its
cheeks because of the advent of the Labor Government. I asked the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs, who was then the Minister for Public Works, whether he would
take steps to clean the statue because it is one of the finest statues in the State and at
present is an absolute disgrace. I again ask the Minister to take up that matter and I hope
in three years' time I do not have to make the same remarks.
During that speech I made several comments concerning the electorate I represent. I
indicated, firstly, that it was important that the widening of the Nepean Highway to South
Road be continued as far as possible. This great initiative of the previous Liberal Government has been completed and it was something in which I had some small part.
Secondly, I indicated that it was essential that the rail line from Caulfield to Mordialloc
be started as soon as possible. I believe the letters that I have written and the pressure that
I have applied on the appropriate Minister have assisted in that project commencing.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-You are the most successful member in the House!
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD-I agree with your comments, Mr Baxter. I also requested
that the Government introduce satisfactory hospital services for the Sandringham and
Mordialloc areas. I have failed in that regard. The Government has also failed dismally in
its provision of health services, particularly in Higinbotham Province. The Brighton
Community Hospital has been under threat from the McClelland report and, despite
correspondence to the Minister for Health, that fine, small hospital has had no satisfactory
reply from the Minister for Health or the Health Commission about its future.
The general services of Moorabbin Hospital are unsatisfactory. Unfulfilled promises
were made before the election by the Labor Government regarding its funding and I shall
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continue to press for the development of the Moorabbin Hospital in an endeavour to get
some action from the Government.
An additional promise I made to both the people I represent and the Parliament at that
time was to continue the excellent conservation program on the foreshore from Brighton
to Moorabbin, commenced by the previous Liberal Government.
'
There has been a singular lack of integrity by the Government in any form of conservation program along that strip of coastline, yet it is the strip of coastline from Mordialloc
to Brighton which is the biggest playground area of the State. There have been continuous
problems on conservation grounds with the renourishing of the beach at Hampton. I know
that my colleague, Mr Lawson, will endorse my remarks when I say that it is time the
Government took the bullet between its teeth and renourished those beaches so that they
can continue to be used as the major playground of the State.
I conclude by returning to my major theme, and plead with the Government, before it
goes into its package of Upper House reform, also to examine the structure of Parliament.
I plead with the Government to form an all-party committee or at least request the
Economic and Budget Review Committee to examine the variety of issues raised, and
perhaps through those processes Victoria may be able to get a Parliament which will work
more effectively than it has in recent times.
On the motion of the Hon. L. A. McARTHUR (Nunawading Province), the debate was
adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until the next day of meeting.

ADJOURNMENT
Commonwealth Ordnance Factory, Bendigo-Nurse training-Lake Victoria-Proposed
new concerned dairy farmers union-Student conveyance allowances-Settlement
Point-No smoking regulations in hospitals-Warburton Highway, Launching PlaceChild pornography-Sandringham Technical School chaplains-Sherift"s Office
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-I raise a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Health. It is a matter of concern that the one-year group apprenticeship
scheme at the Commonwealth Ordnance Factory at Bendigo could be phased out if the
recommendations contained in the Kirby report are adhered to.
Since 1977, the scheme has been responsible for training 175 apprentices in country
areas. Under the scheme apprentices are trained at the Commonwealth Ordnance Factory
for the first twelve months of their apprenticeship, after which they move to private
employment. The scheme has been widely accepted by people in private enterprise who
have employed these apprentices after they have completed their first year of training.
One of the recommendations contained in the Kirby report is that the scheme be discontinued.

The Hon. D. R. White-The honourable member for Bendigo West in another place
raised it with the Minister.
The Hon. N. B. REID-He was a bit late, because I visited the factory on Monday
morning while the local member was still in bed. Each year the factory takes on 25
apprentices and gives them the opportunity of being employed in the private sector. The
apprentices gain valuable experience through training in a range of activities such as
boilermaking, fitting and machining, electrical mechanics and a number of other trades
which equip them for positions in the private sector.
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Many of these young people would not have the opportunity of gaining an apprenticeship in a country area without the assistance provided at the Commonwealth Ordnance
Factory through the one-year group apprenticeship scheme.
I should like the Minister for Health to take up the matter with the Federal Minister for
Finance, who approves the funds for the scheme, and the Minister Assisting the Minister
for Defence, in an endeavour to ensure that the scheme continues, because it provides a
valuable service to a number of employees and employers.
I have received representations from a number of people who have been involved in
the scheme and they have asked me to make representations to the Minister to ensure the
scheme continues to provide valuable apprenticeship training for apprentices in country
Victoria.
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT (North Western Province)-The matter I raise for the
attention of the Minister for Health concerns basic nurse education. Most honourable
members would be aware that, last year, the Federal Government, through a joint release
of the Ministers involved with education, health and employment, subject to negotiations
between the States, announced that hospital training of nurses would cease and that it
would be replaced by a system of college education.
I was not surprised at that announcement because, over the years, I have attended a
number of meetings at which members of the various nursing organizations have been
present and I have found them to be both radical and militant. It appears those organizations have won over the Federal Government. Although the proposals are subject to
agreement by the States, if agreed to, it will mean that the last intake of hospital-based
courses is scheduled for 1990, with a full transfer in 1993.
Although colleges of advanced education have been approached, there has been no
negotiation with the hospitals with which the courses will be associated. I should like the
Minister to indicate what the cost will be, who will pay the training costs and who will pay
for the trainees. It has been estimated by some of the hospitals in the area that I represent
that approximately 60 per cent additional staffwill be needed to replace the trainees. Who
will meet the cost of these replacements?
I have spoken with a number of directors of nursing and people involved in hospital
administration and they have expressed grave doubts about the scheme. They believe that
learning in the wards by observation is invaluable.
The experience in the United States of America has been that the scheme has been
unsuccessful. My information is that the Americans are reverting to the training of nurses
in hospitals. Can the Minister inform the House on the current situation, and whether he
is aware of the disquiet that exists in Victoria's hospitals?
The Hon. B. A. MURPHY (Gippsland Province)-I congratulate the Minister for
Conservation, Forests and Lands on her successful visit to Gippsland last week-end. Not
only did the Minister witness and shake hands with the Gippsland grey kangaroos, not
only did she have dinner with Charles McCubbin, but she also opened a successful branch
of the Australian Labor Party at Loch Sport.
The Hon. J. W. S. RADFORD (Bendigo Province)-On a point of order, Mr President,
it is not the role of Mr Murphy to indulge in the internal politics of the Australian Labor
Party.
The PRESIDENT-Order! At this moment I am not prepared to entertain a point of
order. Until Mr Murphy has completed his Question, I will not be aware of whether it is a
matter of Government administration, but I shall give him the opportunity of proving
that it is.
The Hon. B. A. MURPHY-Mr President, I have not nearly finished; I have only just
begun my remarks. I should like to tell the House about a rather strange phenomenon that
occurred.
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The PRESIDENT-Order! Mr Murphy is trying me. He has the opportunity of raising
the matter with the Minister and I suggest that he does so, or I shall call on Mr Radford,
who appears most anxious to speak.
The Hon. B. A. MURPHY-The Minister witnessed something about which I have
known for some time. I refer to the strange occurrence of islands rising in Lake Victoria.
Can the Minister inform the House whether she is considering the naming of the islands
which have emerged recently, and can she inform the House of the reasons for the
emergence of the islands and the request for a name?
The Hon. J. W. S. RADFORD (Bendigo Province)-I direct the attention of the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs to an article that appeared in tonight's Herald,
which referred to the formation of a dairy men's breakaway union. It states that rebel
dairy farmers in the Goulburn Valley are prepared to break away from the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria and that the rebel organizer, Mr David Everist, is tipped to lead the
new union under the "Concerned Dairy Farmers" banner. It also stated that at campaign
headquarters in Girgarre, Mr Everist claimed de facto recognition for the Concerned Dairy
Farmers has been granted by the Federal and State Governments.
Will the Minister inform the House whether the Victorian Government recognizes the
concerned dairy farmers along with the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria? Just to further
clarify the situation for the Minister, Mr Everist is claiming that recognition has been
granted-The PRESIDENT-Order! I suggest to Mr Radford that he moves across to the Minister and quietly explains what he is trying to further clarify. I have already called Mr Evans.
The Hon. J. W. S. RADFORD-Mr President, if I may make a personal explanation-The PRESIDENT-Order! IfMr Radford wishes to amplify the point he is making, he
should move across the Chamber and speak to the Minister.
The Hon. D. M. EVANS· (North Eastern Province)-Following on from the expert
dissertation of Murphy's law a few minutes ago, I point out that one of the theories of
Murphy's law is not to meddle with Mrs Murphy. I direct my remarks to the Leader of the
House, who represents the Minister for Education in this place. I refer to the conveyance
allowances paid to secondary school students who live a considerable distance from the
school of their choice. I refer to registered schools, particularly Catholic schools, and also
to the TAFE college in Wangaratta. The conveyance allowance made available between
1977 and 1980 was $231 a year. For a short period in 1980, that amount was increased to
$255 a year and, in January 1981, it was again increased to $300 a year.
In the Catholic education system, I am informed that, in 1984, a number of students
who attended St Mary's school in Nathalia paid some $165 a year more than the conveyance allowance for additional bus fares and, in 1985, they will pay some $196 in addition
to the $300 they receive.
In the Mount Beauty area, six children pay between $360 and $450 a year in addition to
the $300 conveyance allowance to attend the school of their choice, which is quite within
the regulations. In addition to that, students who travel by private bus from Wahgunyah
to Wangaratta to attend the TAFE college receive $1.10 a day for travelling that distance,
whereas the students in New South Wales, who are only 5 kilometres across the border at
Corowa, receive $7.17 a day to meet the cost of transport to the college.
My question, therefore, is: Firstly, whether consideration can be given to increasing the
conveyance allowance to bring it more in line with the costs currently being incurred by
parents in the country who send their children to the school of their choice; and, secondly,
whether the Minister will ask that an examination be made of the actual contribution of
the New South Wales Government in very similar circumstances so that the Victorian
contribution can be brought more in line with that made by its counterpart. Despite the
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fact that the distance between Wanga.ratta and Corowa is only 5 kilometres, the conveyance allowances vary from $1.10 to $ 7.17.
The Hon. H. R. WARD (South Eastern Province)-The matter I direct to the attention
of the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands relates to a notice that appeared in
the local press about a public meeting to be held at Corinella regarding the proposed
alienation of land at Settlement Point. The notice commences by asking the question,
"Are you aware that the Shire of Bass is supporting a move to use historical, public
recreation reserve land at Settlement Point for a caravan park?"
On 10 December 1826, Captain Wright established a settlement at Corinella, and that
lasted for almost two years. One point of significance of Settlement Point is that Count
Strzelecki, led by the Aborigine Charles Tarra, reached Battery Point some years later and,
subsequently, further settlement was established for the town of Corinella. Settlement
Point is an historic site, although the heritage commission is being very slow in acknowledging the fact that it is important to the history of this State.
I am advised that the public meeting took place tonight and that the Shire of Bass is
supporting the alienation of this land for the purpose of a caravan park. I understand that
the Minister has received correspondence regarding the proposal to occupy the site solely
for the purpose of gaining revenue. I would say it is about a 70 hectare area, which has
been gradually denuded of vegetation and affected by erosion.
In view of the number of complaints I have received and in view of the meeting that
took place this evening, I should be pleased if the Minister would recall that correspondence and give urgent attention to the matter, having .regard to the filching of the l~nd by
the local committee of management, so that some actlOn can be taken to hold the site and
also to recognize the importance of recreation and public reserves in that area, which at
present is not great enough to cater for a future population.
The Hon. ROBERT LAWSON (Higinbotham Province)-I request the Minister for
Health to instruct the public hospitals of this State to enforce their own health regulations.
I am moved to make that request because a constituent of mine had to take her granddaughter to the casualty section of the Austin Hospital one evening because the child was
suffering from croup. She advised me that, although the waiting room was liberally supplied with signs stating, "Do Not Smoke" and "Smoking Forbidden", she noticed that the
room was also full of tobacco smoke. It is important that these notices be enforced. The
child concerned was suffering from croup, as I said, which is an affliction affecting the
breathing. The constituent also believes that the smoke would be deleterious to people
who suffer from bronchial conditions.
In any case, regulations on smoking in hospital waiting rooms should be enforced on
general health grounds, and I therefore ask that the Minister pass on my concern to the
hospitals and instruct them to enforce their own regulations.
The Hon. F. J. GRANTER (Central Highlands Province)-I raise with the Leader of
the House a matter to be referred to the Minister for Transport concerning the realignment
of the Warburton Highway at Launching Place. I have visited the area, and this realignment is the concern of Mr and Mrs Jim Grant and Mr and Mrs O'Keefe. Mr Grant is the
operator of the post office at Launching Place, and he is concerned that the realignment of
the road will make it most difficult for people to park their cars in front of this post office.
I ask the Leader of the House to suggest to the Minister that the realignment could be
better achieved by using the old Warburton railway line which is now not used and which,
in my opinion, is not likely to be used. It may be necessary to remove one or two trees. To
make the delivery and collection of mail through the post office safer, I suggest this road
construction and realignment be reconsidered and that the proposition I have put should
be the one that is adopted.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-I direct a matter to the attention of the Minister for Health who, on this occasion, is representing the Attorney-General.
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I refer to the issue of child pornography arising from the annual report of the State
Classification of Publications Board. The House will remember that all parties strongly
supported legislation in 1977 to outlaw child pornography and depiction of children or
people who look like children participating in sexual acts. At that stage, the House provided very strong penalties-50 penalty units or a penalty of $5000 for anyone who produces this material, sells, publishes or distributes it, or a term of imprisonment of not
more than two years.
In its annual report, the State Classification of Publications Board pointed out an
anomaly which requires the board to classify such material which is illegal by law but
which is still required to be given to that body for classification. Paragraph 5.3 of the
report states:
The Board has informed the Attorney-General of publications submitted portraying, describing or representing
persons apparently under the age of 16 years participating in sexual activities. The Board does not have power to
refuse to classify a publication. Accordingly, the Board classifies such publications as restricted ABeD. It is
concerned that even such a classification implies that, provided the statutory conditions are not breached, there
is a kind of Government imprimatur for sale of the publication when in fact, its sale is, prima facie, a breach of
the Police Offences (Child Pornography) Act 1977.

The board is required to give a classification which then gives an apparent seal of approval
for distribution of certain material that, by its nature, is prohibited by other laws in the
State. I request the Minister to bring this matter to the attention of the Attorney-General
to determine amendments to the legislation that will clarify the situation and will remove
this anomaly.
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD (Higinbotham Province)-I direct my remarks to the
Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs, who is the representative in this place of the
Minister for Education. The school council of the Sandringham Technical School is
extremely concerned about the maintenance of chaplains and chaplaincy in Victorian
post-primary schools. It is concerned that schools find it increasingly difficult to finance
the appointment of chaplains, yet the work of chaplains in schools and in local communities has become increasingly necessary and important.
In the province that I represent, 31 per cent of school children come from single-parent
families, with all the attendant social problems. For the Sandringham Technical School
alone, an annual amount of $18355 has to be provided for chaplaincy, of which the
Government contributes only a small percentage. The balance must come from concerned
parents, citizens of the community and church groups.
The school council appreciates the assistance that the Government gives, but an urgent
request is being made for an increase in this assistance. I ask the Minister to obtain from
his colleague information on how much the Government contributes and whether the
Government is prepared to increase its contributions for this very important purpose.
The Hon. HADOON STOREY (East Yarra Province)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for Health, who is representing the Attorney-General. It concerns the
administration of the Sheriffs Office. The Attorney-General would know that the Sheriffs
Office is respo~sible for executing warrants to recover amounts of judgments which have
been made against persons but have not been paid. In the past where moneys have been
recovered by the Sheriff under these warrants, they have been paid to an account in the
Sheriffs Office and then accounted for to the solicitor within a matter of days.
Representations have been made to me that, recently, there have been delays of four
weeks or more between the time the moneys have been recovered by the Sheriff from the
persons against whom judgments have been entered and the time that those moneys have
been passed on to the solicitors. This is of concern to clients and to solicitors. I do not
know whether this results from lack of staff in the Sheriffs Office, administrative problems,
or whether it is another way of the Government having access to funds and holding them
as long as it can before passing on the funds to the entitled persons. I request the Minister
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to ask the Attorney-General to examine this matter and to ensure that there is a quicker
turnover of these moneys to the people to whom they are due.
I add that the fee for a warrant used to be $39, and there was no further fee even though
the warrant may have had to be redirected to another address than that originally given.
However, as of 1 January this year, the fee was put up to $54 plus an additional fee of$25
if there was a redirection. It is ironic that with that doubling of the fees the service has
apparently diminished by more than the fee has doubled.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-Mr Radford
brings to my attention an article in the Herald which referred to dairy men planning a
breakaway union, and his question relates to a paragraph which suggests the State Government and even the Federal Government have already recognized the so-called concerned
dairy farmers. May I simply say that that is absolutely not the case.

It was never more necessary than now that the dairy farmers of Victoria hold together
rather than start splintering into separate groups. That would be disastrous. As I said
earlier and will say again when asked, it is absolutely necessary that there is a united front
of dairy farmers, in association with the Government, to ensure that the industry has the
best chance possible of remaining the most efficient, largest dairy industry in the country.
All honourable members will agree with that.
I can see no benefit in what Mr Everist was quoted as saying in the Herald; that he and
others were resigning from the union to form a separate union. That would be disastrous.
I will be doing my utmost to ensure that that does not occur. The Government is taking
no cognizance of them and is making no moves to suggest they should receive recognition.
Mr Evans directed a matter to be referred to my colleague, the Minister for Education,
dealing with the necessity to increase conveyance allowances for students and asked me to
request my colleague to review the Victorian situation in light of the New South Wales
situation. I have taken note of that and I will be happy to ask the Minister for Education
to consider this issue.
Mr Granter asked a question that really is a matter for the Minister for Transport in
another place. The matter refers to the realignment of the Warburton Highway at Launching Place and problems at the post office. I will take up the matter with the Minister
concerned and seek an answer on behalf of the honourable member.
Mr Connard raised a matter concerning the work of chaplains at Sandringham Technical School. He asked how much the State Government contributed to the work of chaplains and those specifically at Sandringham. I shall take up the matter with my colleague
tomorrow.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-Mr Reid raised the matter of apprenticeship schemes at the Bendigo Ordnance Factory. He asked me to take up that matter
with the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs as well as the implications of the
introduction of the Youth Guarantee scheme. I look forward to taking up the matter with
the Minister on behalf of Mr Reid and also on behalf of the honourable member for
Bendigo West in another place, as I said by way of interjection, who also raised the matter
with the Minister.
The Hon. N. B. Reid-Also raise it with your Federal colleague.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE-Mr Wright referred to the education of nurses and whether
the Government was considering the transfer of the nurses' education to the Council of
Adult Education and the cost involved in that. That has not been finally determined and
neither has its implications on staffing levels in hospitals. If the honourable member is
aware of any hospital in the electorate he represents or any constituent group of nurses or
administrators who would like to see me as part of a deputation to discuss the matter
further, I look forward to doing so later in May when further developments occur. The
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five-year projection, the transition and issues raised by the honourable member are also
to be addressed.
Mr Lawson raised the matter of "No smokingn signs not being adhered to at the Austin
Hospital. I will take up the matter with the Health Commission.
Mr Chamberlain raised the issue of the eleventh annual report of the State Classification
of Publications Board and the comments made by the Chairman, David Bennett, that the
board:
... is concerned that even such a classification implies that, provided the statutory conditions are not breached,
there is a kind of Government imprimatur for sale of the publication when in fact, its sale is, prima facie, a
breach ofthe Police Offences (Child Pornography) Act 1977.'

I look forward to taking up the matter with the Attorney-General on behalf of Mr Cham\
berlain. I will do so first thing in the morning.

Mr Storey raised the matter of a four-week delay in the turnover of fu~ds in the Sheriffs
Office. Again I look forward to taking up.the matter with the Attorney-General to ensure
that people who are entitled to those funds receive them as soon as possible.

The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lan~ I thank Mr
Murphy for giving me the opportunity of seeing the wondrous sight of the ewly-created
islands on Lake Victoria. The honourable member asked me what created th islands. The
local people believe the islands have emerged as a result of pressure from ses released
underneath the lakes. These gases have emerged from the oil fields nearby. The locals
bestowed the honour of naming the islands after me, but as the islands have emerged as a
result of hot air and gases I suggested that that was not appropriate. It was then suggested
that perhaps "Kennett Islandn would be more appropriate. I said that I would take the
suggestion to the Minister responsible for place names. However, as the islands disappear
quickly I do not think there will be time for the necessary paper work to be completedalthough I do believe "Kennett Island" is a good name for something created by hot air
and gases.
.
Mr Ward raised the matter of land at Corinella which was discussed at a public meeting
at Corinella tonight. He assures me that the Shire of Bass is intending to seek alienation of
Crown land of historic importance for a caravan park. I am well aware of the historic
importance ofCorinella and its history should be respected. If the department has received
correspondence on the matter, I shall give it urgent attention and respond to the honourable member's legitimate concerns immediately.
The motion was agreed to.

The House adjourned at 10.55 p.m.

Joint Sitting of the Legislative Council and the Legislative Assembly
Tuesday, 30 April 1985
La Trobe University-Victorian Institute of ~ndary Education-Victorian Institute of
Marine Sciences
Ajoint sitting of the Legislative Council and the Legislative Assembly was held this day
in the Legislative Assembly Chamber to elect members to be recommended for appointment to the Council of the La Trobe University, the Council of the Victorian Institute of
Secondary Education and the Council of the Victorian Institute of Marine Sciences.
Honourable members of both Houses assembled at 6.2 p.m.
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The Clerk-Before proceeding with the business of this joint sitting, it will be necessary
to appoint a President of the joint sitting.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I move:
That the Honourable Frederick Sheppard Grimwade, MLC, President of the Legislative Council, be appointed
President of this joint sitting.

Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I have pleasure in seconding the motion.
The motion was agreed to.
The PRESIDENT (the Hon. F. S. Grimwade)-I thank honourable members for the
honour they have conferred upon me. I draw the attention of honourable members to the
extracts from the relevant legislation, which have been circulated. It will be noted that
each Act requires that the joint sitting be conducted in accordance with rules adopted for
the purpose by members present at the sitting. The first procedure, therefore, will be the
adoption of rules.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-Mr President, I desire to submit rules of procedure, which are
in the hands of honourable members, and I accordingly move:
That these rules be the rules of procedure for this joint sitting.

Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I second the motion.
The motion was agreed to.
The PRESIDENT (the Hon. F. S. Grimwade)-The rules having been adopted, I am
now prepared to receive proposals from honourable members with regard to a member to
be recommended for appointment to the Council of the La Trobe University.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I propose:
That David John Lea, Esquire, MP, be recommended for appointment to the Council of the La Trobe
University.

He is willing to be recommended for appointment if chosen.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I second the proposal.
The PRESIDENT (the Hon. F. S. Grimwade)-Are there any further proposals?
As there is only one member proposed, I declare that David John Lea, Esquire, MP, has
been chosen to be recommended for appointment to the Council of the La Trobe University.
I am now prepared to receive proposals from honourable members with regard to two
members to be recommended for appointment to the Council of the Victorian Institute of
Secondary Education.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I propose:
That the Honourable Haddon Storey, QC, MLC and Mrs Carolyn Dorothy Hirsch, MP, be recommended for
appointment to the Council of the Victorian Institute of Secondary Education.

They are willing to be recommended for appointment to the council if chosen.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I have much pleasure in seconding the
proposal.
The PRESIDENT (the Hon. F. S. Grimwade)-Are there any further proposals?
As there are only two members proposed, I declare that the Honourable Haddon Storey,
QC, MLC, and the Mrs Carolyn Dorothy Hirsh, MP, have been chosen to be recommended for appointment to the council of the Victorian Institute of Secondary Education.
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I am now prepared to receive proposals from honourable members with regard to a
member to be recommended for appointment to the Council of the Victorian Institute of
Marine Sciences.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I propose:
That Or Ronald James Herbert Wells, MP, be recommended for appointment to the Council of the Victorian
Institute of Marine Sciences.

He is willing to be recommended for appointment to the council if chosen.
Mr KENNETI (Leader of the Opposition)-I second the proposal.
The PRESIDENT (the Hon. F. S. Grimwade)-Are there any further proposals?
As there is only one member proposed, I declare that Dr Ronald James Herbert Wells,
MP, has been chosen to be recommended for the appointment to the Council of the
Victorian Institute of Marine Sciences.
I declare the joint sitting closed.
The proceedings terminated at 6.8 p.m.
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The PRESIDENT (the Hon. F. S. Grimwade) took the chair at 11.3 p.m. and read the
prayer.

SUPPLY (1985-86, No. 1) BILL
This Bill was received from the Assembly and, on the motion of the Hon. D. R. WHITE
(Minister for Health), was read a first time.
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

STATE OF EMERGENCY
The Hon. P. D. BLOCK (Nunawading Province)-I direct my question to the Leader
of the Government and ask whether, as the Premier left the country at 10.15 this morning
and as it is-I am sure the Minister would agree-inconceivable that he would do so
during a state of emergency, has the Government revoked the proclamation of a state of
emergency and, if not, will it do so immediately?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-No, the Government has not revoked the proclamation. In answer to the second part of the question,
I say: "No, we will not do so immediately". I indicate to the House that I am the Minister
named in the proclamation to be responsible in the administration ofa state of emergency.
1 hope members of Parliament respect my capacity to fulfil that function.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-Is the Minister for Agriculture and
Rural Affairs aware of comments made by the Federal Minister for Primary Industry, Mr
Kerin, on the Schildberger radio program this morning when he was asked whether he saw
any light at the end of the tunnel? The Federal Minister said:
I am prepared to move on some things. All the adjustment package-the timing thing-is something that can
be quite separate to the legislation. The legislation is quite separate.

He was indicating that he had some room in which to move. I ask the Minister for
Agriculture and Rural Affairs whether he is prepared, in a spirit of negotiation, to seek to
resolve the dispute by his Government also being prepared to move on some issues.
Under what circumstances is he prepared to revoke the proclamation of the state of
emergency that now exists?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I heard the
radio interview on the Schildberger program this morning. I agree with the honourable
member that the Federal Minister made it appear that it is possible that some flexibility is
present that was not available earlier. I was pleased to hear that comment. I suspect that
the sort of work the Government has done on behalf of the dairy industry with the Federal
Government has brought about the apparent loosening of the position of the Federal
Minister. The State Government is keen to take advantage of that position.
The view that I expressed in this House yesterday is that a consolidated and united
dairy industry should be working, through the Government, to achieve adjustments to
that scheme. To that degree, I am attempting to have representatives from all parts of the
dairy farming community in Victoria meet on mutual ground. I intend to be present. I
cannot guarantee that the meeting is as yet finalized, but there have been negotiations this
morning with both the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria and concerned dairy farmers in
an endeavour to have talks begun. If that occurs this afternoon-and 1 hope it will-I
believe the aim will be to move towards a consolidated approach to the Federal Government.
Session 1985-13
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All the difficulties in the dairy industry cannot be resolved Quickly. Amongst some
people there are strong feelings that run deep and go back a long way. Talks ought to be
undertaken as they may, in the long run, bring some unity back into the dairy farming
industry. That approach follows the line I outlined in response to the matter raised by Mr
Radford in debate on the motion for the adjournment of the sitting last night. It is the
Government's intention to revoke the proclamation as soon as it believes it can when
there is peace in the industry and normal workin~ people, whether they be farmers, truck
drivers or factory workers, can continue with theIr normal dairy business with safety and
security. I hope that situation will not be far away and that today's talks will assist.

1984-85 NATIONAL ESTATE GRANTS PROGRAM
The Hon. JOAN COXSEDGE (Melbourne West Province)-I direct a Question to the
Minister for Planning and Environment. I understand that grants under the 1984-85
National Estate Grants Program were recently announced by the Commonwealth Minister
for Arts, Heritage and Environment, Mr Barry Cohen. Can the Minister explain how
Victoria will benefit from this program and indicate the sorts of projects that are being
funded?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Planning and Environment)-Honourable
members will agree that the National Estate Grants Program is excellent, and Victoria will
benefit from it this year by grants of some $450 000. Instalments of$337 500, $85 500 and
$27 000 will be paid over the next three years.
This follows the established program pattern under which individual projects may
receive guaranteed support up to three years ahead for longer term planning purposes.
That is a sensible provision.
Work will be carried out in different parts of the State by State and local authorities and
by non-Government bodies such as the National Trust and other professional and conservation oriented organizations.
Of particular note in this year's program are, firstly, the completion of Aboriginal rock
art studies by the Victorian Archaeological Survey and a register of rare and endangered
plant species by La Trobe University; secondly, continuation of restoration works on the
Bendigo police barracks, a project which will please Mr Reid; thirdly, support for the
heritage advisory services that are provided by the Victorian National Estate Committee;
fourthly, heritage conservation studies in the Shire of Bet Bet and the cities ofCollingwood
and Geelong West.

PRINCE HENRY'S HOSPITAL CENTENARY
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash Province)-As the Minister for Health would be
aware, November this year is the looth anniversary of the opening of Prince Henry's
Hospital at its site in St Kilda Road. Has the Government approved a fund-raising appeal
to be conducted by the board to commemorate that centenary?
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-I am not aware that any such proposal
has been put in respect of that matter, and I look forward to receiving it when it is made.

AIDS SCREENING
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-My Question to the Minister for
Health seeks further information on the answer he gave to the House yesterday concerning
testing for AIDS. Will the Minister indicate what steps are to be taken by the Health
Commission to make it public knowledge that these tests are available?
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-A press conference was held last week
at the WaIter and Eliza Hall Institute for Medical Research in conjunction with Dr lan
Mackay and Dr Graham Rouch of the Public Health Division, and widespread publicity
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on this matter was provided through the electronic and printed media. That is being
followed up by the Health Promotions Unit of the commission to ensure that all medical
practitioners are aware of the service and that individuals are encouraged to visit their
general practitioners and make arrangements to visit either the Fairfield Hospital, the
Royal Melbourne Hospital or the centre that is established within the city. As I said
yesterday, that service is being provided on a confidential basis for diagnostic purposes
and individuals are encouraged to take advantage of the service.

CHILD CARE FACILITIES
The Hon. JEAN McLEAN (Boronia Province)-Can the Minister for Community
Services inform the House what support her department provides for shift workers who
need child care outside of standard working hours?
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-I expect that the honourable member's Question was prompted by an article that appeared in last Saturday's Age
highlighting the problems of shift workers and their need for child care services. The
report dealt with the Queen Elizabeth Hospital for Mothers and Babies in Carlton.
My department funds a child care centre there during the day but the staff and local
community have identified a need for an evening service. There is no Commonwealthfunded evening service for child care within the City of Melbourne. A child care scheme
is being conducted at the Queen Elizabeth Hospital for Mothers and Babies and that is
being funded by hospital funds and parents' fees.
As I understand it, an application has been made to the Federal Government. When
that application is referred to the joint Commonwealth-State committee that advises on
these matters, it will receive my full support.
In my view an enormous need exists throughout the metropolitan area-possibly also
in other places-for child care centres to operate at non-standard hours, that is, during the
evening and sometimes also during the night. It is not only police officers, as mentioned
in the Age article, but also employees of the Tramways Board, staff at the Royal Women's
Hospital and the Royal Children's Hospital and various other shift workers who need
extended child care services.
The Australian Council of Trade Unions will be opening a child care centre later this
year in the Springvale-Clayton area and that will allow for flexible child care arrangements. However, obviously the need is much more widespread than for one centre in the
city and one in the Springvale area, and the Government will be examining the provision
of future services.

FRANKSTON HOSPITAL
The Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (East Yarra Province)-Will the Minister for Health advise
when construction will begin on the promised 1OD-bed extension to the Frankston Hospital and precisely when the extra beds will be available for use?
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-Design and planning are taking place
with respect to the extensions at both the Frankston Hospital and the Maroondah Hospital. It is proposed that the beds will become available in approximately three to four years.
The design details will be made available in the near future.

MEDICARE
The Hon. B. W. MIER (Waverley Province)-Will the Minister for Health advise
whether the Medicare package offered by the Commonwealth Government to the New
South Wales Government will be made available to Victoria, and ifso, when?
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The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-It is pleasing to say that in response to
the offer made by the Commonwealth Government to the New South Wales Government
with respect to an extension of the Medicare agreement, there has been overwhelming and
widespread support from the medical profession by way of a survey on that proposal. It is
hoped that it will have an impact on the New South Wales surgeons, especially those in
teaching hospitals.
It is expected that in the near future the Commonwealth Government will give consideration to the extension of that proposal to other States and that proposed legislation will
be required at a Commonwealth level with subsequent amendments to the Medicare
agreement. The Victorian Government welcomes that package and looks forward to it
being formally offered to Victoria, especially because of the impact it will have in bringing
about a reduction in the waiting lists.

VOTING POWERS OF PRESIDENT
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-Will the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs make available the legal opinion in relation to the voting powers of
the President of the Legislative Council and, ifnot, why not?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I shall take the
question on notice because I am not entirely familiar with the document about which the
honourable member asked his question. I should prefer to peruse the document before I
make a response.

RURAL FIRE RESEARCH CENTRE
The Hon. D. M. EVANS (North Eastern Province)-I direct a question to the Minister
for Conservation, Forests and Lands both in her own right and as the representative of the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services in this place. I refer to a media release this
morning stating that the Rural Fire Research Centre of the Commonwealth Scientific and
Industrial Research Organization at the Chisholm Institute of Technology has been closed.
Funding is no longer available and the project has ceased. Four research scientists have
been dismissed.
In view of the continuing and ever present threat of major bush-fire disasters, can the
Minister justify that decision and can the Victorian Government take steps as a matter of
urgency to reinstitute proper fire prevention research and safety requirements for people
either fighting fires or involved in fire situations?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-As the
honourable member correctly points out, fire and emergency services come within the
province of the Minister for Police and Emergency Services. However, considerable research on fire prevention and suppression is being carried out within the Department of
Conservation, Forests and Lands in conjunction with the National Safety Council. The
research includes mapping and survey provisions and working out the most effective ways
of putting out fires. That is not the only project under way.
I share the concern ofMr Evans about ensuring that we have the best research available
into fire suppression and fire prevention. I shall take up the question with the appropriate
Minister.

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, FORESTS AND LANDS
The Hon. C. J. KENNEDY (Waverley Province)-Will the Minister for Conservation,
Forests and Lands advise why 1 May is a significant date in the progress of regionalizing
the Department of ConservatIon, Forests and Lands?
.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-The date of
1 May is significant for more reasons than its importance to the Department of Conser388
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vation, Forests and Lands as it marks one major part of the workers' struggle in international history. It is a pity that Mr Birrell, who is interjecting, has studied only the history
of the czars.
Regionalization of the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands is an extremely
important part of the restructuring process. The date of 1 May is important in the department's restructure because it is the day on which fifteen of tpe eighteen regions commenced regional operations at their various localities.
A feature of regionalization in the department has been the degree to which all staff
have been involved in the reorganization and the degree to which representatives of the
department have visited all regions and devised the best method of regionalization. I
intend to visit all regions to open the offices and to acquaint myself with the effective
implementation of regionalization, which is a concept that I support.
Regionalization has been achieved by redeploying persons from positions in the central
office of the department to the various regions. Some 128 positions have been transferred
from head office to the regions, and this number will increase over time. Facilities are also
being rationalized to ensure a single point of contact for the public and a sensitive reaction
to public needs. Regional offices are being established in each region to accommodate
senior staff. I particularly mention the innovative proposal where the office at Yarram is
taking over the old picture theatre and restoring it, which brings together the two roles of
the department. Regionalization will ensure that all members have their needs as representatives of the people properly serviced.

ACCESS TO STAFF OF DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION,
FORESTS AND LANDS
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-Is the Minister for Conservation, Forests
and Lands aware of a directive from the Director-General of Conservation, Forests and
Lands which restricts access of local members of Parliament to staff of the department; if
so, does she agree with the directive or will she allow free access to members of Parliament?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I am aware
that the Director-General of Conservation, Forests and Lands has informed the staff of
the department of proper processes for contact with local members of Parliament. I am
not aware of the content of the directive. Given Professor Eddison's reputation for openness and participation, I would be extremely surprised if he has been unduly restrictive. I
shall examine the directive and return to Mr Reid on that matter.

WEDDERBURN SENIOR CITIZENS' CLUB
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT (North Western Province)-The question I refer to the
Minister for Health concerns the Wedderburn Senior Citizens' Club. Several years ago,
the club applied for funding for extensions and received $23 000 from the Federal Government. Unfortunately, the Government did not take into account the rate of inflation that
has occurred in the intervening years. Mr Brumby, the Federal member, has received an
assurance from the responsible Minister 'Senator Grimes' that the Federal Government
will make available additional money provided the State Government gives the matter
high priority. I ask the Minister for an assurance that he will give the matter sympathetic
consideration.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-The answer is, "Yes, I will provide a
response to Mr Wright later in the day."

BRIGHT DISTRICT HOSPITAL
The Hon. G. A. SGRO (Melbourne North Province)-Could the Minister for Health
advise the House of the action taken by the Government to improve the provision of
health services in the Bright area, in partIcular, the steps to be taken to upgrade the Bright
District Hospital?
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The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-I am sure Mr Sgro is interested in this
area-it forms part of an extension to another section of his electorate. The Health
Commission has approved construction of a new, nine-bed Bright District Hospital at a
total cost of $1·8 million.
The committee of the former Bright Bush Nursing Hospital, which has now become the
Bright District Hospital, will contribute $125000 from committee funds and approximately $400 000 from the eventual sale of the old bush nursing hospital building.
This project represents another initiative by the Government as a contribution to the
rural electorate, which is already being well served and continues to be well served by the
Government.

DIVISION OF STATE FORESTS AND LANDS SERVICE
The Hon. F. J .. GRANTER (Central Highlands Province)-I ask the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands: In view of Dr Grose's recent removal from the position of
Director of the Division of State Forests and Lands Service, has a replacement been
appointed? If a replacement has not been appointed, is Dr Geoffrey Mosley an applicant?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forestsand Lands)-I thank Mr
Granter for his question. Dr Grose's position has not yet been advertised. As I have
previously informed the House in response to other questions, that position will be
advertised nationally. I understand that will take place within the next.few weeks. As there
has been no advertisement, it is not possible for Or Mosley to have been an applicant.

PAPER
The following paper, pursuant to the direction of an Act of Parliament, was laid on the
table by the Clerk:
Statutory Rule under the Supreme Court Act 1958 and the Commercial Arbitration Act 1984-No. 105.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT
Aboriginal Compensation
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I desire to
make a Ministerial statement with respect to Aboriginal affairs. This statement is the
Government's response to the Social Development Committee's "Report upon inquiry
into compensation for dispossession and dispersal of the Aboriginal people".
As the Minister responsible for Aboriginal affairs, it gives me great pleasure to inform
Parliament of the Government's response to the Social Development Committee's inquiry
into compensation for dispossession of the Aboriginal people.
The background to this committee's term of reference is an important and relevant
factor in the Government's consideration.
When this Government came into office in April 1982, work was begun to implement
Government policy for the recognition of prior ownership of land by Aboriginal communities and to grant land rights through legislation.
In July 1982, Cabinet approved principles to be incorporated in a foreshadowed Bill to
include the rights of Aboriginal groups to claim land and the bases for those claims; the
establishment of an Aboriginal body to represent Victorian Aboriginal people; and an
independent tribunal to assess claims, taking into account the public interest.
Consultation with members of the Aboriginal community to discuss these proposals
clearly indicated that land rights could not be separated from compensation for dispossession and dispersal.
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The community understandably wished for acknowledgement of their prior ownership,
dispossession and dispersal and for the right to compensation for the long-term effects
consequent upon this historical fact. As members of the House would be aware, these
effects have been documented in social indicators showing Aboriginal people to be in
greatest need across the whole spectrum of education, employment, housing and health.
This principle and the historical basis for them was expressed consistently by members
of the Aboriginal community, but no detailed proposals were put forward. Consequently,
in December 1982, a term of reference was given to the Social Development Committee
to inquire further into this matter, and to take into account the areas relevant to this issue.
These areas included constitutional and legal responsibility with respect to the Commonwealth and the Victorian Governments: The form(s) of benefit, eligibility and equity; the
relationship between this issue and land rights and benefits and the form of administration
needed in the context of the principle of Aboriginal self-determination.
The committee tabled its report in Parliament in November 1984. The report's recommendations incorporate all of these matters, and are complementary to the machinery
and principles incorporated in the foreshadowed Aboriginal Affairs Bill.
The Government is particulary pleased to note the unanimous nature of the report,
indicating that a bipartisan approach can be taken on this important matter of justice. I
can underscore that remark. It was a unanimous report from an all-party Parliamentary
committee.
In accordance with the committee's recommendations, and in accordance with the
context of the reference, the Government accepts in principle the recommendations of the
report, and will ensure that this principle is integrated in the foreshadowed Aboriginal
Affairs Bill.
The committee has recommended that Victorian Aboriginal people should receive $5
million guaranteed annual compensation, indexed for inflation and provided jointly by
the State and Federal Governments.
With regard to this recommendation and others relating to financial matters, the Government has referred the report to the Department of Management and Budget for assessment, and will consider the availability of funds in the context of the Budget.
The Government will also consider other specific recommendations outlined in the
report in the context of comments received, and will take steps to negotiate with the
Commonwealth Government on recommendations relating to financial and administrative matters requiring joint responsibility. It is hoped to proceed with legislation in the
spring sessional period.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-I move:
That the Ministerial statemen't be taken into consideration on the next day of meeting.

The motion was agreed to.

SUPPLY (1985-86, No. 1) BILL
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The Supply Bill provides for both the recurrent and works and services expenditure
requirements for Budget sector agencies, in so far as they depend on appropriation, for the
first five months of the 1985-86 financial year. The Bill will enable the Government to
continue its operations from the end of the financial year 1984-85 until the 1985-86
Appropriation Bill has been passed by both Houses.
Consistent with the Government's adoption of program budgeting, the 1984-85 Supply
provisions for recurrent expenditure purposes were presented, for the first time, on a
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program basis. Works and services supply provisions were included in the same Bill, but
were presented in total agency, rather than program format. In the 1984-85 Appropriation
Act provisions for both recurrent expenditure and works and services expenditure were
prepared on a program basis. This was a significant step in the implementation of program
budgeting across all Budget sector agencies.
In keeping with the form of the presentation of the 1984-85 Appropriation Act, the
1985-86 Supply provisions for both recurrent expenditure and works and services expenditure have been made on a program basis.
A number of administrative changes have been announced recently by the Government
and these have been incorporated in the Supply Bill. In the explanatory memorandum,
reference is made under each agency to those administrative changes which significantly
alter the Supply provisions of that agency. For comparative purposes, in calculating the
percentage relationship between Supply in 1985-86 and 1984-85 appropriations, the
calculation has been made as if the 1984-85 Budget base was adjusted for these changes.
As noted above, the Supply provisions for each program are segregated into recurrent
expenditure and works and services expenditure. Program budgeting has a distinct focus
on the outputs produced by agencies. It is consistent with the introduction of program
budgeting that the resources of programs, whether they be recurrent or works and services,
be considered jointly. This does not mean, however, that there should be any less distinction made between recurrent and capital expenditures.
The amount of Supply set in this Bill is $3490419000. This consists of$2 701 971 000
for recurrent expenditure and $788448000 for works and services expenditure. The
individual amounts in respect of each program are shown in the table to clause 4 of the
Bill.
In respect of recurrent expenditure the amounts have been calculated on the basis of
existing operating cost levels, including subsidies and salary and wage rate levels as at 20
March 1985, and are the amounts estimated to be required to meet payments for these
services during the period 1 July to 30 November 1985.
Any wage awards handed down after 20 March 1985 and which have effect on expenditure during the Supply period will be handled through the provisions contained in clause
4 under well established arrangements. This clause provides the necessary appropriation
authority to allow Supply amounts for recurrent expenditure to be adjusted to meet any
additional funds required during the period to meet the cost of such wage awards.
The total amount sought to enable the Government to continue its works program
during the first five months of the 1985-86 financial year is $788448000 and this is
comprised of the individual amounts shown in the column works and services expenditure
in the table to clause 4 of the Bill. These amounts represent the cash flow which it is
estimated will be required during the Supply period to enable the Government to fund
approved projects and those ongoing functions in which agencies are involved from year
to year.
In clause 5 (1) of the Bill provision is made for the Treasurer, where the amount
provided for a program in Supply is deficient, to transfer from another program within the
same agency any amount which is surplus. This provision applies to both recurrent
expenditure and works and services expenditure. However, it does not allow the Treasurer
to transfer provisions provided in the Bill between recurrent and works and services
expenditure.
In the case of recurrent expenditure, with the adjustments necessary to provide for the
recently announced administrative changes, and because the program structure and accounting for this structure within agencies is still evolving, there is considered to be a need
for the Treasurer to have this authority. It should be noted, however, that the total amount
for each agency cannot be altered by the Treasurer, but only the proportions assigned to
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each program. In addition, it should be noted that the Treasurer is required to report back
to Parliament in all cases where the authority is exercised.
The nature of works and services expenditure is such that payments are not always
made on a regular basis during the year and expenditures are dependent on a number of
variables such as seasonal conditions and the particular status which a project may reach
during the Supply period. The amounts shown in the table to clause 4 for works and
services expenditure have been calculated on the expected cash flow under each program
during the Supply period under normal conditions. Because of the possible variation in
the cash flow requirements during the Supply period, the provisions of clause 5 (l) give
the power to the Treasurer to vary the allocations to each program. However, as is the case
with recurrent expenditure, the total amount for each agency cannot be altered, only the
proportions assigned to each program. Again, the Treasurer is required to report to Parliament any cases where the proportions are altered.
An explanatory memorandum to the Bill has been prepared in a form similar to that
provided in the past. As previously mentioned, reference is made in this memorandum to
the recent changes in administrative arrangements which have a significant impact on the
Supply provisions.
The form of this Supply Bill reflects the further step taken in the implementation of
program budgeting across all Budget sector agencies in the 1984-85 Budget. The Government considers that program budgeting is an integral part of its plan to improve the State's
economic and financial management, and that the presentation of Supply in the form set
out in this Bill will assist honourable members to understand the purposes for which the
Parliamentary appropriation of cash is sought. I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of the Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province), the debate was
adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until the next day of meeting.

STATE DISASTERS (AMENDMENT) BILL (No. 2)
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

This Bill has been introduced following the withdrawal ofa Bill of the same title earlier in
the session. The earlier Bill was introduced to extend the operation of the State Disasters
Act for a further twelve months and that amendment has been included in the Bill now
before the House.
This Bill effects a further amendment to the State Disasters Act following concern
expressed over the possible effect of section 8 of the Act. Section 8 provides that "notwithstanding anything to the contrary in any other Act or law" the Co-ordinator in Chief,
being the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, shall be responsible for developing
counterdisaster planning for the whole of Victoria, for the implementation and co-ordination of the preparations undertaken by all Government a~encies in respect of fire
prevention and counter disaster measures and for the formulatIon of policy in respect of
the provision of welfare relief in disaster situations.
It has been suggested to the Government that the effect of this section is to inhibit the
performance of certain functions currently allocated by other legislation to the combating
agencies, such as the Country Fire Authority and the former Forests Commission. The
Government is of the view that the Co-ordinator in Chief has an umbrella responsibility
which stands apart from the responsibilities of individual agencies. The co-ordinator has
a responsibility to ensure that the agencies discharge their statutory duties in the fire and
disaster prevention field and that such activities are properly co-ordinated.
In order to remove any doubt as to the respective responsibilities of the Co-ordinator in
Chief and of the combating agencies, the Bill repeals the phrase "notwithstanding anything

393

10

COUNCIL 1 May 1985

Trustee (Secondary Mortgage Market Amendment) Bill

to the contrary in any other Act or law" from section 8 of the principal Act. The repeal
will not diminish the co-ordinator's over-all responsibilities but will ensure that the responsibilities of individual combating agencies are preserved.
As I have mentioned, the Bill also extends the operation of the State Disasters Act for a
further twelve months. I have advised the House of the reasons for that amendment
earlier in the session. I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of the Hon. F. J. GRANTER (Central Highlands Province), the debate
was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until the next day of meeting.

TRUSTEE (SECONDARY MORTGAGE MARKET AMENDMENT)
BILL
For the Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General), the Hon. D. R. White (Minister for
Health)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of the Bill is to effect some minor amendments to the provisions inserted in
the Trustee Act by the Trustee (Amendment) Act 1984. Honourable members may remember that the purpose of these amendments was to enhance and support the development ofa national secondary mortgage market. Broadly, their effect was to give authorized
trustee investment status to mort~ge-backed certificates issued or endorsed by a recognized institution or a guaranteed certificate issued by such an institution.
Only a corporation that meets the most strict prudential standards in relation to structure, management and asset-backing for any certificates which it issues or endorses will be
considered for declaration as a "recognized institution". I am pleased to report to the
House that a declaration was made in favour of the National Mortgage Market Corporation Ltd towards the end of last year.
The National Mortgage Market Corporation Ltd has continued to grow. It now has a
broadly-based shareholding which contains a significant proportion of leading national
financial institutions.
The National Mortgage Market Corporation Ltd has been received in the financial
market. Its mortgage-backed certificates have received "A 1" ratings form Australian ratings up to $100 million. The National Australia Bank Ltd has been appointed as its
national paying agent. This means that the National Mortgage Market Corporation Ltd's
mortga$e-backed certificates, "Aussie Macs", may be redeemed on the due date in any
AustralIan capital.
The National Mortgage Market Corporation Ltd's inaugural issue of Aussie Mac certificates took place on 4 April. The following shareholders "pooled" mortp'ges for this issue
of Aussie Mac certificates to the face value of $8 million: Brick Secunties Ltd, Building
Societies Resources Ltd, CML Nominees Proprietary Ltd, Hindmarsh Building Society
and RESI Permanent Building Society. The certificates issued on that date were discounted at the most attractive rate of 0·05 per cent above bank accepted bills for the day.
The shareholders of National Mortgage Market Corporation Ltd have been granted
facilities for the issue of these certificates in excess of$100 million. It is expected that the
majority of the shareholders will use these facilities progressively.
With the development of a radically new financial market, it is inevitable that there will
be some teething troubles. In the course of arranging the first mortgage "pool", it has
become clear that the potential secondary mortgage market base could be widened by
some minor amendments to the definition of "relevant mortgage", which was inserted by
the 1984 amending Act. Broadly, that definition limited the class of mortgages that could
be pooled to first mortgages of freehold land in which the principal sum secured does not
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exceed two-thirds of the value of the land or nine-tenths ifinsured at the date the mortgage
was entered into. When that legislation was drafted, it was thought appropriate that trustee
authorized status "mortgage-backed certificates" should, in general terms, be supported
by mortgages that were themselves authorized trustee investments.
However, following the development of the market since that time, and the most
successful development and operation of the National Mortgage Market Corporation Ltd,
it was thought that it would be appropriate to broaden the definition. The amended
definition alIows mortgages to be pooled if these limits are complied with, either as a result
of an increase in the value of the land mortgaged, as a result of capital repayments during
the life of the mortgage, or a combination of both. Valuation by a registered valuer of the
mortgage land at relevant times continues to be a requirement. There is now a specific
requirement that the benefit of any contract of insurance for a "relevant mortgage" which
requires repayment insurance be assigned to a recognized institution before it accepts the
mortgage. These amendments appear in clause 4 (a), (b) and (c) of the Bill.
The opportunity has also been taken to make some minor drafting amendments to the
provisions inserted in 1984. Sections 3A (6) and (8) are amended to make it clear that the
value of the unredeemed mortgage-backed certificates is their face value. This is to avoid
any possible argument that "value" could mean the market value, which may be a discounted value. There is a minor amendment to section 3A (6) (b), which makes it clear
that a "recognized institution", such as the National Mortgage Market Corporation Ltd,
is not required to take registered transfers of mortgages to itself, or on its behalf, for the
purpose of constructing mortgage pools-the main asset backing for its mortgage-backed
certificates. Finally, section 3A (7) is amended to achieve the flexibility it was intended to
introduce into "pooling" arrangements.
The Government remains very optimistic in relation to the potential for further development of a national secondary mortgage market. The National Mortgage Market Corporation Ltd has developed a strong research and development team and, with Government
assistance, will continue to develop new products tailored to the needs of all participants
in the national secondary mortgage market. There is already evidence that National
Mortgage Market Corporation Ltd's initial secondary mortgage marketing system has the
potential to increase dramatically the funds available in the housing-based finance market.
Again, I am pleased to report the success of this initiative by the Government in its
determination to revitalize the Victorian Economy and to develop Melbourne as a major
financial and commercial centre. I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of the Hon. A. J. Hunt, for the Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western
Province), the debate was adjourned.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-On behalf of Mr Chamberlain, I
move:
That the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, June 4.

There is no trick in this. The Opposition would have moved for the debate to be adjourned
for thirteen days-that is, until Tuesday week-except that the House is not meeting that
week. Therefore, the next possible date is Tuesday, 4 June. The Opposition proposes to
co-operate in expeditiously dealing with the Bill thereafter. The thrust is one the Opposition has espoused, as have all parties, but the detailed provisions of the Bill will require
very close examination by the Melbourne financial community.
The motion was agreed to, and the debate was adjourned until Tuesday, June 4.

GOVERNOR'S SPEECH
Address-in-Reply
The debate (adjourned from the previous day) on the motion of the Hon. M. J. Sandon
(Chelsea Province) for the adoption of an Address-in-Reply to the Governor's Speech was
resumed.
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The Hon. L. A. McARTHUR (Nunawading Province)-I express my appreciation of
the manner in which His Excellency, the Governor, Sir Brian Murray, carries out his
duties and the way in which he is assisted by Lady Murray. The people of Victoria are well
served by Sir Brian and Lady Murray.

It is almost three years since I contributed to an Address-in-Reply debate. At that time
I spoke on education and listed, some of the achievements and some of the issues that
needed further potential development. Since, I have been diverted mostly by the rural
pursuits of drought in the Wimmera and Mallee and related irrigation issues.
Today, I return to the education debate and I shall dwell on the most important aspectthe need to increase the retention rate of young adults in non-compulsory schooling. This
encompasses youth aged between fifteen and nineteen years. Since my last contribution to
the Address-in-Reply debate in 1982, major initiatives have been taken by the Government, especially in decision-making processes and structures in the education system.
These were begun by the previous Minister of Education, the Honourable Alan Hunt.
The restructuring of the Education Department has been completed. I will not say that
it is the world's best, but it is big; anything that takes up 26 floors of the Rialto building is
big. The decision-making process and the advice received by the Minister and Parliament
on education should be enhanced by the establishment of the State Board of Education,
which represents a wide range of people from the education community and the community at large. The board will assist the Minister and Parliament by offering alternative
advice to that received from the; department, political advisers and colleagues. The board
will provide the opportunity of influencing the direction of education in Victoria. I trust
the board will provide the quality of advice the people deserve.
School councils have been given real decision-making powers instead of only the power
of advice, as was the case previously. The councils can now determine school policy and
hopefully will better assist schools to meet the needs of their children. It is now possible
for the community to hold a school council responsible for the policy of the school and, to
a certain extent, the delivery of services. Schools are all about the delivery of service to
children although some within the education system do not give that a high priority. To
most concerned teachers, parents and honourable members, the delivery of good educational service to children is most important. When that ideal is lost, the system does not
contribute.
A long time ago I spoke on the importance of school principals. One of the comments I
made was that local communities would eventually have a say in the selection of the
principal of the school. At that time only the councils and communities involved with
technical schools had any say in the selection of principals. Although the new powers have
been bestowed on the school council and the consensus of the school community has been
developed, the executive officer of the school, the principal, influences the functioning of
the school. The principal can make a good school a very good school or he can make an
ordinary school a good school and vice versa.
School principals, naturally, vary in their educational philosophies. Their philosophies
can range from the progressive to the conservative. School communities also differ in their
philosophies and in the requirements that they believe are necessary to satisfy the community. As communities play an important part in the selection of school principals, this
augurs well for fitting the principal to the philosophy and the needs of the school.
The Government has retained one matter that I believe must be retained-a central
appointment system for staff. That is the only equitable method of appointing staff. If
appointments are made on a regional basis or even on a school cluster basis or a school
appointment basis, the information-rich and committed staff-rich schools will become
richer and those at the other end of the scale-the more difficult schools in some communities, including country schools-will be much poorer in their staffing arrangements. A
central appointment system must be retained to obtain equity.
396

Governor's Speech

1 May 1985

COUNCIL

13

Other changes have occurred in the past three years. In primary schools a class-room
allocation of one room for 30 students has been implemented. In 1981-82, teachers were
in good supply in primary schools but there were difficulties with class-rooms. The one
class-room for 30 children accommodation ratio certainly must assist schools. The appropriation for capital works has also increased and that should allow for a better delivery of
services.
Teacher/pupil ratios have improved in the three areas in which I am interestedtechnical, high and primary school sectors. There is an argument in the community about
the continual lowering of teacher/pupil ratio and discussion is taking place about the
importance of the teacher compared with the proportion of the Budget that must be spent
on resourcing teachers and schools. The current policy in Victoria goes back to the days of
Sir Henry Bolte. Premier Bolte gave the Education Department almost a carte blanche at
one stage to employ teachers. The debate on class size would arise first in Victoria, if it
arises in Australia, because Victoria's teacher/pupil ratio is better than in other States.
Initiatives have been taken in ethnic education and community languages. TAFE has
been reorganized and an integration of disabled children into the mainstream has been
commenced. These are all vital services. I had hoped all children would receive at least
one year of kindergarten. This is a most important beginning for all children and only five
years ago those children most in need were those most likely to be without the opportunity
of attending kindergarten. I know from questions that have been raised that currently
there may be some hiccups, but the rationalization and the attempt of the Minister for
Health to all children of that age in Victoria to attend kindergarten for one year is an
action with which I certainly agree and heartily applaud.
Initiatives have also been made by the Commonwealth Government and I shall refer to
the participation and equity program later. Much has been done and the Government is
continuing to improve Victoria's education system, but there remains a significant problem in the post-compulsory area for fifteen to nineteen-year-olds.
The Government commissioned Jean Blackburn to inquire into educational needs and
to deliver a report, which I understand will be released later today. From reading the
newspapers and the original report, it appears that matters involving fifteen to nineteenyear-olds are addressed in curricula accreditation, new arrangements and regimes. For
instance, it is considered that the local community high school with perhaps 60 to 80 Year
12 students in the suburbs-and usually much less than that in country towns-is not
sufficient to offer, economically, the range of options that are needed to retain and train
our fifteen to nineteen-year-olds.
If one is to examine regimes, surely the success of the vocational orientation program
and the tertiary orientation program options intake has shown that there are many adolescents in our society who are not completely suited to the regime of the local high school
but will continue on to further education and will do twelve years of education if allowed
a more liberal regime such as that offered by the tertiary orientation program.

Obviously the State Government is concerned because it commissioned the Blackburn
report. I am sure all Commonwealth and State Governments expect an education system
to deliver value for money, but the system must move and change with the times. One of
the challenges is that in Australia less than 50 per cent of children complete twelve years
of school. The result will be that more than 50 per cent will be heading into the 21 st
century unequipped to complete the jobs that will be offered and unequipped for a lifestyle
suitable for their age. I believe the retention of students, at this stage, is the most important
factor facing the community. I shall quote from an article written by Robert Gottliebsen
in the Business Review Weekly of 25 January 1985 which states:
Our children will need to compete with workforces and skills in other countries on a scale that previous
generations of Australians have never experienced.
It is now clear that the education systems of some of our trading partners are producing students with far
greater skills than our own.
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Whether honourable members agree totally with the writer-and I believe they must agree
in part-I am sure that what he has written is true. Other countries are producing a larger
number of people at the end of their years of schooling with greater skills than is Australia.
Australia will have to compete for overseas markets in the 1990s, or more probably, in
the late 1980s judging by the way the Australian dollar has taken a dive. It appears that
traders do not seem to think our prospects are very $000 at present. Some observers say
that 5 per cent has been shaved off our standard of hving. It cannot afford another 5 per
cent. There is no doubt that Australia will have to trade on international markets if it is to
provide the wealth required by its citizens.
The Business Review Weekly article to which I referred earlier states that we must face
up completely honestly to the question of whether the present day education system is
adequate for the task and whether we can be confident of its quality for the future of our
children.
Many players in the education game have criticized the system. The Government has
been criticized; the teachers have been criticized; the curriculum has been criticized and
the examination and certification systems have been criticized. Many people had a go at
the education system according to where they stand and which players they do not like at
a particular time.
In my book, none of the players gets a mark of 100 per cent. For instance, the Government has a responsibility to provide money and policy. Money is usually scarce but, to a
certain extent, latter-day Governments have produced a reasonable supply of money. The
only teachers I can comment upon are those in the primary school area. I am certain that
most commercial firms would be very happy if the standard of proficiency of primary
school teachers was the norm for their staff.
Obviously changes in curriculum need to be made. In the past ten or so years improvements have been made but much more needs to be done. I am certain that the recommendations of the Blackburn report will assist.
On the question of examinations, the universities have dominated the final years of
secondary education. The domination by examination needs attention and I am sure it
will receive attention.
I have tried to make the point that improvements have been made and will continue to
be made in future as the recommendations of the Blackburn report are initiated. It is
urgent that the problem be tackled for economic and social reasons. One cannot condemn
15, 16 or 17-year olds who leave school with no possibility of obtaining a job. One must
ask why the retention rate for students is less than 50 per cent in Australia.
Perhaps one should examine what is happening in other countries. Naturally I refer to
Japan where 80 per cent of students are retained through the twelve years of schooling.
Japan is also blessed with a vibrant economy and does not worry about yesterday's
technology but is always on the look-out for tomorrow's technology. Perhaps one cannot
compare Japan with Australia because of the tremendous differences in culture and tradition. I do not think the normal person would consider that the situation in Japan could
apply in Australia because the traditions of the people in Japan is different.
Perhaps an appreciation of what is being done in Japan comes from the British Department of Employment and Manpower study group which reported that the emergence of
Japan is the consequence of the higher levels of attainment, and a high proportion of the
work-force adapts readily to new working methods and is easily retrainable.
Another example is the United States of America where more than 80 per cent of
students complete twelve years of schooling. Perhaps our society can learn from America
which has a similar culture and society. No one could say that the American system does
not have problems when 25 per cent of American high school graduates major in physical
education. That is a high percentage.
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The attitude of the American community is that it is the normal thing to finish Years 11
and 12 of secondary school. I suppose that is the reason for my speech. The attitude in
Australia is not that; the norm is to complete twelve years of schooling. I would like to see
all sections of our society use to the optimum the education system and the facilities
provided by Governments.
Good changes have been made but I still do not think that we will be successful in
convincing our young people to use these educational facilities to the optimum unless
community attitude is changed. It is most important that all members of society should
be convinced that it is necessary to complete twelve years of schooling. Public relations
and advertising people can convince us of almost anything and I am certain that part of
our reforms can be achieved by using the skills of these people.
Not only will young persons need to hold that attitude firmly to enable them to continue
in education, but their parents and families will also need to lend their support. Young
persons will need to adopt the attitude that school is not a place of play but that the work
performed there requires some commitment and sweat. However, how firmly that commitment is held will depend upon community attitudes.
How often has one heard the attitude expressed that either Jill or John is not doing well
at school and that because he or she is now fifteen years of age it would be better if he or
she left school?
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-One hears that too often.
The Hon. L. A. McARTHUR-Yes. Many years ago the young person who left school
at fifteen years of age had drive and enthusiasm and was quickly able to find satisfaction
in employment. However, because of the way technology is improving today and the
additional information that is required to enable people to cope with it, I doubt whether
young persons leaving school could advance as quickly as was possible previously. Children commence school wide-eyed and curious and want to learn. They start at five or six
years of age with a deep desire and strong enthusiasm to learn. That desire and enthusiasm
must be nurtured at school, at home and by the community. Indeed, those three sections
of society are to blame for pouring water over that fire of enthusiasm.
The peer group is an important element in keeping alive the enthusiasm and persistence
necessary to complete twelve years of schooling. There must be a commitment to work
irrespective of what options are provided for students between years one and twelve. The
student must be committed. One does not obtain anything for nothing unless one ticks
the right squares in Tattslotto. Nothing is achieved without effort.
Achievement must be the motivator in the community. In addition, families in need
must be given financial support. There are cases where children of disadvantaged families
have to leave school early to provide the necessary income and support.
Students who do not persevere with their schooling usually come from families where
the parents have not persevered with their schooling because they did not know how to
function in the system and were easily deterred by the defence mechanism which teachers
build to keep a distance from parents. Those families and adolescents need counselling
and support so that they can come to grips with and function in the education system.
Families need advice on how to help their children cope with schooling. It is to be hoped
that not all of these counsellors are drawn from the teaching profession because they need
to be persons who are accustomed to the difficulties and traumas of dealing with the
bureaucracy and the work system in general.
Youth unemployment is one of the blights on society. If allowed to continue it will
create another class of disenchanted and disenfranchised class of citizens. I agree with the
comments made by Mr Barry J ones, the Federal Minister for Science, who said that the
technological age and the increase in information that people need to cope with will
exacerbate the problem of unemployment by pushing more young persons into unemployment and alienate a larger section of society.
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One can talk of early retirement, job sharing and so on, but the only improvement in
the employment rate will occur through an increase in the aggregate of jobs available in
the community. My theory on economics is that one does not make much money from
taking in one's own laundry. That simple economic theory could be applied to Australia.
Unless Australia trades as a nation, unless it is competitive and exports value-added
products, it will not create the real jobs and the real wealth that can be distributed
equitably.
Many components in the field of education have been criticized, but a small dose of
reality may be of value. The reality is that not a great deal will be achieved by moving
those components around without first changing community attitudes. The school retention rates will be improved marginally through the simple fact that there are no jobs for
schoolleavers to go to and some schoolleavers will return to school. However, to mobilize
community opinion on the topic, one needs to examine community attitudes towards the
idea that twelve years of schooling is the norm and that all school-age children should
participate for that length of time. Acceptance of that idea would help prepare young
persons to move into the 21 st century and to be well equipped to meet its needs.
I am grateful for being able to contribute to the debate and to express my views about
the steps I believe would help. We can change the options, and they need to be changed;
we can change the number of teachers, and many more are needed In some areas; we can
change the amount of money that Governments provide; but, unless we change community attitudes we will not succeed.

The Hoo. W. A. 12oderyou-What about the Blackburn report?
The Hoo. L. A. McARTHUR-The recommendations of the Blackburn report will not
bear the fruit they should bear unless community attitudes are changed.
The Hoo. J. W. S. RADFORD (Bendigo Province)-I congratulate His Excellency the
Governor on the Speech he delivered at the opening of Parliament, although we all realize
that, in line with the Westminster tradition, the Speech reflects the purposes of the Government and the opinions of the Government.
I express the loyalty of the people of Bendi$,o Province to Her Majesty, the Queen of
Australia, and point out with regret that this wtll be the last occasion, bar one, on which a
representative of Bendigo Province will contribute to the Address-in-reply debate. As all
honourable members are aware, on 14 July 1985 half the representation of this province
will cease and when my colleague, Mr Reid, finishes his current term of office the province
will no longer be represented and will disappear as such. That is a great disappointment.
Bendigo Province stretches from the River Murray through Echuca, Kyabram, Rochester and Elmore, to Bendigo and Castlemaine, then down to Maryborough, Daylesford,
Clunes, Talbot, Waubra, Lexton, Navarre, Dunolly and Inglewood. As is obvious, it
covers a large area.
The province has some 96 000 voters and, although it contains the large and important
provincial centre of Bendigo, it also contains an enormously strong agricultural element.
Indeed, I would suggest that the only primary product not produced in Bendigo Province
is tobacco-and Mr Evans, who is interjecting, may want to speak about the dangers
inherent in that.
His Excellency, Sir Brian Murray, and Lady Murray have set a very fine example to the
rest of the community in the way In which they have carried out their duties. They have
visited Bendigo Province on innumerable occasions and it has always been a pleasure to
be in their company, whether their visit has been to an art gallery, a highland gatherin$ or
some other type of function. During my term of office, I also pay tribute to other viceregal representatives, although perhaps this does not come strictly within the ambit of the
debate. Australia has been extremely lucky to have had the services of Sir Zelman and
Lady Cowen and Sir Ninian and Lady Stephen, who have also visited Bendigo Province
and illustrated just how important the relations between the Commonwealth and Victoria
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are. It is unfortunate that it often becomes apparent, either through legislation that is dealt
with in Parliament or through battles that have to be fought in the electorate, that there is
a great deal of conflict and difference between the powers and financial bases of the States
and the Commonwealth, but there is no doubt that each is important to the other.
Under the heading "The Economic Strategy" the Governor referred to the maintenance
of an economic and industrial climate conducive to business and investor confidence.
That matter is of vital importance. His Excellency continued:
This is to be achieved by reducing labour on-costs and other business costs, making Government more efficient
and effective, selectively providing assistance to industry to enhance its national and international competitiveness, and further improving relationships between government, business and unions.

It is unfortunate that that sentiment regarding labour costs is not being put into effect. It
is a wonderful expression to use in the Governor's Speech but, as anyone involved in the
public sector or private enterprise knows, the ever-increasing cost of labour is a matter of
enormous concern, as are Government charges, which impose an enormous burden on all
arms of commerce.
There have been many alterations in the structure of Government departments recently
and there has been a great increase in the number of managers. We now have managers
left, right and centre and departments are being split up. It is unfortunate that this has
often meant an expansion in the number of people at management level but, when one
gets down to the level where the work is done and the service is provided, there has been
a reduction as many of us hear from our constituents. In the area of community services,
for example, there has been an expansion at the top level but when one examines the level
at which people provide local services for, perhaps, young people and the many problems
that beset them, one finds that the staff is grossly overworked. The Minister is nodding in
agreement. I should have hoped that there might be fewer tall poppies and more workers
at the street level because it is most important that the funds allocated to departments
should not be spent on administration but should be effective in providing services to the
community.
I now turn to V/Line. In bygone years there were complaints about shortages of locomotives and a former Minister of Transport, the honourable member for Berwick in
another place, turned that tide just before the Liberal Government went out of office. The
number of locomotives now available, especially for the hauling of grain, is adequate but
V/Line, in its wisdom, offered an early retirement scheme and, although we have 400
locomotives, we have only 600 drivers. Some of the problems associated with grain
handling are caused not by material shortages but by labour shortages because many of
the skilled drivers took the option ofearly retirement. It is now necessary to start retraining
to improve the staffing in this area. So much for Government planning!
I welcome the guarantee being given by the Government regarding new opportunities
for youth employment. It concerns any honourable member of Parliament to see long
queues of young persons applying for jobs. Much unemployment exists in Bendigo and,
unfortunately, the smaller centres are even worse affected than provincial centres.
In the past there was a high labour component in many of the areas relating to Government departments, such as the State Electricity Commission, the railway system, Telecom
Australia and so on, but mechanization has resulted in many of those employees being
considered, by today's definition, as underachievers. Because of their lack of education,
they are finding difficulty in obtaining new employment. Resolving the matter will test the
wit of any Minister, whether it be at the local, State, or Federal level.
I hope the Government's plan succeeds, that it is. strongly supported, and that meaningful employment will be provided. That may prove to be a problem. Last week I attended
a graduation ceremony at the Bendigo College of Advanced Education. The guest speaker
was Emeritus Professor W. G. Walker, AM, Chief Executive and Principal of the Australian Administrative Staff College. His address was interesting. He indicated to those who
were about to graduate that about 6 per cent of employment represents employment on
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farms; 2 per cent represents employment in the mining industry; and 17 per cent represents
employment in the manufacturing industry. He stated that the remaining 75 per cent
represents employment in the service industries.
The State Government will certainly have to consider that matter, as will the Federal
Government, to determine how the standard of living can be maintained when a vast
number of people will not be producing export income. Whether one likes it or not, the
balance of payments dictates Australia's rating and its standing among overseas countries.
As a result of the decline of the Australian dollar, the country's future is not perceived as
being bright, at least in the short term, by overseas financial institutions.
I noted that the Governor's Speech referred to workers compensation and occupational
health and safety. It has been extremely disappointing to all concerned that there has been
a delay in introducing the Bill, which was ready for Government approval when the former
Liberal Administration was in power. Much wrangling has taken place over the workers
compensation and occupational health and safety issues. Those matters should have been
resolved. It was unfortunate that the former Minister for Employment and Training, Mr
Jim Simmonds, took the attitude that he did towards the amendments that were moved
to the occupational health and safety legislation which still has not been passed.
Much concern has been expressed about the problems relating to drink-driving. However, when I read through the record of the debate that took place on this matter, I found
that the role that alcohol played in causing industrial accidents and related stresses within
industry was not mentioned by any speaker of the Government party. The prcblem needs
to be examined. It is important for something to be done, particularly when one considers
that in other countries where there is more indulgence in alcohol, up to 10 per cent of
injuries that occur in industry are alcohol related. In countries such as France, the injury
rate in the work force is some 16 per cent.
I was pleased to note that the Government intends to connect natural gas from Kyneton
to the Wandong area and to secure natural gas supplies to Bendigo and Ballarat. The first
pipeline was installed but was found to be inadequate. Another pipeline has now been
installed, but it seems that future demand will be such that both Ballarat and Bendigo will
require additional gas supplies. It is disappointing to note that, although the pipeline that
was installed extended towards the river, it still has not been extended as far as Echuca. In
view of the downturn in the economy, it will be extremely difficult for many of the centres
that are not directly connected with the natural gas pipeline to have an industrial future,
particularly as the provision of power in the form of natural gas is essential in many
manufacturing procedures.
I am sure all honourable members would be disappointed that the McClelland report
on hospitals has still not seen the light of day. It was to have been made available even
before the election, but that did not occur. Uncertainty exists not only in hospitals in the
metropolitan area but also in the smaller communitles in country Victoria about how
savagely they will be attacked once the recommendations of that report are implemented.
To refresh the memories of honourable members, I mention Belmore, Heathcote, Maldon
and Inglewood, which are currently experiencing some problems as to their future roles.
Regarding services for the aged, some comments were made about the integration of the
services and so on, but what was not mentioned in the Governor's Speech was domiciliary
care and the importance of trying to move away as much as possible from institutionalized
care, which is much more expensive than providing services to the aged in their own
homes. Anyone who has had some involvement with the Meals-on-Wheels service would
realize that it is far better to provide the services to people who are content to stay in their
own homes and be adequately cared for rather than to institutionalize them.
Unfortunately, in the past, Australians were far too eager to place their parents or older
relatives in hospitals and homes for the aged. In the United Kingdom the time spent by a
person in such an institution is about six months, whereas in Australia people have been
institutionalized for six years or more. Therefore, the Government should make an effort
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to ensure the delivery of those services to Victorian citizens in their own homes. That
would be much better for all concerned.
I remember with fondness the work done by the Honourable Bill Borthwick when he
was Minister of Health and in charge of mental retardation services. I am pleased that
much work has been done in this area and that the children and adults concerned, who to
a large extent have been literally well and truly locked away and kept in the dark, are now
becoming active members of the community. I express my appreciation to the parents and
the people in the service areas and the great work they are doing. I have personal experience in this area because friends of mine have a child who was involved in a bad accident.
Much work has been done and much love has been extended to this child so that, instead
of being virtually a vegetable, he can now look after himself reasonably well, which was
never thought possible some ten to fifteen years ago.
I note the arrival of the second State Disasters (Amendment) Bill. It draws my mind
back to the fires that swept the State recently, especially in the electorate I represent. The
fires started inAvoca and spread to Maryborough, Carisbrook, Talbot, Clunes and as far
over as Mount Cameron. The response from surrounding areas near and far was good and
fire-fighting units from Streatham, Daylesford and Rupanyup attended the fires, However,
afterwards there was disappointment in the fire-affected areas at the lack of Government
reponse. The Government departments did all they could under the guidelines and an
appeal was launched to help badly affected families. The State Government contributed
only $25 000 whereas the contributions of local people and those in the surrounding
districts was approximately $100 000. Perhaps there is a message there.
After making contact with various Government departments and the Rural Finance
Commission, I discovered that the number of people who applied for help in the early
stages was surprisingly low. Following bush fires it takes a long time to arrive at a correct
assessment of the damage and the full impact of the losses, especially iffences, crops, grass
paddocks, stock, pumps, windmills and so on have been destroyed.
The figures I have been $iven tend to suggest that $70 million worth of damage was
caused, Unfortunately the Insurance component was only $7 million. I know of many
cases where, following the drought, farmers had taken the deliberate step of not burdening
themselves with the cost of insurance in the hope that fires would not break out. That
gamble did not payoff and many people found themselves in a perilous situation. Let us
face it-it was because of financial constraint brought about by the drought that many
people decided to take that course. Obviously, with hindsight, the decision proved to be
incorrect.
I pay tribute to the officers of the Department of Agriculture and particularly to Mr
John McKinley who organized food for surviving stock. Considerable work had to be
undertaken in destroying fire-affected stock, and enormous co-operation between the
department and the community took place. I met Mr McKinley in the office of the Shire
of Clunes-Talbot. In a short time he contacted the Victorian Farmers and Graziers
Association which was prepared to take over the handling and management of fodder
donations. Furthermore, within 5 minutes, V/Line officials telephoned to give permission
for the Clunes railway yards to be used as a site for fodder storage before distribution
throughout the area.
Much of the fire damage was caused to residential areas. Residents in the Daisy Hill
area, who had elected to move into a small centre of population and set up their farms,
were affected by the fires. Dame Fortune was rather fickle on the day of the fires and single
houses in a street would be burnt down while others were left standing. There was no
rhyme or reason for the manner of destruction. In a few cases, landowners had taken
sensible precautions and mown grass around houses and so on. Their properties seemed
to suffer less from fire damage.

It was disappointing that the Premier's flying visit to the district was restricted to calling
into the area with the Melbourne press crew, conducting a press conference on the airstrip
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and then flying out again. The locals did not deem this to be an adequate visit; a touchdown and then off the Premier flew.
I also pay tribute to the fine work carried out by officers of the State Electricity Commission and Telecom Australia. After examining the fire-affected areas around Macedon after
Ash Wednesday, I was amazed at the speed and dedication with which workers were able
to reconnect power to damaged houses. Unfortunately, once again their services were
called upon this year. Many people slam Government instrumentalities, but when the
State Electricity Commission and other departments are called to an emergency, they
perform a magnificent job.
I am concerned about the Government's proposed amalgamation of municipal councils.
After a brief hiatus, I am afraid the Government may introduce Bills after 14 July that
may have far-reaching consequences.
The Hon. W. R. Bo:ter-Don't put ideas into their heads.
The Hon. J. W. S. RADFORD-When one considers the recently-announced alteration
of the sittings of the House, one should realize that this possibility has been in the mind of
the Government for some time.
Before amalgamation is forced upon them, there should be more co-operation and
discussion between councils. Councils should be examining the possibility of sharing their
plants and computer terminals so that costs can be reduced.
In March I chaired an important meeting at East Loddon. The meeting was brought
about because of the perceived high charges for the supply of services and the high level of
rates. The East Loddon area has a large dairy farmer component, and those farmers are
especially concerned at the high rates. A positive step was taken and a public meeting was
called to which all ratepayers and councillors were invited. The purpose of the meeting
was not to "roast" the councillors. Its purpose was for ratepayers to raise important points
for the attention of the councillors and council officers so that ways of saving money could
be explored. Some 24 points were raised at the meeting.
In due course, there will be a response to the meeting initiated by Mr John Hookes from
Serpentine. It is important that that takes place. The example given by the Shire of East
Loddon should be followed across the local government area so people will be aware of
the need to keep down costs as far as possible.

The sitting was suspended at 1.1 p. m. until 2. 7 p. m.
The Hon. J. W. S. RADFORD-I return to the theme I mentioned before the suspension of the sitting regarding labour costs and their effect. I refer to the cost of handling
wheat. At a recent Australian Wheatgrowers Federation conference, a running battle
occurred between the Federal Minister for Primary Industry, Mr Kerin, and representatives of the bulk handling authorities.
Mr Kerin's main consideration has been to turn around the costs section in relation to
shooting it back to the States instead of blaming the Federal Government. Mr Kerin
indicated that the average transport handling and storage costs of wheat are approximately
$1 billion and represent approximately one-third of the value of the 1984-85 wheat crop.
He pointed out, that, in his opinion, the issue of Federal Government fuel excise and
harvest tariffs did not have a great effect. Obviously, he had forgotten the increase of 3·9
cents a litre for fuel which came as an unexpected surprise not only to primary producers
but also to everyone in the community.
Representatives of the bulk handling authorities then attacked the State Government
for the steep increases in electricity and port charges. The matter of whether private storage
should be encouraged was then discussed, and the bulk handling authorities pointed out
that if too much private storage takes place, the econgmies of scale of the bulk handling
authorities will be affected, and the unit cost of grain will increase even higher than it
currently is. Honourable members must ensure that an examination takes place by all
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Governments to determine the ultimate flow-on effects of their costs to all sections of the
community.
I refer to the Soil Conservation Authority and its recent absorption under the umbrella
of the Land Protection Service. I pay tribute to the former retired chairman, Or Geoffrey
Oownes, and the work he carried out. I also pay tribute to the work carried out until just
recently by Mr Alec Mitchell. Both those men and the people who served under them are
highly regarded in the agricultural community.
Mr Mitchell has expressed concern about the services that will be available to those
wanting to use what used to be Soil Conservation Authority services. On the matter of
requests by farmers, he stated:
They'll still get support from regional offices but resources available will be a question of priorities determined
by regional managers whether its forestry, lands or any number of the aspects of conservation.

Unfortunately, this specialist organization that did so much to protect the soil of this State
has found its activities diluted and, in my opinion-and in the opinion of many othersit is a tremendous pity that authority was not allowed to continue operating under its
former structure. The new structure of the Land Protection Service has spelt death to this
important authority.
The former Soil Conservation Authority did a marvellous job, as honourable members
will acknowledge, and the work it did in carrying out the determination studies on land
use was of vital importance to this State. On the matter or erosion, Mr Mitchell said:
The fundamental problem is in the erosion of the rural political base.

This is a different type of erosion, of course.
The clear message for soil conservationists is to convince city and urban people that some of their money
needs to be spent on protecting the production capacity of agricultural land.

When one considers the situation referred to by Professor Walker, few people contribute
to export income. Honourable members should take notice of that and I trust they will
acknowledge the importance ofMr Mitchelrs statement.
Honourable members are conscious of the effects of both dryland and wetland salinity.
One of the most important means of control of these problems is in the management of
catchment areas. Not only is management important but also restoration.
Honourable members from the metropolitan area will be interested in Mr Mitchell's
comments:
We have major problems still to tackle, for example, close to Melbourne, the Yarra and the Maribyrnong rivers
dump 600 000 tonnes of silt into Port Phillip Bay every year.
And the Melton reservoir which supplies the Werribee irrigation district has lost 25-30 per cent of its capacity
through siltation.

Soil conservation, erosion and siltation affects everyone, especially in the vital water
resources area of this State.
It is necessary that land that has been put aside is capable at some later date of being
reassessed with respect to the needs of the community at that time. It is not sensible to
lock up land in land banks for perpetuity. The Government must be flexible with regard
to land' management and its effect on the various modes of life of the people in our
community.

As a former member of the Salinity Committee-and, unfortunately, Mr McArthur is
not in the Chamber at present-I have been pleased with the reception in the country, in
the metropolitan area and in all areas of Government of that committee's report. I hope
the Government and ensuing Governments will continue to give priority to the findings
of that committee and ensure that the soil from which so much of the richness of this State
has developed is kept in good order and condition by sensible Government policies.
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The Hon. D. E. KENT (Chelsea Province)-Mr Acting President, this is the last opportunity in the foreseeable future in which I can partake in the Address-in-Reply debate.
I congratulate Mr Sandon on the manner in which he moved the motion for the
Address-in-Reply and I also congratulate Mrs McLean for her contribution to the debate.
I also congratulate, reluctantly, Mr de Fegely and Mr Hallam and trust that in their future
contributions to debates in this House they will continue with the same degree of moderation which they exhibited in their initial speeches. It gives one some hope that a greater
degr~e of reason may emanate from the Opposition benches in the future.
Honourable members on the Government side of the House, all of us who have been
members of the Labor Party and worked for it for many years, were pleased to hear His
Excellency, the Governor of Victoria, Sir Brian Murray, express the satisfaction of the
people of Victoria in the return to government of the choice of the majority of the people
of Victoria. It was a great pleasure to hear the Governor outline the manner in which the
second Cain Labor Government intends to consolidate the achievements of the first three
years and, of course, it is with enormous satisfaction that we heard Her Majesty's representative speak of "my Government" and "my Government's achievements". It indicates
that this is the elected Government, Her Majesty's Government of Victoria, a Government which has been seen by the people of Victoria as governing in the interests of the
State and bearing a strong allegiance to the philosophies and policies upon which the
Government was elected. The Government is committed to a continuation of the sound
economic management that characterized the first Labor Government after a period of 27
years in opposition and it is proud that it has been given the opportunity of carrying on
the great responsibility of governing.
I emphasize that no Government members are here because of individual brilliance,
great though that may be in some cases, and I do not wish to discriminate personally.
However, I make it clear that each one of us is here because of the endorsement of the
party we represent. I thoroughly endorse the remarks made by Mrs McLean that she is
here to represent the party. We are here as representatives of the party and we are bound
by a set of policies established by the membership of that party, put to the people of
Victoria and supported by them. Labor Party members are bound to implement those
policies as expeditiously as possible, something we cannot achieve all the time.
I am offended by the remarks made earlier by Mr Baxter who claimed to represent the
people of the North Eastern Province. He was reluctant to represent them when something
better was offering, so they are the second best. Since the National Party has occupied the
corner bench all the indications have been that those members represent the interests of a
small proportion of the electorate. I have never noticed members of the National Party
deviating from the pragmatic policies of that party especially in respect of the needs and
wishes of the people of North Eastern Province.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-Have a look at the election results.
The Hon. D. E. KENT-I understand figures. I regret that I cannot express the view
that Mr Baxter erroneously expressed about the electorate he represents, because I cannot
assure the House of the loyalty of all of the constituents of Chelsea Province. Unfortunately, in my electorate, as in other electorates, there are tax evaders and "crooks", many
of whom have not been caught and who take advantage of the law. Honourable members
have seen ample evidence of members of the National Party and constituents of North
Eastern Province who have contempt for the law and who have indulged in violence and
anarchy against the good order of the State. Yet, Mr Baxter suggests all his constituents
are loyal.
I have ample evidence that a considerable percentage of the constituents of Chelsea
Province have shown a degree of loyalty to the principles of individual freedom and
human responsibility for which the Labor Party stands. Not all the people who hold those
views voted for the Labor Party, but a substantial percentage did. Honourable members
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must not assume that there are no constituents in their electorates who have a contempt
for the law and as such cannot claim to be loyal subjects of Her Majesty.
Evidence exists of an attempt to subvert legislation introduced by Her Majesty's Government. Unfortunately, many members of the community are more concerned with their
own greed than with human need, and this is contrary to the professed objectives of
Governments under the Westminster system, to which some honourable members give
such great credibility.
I suggest that honourable members on this side of the House have been elected to this
place because they have the endorsement of the Australian Labor Party and are pledged to
implement its policies that have been put to the people.
The Government has faced tremendous obstacles in administering a society which is
not based upon the economic and social principles that many of us in the Australian Labor
Party support. The Government is administering a capitalist society, not a free enterprise
society, because it is obvious that many people who claim to support free enterprise in
fact support the aggregation of individual capital and property. Those people support the
heavy regulation of economic life which prevents the very freedoms of competition and
individual expression that they claim to support. Honourable members belonging to Mr
Baxter's party are the most professional advocates in that regard.
As in most parts of the democratic world, the Cain Labor Government has had to
administer a society based on the capitalist economic system and it has endeavoured to
administer the State as fairly as possible so as to generate economic growth within the
system in a way that is beneficial to the maximum number of people.
All honourable members know of the 27 years of mismanagement that occurred in
varying degrees under the previous Liberal Government. The Liberal Government was in
power during periods of growth where little consideration was given to future responsibilities. It was growth at any price.
The Labor Party came to power during a period of stagnation, not only in Victoria but
also all over the world. The people of Victoria and Australia suffered a severe drought that
had a serious effect on the revenue of the State. The Labor Government inherited an
administration which, from 1958 to 1982, had been allowed to run down by a lazy, inept
Liberal Government that was in office for far too long.
The Labor Government has the opportunity of ensuring that that situation does not
develop. The Labor Government is committed not just to the implementation of decisions
made by Parliamentarians or by Cabinet, but to the implementation of philosophies and
decisions arrived at through a corporation decision-making process of the party responding to community needs.
The actions of the Labor Government over the past three years were responsible in
generating a revitalized economic activity and attending to pressing social needs such as
education and health, although the obvious benefits in this area are not immediately seen.
However, the Government is endeavouring to develop a new concept involving the
community.
One of the criticisms made about the decision-making process is the amount of consultation with the community that the Government has entered into. Even though the
Governm~nt has its policies, it believes it is highly desirable to maintain the maximum
degree of public and community support, so that society is not divided or fragmented, as
occurred in the past.
We are in a changing social environment. We are far behind some countries in adapting
to the situation created by technological change and its impact upon our society. In
general, the community has not seriously considered the social implications of technology.
We cannot pay proper attention to and deal seriously with the acute economic divisions
in our society and the problems not only of reducing unemployment but of also providing
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useful and fulfilling employment unless we take seriously the implications of technology
and the adjustments that we need to make as a result.
During the three years in which I had the privilege of being Minister of Agriculture, I
endeavoured to develop discussion among the people who were affected by technological
changes in primary production. I am disappointed with the negative attitudes revealed by
some of the many people who are represented here by honourable members from rural
areas.
There are many contradictory pleas because members of the National Party, along with
some members of the Liberal Party, are saying that they believe there should be a reduction in public expenditure and in the Public Service, and the call for less taxation is heard
from certain sections of the community. Yet, at the same time, they are claiming that the
Government should maintain the same degree of commitment to areas of declining
population ..
Mr Dunn will know that the population in the area he represents has declined substantially because of 27 years of conservative Government in Victoria and a similar period of
Liberal government in the Federal sphere, which affected the economies of primary industry. Twenty-seven years of conservative Government, dominated by the influence of the
National Party, formerly called the Country Party, created the conditions that have caused
the decline in population.
The National Party has always been a minor party on which the coalition Government
depended and, as a result, it has been able to extract the concessions which have contributed substantially to the depopulation of agricultural districts.
Mr Dunn, who is interjecting, is a shining example of land aggregation. The very
concessions the National Party has achieved have been responsible for the substantial
reduction in the farming population.
The Hon. M. A. Birrell-Are you suggesting that it is the National Party that has caused
the drought?
The Hon. D. E. KENT-It has nothing to do with the drought but it is like a plague
over the nation, which does not desist.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-Have a look at the election figures.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (the Hon. K. I. M. Wright)-Order! The honourable
member's remarks are rather wide of the motion and he is being encouraged by interjections from honourable members on the benches opposite.
The Hon. D. E. KENT-I have always believed that the Address-in-Reply debate gave
honourable members the opportunity of discussing the programs and policies of the
Government, and one can do that only if one discusses their impact upon the whole of
society. That cannot be done by simply dealing with the obvious symptoms. The cause
must be dealt with. It is appropriate to refer to some of the causes of the declining rural
population. Rural representatives are seeking the maintenance of the same number of
services, people and facilities and proper attention must be given to priorities. There must
be more serious discussion.about the over-all implications of the policies as they affect the
whole of the community.
It is well known to the House that I have had experience as a wheat grower and a sheep
farmer, and it is experience that I should like to see matched by Mr Dunn. I have had
considerable experience in the dairy industry, which in no way encourages me to support
the actions that have taken place in recent times.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-What actions?
The Hon. D. E. KENT-The actions, which were discussed recently, of constituents of
the electorate Mr Baxter represents-I do not believe the constituents Mr Dunn represents
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would have been involved-who indulged in violence and the barring of the rights of
people to go about their business.
The Hon. B. P. Dunn-What about the unions; what about the BLF? What do you do
about that?
The Hon. M. A. Birrell-You did not call a state of emergency to get the hospital
workers back at the Royal Children's Hospital. They could not get milk for babies there,
either!
The Hon. D. E. KENT- I am talking about an area of activity in which the National
Party has shown double standards. It is suggesting that people who are involved in a
business, who have chosen to invest heavily on a commercial basis, can then demand, by
whatever means they consider fit, to obtain a return on their capital and labour for a
product they cannot sell because oflack of demand. They expect the community to finance
not only their incomes but also their untaxed capital gains. Violence and obstruction are
then supported by honourable members who claim to be champions oflaw and order. We
live in a capitalist society and part of that society is the trade union movement.
The Hon. R. I. Knowles-Do you disagree with the capitalist society?
The Hon. D. E. KENT-Mr Knowles has been here long enough to know the answer to
that question. Ifhe has not understood the message by now, he is a slow learner. This is a
capitalist society where the accepted philosophy is that each person obtains as much as he
can for himself. The results of that system are obvious. We are not able to satisfy or meet
the needs of people who have contributed to the wealth of others. That attempt is frustrated by the actions of people who are concerned to preserve their privilege in society.
In society today there exists the capacity for a small proportion of the population to
produce the goods and services that are needed. Mr Radford referred to the change in the
production of goods and services. If we are serious about socially desirable employment
in society, we need to accept the fact that many of the social services-I use the term
"social services" in the real sense although I know it is unacceptable to some people-that
will be needed are not associated with the production of goods and will be largely dependent upon the Government or public utilities. It must be acknowledged that substantial
revenue must be provided to government at various levels. Benevolent profiteers will
show no more generosity in voluntarily disposing of their incomes derived from the public
than they do in the areas of assets tests or capital gains.
Despite all the problems in the Chelsea Province, which I represent, it is largely an area
of substantial growth. Despite difficulties in the provision of services that result from the
rapid growth, not only in the municipalities themselves, but also in various organizations,
the municipalities demonstrate a tremendous enthusiasm for identifying and servicing the
human needs of people who are deprived in various ways in an area In which many people
have considerable and indecent wealth. We cannot allow a situation to develop in which
the needs of the community are dependent upon charity. I do not intend to debase that
word and the work of people who organize walkathons and other functions to try to entice
the ordinary person to make a contribution to charity or meet some need, but the real
needs can be met only by the community as a whole accepting its responsibilities.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-What is your definition of indecent wealth-some fellow who
owns a few acres?
The Hon. D. E. KENT-I could not give a specific definition, but I use that expression
to emphasize a fact that is fairly obvious in society. Like others who live in this society, I
have endeavoured over the years to change it. It has become obvious that one does not
make great changes in any Parliament. Parliament is a place where the decisions derived
from the public are rubber stamped to become law.

It is important that members of Parliament should not be seen merely as respondents
to every appeal and whim expressed by any section of the community. We, as honourable
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members, cannot serve Parliament and the people of Victoria unless we have a responsibility to the philosophy and policy upon which we are elected. Difficult though that may
be to implement, it is a primary concern of every member of Parliament who is worthy of
his or her responsibility.
I thank the House for the warm reception I have received. I hope the Government will
continue responding to the needs of society. As indicated by the policies determined by
the party, which this Government will establish in the next four years, the Government
will place this State on an economically sound, socially equitable basis.
On the motion of the Hon. F. J. GRANTER (Central Highlands Province), the debate
was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until later this day.

PUBLIC RECORDS MANAGEMENT
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash Province)-I move:
That this House expresses its grave concern at the Keeper of Public Records' report of wasteful management
practices and the loss or inaccessibility of valuable public documents and urges the Government to institute
prompt and effective remedies.

It is a pity the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands is not present in the Chamber.
I should like her and other Ministers to hear the substance of my debate on this motion.
The story of the Cain Government's care for public records throughout its three years in
office is abhorrent to any civilized person; it is abhorrent to any taxpayer. It is a story of
philistinism, humbug, vandalism by neglect and appallingly wasteful management. I shall
demonstrate that every word of that characterization is abundantly justified.

The Government has lost or destroyed the means for writing the history of Victoria and
Victorians and has wasted millions of dollars in the management of public records. I do
not want the Government merely to defend itself; the issue is too important. I want the
Government to agree to prompt and effective action, so the words of the motion have
been chosen so that the Government cannot decently refuse to support it.
The recent history of our public records began with the passing of the Public Records
Act in 1973. Staff numbers have always, under all Governments, been less than ideal but,
by 1978, the $6 million repository at Laverton had been established and by 1982 it had
been half equipped with shelving; it still had shelf space to spare. Under the Cain Government progress in the care and management of public records has not merely stopped; it
has gone into reverse.
After the last Thompson Budget in 1981, all money for shelving was stopped and in
1984 useful space for economical-secondary storage at Laverton had been exhausted.
The Budget appropriation for the Public Record Office in 1984-85, as for every other
year under the Cain Government, is actually less even in money terms than under the last
Liberal Government, and in real terms has been cut by more than 30 per cent, with the
result that even staff for essential services have been cut.
When one thinks of public records one thinks of conservation as an essential activity.
There were two conservators working to preserve Victoria's archives; now there are none.
As a final word of summary, I point out that the order of magnitude of Government
expenditure on records over the past five years has been in the order of$1 million. At least
three or four times that amount should have been spent on strictly economic grounds.
What is the business of public records about? One can look at the 1973 Act or the
summary provided by the Keeper of Public Records in his ninth annual report, the third
last one. But let me offer this simple version. It is about archives: The tiny fraction of the
output of Government departments and agencies that needs to be permanently preserved
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so that the history of Victoria as a political entity, as a social organization, and as an
economy and the stories of Victorian families and individuals can be researched.
It is also about secondary storage, which is very much an economic matter. That is the
transferring of non-current records that cannot yet be destroyed out of expensive storage
space-perhaps in city offices-to cheap decentralized storage such as exists at Laverton.
It is equally about destruction of the vast majority of records which, ideally, should be
destroyed as soon as they become valueless, in the interests of economy and so that they
will not swamp the valuable records and render them inaccessible, as has happened.

As a necessary corollary, the business of public records is about classification, either by
the Keeper of Public Records and his staff or by those for whom he sets the standards
under the Public Records Act. The people who carry out this task may be located in
various non-Government agencies, such as universities, which are probably the best of
the non-departmental authorities at preserving and classifying archives and other records,
and other bodies that are more usually thought of as public authorities which do the same
thing. Finally, public records is about conservation and making records accessible to
public researchers and to the agencies using secondary storage.
Before I come to the evidence of the Government's failure on all of those counts, I shall
quote the Government's own version of its objectives in this area, including its financial
objectives. The supplementary Budget Paper on program budgets for last year states the
following objective in relation to the sub-program dealing with the Public Record Office:
To preserve the State's archives and maximize cost savings for Government through a State-wide program for
the effective management of the State's public records and the disposal of non-current records by destruction or
transfer to archival storage.

It is appropriate, when debating this extremely important subject of Government waste as
well as neglect of heritage, to point out that the Government's program budgeting can be
seen here to be little more than a fancy front. The objectives there stated are quite different
from the goals recited in the eleventh annual report of the Keeper of Public Records. One
also finds in those Budget Papers the ludicrous statement that indicators-the performance indicators which this modem, efficient and effective Government is to set up for all
departments-should be records transfer, total holding of records, "disposal authorities
issued or received" and "searches for clients". One is told that those indicators are to be
developed.

If the Government had read the annual reports from its own Keeper of Public Records
over the years it would have found in these superbly presented reports all of those indicators and the figures it needed. So much for modem financial management as applied in
this area! It is not surprising that one finds such evidence of waste as I shall come to.
I now turn to the evidence of what has happened as a result of the Government's three
years of budgetary cutbacks. I have pointed out that the business of public records involves
archives, secondary storage and destruction as well as classification, conservation and
access.
What has happened to our archives? In his eleventh annual report for 1983-84, which
was tabled in this House just before Parliament rose last year, the Keeper of Public
Records says:
Less than 10 per cent of the archives ofthe State (those records which remain when all which can be destroyed
or placed into dormant storage have been dealt with) have been placed in the Public Record Office-the rest
have been lost or are being kept back, unavailable for public use under the State's public access system.

So much for freedom of information. The report continues:
". With some notable exceptions, it chronicles over and over again the absence from the official archives of all
but a few of those records upon which a history of this State's first hundred years can be written. Often all that
survive, even for central government departments, are a scant few personnel and financial records.
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Where are the historical records of the State? Are they now lost? Are they stored away, inaccessible under the
State's public access system, at a cost to the public purse greater than the public records program which, if
properly executed, would select what is permanently valuable, transfer it to safe storage, release it for public use
through our search rooms and get rid of the cost burden of keeping the remainder? When the State celebrates two
hundred and fifty years of its history, will it be any better provided with official archives of contemporary events?

I ask: What has been done since the report was tabled on 23 October last year? Clearly the
Government had the report much earlier but the Budget appropriation rose from only
$963 000 in 1983-84 to just over $1·1 million in 1984-85. My information is that nothing
has changed.
What about the secondary storage program, one of the two keys to economy? Again, I
quote:
The removal of non-current records to cheap secondary storage where it is possible to save about half of every
dollar spent on current costs, is down to about 6 per cent of what it should be.

What about the destruction program that is at least equally important if not more important to economies in the keeping of public records? The keeper says:
Disposal of valueless records, the retention of which beyond their time is costing the Government significant
sums of money annually, is down to about 5 per cent of what it should be.

The eleventh annual report further states:
The Office has been reduced to the role of minding 35 kilometres of records already transferred. A mere 5 per
cent of those records which should have been handled under the destruction, archival and secondary storage
programs has actually been dealt with.

These are horrendous figures. Only 5 per cent of a Government program was carried out
despite the Government having received warnings year after year. The departmental
records constitute only about 10 per cent of the total for which the public record program
is responsible. The available savings in relation to the departments are of the order of $2
million net a year from spending another $2 million. Probably only $1 million has been
spent. If one extrapolates these figures and applies them to other agencies, one sees that
there could be savings in the order of$15 million to $20 million a year.
The most telling indictment of the Cain Government's failure to honour its shibboleths
of "effectiveness" and "efficiency" can be found in the words of the Keeper of Public
Records in the same report, where he states:
It is a fundamental error to suppose that the alternative to a thoughtfully devised, properly established and
well run records program is a no-cost option-to recoil at the manifest costs of such a program and imagine that
hidden costs as great as (and almost always greater than) anything which might be spent on the public records
program are not in fact being incurred annually. The choice is not between whether or not to spend money but
whether or not to give value for money spent.

I wish the Minister for Health was in the Chamber to hear my comments. He probably
could not resist voicing his agreement with them even though he sits amidst a Government
of wasters.
None of what I have quoted is new to the Government. I should like to drive every
word of the last three years' reports and even the reports of the last eleven years into the
minds of every honourable member, especially the Ministers. I hope the debate will cause
all honourable members to read the reports.
However, if they are to do so, I should mention an ironical fact. When I decided that I
should read the whole of the annual reports for the past eleven years, I could find only a
random sprinkling of annual reports in the Parliamentary Library and the staff of the
Library had to obtain further copies from the Public Record Office, presumably from the
client service office across the road. The staff of the Parliamentary Library had to photocopy the reports because they were the only copies available to the Public Record Office
itself. However, I shall not quote simply from all these reports but a few passages from the
tenth annual report for the year 1982-83 to give a further authoritative description of the
412

Public Records Management

1 May 1985

COUNCIL

29

problems and justify what I said about the warning the Government has already received.
In the introduction, the Keeper of Public Records further stated:
The continuing deterioration of client services (for want of sufficient resources in the face of growth in the
quantity of public records and the public's demand for access to the State's archives) obscures the future role of
the office and enfeebles its capacity to act in support of its own standards.
The volume of records increases at a rate well beyond the capacity of the office to deal with it either by orderly
disposal or by providing centralised secondary storage.
While the State's base repository remains half shelved and half empty, resources in public offices are expended
in increasing amounts on non-current records ....

I could go on to quote many other examples of what the keeper has tried to tell the
Government time after time. He further stated:
Some of the State's most valuable archives continue to be housed outside the Public Record Office in far from
adequate conditions....

I point out to the Government-because apparently it does not know-that the airconditioning system that has been provided to protect some of the most precious records
cannot be used all the time because the office does not have funds to buy fuel. This
adversely affects the condition for storing records because the fluctuating atmosphere and
humidity are worse for the records than storing them at a constant temperature.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-Perhaps they could turn off the power and save a dollar.
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST-I suppose the office always hopes the Government will
recognize its responsibility. The keeper further stated in the annual report:
When the State's base repository at Laverton was established, it was capable of containing the entire body of
non-current records then estimated to be in central Government agencies. In the intervening years, because
shelving and staff have been lacking to move these records and staff have been wanting to reduce the quantity of
non-current records through effective disposal, the body of secondary records in central Government agencies
alone has grown beyond the capacity of the repository (even ifit were fully staffed and equipped).

It makes me too unhappy to continue. Other passages of the annual reports reveal the
same story. The Keeper of Public Records produces superb, well documented reports with
tables setting out the undeniable figures to demonstrate the true situation and tries to
inform the Government of the problem I shall not quote from the ninth annual report,
which is a massive document and well worth consulting. But I want to refer again to the
tenth annual report which contains photographs so that the visually minded can actually
see what is happening. Page 8 of the report contains a photograph of a fading manuscript
with the following text alongside it:
Fading, "foxed" and fragile. John Batman's Last Will and Testament awaits restoration at the Public Records
Office. Already so badly decayed that it cannot be issued, this document is one of thousands requiring intensive
conservation ifthey are to survive intact beyond the next twenty years.

Page 9 of the report contains a photograph of a nineteenth century divorce file. Such
documents are valuable sources of history, and I am sorry that some of the female
members of the House are not in the Chamber because they are especially keen on some
aspects of social, women's and family history.
The Hon. M. J. Sandon-Why do they have to be the only ones that are interested?
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST-They happen to be the honourable members who would
be most obviously interested. I hope Mr Sandon will take up the cause; perhaps he is not
as macho as he looks! The description of the photograph states:
The records shown are badly affected by fire and water damage. Parts of the series can no longer be removed
from the box without causing further damage. They have passed the point of no return.

The Hon. Robert Lawson-Mr Deputy President, I draw your attention to the state of
the House.

A quorum was formed.
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The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST-I am especially glad that the Minister for Health is back in
the Chamber because I have been speaking about easily quantifiable waste about which he
would be concerned since he is one of the genuinely concerned managers in the Government.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-Mr Guest called the Minister a "waster".
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST-I described the Minister for Health as a man sitting
amongst the wasters. I am sure the Minister would be concerned at the evidence presented
in the annual reports, which he might well read and certainly have the Treasurer read. I
refer to the Public Record Office, where literally millions of dollars are wasted. I described
a photograph in the tenth annual report which shows the sad state of documents crumbling
away in the Public Record Office.
Such documents are essential to the writing of our social history and it is unfortunate
that some of the documents are beyond repair even when conservators are eventually-as
one hopes-appointed again to the staff of the Public Record Office.
I want to come now to the basis for accusing this Government of hypocrisy and bumbling in its approach to the Public Record Office. This sad story can be seen to go beyond
waste and philistinism because in reality it is yet another example of the Government's
spend-now, pay-later financial strategy: Doubly a case of child abuse as many children will
not know who are their fathers and mothers-and because they will ultimately have to
pay fivefold or tenfold to sort out the mess. If one cannot find the words "fivefold" or
"tenfold" in the extremely good reports of the Keeper of Public Records, one can find his
insistence that every year mUltiplies the cost of putting right what has been left undone by
the Government.
This is a story of hypocrisy and humbug. I wonder whether honourable members
remember the last minute pre-election expenditure of approximately $200 000 on medallions signed by that historic figure, the Premier, John Cain, which were given to an
arbitrarily selected group of the elderly who mayor may not have qualified as pioneers.
That amount would at least maintain existing conservation efforts.
I relate that expenditure to the neglect of the Public Record Office because it is just the
most egregious part of the $16 million or so spent in Victoria's 150th anniversary year.
One may think in this anniversary year that the Government would be spending money
to ensure that our history will be available to us in our 200th anniversary year. One would
have been encouraged by the Government to believe that.
Under the heading "Victoria's 150th Anniversary Objectives", one reads that the third
objective is to provide an opportunity for all Victorians to learn of and have access to
their history and heritage and encourage preservation. The Leader of the House may have
drafted that objective as it is worthy of his sentiments. The first objective is to develop
worth-while and significant projects which will build on Victoria's achievements and
growth during the past 150 years. That will occur only if we can still find out what those
achievements were.
I shall inform the House of some of the projects on which money has been spent. A
number of small grants have been allocated for historic projects. I refer to the assistance
to the Jewish Museum of Australia in cataloguing costs for a major exhibition. That
project received $2000 and I am sure it was money well spent. The project" A Festival of
Life and Culture", an event showing the achievements and the contribution immigrants
have made to the development of Victoria, received $10 000. One would have thought
that was evidence that the Government cared about Victoria's history and heritage. The
project"Australian Women Photographers", a published history of women photographers
in Australia between 1850 and 1960, received $2000. The State Film Centre received
$12 800 for a series offilm programs representative of the history and development offilm
in Victoria.
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I shall now refer to some projects which received big allocations. The Trade Union
Information/Resource Centre received $300000. If the Public Record Office is not a
information resource centre, I do not know what is. The office now has an important
function under the provisions of the Freedom of Information Act. The amount of$300 000
represents a good deal more than a quarter of the total budget for the office for the current
year.
The project "History of Victoria Project", a three volume history of the people of
Victoria, received $507 000. It is ironical that we are in the course of losing the very
records from which a definitive history of Victoria will be written.
The Hon. Robert Lawson-Is that the one being discounted in bookshops?
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST-It may well be. More than $50000 has been allocated for
publications under the auspices of the History and Heritage Committee. The project for
an historic restoration of Gertrude Street, Fitzroy, was allocated $780000. Historic field
days received $100000; the Historic Walks Panel received $40000; and the project for
the preservation of an historic pump at Nyah received $5000. The project "The Story of
Victoria" received $285 000. I am sorry that the Minister for Conservation, Forests and
Lands is not in the Chamber to hear that the Living Museum of the West, of which she
spoke so fulsomely, received $200000. The Children's Museum received $265000, a
museum of sport received $1 million and the Lake Condah project received $750000.
I remind the House that I am talking about the Public Record Office which is only
funded to the tune of approximately $1 million a year. The Minister for Planning and
Environment, who is rightly proud of the part he has played before and since coming to
Parliament in the preservation of Victorian's built heritage and who has ensured that a
number of urban conservation zones have been established after careful consideration,
should take an equal interest in our written history. This Chamber has the most civilized
Ministers of the Government; it has Government members who care for matters of the
mind and spirit. I ask them most sincerely to support the motion and I implore them to
ensure that the Government puts a stop to the wholesale loss and destruction of our
heritage at enormous present and future cost to all Victorians.
On the motion of the Hon. L. A. McARTHUR (Nunawading Province), the debate was
adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until the next day of meeting.

GOVERNOR'S SPEECH
Address-in-Reply
The debate (adjourned from earlier this day) on the motion of the Hon. M. J. Sandon
(Chelsea Province) for the adoption of an Address-in-Reply to the Governor's Speech was
resumed.
The Hon. F. J. GRANTER (Central Highlands Province)-Ijoin with all other honourable members in expressing my loyalty to Her Majesty the Queen and to the Crown. I take
this opportunity of congratulating His Excellency Sir Brian Murray and Lady Murray on
their willingness at all times to visit country areas to mix with country people. My wife
and I have enjoyed their company both in Melbourne and in the country. I hope they will
remain in office for a long time because their service to the community has been outstanding.
I also take this opportunity of offering my congratulations to the mover and the seconder
of the motion for an Address-in-Reply, Mr Sandon and Mrs McLean. I appreciated the
contributions to the debate by Messrs Hallam, de Fegely and Macey.
I express my concern for country people, a concern that must be shared by the Government. It is exceedingly difficult, in today's environment, for country people, especially
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those on the land, to make a living. I make passing reference to the dairy farmers dispute
but I do not wish to labour the point as the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs is
well aware of the situation. For the sake of the dairy farmers and others in country areas,
I hope the dispute will reach a satisfactory conclusion at an early date.
I now refer to the cropping industry which is not in good shape because of increased
charges. I shall return to discuss that industry later.
Meat production, the beef industry, is probably doing well at present, and I hope that
will continue. The fat lamb industry has had its ups and downs in recent years but the
wool industry is enjoying a good period, which I hope will continue. For many years,
Australia rode on the sheep's back and this country produced magnificent merino wool.
The management of the Australian Wool Corporation should be copied by many other
rural organizations.
The man on the land is facing difficult times as a result of increased power and fuel
charges. The price of petrol has increased by 3·9 cents a litre today and may increase
further. The Premier stated that he may move to restrict the price increases for petrol but
he has done nothing so far. I do not believe he will move to restrict price increases.
The Government should seriously consider the increased charges levied on country
people. One could say that the same increases are imposed on people in the metropolitan
area but I believe they can absorb these increases far better than can people in the country.
I refer, with some reluctance, to the drought that seems to be growing daily in many
country areas. Although some areas of Victoria and New South Wales are in good shape,
many areas are in the grip of a drought. I have always believed a drought starts in spring,
but it appears that a drought is starting in autumn this year. I hope the drought will not
continue throughout the winter and spring.
At page 7 of the Governor's Speech reference is made to anomalies in shop trading
hours. The Government has to face up to the hotchpotch arrangements that exist at
present where shops on one side of the street can open for business but shops on the other
side cannot.
Mr Lawson suggests by interjection, "Open them all." That is one solution. My view is
that trading hours should be extended on Saturday afternoon to 5 p.m., at least for a trial
period, to see whether the people, the employees and the traders accept the extension. An
extension of shop trading hours could work and I hope a trial will be made.
Mention is made in the Governor's Speech of the natural gas pipeline between Kyneton
and Wandong. This pipeline has been put down to secure supplies to Bendigo and Ballarat.
Not long ago, before the extension of natural p.s to Bendigo, the people and the Bendigo
council were informed during negotiations WIth the Gas and Fuel Corporation that this
was not an economic proposition. I welcome the extension of the supply to Bendigo and
Ballarat.
The former Minister for Minerals and Energy, the now Minister for Health, promised
that natural gas would be provided for the residents of Kilmore. That promise should be
honoured. It would mean the tapping of the pipeline between Wandong and Kyneton.
Natural gas is of tremendous benefit to people living in country areas and has been a boon
to Daylesford and many other areas.
.
Local government could be in for some tough times if there is a decrease in tax-sharing
arrangements with the Commonwealth Government. Although this is not a State matter,
the State Government can play a big part by requesting its colleagues in Canberra that no
decrease be made in the tax sharing arrangements for local government. If a decrease is
made, local government authorities will have to increase rates or decrease programs and
no one wants that because that would put people out of work. That would be a bad move.
I trust that the Ministers, and especially the Minister for Local Government, will fight
very hard to retain the tax-sharing arrangements at their present level.
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When one considers the electorates of Victoria, one naturally thinks of one's own
electorate and the Central Highlands Province, which I have been privileged to represent
for almost the past ten years, is an area of diverse interest extending from around Gisborne
on one side of Melbourne and to Berwick or Thompsons Road, almost at Carrum, on the
other side. It is a huge area, hard to work; travelling from one end to the other is difficult.
The new distribution, with the province centring in Lilydale, will be of advantage to the
honourable member concerned.
It will be a sad day when the likes of Mr Radford and Mr Kent leave the House. Both
honourable members have suggested today that these will be their last speeches on the
debate on the Address-in-Reply. They will both be a loss because they are interesting
people; although one may not always agree with them, they are interesting to listen to.

Mr Kent is not in the House at present, but in his speech he suggested that the 27 years
of Liberal Government were years of neglect. I believe they were the greatest period of
development that the State has known. I hope that development will continue for the good
of all Victorians.
I have pleasure in joining in the Address-in-Reply debate to express my gratitude to His
Excellency and Lady Murray for their support for members of Parliament when they visit
a district in the country. They are always ready and willing to acknowledge members of
Parliament and I assure them that that is appreciated very much.
The motion for the adoption of an Address-in-Reply to the Governor's Speech was
agreed to, and it was ordered that the Address be presented to His Excellency the Governor
by the President and members of the House.

CONSTITUTIONAL CONVENTION
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (the Hon. K. I. M. Wright)-I have received a message
from the Legislative Assembly transmitting to the Legislative Council the following resolution concerning the proposed Constitutional Convention with which the Legislative
Assembly desires the concurrence of the Legislative Council:
That the Joint Resolution of the Legislative Council and the Legislative Assembly concerning the Constitutional Convention adopted on 3 May 1972, as subsequently amended, be further amended as follows:
Omit paragraph I and insert the following paragraph:
"I. That for the purposes of the Convention(a) eight Members of the Parliament of Victoria be appointed as Delegates to the Convention to review the

operation of the Constitution ofthe Commonwealth of Australia and to propose such amendments to that
Constitution as they think fit;
(b) the four Members appointed by the Legislative Council shall be the Honourable

Honourable

, the

, the Honourable, and the Honourable

(c) the four Members appointed by the Legislative Assembly shall be the Honourable John Cain, the Honour-

able R. C. Fordham, the Honourable J. G. Kennett and Peter Ross-Edwards, Esquire."
Omit paragraph 4 and insert the following paragraph:
"4. That where, because of illness or other cause, a Delegate is unable to attend a meeting of the Convention,
the Leader may appoint an alternate Member being either a Member of the Legislative Council, viz., the
Honourable
, or a member of the Legislative Assembly being either the Honourable C. T.
Edmunds, L. J. Hill, Esquire, or B. J. Evans, Esquire, and the Member so appointed shall be a Member of the
Delegation for that meeting.".

The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I move:
That the Council concur with the Assembly in adopting the Resolution and that(i) the first group of the blanks therein be filled by the insertion of "A. J. Hunt", "J. H. Kennan", "Haddon
Storey" and "Evan Walker"; and
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(ii) the second ofthe blanks therein be filled by the insertion of"J. V. C. Guest."

The motion was agreed to.
It was ordered that a message be sent to the Assembly intimating the decision of the
House.

ADJOURNMENT
Building on French Island-Geelong municipal boundaries-East Bentleigh Community
Health Centre-Kilcunda Foreshore Caravan Park-Salinity control-Courses for
teachers in remote areas-Mentone railway station carpark
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I move:
That the Council, at its rising, adjourn until Tuesday, May 7.

The motion was agreed to.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

The Hon. H. R. WARD (South Eastern Province)-I raise with the Minister for Planning and Environment a problem being experienced by Mr and Mrs R. S. Lamberton,
now of Nyora and previously of Frankston. They made application to erect a single
dwelling at Tankerton Road on French Island. This is a long saga and I do not intend now
to put the whole story to the Minister. To summarize briefly, Mr Lamberton, in good
faith, in about 1975 bought a block of land, lot 10, on the island and made application to
build a single dwelling.
He was told by the Westernport Regional Planning Authority that he needed the equivalent of four blocks of land because certain types of drainage were required. He subsequently bought lots 12 and 13 and prepared his application once more. The process has
. now gone on for the best part of eight years, during which time he has pursued through
various avenues his application to build a single dwelling. The process has gone through
the Westernport Planning Committee and the Westernport Watershed Committee has
been involved. The Minister, who has given some directions said, "Bad luck, there has
been no change."
Mr Lamberton then appealed to the Ombudsman who said that it was all right to build
a shed but he could not occupy it. Other statements were made about building on that
block affecting the waters of Western port Bay, which is absolute rubbish. Only someone
from Melbourne would say that, not knowing the distance of the house from the waterfront.
After this long and sorry saga, with the man having bought the blocks of land, which
have now been declared rural areas and are not able to be serviced as an urban dwelling
block, he has been left with three blocks of land about which he can do nothing.
I appeal to the Minister, in view of the circumstances and bearing in mind what may be
a reasonable development on French Island, to reconsider the problems that Mr and Mrs
Lamberton have. It may be that some other advice may be given which could assist this
ordinary working man who has no wish other than to live on the island, enjoy it and go to
his work until he retires. It is a serious problem. He has done all he possibly can, except to
face the Supreme Court, which was the last suggestion made to him. He does not have the
sort of money needed-he is earning a weekly wage-to operate in this manner.
I am not accusing the Minister of being unreasonable because I believe he has acted on
all the advice available. However, I appeal to the Minister to give further consideration to
the matter so that this gentleman can have his wish granted to build his home and retire
there in peace.
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The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-I raise a matter with the Minister for
Community Services representing the Minister for Local Government concerning the
controversy surrounding the aborted inquiry into the Geelong municipal boundaries.
The shires included in that inquiry are entitled to be dismayed at the eleventh hour
cancellation of the inquiry and the decision to constitute a new inquiry on dramatically
amended terms of reference. The Shire of Leigh is particularly aggrieved as it was not
formally included in the initial inquiry, but has been included in the revised inquiry. The
President of the Shire of Leigh is on record as describing the shire's role in the debacle as
that of a scapegoat.
I point out to the Minister that many thousands of dollars have been expended on behalf
of ratepayers in the preparation of submissions, not to mention the effort and workload in
meeting the submission deadlines, all of which could have been avoided had the decision
to cancel not been delayed until the date upon which those submissions were due.
I voice the concern of my constituent shires on two facets of the inquiry: Firstly, the fact
that the new terms of reference include six specific amalgamation options, and secondly,
on the appointment of Ms Creati to fill a vacancy on the inquiry panel. The criticism of
Ms Creati's appointment is based on the question of impartiality because not only has she
served as an assistant to a Government member, but also she has expressed strongly held
views on amalgamation and those views are widely known.
Will the Minister convey these genuine concerns to her colleague? Will the Minister
request that he act quickly to reassure the shires involved that the specific amalgamations
do not in any way pre-empt the findings of that inquiry? Does the Minister now maintain
that Ms Creati's appointment is appropriate in view of the criticism the appointment has
since evoked?
The Hon. ROBERT LA WSON (Higinbotham Province)-I raise a matter on behalf of
the East Bentleigh Community Health Centre for the attention of the Minister for Health.
The Minister would be aware that the Health Commission has agreed to fund the relocation and rebuilding of the East Bentleigh Community Health Centre on a new site. The
Health Commission gave the trustees permission to build a hydrotherapy pool at a cost of
$150 000. Doubt has now arisen on how much the commission will pay towards the cost
of that pool.
I have a letter from the Moorabbin City Council which says that it has nothing in
writing on cost sharing from the Government. However, it appears that a verbal indication
has been given by officers of the Health Commission that if the pool is built the Government would possibly meet half the costs and that the balance would have to be paid for by
the community. The trustees have not been given a promising indication on which to
commence the construction of the hydrotherapy pool.
I ask the Minister to make inquiries of the Health Commission to establish whether it
has made a firm promise to fund half the cost of the pool and, if so, to write a letter to that
effect to the trustees of the East Bentleigh Community Health Centre.
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-I raise for the attention of the Minister for
Conservation, Forests and Lands the Kilcunda Foreshore Caravan Park. I am sure the
Minister would be aware of the problems at that park. A number of letters on the matter
have been referred to me, and I have one from Mrs Margaret Stirling regarding occupancy
of a site at the Kilcunda Foreshore Caravan Park.
In 1983 Mrs Stirling and her husband applied for what they believed to be a permanent
caravan site at the park. In July 1984 they requested permission from the committee of
management of the park to erect an aluminium annexe. Permission was granted and, at
considerable expense, Mr and Mrs Stirling erected an annexe.
The couple obtained the impression from the committee of management that the erection of the annexe was permissible. The couple have since discovered that the committee
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