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The Hon. B. A. Chamberlain interjected.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-That has always been a matter for judgment by Cabinet
with respect to a particular Bill.
The Hon. A. J . Hunt-You always put in urgent matters.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-There are balances to be had, and Mr Hunt is a weat one
for talking about balances. He knows very well that people are very much imtated by
numerous amendments being made to the same Act, within one calendar year, as one has
to go through them. Mr Chamberlain shakes his head but I receive lots of complaints
about numerous amendments to the same Act.
There is a principle that amendments should be consolidated where possible. I should
have been ill advised to bring in a Crimes (Attempts) Bill, a Crimes (Offences Against the
Person) Bill, a Crimes (Shorter Trials) Bill-another matter that was tacked on-and a
Crimes (Rape in Marriage) Bill. That would mean that four crimes Bills would have been
introduced in one sessional period. I made a judgment, and Cabinet and the House
accepted it, that those matters should be consolidated into one Bill even though Cabinet
ultimately approved them, in principle, at different stages with respect to their urgency.
The Hon. B. A. Chamberlain-You are missing the point.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-I am not missing the point.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-You are rationalizing.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-It might be said that I am good at that. With respect to
each of those matters, I started my comments by referring to the merits of a particular
provision. If you ask me whether I have a Cabinet decision that says urgent matters should
not be tacked onto non-urgent matters in normal circumstances neither I nor Cabinet
would be prepared to bind ourselves to that principle, especially with respect to the Crimes
Act.
We do our best having regard to the particular circumstances. Generally we do not ask
the House, nor did I ask the House, in respect of the Crimes Act, to rush the rest of that
Bill through just because it had a provision dealing with rape in marriage. It will be a
matter ofjudgment in each particular case. Mr Hunt speaks about rationality, but I do not
understand what position could be more rational than that.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province )-On the point that was raised, the
Opposition and the National Party have both been as reasonable and co-operative as it is
possible to be. The Bill was introduced into another place this morning; passed there with
some degree of objection; introduced in this place; and I immediately proceeded with the
Bill without delay. I talked about the objections to a procedure which added an urgent
provision, which must be passed. The Opposition conceded that the cannonball provision
must be passed, yet three other matters could not be regarded as urgent by any means.
I have spoken of the inquiries that have been made in the brief period of a day and the
reasons why the Opposition was prepared to accept the principles of the Bill, in the special
circumstances, subject to an undertaking being given that Cabinet would avoid this procedure. Subsequently I spoke to the Minister for Health, who indicated that he would give
an undertaking to take that principle back to Cabinet.
All the Attorney-General has been doing is making it more difficult to pass the Bill. The
Opposition has sought to be co-operative. It has asked for an undertaking in this House
that he will take back to Cabinet the undesirability of tacking non-urgent provisions onto
urgent measures which are desired to be passed quickly through Parliament. Unless that
principle is acknowledged, community consultation will be avoided on issues such as
these which have been raised in considerable detail by a number of speakers.
The Hon. ROBERT LAWSON (Higinbotham Province)-It is clear that the AttorneyGeneral has been put in a false position by the Minister for Transport. In spite of the faults
Session 1985-27
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of the Attorney-General-and they are numerous and acknowledged-at least he does
consult before he introduces proposed legislation. It is obvious that little or no consultation took place with any interest groups before the measure was introduced.
The CHAIRMAN (the Hon. G. A. Sgro)-Order! I advise Mr Lawson that he should
stick more closely to the clause the Committee is considering. Mr Lawson had the opportunity of speaking for 20 minutes during the second-reading debate.
The Hon. ROBERT LAWSON-I am relating my comments to the urgency of the Bill.
Clause 6 will not come into operation until 1 January 1986; that allows two full months
before it is proclaimed. Obviously the Bill is not urgent.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I do not understand Mr Lawson's
comments on clause 2. In relation to Mr Hunt's comments, I thought I made it abundantly
clear that Cabinet recognized the undesirability of tacking measures together as a general
rule, and that I had no disagreement with him on the general undesirability of doing that,
but I cannot provide any guarantee that it will not happen again. I acknowledge the
principle of undesirability to which Mr Hunt referred.
The clause was agreed to, as was clause 3.
Clause 4
The Hon. D. M. EVANS (North Eastern Province)-As I indicated in the secondreading debate, a couple of matters contained in clause 4 cause the National Party some
concern. I shall briefly explain the history of that concern.
When the Bill was debated earlier today, I moved that the debate be adjourned until
later today and, with the agreement of the Minister for Health, who was then handling the
Bill, it was decided to defer the Bill until this evening.
The National Party had some concerns and wanted to take some advice from the Ministerial adviser and perhaps from the Minister on those concerns. That arrangement was
subsequently confirmed by my colleague, Mr Baxter, and the Minister, and the Bill is now
before the Committee. The National Party has not been able to obtain the advice from the
Ministerial adviser, although I have spoken briefly to him and he has promised to get back
tome.
The Committee deserves to have the matter clarified because the National Party did not
capriciously bring up the matter and had previously sought to resolve it before this point.
I raised the matter concerning "race or speed trial" in the second-reading debate. Those
words are relevant to the proposed le$islation and if they cannot be explained satisfactorily, the Bill may be regarded as defiCIent. Two other minor spelling errors are contained
in line 12 where "peson" should be "person" and in line 19 where "resonable" should be
"reasonable". However, they are minor matters.
The main issue with which the National Party is concerned involves the definition and
I ask the Attorney-General to provide a clear explanation of what those words mean.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-This illustrates the problem of trying
to draft simply-worded legislation. In respect of the words "race or speed trial", I should
have thought that a court would have no difficulty with that term. Cars that are racing is a
concept understood by small children.
A speed trial is a generally understood concept. If Mr Evans were driving down the
highway from Wangaratta to Melbourne it would not normally be suggested that he was
racing. However ifhe were driving along the highway and Mr Baxter's Statesman came up
beside him and both cars took off and were observed by a police officer to be neck to neck,
accelerating faster and faster, it might be thought that the two cars were racing. The
concept of racing is a matter that has often been dealt with in the Magistrates Courts on
dangerous driving and other matters. It is not a matter with which any honourable
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members have difficulty. It is a matter of application of common sense in particular
circumstances.
With all of these matters there may be grey areas and borderline cases. I do not deny
that. However, they are defined. Racing is generally understood to be a situation in which
two vehicles are attempting competitively to get to one place faster than the other. They
are racing each other. It is not a word that I think needs further interpretation.
Speed trial is a test of speed, a trial to test speed. We do not need to start defining those
sorts of terms. They are not works of art; they are terms that are used in the Act regulating
motor cars. It is not a matter like the word "drive". It is not a matter that ought ordinarily
be a term of jargon, but a term used in the hope that the courts will apply common sense
and that it will not strike, what I referred to in my Ministerial statement on plain English,
as a "Judge Fiendish" who gives some perverse interpretation on the concept ot cars
racing each other. The law designed to deter that has been one that has generally been
understood and applied by the courts without difficulty.
The Hon. D. M. EVANS (North Eastern Province)-I thank the Attorney General for
his comments. However, I still have concerns on the matter. I shall express those concerns
and let the matter go no further than that because if the law is found not to be sufficient by
the courts, Parliament will have to deal with it again, but if it is found to be adequate my
fears will be found to be groundless. The Attorney-General underlined my concerns as to
who may be brought within the provisions when he made the rather florid comments
about Mr Baxter's car racing neck to neck with some other car.
The Hon. J. H. Kennan-It was your car.
The Hon. D. M. EVANS-My car will not go that fast. The fact is that often drivers
change the speed at which they are travelling on highways. I am not lucky enough to have
a chauffeur to drive me around, like the Attorney-General. I drive a fair deal and often
notice cars travelling neck to neck, particularly on divided lengths of highways where the
minimum speed varies.
According to the definition given by the Attorney-General of what can be construed as
a race if, say, my car and another car travel up a hill, slow down and travel down the other
side neck to neck and going at a fast pace it could be understood to be a race. That concerns
me. I notice that approximately seven pages of the Motor Car Act are devoted to definitions, from a definition of "articulated motor car" to a definition of "wide profile tires".
Therefore, I assume it is not impossible for a definition to be included as an additional
clause in the Bill to define "race" and "speed trial". I have made my point and shall raise
no further objections.
The clause was agreed to, as was clause 5.
Clause 6
The Hon. ROBERT LA WSON (Higinbotham Province)-This clause comes into operation on 1 January 1986 and it is difficult to understand why the measure is classed as
urgent. It is a complicated clause with a page full of alterations and increases to the
amounts set out in the principal Act.
This matter should be the subject of a separate Bill or part of a different Bill altogether.
During my time in the Parliament whenever a complicated matter has come up in a Bill
the debate has been adjourned in another place for a week and then adjourned in this
Chamber for a similar period so that public comment could be made on these matters and
the Opposition could make a considered judgment when the Bill was brought on for
debate.
The clause was agreed to, as was the remaining clause.
The Bill was reported to the House without amendment, and passed through its remaining stages.
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AUSTRALIA ACTS (REQUEST) BILL
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

It is the first stage in the implementation of the agreement reached between all State

Governments and the Commonwealth Government-in which Her Majesty and the
United Kingdom Government have concurred-to remove the constitutional links that
remain between Australia and the United Kingdom Parliament, Government and judicial
system, and to substitute new constitutional provisions and procedural arrangements. In
particular, the implementation of the agreement will bring the constitutional arrangements
affecting the States into conformity with the status of Australia as a sovereign, independent
and Federal nation.
The specific details of this agreement have been reached following extensive consultations which have taken place over the past few years between the Commonwealth, State
and United Kingdom Governments and Her Majesty.
In introducing the Bill I wish to say that this has been a matter of most detailed
consideration between the Commonwealth, the States and the Standing Committee of
Attorneys-General. These consultations have involved the Westminster Government and
the monarch. Final details of that package were agreed on only recently and part of that
agreement is passage of the Bill by mid to late October.
The other Parliaments have only very recently passed similar legislation. Victoria is the
last State to do so, but is behind by only a matter of a week or so. At the outset I emphasize
that nothing in the proposed legislation will impair the constitutional position of Her
Majesty the Queen in the Government of each State and the Commonwealth of Australia.
On the contrary, as will appear later, the effect of the proposed legislation will be to
bring the Crown closer to the people and Governments of this nation, since the Queen,
instead of being formally advised on State matters by United Kingdom Ministers, will be
advised by State Premiers.
Most of these measures are to be effected by legislation to be enacted by the State,
Commonwealth and United Kingdom Parliaments, the form of which has been agreed by
all Governments.
Ultimately the key elements will be an Act of the Federal Parliament and an Act of the
United Kingdom Parliament, each to be known as the Australia Act which will be identical
in all material respects. The two Australia Acts will be proclaimed to come into operation
simultaneously. By this unique legislative means it has been possible to resolve the legal
and political difficulties inherent in the historic step we are taking.
In accordance with the agreed procedure and to satisfy constitutional requirements,
before the Australia Act can be enacted the Parliament and Government of every State
will:
(l) Request the Commonwealth Parliament, pursuant to section 51 (38) of the Commonwealth Constitution, to enact its Australia Act.

(2) Request and consent in accordance with Constitutional Convention to the United
Kingdom Parliament enacting its Australia Act.
(3) Request and consent to the Commonwealth Parliament in turn requesting and
consenting to the United Kingdom Parliament enacting its Australia Act. The request and
consent of the Commonwealth Parliament to the Australia Act of the United Kingdom is
required by section 4 of the Statute of Westminster.
Clauses 3, 4 and 5 respectively achieve each of these three prerequisites.
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The First Schedule contains the proposed Australia Act of the Commonwealth Parliament.
The Second Schedule contains the proposed Australia (Request and Consent) Act by
which the Commonwealth Parliament and Government will request and consent to the
enactment of the Australia Act of the United Kingdom. The United Kingdom Australia
Act is in turn a schedule to the Australia (Request and Consent) Act. It is identical in all
material respects to the Australia Act of the Commonwealth Parliament; there are minor
differences, especially in the interpretation clause, clause 16, necessary because they are
Acts of different Parliaments.
It is hoped that all State Parliaments will pass this legislation in time for the Commonwealth Parliament to pass its Australia Bill and the Australia (Request and Consent) Bill
during its current session. In this event the United Kingdom Government has agreed to
set aside time early in 1986 for the passage of its Australia Act.
A detailed explanatory memorandum of the provisions is attached to the Bill. Clause 1
will terminate all power that remains in the United Kingdom Parliament to make laws
having effect as part of the law of the Commonwealth, a State or a Territory of Australia.
Clause 2 will make important changes by removing existing fetters and limitations on
the legislative powers of the Parliaments of the Australian States which stem, by and lar~e,
from their origins as English colonies. The residual powers of the United Kingdom Parhament to make laws for the peace, order and good government of a State will be expressly
vested in the Parliament of the State and any existing uncertainty as to the capacity of
State Parliaments to make laws which have an extra-territorial operation will be removed,
but not so as to confer any additional capacity to engage in relations with countries outside
Australia.
Clause 3 provides that neither the Colonial Laws Validity Act nor the common law
doctrine of repugnancy will apply to State Laws made after the commencement of the
Australia Acts. An effect of these changes will be that, in future, State Parliaments will
have full legislative power to repeal or alter any United Kingdom law which presently
applies in the State.
Clause 4 expressly repeals sections 735 and 736 of the Imperial Merchant Shipping Act
1894 in so far as they form part of the laws of State.
The changes in the legislative powers of State Parliament are, by clause 5, subject to the
Commonwealth Constitution and the Commonwealth Constitution Act and do not enable
State Parliaments to alter the Commonwealth Constitution, the Commonwealth Constitution Act, the Statute of Westminster or the Australia Acts.
Clause 6 preserves the entrenched provisions of State Constitutions.
A major change to be effected by the Australia Acts concerns State Governors. By clause
7 (1) and (2) the Governor, as Her Majesty's representative, will be vested with all of the
Queen's powers and functions in respect of the State except in relation to the appointment
and dismissal of the Governor. Her Majesty will, however, be able to exercise any of those
powers and functions when she is personally present in the State by virtue of clause 7 (4).
Clause 7 (5) provides that in the appointment and dismissal of State Governors and in
the exercise of her powers and functions when she is personally present in a State, Her
Majesty will be directly advised by the Premier of the State concerned. The Australia Acts
thus establish the constitutional role of the Premiers in directly advising the Queen. Her
Majesty has already expressed her concurrence in this development by which the role of
the Crown will be adjusted to suit the needs of the Australian Federation.
Whilst Her Majesty will be able to exercise any of her powers and functions normally
performed by the Governor when she is personally present in the State, all State Premiers
have expressly concurred in an undertaking that Her Majesty will be formally advised to
exercise those powers or functions only when in a State where there has been mutual and
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prior agreement between the Queen and the Premier. It is anticipated that this will become
accepted as a convention governing the circumstances in which the Queen will exercise
such powers.
The Governor of a State in future will be able to assent to all laws enacted by the
Parliament of the State. By clause 8 Her Majesty will not be able to disallow an Act to
which the Governor has assented, nor shall any State Act be suspended pending the
signification of Her Majesty's pleasure, and by clause 9, the Governor will no longer be
required to withhold assent from certain types of Bills or to reserve any Bill for the
signification of Her Majesty's pleasure.
Clause 10 terminates the residual executive powers of the United Kingdom Government with respect to the States.
Clause 11 will remove the remaining avenues of appeal from Australian courts to the
Privy Council making the High Court of Australia the final court of appeal for all Australian courts. This will end the anomalous situation, in the area of legal precedent, where a
State Supreme Court could find itself faced with two binding, yet conflicting, authorities.
Clause 12 expressly repeals certain provisions of the Statute of Westminster made
redundant by the Australia Acts in so far as they form part of Australian law.
Clauses 13 and 14 will make necessary consequential changes to the constitutions of
Western Australia and Queensland. No other State has equivalent provisions.
Clause 15 provides that the Australia Acts themselves and the Statute of Westminster
in its application to Australia will be able to be repealed or amended in the future, but
only by an Act of the Commonwealth Parliament passed at the request or with the
concurrence of the Parliaments of all the States.
Clauses 16 and 17 provide for matters of interpretation, short title and commencement.
New arrangements have also been agreed by which State Governments will be able to
use the imperial honours system if they wish. The Australia Acts do not make provision
for these as they are strictly matters of imperial, rather than Australian, concern.
In future, recommendations for honours at the instigation of State Governments will be
tendered by the Premier of the State direct to Her Majesty and will no longer involve the
provision of advice from United Kingdom Ministers. Her Majesty has agreed to this new
arrangement, and the United Kingdom is currently drafting amendments to the statutes
and warrants governing the various honours to provide for this change. The existing
arrangements for the Commonwealth Government to use the imperial honours system
will continue and the existing quota system will continue to apply to State and Commonwealth awards.
Implementation of these changes will represent the completion of a unique project of
major significance which has received the support of all Governments in Australia, regardless of their political composition. These changes will complete the process of Australia's
constitutional development commenced at the beginning of this century. It will eliminate
those laws and procedures which are anachronistic and substitute new arrangements
which reflect Australia's status as an independent and sovereign nation. It will ensure the
capacity of the States to exercise full powers appropriate to their position in our Federation, freed at last from the legal fetters and limitations derived from their earlier status as
British colonies. I commend the Bill to the House.
The Hon. ROSEMARY VARTY (Nunawading Province)-The Opposition does not
oppose the Bill. It is the product of lengthy discussions between the Governments of all
States, the Commonwealth and the United Kingdom. The Bill is an historic one and its
passage is of great significance to all States and to the Commonwealth.
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It appears that I am destined to be involved in matters of historical significance, whether
it be in relation to the Nunawading Province or to having the privilege of speaking on
behalf of the Opposition on this Bill.

Australia's British heritage is part of the greatness of this country. Australia's historical
links with the Crown are part of that heritage, as are Australia's Parliamentary systems
and traditions and the judicial system, which emanate from the United Kingdom.
In 1931 the Statute of Westminster granted full dominion status, that is, full independence to Canada, Australia and New Zealand. Although the Statute of Westminster applied
to the dominions as a whole, the States were not prepared to have it apply to them.
In 1942 the Commonwealth finally adopted the Statute of Westminster retrospectively
to the outbreak of the second world war in 1939. Therefore, the Australian States are in a
unique situation in the Commonwealth because they retained their direct connection with
the United Kingdom Parliament.
When the Statute of Westminster was enacted it did not give complete separation from
the United Kingdom at that time. The States and the Commonwealth have a unique
relationship. There are no other independent countries which have the situation where
another country has rights over it, as is the current situation where the United Kingdom
has rights over the States of Australia but not over the Commonwealth.
These ties with Westminster remain expressed in several statutes: the Colonial Laws
Validity Act of 1865; the Judiciary Committee Act of 1832 and the Merchant Shipping
Act of 1943.
Firstly, the Colonial Laws Validity Act of 1865, which precludes the States from passing
legislation repugnant to United Kingdom statutes, entrenches the common law doctrine
of repugnancy so that States could not legislate on matters which may be in conflict with
legislation in Westminster.
States remain unable to alter United Kingdom laws that apply to them even in some
cases when the United Kingdom law has been repealed. One interesting twist to this
relates to the Dockyards Protection Act of 1772. Australia's Constitution-A Time to
Change states, inter alia:
The Dockyards Protection Act 1772, repealed in Britain in 1971, imposes the death penalty for setting fire to
or otherwise destroying Her Majesty's ships, dockyards, stores and the like. The Act continues to be the law in
those five Australian States which have legislated to abolish the death penalty.

Secondly, there is the Judicial Committee Act of 1832, one of the provisions of which is
to allow appeals to the Privy Council.
The High Court of Australia will become the final court of appeal for all Australian
courts. Currently we could have the anomalous situation in legal precedents where the
State Supreme Court could find itself faced with two streams of binding yet conflicting
authorities. A number of attempts have been made over the years to dispense the right of
appeal by the States to the Privy Council. However, that direct access by the States to the
Crown remains to the present day. With the enactment of the proposed legislation, the
High Court will no longer be subject to the Privy Council.
Thirdly, the Merchant Shipping Act of 1943, which provides for liability of shipowners,
and to some exteqt restricts the State's legislative powers.
The Bill does not impair the constitutional monarchy. In these days where we see, on
the world stage, almost daily occurrences of the overthrow of elected Governments, there
is no doubt that the constitutional monarchy under which we operate provides the best
framework for a responsible, stable form of Government.
The Bill is part ofa legislative package of Bills which require the passing of similar Bills
by all States, the Commonwealth and the United Kingdom. This Bill, the Australia Acts
(Request) Bill, will be passed by all State Parliaments. Some States will have additional
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Bills to deal with matters contained in their own constitutions. The Bill must be passed by
all States before the Commonwealth can proceed with its legislation.
The Bill contains two schedules, the first requests the Federal Parliament to enact the
provisions contained in the schedule; the Second Schedule is a request to the Parliament
of the United Kingdom to enact the same provisions.
One of the important provisions in clause 1 of the schedule is to ensure that the United
Kingdom does not have the power to enact any further laws affecting Australia, whether
Commonwealth State or Territory.
Further provision is made in clause 3 for States to repeal any United Kingdom laws
which still apply in the States. Clause 7 of the schedule defines the powers and functions
of the Crown and the State Governors. It provides that State Governors shall have all the
powers which the Queen has had in respect of the States and should act on the advice of
the Premier. In some ways it streamlines the present procedures because where advice is
currently tendered to the Crown on State matters by United Kingdom Ministers, that
advice will now be tendered by the State Premiers.
The Governor of a State will in future be able to assent to all laws enacted by the
Parliament of that State. As the Attorney-General has stated, Victoria is the last State to
pass this legislation and it would be remiss of me not to point that out. That is not
something of which we should be proud.
Finally, the Bill is an historic Bill because we will finally cut the legislative and judicial
ties with the United Kingdom and Westminster. The Bill forms part of an important
package of Bills which, when passed by all States, the Commonwealth and the United
Kingdom Government, will provide the capacity for States to exercise fully their powers
within the framework of the Federation. The Liberal Party supports the Bill.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-I am debating this Bill at 1.50
a.m. because of the inability of this inefficient Government to arrange its legislative
program properly, despite the web of deceit that the Attorney-General attempted to weave
a moment ago, combined with some insulting asides he made in personal references to
me.
. The Attorney-General suggested that the reason honourable members are debating this
Bill this morning is that agreements were not reached until very recently and that he had
no opportunity of introducing the Bill earlier, despite the fact that every other State has
done so.
I draw to the attention of the House the fact that this Bill was read a first time in another
place on 18 September-more than six weeks ago-and honourable members in this place
are expected to debate the matter in the middle of the night after working an 18-hour day!
That is indicative of the inefficiencies of this Government.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I raise a point of order, Mr President.
It just offends common sense for Mr Baxter to assert that he has worked an 18-hour day
on this day or on any other day.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-Mr President, that ridiculous
point of order is not even worth responding to. For the information of the AttorneyGeneral, the National Party had an official meeting yesterday with representatives of the
Rural Water Commission.
,. Although the National Party does not oppose the Bill, it is, I suppose, glad that it has
been introduced into the House while there are still two conservative Governments in
Australia, those of Queensland and Tasmania. Heaven help us, what would have been the
provisions of the proposed legislation if we did not have people such as Sir Joh BjelkePetersen defending the way of life of conservative people in the negotiations that occured
in the 1982 Premiers Conference and, more particularly, in the 1984 conference, when
they were dominated by anti-Royalists, such as Mrs Coxsedge. It is extraordinary to think
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what sort of proposed legislation we would have had foisted upon us if we did not have
defenders of our way of life in Sir Joh Bjelke-Petersen in Queensland and Robin Gray in
Tasmania. Therefore, I am glad the Bill has come before the House at this stage.
I am quite sure the Parliament of Westminster supports measures such as this and that
the United Kingdom Parliament no longer wishes to make laws that have an application
in its former colonies and dominions. I can well recall the embarrassment felt by some
members of the United Kingdom Parliament when the repeal of the British North America
Act was introduced a year or two ago to repatriate the Canadian Constitution. I can well
understand that the United Kingdom Parliament is keen that the Australia Acts be enacted.
I should like, in passing, to place on record-at what is this very appropriate time-my
esteem for their Royal Highnesses, Prince Charles and Princess Diana, the Prince and
Princess of Wales. I had the honour, privilege and pleasure of participating with them on
Tuesday in an official visit to Echuca, I know that my two collegues who represent the
North Western Province were with their Royal Highnesses in Mildura earlier in the day. I
am also aware that some members were with them in Gippsland yesterday and others will
be with them in Shepparton later this day.
I want to say that they are a very gracious couple. They have a very difficult task to
undertake and a very tiring schedule and program. I am sure anyone who examined the
schedule for their ten-day visit would agree that 32 engagements in that time is very hectic
in anyone's language. I should like to congratulate them and commend them on the
manner in which they carry out their duties.
In Echuca yesterday, thousands of people came along and enjoyed their opportunity
of being associated with the Royal couple at close quarters, and the joy that was
expressed-The PRESIDENT-Order! Mr Baxter should confine his remarks to the Bill.
I am doing my best to discuss the relationship this State has with the monarchy. It is
significant that yesterday I saw the joy experienced by so many thousands ofVictonans in
being associated with a Royal visit, the regard in which they held the monarchy and the
pleasure that they had in seeing the Royal family in Australia. In fact I noticed tears of joy
on more than one face.
Honourable members interjecting.

The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-I am not surprised at the reaction of mirth I am getting
from Mrs McLean and Mrs Coxsedge. They did not even have the decency to take up an
invitation on behalf of their electors to attend the official reception on Monday night for
the Royal visitors.
The Hon. J oan Coxsedge-Colonial cringe!
The Hon. J. H. Kennan-Get on your knees and have a grovel.
The PRESIDENT-Order! I will not stand for any more interjections. There has been
too much and I cannot hear what Mr Baxter is saying. Mr Baxter listens to the AttorneyGeneral in silence and he is entitled to be listened to in silence, too. I ask for no more
interjections in the course of the debate.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-Thank you for your protection, Mr President, but I am not
afraid of any of the barbs that might be hurled at me by people who are interjecting on the
Government benches.
I am a loyal supporter of the monarchial system. It provides the pivot which enables
smooth changes of Government to occur, as they must in a healthy democratic system.
The Hon. Joan Coxsedge-Like 1975!
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The PRESIDENT-Order! I have said earlier I will not have any more interjections.
Mrs Coxsedge is being disorderly and I ask her to apologize to this House and the Chair.
The Hon. JOAN COXSEDGE (Melbourne West Province)-I am sorry for causing
such a disturbance to Mr Baxter and for upsetting him in his speech-and to you, Mr
President.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-I invite honourable members to
compare changes of Government in the Australian system and in most nations of the
British Commonwealth which retain a parliamentary system with the changes of Governments in other nations that are often attended by violence or have no change of Government, whatever the circumstances, because of either no elections or rigged elections. The
Westminster system has evolved and has been transplanted around the world and we in
Australia are fortunate to be a former British colony where that Westminster system is
strongly inculcated.
The Bill provides for the Governor to exercise all the powers of the monarchy. I support
that. However, I do not believe it is any longer justifiable for the suspension of certain
Acts assented to by the Governor pending Her Majesty's pleasure. I support that move.
It is time that appeals from Australian courts to the Privy Council ceased. That practice
has been declining for a while. It is no longer appropriate to have their Lordships in
London making judgments on what might be the situation in Australia. Australia has a
judicial system which is capable of taking appeals to what should be their logical conclusions.
I am pleased that the system of imperial honours continues under the Bill. No doubt
that was one of the conditions on which Queensland and Tasmania agreed to the passage
of the Bill. I do not think that Orders of the British Empire and the like are any longer
appropriate in the Australian context, although I support their continuation for the time
being. What I am unhappy about is the alternative system introduced by the Whitlam
Government in the 1970s. After a decade, that system has not received any public support,
acceptance or recognition.
It is time that the Australian honours system that was introduced by Mr Whitlam was
abolished because it is a system of downgraded honours.
Australia should be proud and pleased that, in the past, it has been a member of a
British colony and has adopted the concepts of British justice. The terms "a fair go" and
"it is just not cricket" have become part of the colloquial language we use due to the sense
of fair play exercised by the British people in colonizing many parts of the world.
That does not only apply to New Zealand, Canada and Australia but also to those
nations I have visited in Africa, the Caribbean and in the sub-continent. Those nations
certainly hold those concepts dearly and highly. As Mr Birrell interjected a moment ago,
imagine if Australia had been colonized by some other nation, for example, the French or
the Portuguese who have settled territories around the world, the treatment of which has
left much to be desired. Even worse, honourable members should examine the colonization currently taking place in the world, such as in Afganistan and the Baltic States where
that type of colonial power exercises the jackboot. That was never experienced under
British rule, and we should take note of that fact.
The Hon. G. A. Sgro-They used to slaughter people.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-Mr Sgro has made a ridiculous interjection alleging that
there was mass slaughter by the British colonists, but he is unable to point to specific
examples, such as what is occurring in some parts of the world today where his friends of
the socialist movement are intent on planting their theories on subject nations.
The British Commonwealth is a marvellous institution, and I ask honourable members
to contemplate the fact that it represents more than one-quarter of the world's population-more than one billion people are members of the British Commonwealth. It pro-
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vides a common bond and a common tie. That has been evident in the heads of
Government conference recently held in the Bahamas. Although I may not entirely agree
with some of the decisions reached in the Bahamas, the fact that the representatives of a
quarter of the world's population could come together in the spirit of friendship and
goodwill to discuss world problems and come to decisions by compromising after debate
is a concept which we should value and hold dearly. We should do our utmost to protect
that concept.
Australia is relatively isolated being located in this part of the world, yet there are many
British Commonwealth countries close by in the Pacific and Indian oceans. They are not
large in terms of population, but they have enjoyed colonization by the British in the past,
and they are anxious to maintain and retain their links-The Hon. M. J. Arnold-Is this the same speech you made in 1894?
The PRESIDENT-Order!
The Hon. M. J. Arnold-Is this the same speech you made in 1894?
The PRESIDENT-Order! Mr Arnold will come to order when he is called. I ask him
to apologize to the Chair and to the House.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD (Templestowe Province)-It is a serious matter. Inasmuch
as I have just arrived in the Chamber, I certainly extend my apologies. I do not want to
interrupt the normal flow of the House, but with Mr Baxter speaking, it is not the normal
flow.
The PRESIDENT-Order! Mr Arnold is being disrespectful to the Chair in the comments he is making. I ask him to apologize properly to the Chair and to the House.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-Mr President, I regret the fact that I may have caused you
some difficulty with my sudden appearance in the Chamber, and I extend my fullest
apologies to you and to the House. I certainly hope that Mr Baxter will continue in the
manner in which he has done.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-I shall not give Mr Arnold any
more opportunity of becoming carried away. I shall conclude my remarks on the basis
that I believe the British Commonwealth is an institution, which, as one of the more
senior, wealthier and larger members, and as a nation, we should do out utmost to protect,
enhance and promote. The passage of the complementary Australia Acts through both the
Commonwealth Parliament and the State Parliaments is important. The legislation enacted by the Parliament of Westminster is probably the final step in changing our relationship with Great Britain and with the monarchy. I hope it is not deemed necessary by
Governments in the future to go any further than the Bill envisages.
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD (Higinbotham Province)-I regret that I have to discuss at
this late hour what is one of the most serious Bills to come into the House in my time.
However, I understand from what the Minister says and, indeed, from what Mrs Varty
has said, the importance of the Bill. It is a Bill that does present some difficulty. The Bill
consists of only five short clauses, but its pertinent activities are covered in the First and
Second Schedules.
Because of the unique relationship that must be developed between all States and the
Commonwealth, it becomes impossible to amend the First and Second Schedule, which
would satisfy some of my concerns. I do have a nervousness when I note that clause 3
states:
The Parliament of the State requests the enactment by the Parliament of the Commonwealth of an Act in, or
substantially in, the terms set out in the First Schedule.

The word "substantially" is repeated in clauses 4 and 5. I should like an assurance from
the Attorney-General that before the First Schedule of the Commonwealth Bill is passed
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by the Commonwealth of Australia he is satisfied that it is indeed substantially the same
as the First Schedule of the Bill before the House.
I should like specifically to direct the attention of the House to the First Schedule and,
in particular to clause 7(1), (2), (3), (4) and (5). Clause 7 states:
Her Majesty's representative in each State shall be the Governor.

Paragraph (5) states:
The advice-

I repeat, the adviceHer Majesty in relation to the exercise of the powers and functions of Her Majesty in respect ofa State shall be
tended by the Premier of the State.

I have a nervousness about the interrelationship of those two paragraphs. I spoke to Mr
Storey earlier about the matter and he has given me some assurance, since he is a participant in the constitutional discussions in this and the other States, that this is in order. It
relates only to Her Majesty rather than relating to the Governor of this State.
However, when one reads the First Schedule, it does not say just that. I am asking what
the word "advice" means. In seeking a solution I turn to Constitutional Law by Christopher Enright, who tells me what the powers of the Governor are. In terms of recent events
in recent weeks, perhaps we should know what the powers of the Governor are in this
State. Mr Enright states that:
. .. powers are conferred on State Governors by the State Constitutions .... include ... powers to fix the
time and place for sessions of Parliament, to summon the Houses of Parliament, to prorogue sessions of the
Houses, to dissolve the Lower House and in some circumstances the Upper House, to approve the adoption of
standing rules and orders for the conduct of the business of the Houses of Parliament, to appoint Ministers, to
recommend by message the appropriation of government funds to assist in various ways in the settlement of
deadlocks between the two Houses, to appoint Ministers and public officers, to authorize by warrant the expenditure of government funds, to issue writs and deal with other matters connected with elections, and to appoint
judges and to remove them upon the address of both Houses of Parliament.

He then turns to quotes from two other writers, J. Fajgenbaum and P. Hanks, who wrote
the Australian Constitutional Law. Mr Enright also deals with Ministerial advice and
states that:
The rule that the ... (Governor) should follow the advice ...

I repeat the word "advice" ...
· .. of the Ministers constitutionally assigned to him for the time being as his advisers is one that is almost
universally followed in Australia, at both Commonwealth and State levels. It rests on the appreciation that
government cannot be carried out without co-operation between executive and legislature; and that that cooperation would be frustrated ... if the men who had the confidence of the legislature could not control the
actions ofthe executive.

I repeat the word "advice" which is used for the first time in clause 7(5) of the First
Schedule with reference to any of our constitutional activities. The powers of the Governor
are expressed in clause 6 of the Royal Instructions to the State Governors. Mr Enright
states:
· .. provision is made that "the Governor shall be guided by the advice ...

I again repeat the word "advice". It continues:
· .. ofthe Executive Council" ...

The paragraph continues to provide that in any case the Governor:
· .. shall see sufficient cause to dissent from the opinion of the said Council he may act in the exercise of his
said powers and authorities in opposition to the opinion ofthe Council ...

However, the writer, Mr Enright, makes the pertinent comment:
· .. it is now accepted that Clause 6 ...
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of the Royal Instructions to the State Governors ...
· .. was inserted to assert the Governor's position as a representative of the Imperial government as well as the
executive head of the State government.

If one takes that statement to its logical conclusion, Mr Enright says that "the force of

clause 6 would be spent".
That brings one back to the word "advice" in this particular concept because it would
appear that clause 6 of the Royal Instructions to the State Governors-by carrying out the
provisions of the First Schedule of the Bill-could well be eliminated from the Governor's
powers. Further, on the reserve powers of the Governor, Mr Enright expresses his concern
that:
· .. arising mainly in the realm of executive action has been the reserve powers of the Crown. What the reserve
powers refer to are those situations where the Crown ... exercises powers which the Crown actually has, but
without, or contrary to, the ministerial advice ...

I again repeat the word "advice". He continues:
· .. which normally precedes the exercise of these powers.

I could well delineate what Mr Enright has stated about those powers.
It is important in the consideration of the Bill to understand what the terms of clause
7(5) of the First Schedule mean. I respectfully request the Attorney-General to assist me
in my endeavour to try to avoid proposing amendments to the First Schedule which would
only obstruct the passage of this Bill to the House of Commons.

I request the Attorney-General to specifically answer my query about the Interpretation
of Legislation Act. To allay my fears I ask the Attorney-General to assure me that he will
check the Commonwealth Act to see whether clauses 3, 4 and 5 are the same. I ask for a
definition of what "advice" is and I request him to inform me where clause 6 of the Royal
instruction to State Governors now fits, following the passage of the Bill.
The Hon. HADDON STOREY (East Yarra Province)-I congratulate Mrs Varty on
her fine contribution to the debate. It summed up extremely well the provisions of the Bill
and the reasons for its introduction into this House. Because Mrs Varty did the job so
well, I shall not expound at length on the Bill.
However, I shall take up the points raised by Mr Connard. Mr Connard clearly spelled
out his concerns about parts of the schedules to the Bill and he asked the Attorney-General
for certain assurances and statements about the correct interpretation of the schedules.
Clause 7 in each of the schedules deals with the powers and functions of Her Majesty
and Governors in respect of States. Sub-clause (5) of each of those clauses provides that
the advice to Her Majesty in respect of a State shall be tendered by the Premier of the
State. A view has been expressed by Mr Connard and others to me that that may be taken
to require Her Majesty or the Governor to act in all matters only after receiving advice
from the Premier of the State.
It is well recognized that the Governor and monarch have certain reserve powers. I shall
quote from a book Australia's Constitution Time for Change? by McMillan, Evans and
Storey.

The Hon. M. A. Birrell-A very good book!
The Hon. HADDON STOREy-It is a very good book at a reasonable cost that I
would recommend to all honourable members.
The Hon. C. J. Kennedy-Will you read the lot?
The Hon. HADDON STOREY-If Mr Kennedy wants me to read it all-it has about
400 pages-I shall do so, but perhaps I should read a couple of lines from page 187, which
state:
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Constitutional writers suggest that at most only three of the Governor-General's powers escape the operation
of the general convention that powers are only exercised on the advice ofthe elected ministry. Often termed the
'reserve powers', although this term has no universally accepted application, they are:
to refuse a dissolution of the House of Representatives in certain circumstances;
to refuse a dissolution of both House of Parliament in certain circumstances; and
to dismiss a Prime Minister and force a dissolution of the House of Representatives in certain circumstances.

Equivalent powers, also generally regarded or called reserve powers, exist in government.
In those cases there is not the constitutional convention that the Governor or the monarch
act upon the advice of the Premier. I believe clause 7 in each of these schedules is not
concerned with spelling out the circumstance in which the monarch has to perceive and
act upon advice but is rather concerned with the mechanism of how the advice is to be
tendered in circumstances where advice does have to be perceived and acted upon.
If that is so, the apprehension that has been expressed by Mr Connard and others does
not apply because the clause does not in any way interfere with the exercise of the reserve
powers of the Governor or monarch, whatever those reserve powers may be. I ask the
Attorney-General to corroborate to the House in responding on the third reading if that is
the correct interpretation of this clause. That would place on record the correct interpretation and allay the concerns that some honourable members have about the provisions
of the Bill.
The PRESIDENT-Order! I am of the opinion that the second and third readings of
this Bill are required to be passed by an absolute majority.
The motion for the second reading of the Bill was agreed to by an absolute majority of
the whole number of the members of the House.
The Bill was read a second time.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-By leave, I move:
That this Bill be now read a third time.

In doing so I take the opportunity of addressing the matters that have been raised by Mr
Connard and Mr Storey in relation to clause 7 (5) in the First Schedule which states:
The advice to Her Majesty in relation to the exercise of the powers and functions of Her Majesty in respect of
a State shall be tendered by the Premier of the State.

I refer to what I said in the second-reading speech when I stated:
Although Her Majesty will be able to exercise any of her powers and functions normally performed by the
Governor when she is present in the State, all State Premiers have expressly concurred in an undertaking that
Her Majesty will be formally advised to exercise those powers or functions only when in a State where there has
been mutual and prior agreement between the Queen and the Premier. It is anticipated that this will become
accepted as a convention governing the circumstances in which the Queen will exercise such powers.

In relation to the clause the question is a matter of whether it is not for the monarchy.
I refer to an excellent book by Roy Jenkins, Mr Balfour's Poodle for those who want to
consider the mischievous misuse of Upper House powers. It describes in considerable
detail what occurred between the House of Lords and House of Commons from 1909 to
1911. It indicated that Mr Balfour had made some overtures to try to see the monarch at
that time and the monarch rejected any suggestion that there could be any impropriety in
a person holding that position being sought by or taking the advice of the Leader of the
Opposition. It was that course that really resolved the principle that the monarch must act
on the advice of the Prime Minister of the day.
As I understand it, this clause gives effect to that principle, which has been established
at Westminster since 1911. The position is still, unfortunately, not accepted in this colony
by those with a colonial mentality, which is a pity, just as the position of the House of
Lords, which was established as a result of that crisis vis-a-vis the House of Commons has
also been accepted by those who take a more reactionary position in relation to the powers
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of the Upper House here than the Conservatives in the House of Lords in 1911. That is a
pity for us all. It will be a happy day when the conservatives in this place see some sense
in what the Conservatives did in the House of Lords 74 years ago, which is two generations
ago.
The Hon. HADDON STOREY (East Yarra Province)-I ask the Attorney-General
whether he would address the matter that I raised with him and not the matter he has just
discussed. Clause 7 deals with the mechanics of how advice should be given, which the
Attorney-General touched upon, but does not deal with the question of exercising reserve
powers.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I am amazed that Mr Storey is asserting
that the present monarch claims to have and be able to exercise reserve powers. That is
not as I understand Her Majesty's position. It might be Mr Storey's position, it might have
been Sir John Kerr's position, but it has been the position at Westminster since 1911 that
the monarch acts on the advice of the Prime Minister.
I am not aware that this monarch has asserted, nor am I prepared to say just because
Mr Storey suggests so, that this monarch accepts the reserve powers doctrine, as he asserts.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-You have not been listening and you are making things difficult
for yourself.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-Mr Hunt is doing his block again, but we are used to that.
He is looking for desperate issues and desperate measures. Of course, the Opposition's
position is that it wants the House to exercise particular powers and wants to see the
privileges of Westminster abused wherever it can. That is Mr Hunt's position. The Government understands that and it understands his grip of political reality.
The PRESIDENT-Order! I ask the Attorney-General to return to the matter raised by
Mr Storey.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-I am interested that Mr Storey asserts that this monarch
apparently claims reserve powers that she is prepared to exercise without the advice of the
Prime Minister or the Premier. That is not my understanding of this monarch or a number
of her predecessors. Whether she or any future monarch purports to exercise these powers
is a matter for some future time.
The message in this clause is that any advice tendered to the monarch must be tendered
by the Premier and not by anyone else.
The motion for the third reading of the Bill was agreed to by an absolute majority of the
whole number of the members of the House, and the Bill was read a third time.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD (Higinbotham Province)-Mr President, I seek your guidance about recording my personal opposition to the passing of the Bill.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I understand that Mr Connard opposes
the Bill and did not vote for it and that is the position he wants on the record. The
Government has no objection to that fact being recorded on the record; that Mr Connard
opposed the Bill and did not vote with the Liberal Party for it.
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD (Higinbotham Province)-That is the position.

ADJOURNMENT
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I move:
That the Council, at its rising, adjourn until Tuesday, November 12.

The House divided on the motion (the Hon. R. A. Mackenzie in the chair).
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19

20

Majority against the motion
AYES
Mr Amold (Teller)
Mrs Coxsedge (Teller)
Mrs Dixon
MrHenshaw
Mrs Hogg
MrKennan
MrKennedy
Mrs Kimer
Mr Landeryou
Mrs Lyster
MrMcArthur
MrsMcLean
MrMier
Mr Pullen
MrSandon
MrSgro
MrVan Buren
MrWalker
MrWhite

NOES
Mr Baxter
Mr Birrell
Mr Chamberlain
MrConnard
Mrde Fegely
MrDunn
MrEvans
MrGrimwade
MrGuest
MrHallam
Mr Hunt
MrKnowles
MrLawson
Mr Macey (Teller)
Mr Miles
MrReid
Mr Storey
Mrs Varty (Teller)
MrWard
MrWright
PAIRS

MrCrawford
MrMurphy

I

The House adjourned at 2.37 a.m. (Thursday).
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Thursday, 31 October 1985
The PRESIDENT (the Hon. R. A. Mackenzie) took the chair at 11.3 a.m. and read the
prayer.

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

I wish to move the adjournment of the House because I believe what has been planned
and concocted by the Opposition for today is totally inimical to the best interests of the
House and the future of good government in this State.
The Hon. W. A. Landeryou-It is a disgrace!
The Hon. E. H. WALKER-It is a disgrace that a political use of this House has resulted
in circumstances where you, Mr President, are put in an invidious and impossible position; where members of the House are compromised and where a person who is supposedly to be brought to the Bar of the House may have his rights compromised.
The matter goes to the heart and function of government. There is no precedent for
what has occurred. This House has always worked on precedent and convention. Many
conventions are absolutely essential to the working of this House, and I mention specifically the convention of pairs. When a party such as the Opposition moves in the way it
has today, there is no end to the breaking of precedent; there is no end to the breaking of
conventions. If the House is to proceed in the way the Opposition has forced it-and in
view of the comments made yesterday by members of the Government-it is extremely
clear that the fabric of Parliament is at stake and the fabric of the way the House functions
is at stake, and honourable members ought not to proceed with what has been planned for
this morning.
I give warning to the Opposition that, because it has blasted apart the conventions of
this House, this Parliament and its history and because it has blasted apart the prospect of
proper functioning, it is my view that we oUght not to allow any conventions to apply.
The reality is that I do not intend, although I am a great upholder of the pairs principle,
that the pairs principle should be maintained because, if conventions are to be trampled
in the way they are, in my view, the Government has no option but to have all-out warfare
on the matter. I want to preserve your rights, Mr President, the rights of members and the
rights of citizens in this community as best I can.
This is a most serious issue. I have in fact said so in the past two or three days. I have
discussed the matter privately with the Leaders of both the other parties and implored the
Opposition not to proceed in the matter. Since they persist in doing so and establishing a
precedent that in fact cannot be stopped and establishing a precedent that could never
mean we could return to the proper workings of this House, or the other House or this
Parliament generally-it is as serious as that-the House should adjourn, and I have so
moved.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-The Leader of the House is taking a
course unprecedented except for one occasionThe Hon. E. H. Walker-Who is taking an unprecedented step?
The Hon. J. H. Kennan-Mussolini in mufti!
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-The Leader of the House was heard in silence! As I said, the
Leader of the House is taking a course unprecedented except for one occasion on which
he himself previously dishonoured pairs on a constitutional issue after the division bells
had rung. He was warned on that occasion that he puts the whole basis on which Parlia-
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ment works at risk if he dishonours a time-honoured system on which the Parliament
depends and from which the Government of the day has much more to gain than an
Opposition. The Government frequently has need of pairs when Leaders, Ministers or
others are attending important conferences in the State or, indeed, interstate, where their
attendance is essential.
The pairs system, which has operated in Westminster and which has operated in this
Parliament, is essential. It depends on mutual trust between all parties. It enables arrangements to be made which are for the benefit of the Government.
On a previous occasion, the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs-the Leader of
the Government in this place-dishonoured this system. Attention was drawn in the
House to the consequences of his action and he made a statement to the press outside that
he had made an error ofjudgment and that it would not happen again.
Now the Minister comes into this House, moves for its adjournment, and then announces that pairs will be withdrawn, without warning and dishonourably. It is an approach which is not only dishonourable, it is an approach which is dishonest.
The whole purpose of this manoeuvre is to avoid hearing a gentleman who has been
maligned and whose organization has been maligned in another place. Yesterday honourable members heard about the cover-up in another place on the Nunawading issue.
Yesterday honourable members heard about the smokescreen on which the Government
has tried to raise the issue of the mountain cattlemen. The mountain cattlemen are here
today by the invitation of the House to give their side of the story and to explain their
role.
The motion is not a bona fide use of the forms of the House; it is an endeavour to apply
a gag and an endeavour to reverse the motion of yesterday by improper means, and
without notice.
Under Standing Orders, Mr President, when you consider that a motion for the adjournment of the debate or the House is an abuse of the forms of the House, you may rule it out
of order. This motion seeks to reverse yesterday's decision, and seeks to do it without
notice. That is not an acceptable procedure.
This is clearly an abuse of the forms of the House and an abuse of the motion dealt with
by Standing Orders. I take that point of order and I ask you, Mr President, to rule
accordingly.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-On the point of order, Mr
President.
The Hon. W. A. Landeryou-The President was on his feet.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-The President has not yet made a decision. What
we have here is a shoddy attempt to abuse the forms of this House.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-You can stand here and say that.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-Yes, I can stand here. Yesterday this House went
through the forms of the House and came to a conclusion; that conclusion was to invite
certain people before the House. It was a motion for which notice was given on Tuesday,
in accordance with Standing Orders. The House resolved-although the Government
voted against it-to take a certain action. If the House now wants to reverse that position,
the normal procedure is that notice be given and a formal motion be put to the House.
This is a clever trick to try to avoid that resolution because, by attempting to adjourn
the House, the Government is forestalling that resolution and is attempting to rescind it
without notice. That is the bottom line of what the Government is doing. It is another
cheap trick and another part of the cover up because the Government is dead scared for
people who have been maligned to have the opportunity of redressing the situation.
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The opportunity for members of the public to have that redress was recognized in a
joint Federal Parliamentary committee report of October 1984 in which Federal members
of the Labor Party voted unanimously for a motion that members of the public should
have that opportunity. That is what yesterday'S resolution would give them.
The bottom line is this: the motion is a trick to get around the resolution of the House
which under the normal forms of the House would require notice. In other words, it would
be impossible to carry it out today.
The PRESIDENT-Order! Standing Order No. 54 states:
If the President be of opinion that a motion for the adjournment of a debate or of the Council during any
debate is an abuse of the rules of the Council, he may forthwith put the question thereupon from the Chair; and
no Member having moved or seconded any such motion shall be entitled to move or second any similar motion
during the same debate.

That is the Standing Order. Also, because of the unusual circumstances of the adjournment of this debate, it would mean in my view that it would in effect rescind a motion
that was passed by this House yesterday. Normally, the rescinding of a motion requires
that notice be given, and the House cannot rescind a decision made previously without
that notice being given. Therefore, under those circumstances, I have to rule that the
motion for the adjournment of the House is out of order.

POSTPONEMENT OF BUSINESS
The Hon. W. A. LANDERYOU (Doutta Galla Province)-Mr President, I move:
That the matter before the Chair be adjourned until Tuesday week.

The PRESIDENT-Order! I assume that the honourable member means the first item
of business, which has not been called.
The Hon. W. A. LANDERYOU-Yes, accordingly, I move:
That the consideration of Order of the Day, General Business, No. 1, be postponed until Tuesday week.

The Hon. A. J. Hunt-Leave is refused.
The PRESIDENT-Order! The question therefore-The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-On a point of order-Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT-Order! I am about to put the motion.
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash Province)-I want to speak on it.
The PRESIDENT-Order! I would like to put the motion.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-On a point of order, Mr President-The PRESIDENT-Order! The question before the House is that-The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-On a point of order!
The PRESIDENT-Order! The question is that the motion before the House:
That the consideration of Order ofthe Day, General Business, No. 1, be postponed until Tuesday week.

be agreed to. Those of that opinion say "Aye"; to the contrary, "No". The Ayes have it.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-Mr President, there are speakers on
the motion!
Honourable members interjecting.
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The Hon. A. J. HUNT-Mr President, two gentlemen members were on their feet
indicating that they wanted to speak to the motion.
The Hon. J. H. Kennan-They were not on their feet; they were no gentlemen.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-There is some misunderstanding. The motion was put while
two honourable members were standing to speak. Mr. President, you ordered Mr Chamberlain to resume his seat.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-On a point of
order, the Leader of the Opposition has no capacity to indicate that when you, Mr
President, are standing on your feet there is any ability for other honourable members to
be standing. When you are on your feet, Mr President, it is incumbent on all honourable
members to resume their places until you recognize them or until you determine the
matter, which you quite properly did. Since you have determined the matter, I now move:
That the House do now adjourn.

The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-On the point of order, Mr President,
you ordered Mr Chamberlain to sit down as you were on your feet. He was seeking to
speak on the motion and you gave him no opportunity, Mr President, as a result of a
misunderstanding which I expect was on your part. Mr Chamberlain was seeking to speak
to the motion. Also, Mr Guest was saying, "I want to speak on it".
You, Mr President, were seeking to put the question without giving those honourable
members an opportunity of speaking. With the greatest respect, Sir, that cannot and should
not be done. The motion should not be put without members being given an opportunity
of speaking when they are seeking to speak.
The PRESIDENT-Mr Landeryou moved the motion. 1 want to point out that 1 did
look towards the Opposition benches to see whether any honourable member wished to
speak to the motion.
The Hon. J. V. C. Guest-I was standing, Sir.
The PRESIDENT-I am prepared to give the Opposition the benefit of the doubt and
1 shall allow Mr Chamberlain to speak, but I did give members of the Opposition the
opportunity of speaking. Admittedly they might have moved slowly. Nevertheless, 1 shall
give them the opportunity of speaking.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-What we have here is a rerun,
in another form, of the argument that has just been put. What we have is an attempt to
forestall the forms of this House and to perpetuate the cover-up that honourable members
have seen day after day in both Houses of this Parliament.
All 1 am suggesting is that you, Sir, as the President of this House, have a general power
to rule that certain processes of the Parliament are an abuse of Parliament. The President
has that power as a general, overriding power. He has already ruled that, in fact, the
attempt by the Leader of the Government to adjourn the House is such an abuse. It is an
attempt to forestall the forms of the House.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-Speak to Mr Landeryou's motion.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (to the Hon. E. H. Walker)-I am speaking to the
motion. You are not the President.
What they are attempting to do, Mr President, is to add to the smokescreen and to
forestall the motion passed by this House yesterday to debate this issue at 11 o'clock today.
What we clearly have in Mr Landeryou's smart alec motion is another abuse of the forms
of the House; and 1 ask you, Mr President, to use your overriding power to rule that this
is an abuse of the forms of the House and to rule the motion out of order.
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The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-In accordance with Standing Order
No. 133A, I move:
That the question be now put.

Six honourable members rose in their places, as required by Standing Order No. 133A,
to support the motion.
The Hon. F. S. Grimwade-Shame! The gag has never before been used in this House.
The Hon. G. R. eRA WFORD (to the Hon. F. S. Grimwade)-You should have thought
of that yesterday.
The House divided on Mr White's motion (the Hon. R. A. Mackenzie in the chair).
21
Ayes
Noes
21

AYES
MrAmold
Mrs Cox sedge
MrHenshaw
Mrs Hogg
MrKennan
MrKennedy
Mrs Kimer
Mr Landeryou
Mrs Lyster
MrMcArthur
Mrs McLean
MrMier
MrMurphy
Mr Pullen
MrSandon
MrSgro
MrVan Buren
MrWalker
Mr White
Tellers
MrCrawford
Mrs Dixon

NOES
Mr Chamberlain
MrConnard
MrdeFegely
MrDunn
MrEvans
MrGrimwade
MrGuest
MrHallam
MrHunt
MrKnowles
MrLawson
MrLong
MrMacey
MrMiles
MrReid
MrStorey
Mrs.Varty
MrWard
MrWright
Tellers
MrBaxter
Mr Birrell

The PRESIDENT-Order! The result of the division is Ayes 21, Noes 21. The vote
being equal, it devolves on me to give a casting vote. Having given due consideration to
this matter and in view of the fact that the House made a decision on this matter yesterday,
the vote indicates that there is not a clear majority against that decision. I therefore have
no alternative but to cast my vote with the Noes. The Noes therefore have it.
The motion was therefore negatived.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-Mr President, we are now back in the
position of debating the motion moved by Mr Landeryou that the consideration of Order
of the Day, General Business, No. 1 be postponed until Tuesday week.
Yesterday, when this matter was before the House, the Minister for Health made a very
incisive speech indicating why this should not go ahead, and, during the course of that
speech, he indicated that further discussion and debate on the motion should be adjourned
until later yesterday. The Opposition members did not want that; they had the numbers
then-and their discomfort without the numbers for the first time in the history of this
place is obvious-and they used their numbers to force this matter on today.
The Minister for Health said yesterday that this is a matter of primary importance and
it was grossly improper for the members of the opposition parties not to take advantage of
the postponement. They would not even postpone the matter for an hour yesterday; they
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would not postpone further debate on it until last night. They wanted this on-an outrageous proposition-without discussion; to bulldoze it through using their numbers.
This means that this House is resurrecting powers to call-one can use the term "invite"
or "subpoena", whatever term one likes, it does not matter, because everyone now knows
the message that is going out from this place to the people of the State-anyone who has
something to say about some debate that has occurred here, that person can be made to
answer questions, and made to answer questions on the pain ultimately of imprisonment.
That is an outrageous misuse of the Parliamentary procedures and if we were to ask the
ordinary people of this State whether they think that, in 1985, a Parliament should have
this sort of power, they would be appalled. It is an indication of how far Mr Hunt has gone
in the increasingly desperate throes of the latter stage, the sunset, of his political life, that
he would seek to resurrect these powers. It is contrary to a lot of the things he fought for,
for instance, in the McCarthyera. He wants this precedent set; this Mussolini in mufti
wants the people out there to know that anyone of them could be dragged before the Bar
of the House and made to answer questions from 44 interrogators. What a terrific Parliament this is and what a man of principle, what a man to tell us about propriety! This is
what he wants and the nonsense is perpetrated ultimately by this motion seeking the
attendance of the association~s executive officer at the Bar of the House to give a statement,
to give evidence. He has already released that statement publicly and there is no question-The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash Province)-On a point of order, if we were debating
that this motion should never be put, what the Attorney-General is saying would be
relevant, but as we are debating only the motion for the postponement of the Order of the
Day what he is saying is completely irrelevant.
The PRESIDENT-Order! There is no point of order.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-What we have is the Opposition insisting on proceeding today and not postponing the matter of bringing a person to the Bar of
this House and using these antique and archaic procedures that the Opposition members
would not get if they put them at the polls; they would not have the proverbial snowball's
chance if they went to the people of the State and asked them to give the Council specific
power to call anyone of them to the Bar of the House and, if we do not like the answers or
if they will not answer, we might toss them in that horrific institution in Coburg. The
Liberal Party would not get that-none of its members would have the courage to go out
in the electorate, particularly those representing marginal seats, and fight a campaign on
that proposal. But members come in here behind closed doors, using Star Chamber tactics
and introduce this motion. It is said that we want to hear this man's statement; we are
doing it to facilitate an open statement by this man of the role of mountain cattlemen.
That is terrific! Mr Stoney has made that statement and has released it on embargo to
the press and probably half the people in this Chamber. Why does he need to be here? He
has already made his statement. There was nothing to stop him from making his statement
anyway.
It is reported in the Herald of 31 October, express edition, that he has already made the
statement. Honourable members are being told that we apparently cannot read the Herald
and that this may be a place, as suggested by the Age, for lazy illiterates. It is for the
honourable members who cannot read the Herald that this man is being called before the
Bar of the House.

The article states:
In the statement, Mr Stoney said the campaign was run with "our own people", including cattlemen, members
of their families ...

Honourable members should take note of this statement:
Mr Stoney's appearance in State Parliament was unique ...
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I have not seen him! Where is he; perhaps he is under one of the chairs! I ask honourable
members to look for him. Mr Miles, who is so keen on Pretoria, should have a look for
him.
The article in the Herald refers to the appearance ofMr Stoney. He is an apparition; he
is a phantom mountain cattleman.
The PRESIDENT-Order! The Attorney-General is straying from the motion before
the House and I ask him to return to it.
The debate was interrupted on a question of privilege.

PARLIAMENTARY PRIVILEGE
Complaint: Article in "Herald" Newspaper
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-On a point of order, Mr President, I
draw attention to Standing Order No. 94 (2) relating to a matter of privilege suddenly
arising. The matter of privilege to which I refer concerns an article that appears in the
Herald of 31 October 1985. I raise the point of order in accordance with Standing Order
No. 94.
In raising the matter, I do not wish to be seen in any way to be reflecting on the Herald
and Weekly Times Ltd. However, I wish to make it clear that a breach of privilege has
occurred whereby, under Order of the Day, General Business, No. 1, a representative of
the Mountain District Cattlemen's Association, Mr Stoney, was to appear before the
House. Obviously, a statement he was to make to the House should not have been released
to any section of the community prior to his coming before the House. Therefore, there
has been a breach of privilege.
I refer to page 3 of the Herald of31 October, which states:
The Mountain Cattlemen's Association today was to officially deny being involved with the Liberal Party in
the Nunawading election campaign.

The PRESIDENT-Order! I ask the Minister for Health to explain who or what the
breach of privilege is against.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE-The breach of privilege is against the House as a result of the
proposed witness, Mr Stoney, having released a statement. The Herald article states that:
In the statement, Mr Stoney said the campaign was run with "our own people", including cattlemen, members
of their families, friends and supporters from all parties including tbe ALP.
Mr Stoney's appearance in State Parliament was unique because he was appearing by invitation.

The breach of privilege is that a statement purporting to have been made in the House has
not been made. The article in the Herald states that:
After reading the statement, Mr Stoney was to answer questions from members on both sides of the House
directed to him ...

I raise the point of order in respect of Standing Order No. 94 because there has been a
breach of privilege against the House by Mr Stoney in releasing a statement which was
purported to have been made before the House and which has not been made.
The Hon. M. A. Birrell-You have never released a second-reading speech before you
read it!
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-It is clear that this provides a substantial and further reason for the postponement of the debate. A person is purporting to have
made a statement before the House and has had that reported in the media when, in fact,
that person had not been before this House.
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The Herald article states that a person appeared before the House. It states that that
person who appeared before the House made a statement in unique circumstances and
that in that statement certain matters were raised.
The facts are that no such statement has been made. There is a breach of privilege
against this House by the release of a statement purporting to have been made in the
House when in fact it has not occurred.
Therefore, I believe, in accordance with Standing Order No. 94, we have a clear prima
facie case of a breach of privilege and the proposed debate on Order of the Day, General
Business, No. 1 ought to be postponed until the matter of privilege has been resolved.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-On the question of privilege, the
Minister for Health made it clear when he rose that he was making no complaint against
the Herald. He made that perfectly plain, so he is not alleging breach of privilege against
the Herald. I know of nothing that prevents a Minister of the Crown or a member of
Parliament giving to the media a copy of a statement that he or she proposes to make. If
the media uses it in anticipation and it is used and used wrongly, they do not have the
privilege of Parliament to protect them. In certain circumstances, the media could well be
themselves guilty of a breach of privilege.
However, that is not the allegation of the Minister for Health. His allegation specifically
excludes the Herald and Weekly Times Ltd. There is nothing there of course, that suggests
any breach of privilege against a gentleman who is adopting the same technique ofproviding advance copies, as is frequently done by members of the Minister's own Ministry and
members of his own party.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I shall comment on the matter of privilege and on the point of order. I do not think one could ever
have a more patent example of this House being used for a political stunt than the motion
moved by the Opposition to bring a man before the Bar of this House. It is a most
precedent-setting stance in a serious circumstance where you, Mr President, allow that he
even might make a statement. There is no capacity for that in Standing Orders. Nevertheless this House-not without compliance-agreed that the serious circumstances exist and
that a person should be heard.
How are we to believe that the House is not being used and abused when we find that in
a newspaper today-and no doubt in other media outlets; I do not want simply to mention
the Herald because clearly the statement has been distributed to other newspapers-that
a man supposedly here on a most serious matter to answer questions by this House and
by members of Parliament moves to distribute a statement, prior to having made it, as
though he has made it. That is clearly an abuse of the privilege which he was offered when
this House asked him to the Bar of the House to answer questions. He has gone public
beforehand and, if that is not a political stunt, I do not know what is! He has gone public
and distributed what he intended to say.
In reality he has not actually been in this place. It is a misuse and an abuse of this House
and in my view an abuse of the privileges of this House because, had he appeared at the
Bar, this person would have been covered by the privilege of the House.
It is clear in the Standing Orders of this House that if a person appears at the Bar of the
House it is a most serious circumstance and the privilege of this House applies. In other
words, the standard that applies to honourable members when they speak in this House is
enjoyed by a person who stands at the Bar of this House. I should be most upset if any
individual in this House were to abuse the privilege he or she has in the manner in which
Mr Stoney is doing.
Mr Stoney has, presuming that he would be appearing before the House at 11.00 a.m.,
distributed to the media what he was going to say for one reason and one reason only. Mr
Stoney wants to use his statement and his appearance as a political stunt. In my view that
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has devalued even further the functioning of this House, as if yesterday was not bad
enough.
Yesterday the House experienced unprecedented scenes and moves to use the House in
a way that was absolutely abhorrent. Today the worst fears of honourable members have
been brought to bear. This is not a proper use of the House; it is a political stunt. The
person who was invited to speak at the Bar of this House and enjoy the privilege of this
House has absolutely flouted that privilege by going public and distributing a statement
before he made his appearance.
There is no capacity in Standing Orders to make a statement anyway. Standing Orders
make it clear that a person coming to the Bar of this House should only answer Questions.
The Hon. B. A. Chamberlain-Look at May.
The Hon. E. H. W ALKER-That is absolutely correct. Mr Chamberlain should examine Standing Orders. There is no capacity in Standing Orders for a person to come to that
Bar and make a speech or statement. Not only has Mr Stoney prepared a statement but he
has also distributed it. That has devalued and degraded this House even further than has
the Opposition by trying to move in that direction. It is a political stunt and is outrageous.
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash Province)-Honourable members have heard from
the Leader of the House the worst reason for privilege in his attempt to condemn somebody unheard on the basis of a newspaper report. It is a disgrace to the Westminster
system, firstly, to call offpairs and, secondly, to then condemn a man unheard.

If a Question of privilege is involved, let it be heard in the usual deliberate way. There is
nothing that can now be done to undo a report in today's Herald. That matter should be
investigated properly and calmly not in the spirit of bile and anger that the Leader of the
House is displaying. The Leader of the House has lost control and he is a man who must
have control. The Question of privilege should not continue to be debated at this point.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-Nothing could be more persuasive as
to the reason for the postponement than what the House has now witnessed.
The Hon. B. A. Chamberlain-We are not talking about the Question of postponement.
This is a Question of privilege.
The PRESIDENT-Order! In regard to the matter of privilege raised by the Minister
for Health against the person or witness who was to come before the House today, I can
find no reason to believe there is a breach of privilege or any prima facie case of breach of
privilege against that person.

POSTPONEMENT OF BUSINESS
The debate (interrupted earlier this day) was resumed on the motion of the Hon. W. A.
Landeryou (Doutta Galla Province):
That the consideration of Order of the Day, General Business, No. 1, be postponed until Tuesday week.

The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province )-On the motion for the postponement
of the Order of the Day, I shall make-The PRESIDENT-Order! If Mr Hunt wishes to speak on that matter, he must wait
until the Attorney-General has completed his comments.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-For the edification of Mr Hunt, because he has some difficulty with Standing Orders, the Minister for Health used Standing
Order No. 94 to interrupt my speech and I am now resuming it.
Nothing could better illustrate why this matter should be postponed-and that is all
that the motion would do-than what has occurred today. The House has seen the clearest
contempt of Parliament that one could imagine. The Opposition has called to appear
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before the Bar of the House a person who has circulated to the press a statement which
has on the front of it "embargoed until 11 a.m." and on the bottom of the page it states,
"Mr Stoney will be available to answer questions at the back of the House after he has
given his statement". Then before he comes before the House-I do not believe honourable members have seen him-we read in the press what he said to the House.
The Herald report says: "After reading the statements-". It is in the past context.
Whether it be a court, a tribunal or a Parliament or a Parliamentary committee, nothing
is more fundamentally contemptuous of that procedure than for a witness publicly to say
what the evidence of the witness will be. Nothing is more contemptuous because that
literally prejudges; it is prejudicial to the proceedings of the Parliament or the tribunal;
and it is a fundamental contempt that no one else running any sort of a show would put
up with, and nor should we, because this matter ought to be postponed.
Mr Landeryou's motion needs support. There is now, because of these new circumstances especially, no rationale left whatsoever for Mr Stoney to come to the Bar of the House
and to make his statement. One can read it in the Herald. He has distributed it to the
press. He has said that he will be available for questions after he has made his statement.
The Herald already has it that he has made his statement. There is no longer any rationale
for this man to come before the Bar of this House. He has made his statement. He has
released it. It has been printed in a mass circulation newspaper and, presumably, it will be
reported on television stations tonight.
The rationale behind the motion to bring this man before the Bar of the House today
has disappeared. This matter ought to be posponed until Tuesday week. We say that
because this motion, which is so fundamentally offensive to what we think the ordinary
person in the street would consider the proper processes of Parliament, deserves further
consideration. The Opposition should be given the time to further consider this matter.
The Opposition, if there are any of them with consciences, should be allowed to examine
their consciences over the next ten or twelve days.
The Opposition is unable to point to any reason for this matter to proceed today because
the statement that Mr Stoney wants to make has already been released to the press.
Would it not be insulting to your office, Mr President, and to each honourable member,
if we similarly used the time of this Parliament, and if you, as President, were expected to
preside over what is now the most patent farce in living memory?
We have a statement. We know the contents of it. It has been published in the newspaper. What is being asked of you now, Mr President, is to refuse to postpone this debate, so
that we have to sit here and listen to a recitation of what has already been published in the
Herald to give it retrospective validity. The Opposition may still change its mind but, ifit
is opposed to the postponement motion, we are being asked to give retrospective validity
to this lie.
Mr Stoney has not given evidence as the newspaper circulating on the streets says he
has given evidence. We are being asked to sit here and to go through a charade to bail Mr
Stoney out. Mr Stoney has acted with blatant disregard for this place. The members of the
Opposition have conspired with him to perpetrate a fraud on this Parliament.
Incidentally, Mr Stoney was not available for comment last night, according to the Age,
and he said that he would not comment to the media until he had been before the
Legislative Council because, to do so, he said, would be a discourtesy to Parliament. That
is what he told the Age; but what did he do? With the support and connivance of those
sleazes of the Opposition, he goes out-The PRESIDENT-Order! The honourable member should withdraw the unparliamentary remark.
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The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-I withdraw the word "sleazes". What did he do? He went
out and told one newspaper that, of course, he could not make any media comment until
he had spoken to the House, because that would be discourteous.
The supporter of the former Prime Minister, Mr Fraser, is vocal on the Opposition
benches. Honourable members have heard three or four words out of him in the past three
weeks. He is running into what he would regard as top form!
An Honourable Member-That is an "in" joke, of course.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-Theyare in some sort of shambles, now, anyway. They are
not where they thought they were at 5 minutes to 11 o'clock. I am sorry to laugh at them,
Mr President, but it is the first time in 100 years that the Grimwade family has not had
the numbers in this House, and that is upsetting to them.
The PRESIDENT-Order! The honourable member will return to the motion before
the Chair.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-There is now no single reason for doing other than postponing this matter, because a failure to postpone it would have Parliament engaged and
your office completely abused and compromised, Mr President, because what you would
be asked to do would be to preside over the interrogators on the Opposition benches,
listening to and asking Mr Stoney about a statement that he wanted to make to this
Parliament but has already made publicly.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-The motion is for the adjournment
of a debate that has not even commenced.
The Hon. J. H. Kennan-It must have happened; it is reported in the newspaper!
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-The motion is a clear attempt to frustrate the decision made
by this House yesterday. Equally, Mr President, it will act as a rescission of the decision
made yesterday. That decision invites the Executive Officer of the Mountain District
Cattlemen's Association to attend at the Bar of the House on a specific date.
The Hon. M. J. Arnold-A postponement is not a rescission.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-The motion, Mr President, is an attempt to frustrate the
decision that the House made yesterday, Equally, it operates effectively as a recission of
that motion. The motion was to call the Executive Officer of the Mountain District
Cattlemen's Association to the Bar of this House at a specific time and place. An adjournment of the Order of the Day, will not operate to invite Mr Stoney to attend on a later day.
It will operate as a virtual rescission.
The motion is an endeavour to avoid the issue and, in the circumstances in which it is
put, the Opposition suggests that you, Mr President, should rule the motion out of order
and, in the event that it comes to a question of your casting vote, you should use your
casting vote in the same way as you exercised it on the earlier gag motion, and on the same
grounds.
The motion endeavours, by a trick, to prevent this House from hearing the facts, the
facts that this House yesterday decided it ought to hear.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD (Templestowe Province)-First, Mr President, let me make
clear the crucial words. Mr Hunt tried to mislead the House in relation to the motion. It
is not a rescission motion.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-I said it would have the effect of rescinding the motion.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-It is a motion for the postponement of the Order of the
Day. A postponement would enable the saner heads-if there are any-on the Opposition
side of the House to consider the effect of the motion passed yesterday.
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Yesterday I took the House through the sorry history of actions such as this that
occurred in 1969 and how that mistake, made by this House, led this House into disrepute
for nearly ten years before Mr Hunt then moved that that decision be expunged from the
record.
I suggested to you yesterday, Mr President, that it was incumbent on you, in dealing
with the motion then before the House, to deal with it carefully, and I warned that this
type of situation was likely to occur today.
Once this House misuses its powers, it opens up a Pandora's box of situations that could
happen, such as the newspaper reports which have appeared this morning, ostensibly of
what will happen in this place. Surely those are grounds enough for the House to adjourn
the further consideration of this matter for a short period to enable the parties to better
consider the uses of this House and the way that it could possibly be misused through a
breach of privilege.
If the House is to maintain its status, if it is to have any credibility at all, honourable
members need time once again to reflect upon the question of calling people to the Bar of
the House. It should be clear to you, Mr President-and it is clear to everybody sitting in
this place-that there is no question that the Government is trying to rescind the motion.
The Government is attempting to postpone it to allow further consideration.
I refer the House to an article that appeared in the Herald on 6 May 1969 under the
heading "Libs query procedure", which states, inter alia:
Liberal MPs discussed last Thursday's privilege case at their party meeting at Parliament House today.

In 1969 the Liberal Party realized that it was a misuse of the House to call someone before
the Bar of the House. Indeed, this House stood for ten years in disrepute until the Liberal
Party took action in 1978 to correct that disrepute.
If similar action is taken today, this House will again stand in disrepute for another ten
years unless you, Mr President, support the postponement motion to save the House from
going down the track that Mr Hunt wants it to go down.
Yesterday the Opposition made great play of using its political numbers to carry a
motion. Mr President, you were in the House yesterday when Opposition members sat
pofaced behind Mr Hunt and when the National Party recaucused at the last moment
because it did not want to go down that track.
It was obvious from the way Mr Hunt spoke after the speech by the Minister for Health
that he did not want to go down that track but he was trapped and there was no other way
he thought he could get out of it. The Minister for Health offered him a responsible
alternative of adjourning the matter for fourteen days so that further consideration could
be given to the motion that was before the House yesterday. IfMr Hunt thought he could
have got out of it-found a way to back down---.he would have taken it and so too would
have Mr Dunn and his compatriots. Indeed, yesterday afternoon the National Party
thought responsibly about the matter and I hope the National Party will see the sense in
allowing it, the Opposition and the Government fourteen days breathing space in which
all honourable members can reflect upon this matter.
Honourable members should be allowed fourteen days' breathing space to consider an
action which threatens the future viability and status of this House. I note members of the
National Party are talking amongst themselves.
Yesterday I spoke in the House about the situation that witnesses are placed in when
they are called before the Bar of the House and the dangers that they face when 44
honourable members put questions to them uninterrupted. In what danger has this gentleman placed him self today? He has already made public to the newspapers a report of what
is supposed to have happened in this House but which has not happened. Ifhe is called to
the Bar of the House, he will be sent down the same track that Wilkie and Gordon were
sent down sixteen years ago. Mr Hunt would have to be conscious of that.
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The whole question of people being invited to attend is now a different issue. This
gentleman has now placed himself potentially in breach of the privileges of the House and
we are handing down decisions in relation to that.
We have to make it clear that the motion is a postponement motion only and not a
rescission motion. When Mr Hunt was addressing the House earlier, he spoke about the
witness who is to be called before the Bar of the House as if he had the same status as a
Minister and he spoke flippantly of how Ministers release speeches before they make them
in the House. Mr Hunt was saying that a person appearing before the Bar of the House, at
our invitation, can deal with the House in the same way as a Minister. Mr President, you,
the Opposition and the National Party must realize that time must be given for this matter
to be considered.
The Government is not moving away from the motion. The motion moved by Mr
Landeryou is for postponement for fourteen days to enable the House to follow the same
course.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-On a point of order, Mr President, I desire a ruling from you on the effects of the motion before the House. The Order
of the Day is that the representative of the Mountain District Cattlemen's Association be
in attendance at 11 o'clock today pursuant to a resolution of the Council on 30 October
1985.
Mr President, can you advise the House whether it is implicit in the motion moved by
Mr Landeryou that, If carried, that is a renewed invitation to that representative to take
effect as from Tuesday week.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-May I comment on the point of order! It is implicit in the motion moved by Mr Landeryou that what
would occur in terms of the Notice Paper is that the wording would remain the same
except that the date "31 October" would be replaced by the date "12 November".
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-He is seeking to amend the motion without notice.
The Hon. E. H. W ALKER-The motion includes the time of 11 a.m., and that is the
starting time of the House for a Wednesday. If we are to use the Tuesday date, which is
November 12, then the time should relate to the normal starting time of the Council,
which is 3 p.m., and the rest of the motion would remain the same.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-It is not a new motion; it is a motion to amend it.
The Hon. E. H. W ALKER-The motion seeks to postpone the matter until Tuesday
week. I am simply indicating how the Notice Paper would read.
The PRESIDENT-Order! On the matter raised by Mr Chamberlain on which he
sought my ruling, it is my view that the time 11 o'clock was used because that is the
normal starting time of the House on a Wednesday and a Thursday. The adjournment of
the House until Tuesday week means that the normal sitting time on a Tuesday is 3
o'clock; therefore, we would be sitting at 3 o'clock for that reason. If the motion is carried,
it will be inherent in that decision that those adjustments regarding time will be made.
The motion was agreed to.

ADJOURNMENT
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The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I move:
That the Council, at its rising, adjourn until Tuesday, November 12.

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. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-I direct to the attention of the
Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs the impending removal, retirement or resignation of the Director-General of the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs, the
decision to clean out senior management of that department, to invite those people to
reapply for their positions and the handing over of effective control of the department to
the Minister's Ministerial adviser, Mr Graham Ihlein. I ask the Minister whether he will
make a detailed Ministerial statement to spell out his long-term intentions in relation to
the reorganization of the department.
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash Province)-I direct a matter to the attention to the
Minister for Planning and Environment.

Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT-Order! I am consistently having to ask the House to come to order.
Hansard is having a difficult job in trying to hear what honourable members are saying,
and I ask the House to respect that.
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST-I ask the Minister for Planning and Environment whether
he is aware of the proposal to restore the Kerferd Road pier; whether the Government will
take an active supportive role financially and whether the project organizers can rely on
the Government and the Ministry for Planning and Environment to provide substantial
support.
The Hon. R. S. de FEGELY (Ballarat Province)-I direct a matter to the attention of
the Minister for Planning and Environment. I have received a letter from the Shire of
Daylesford and Glenlyon indicating that the shire has applied for the townships of Daylesford and Hepburn Springs to be included in the historic towns program of the Ministry
for Planning and Environment.
As I understand it, the program provides funding to several municipalities to enable
them to engage the services of an architectural adviser to assist with historic planning and
so on. I understand that towns such as Port Fairy, Maldon and Clunes are presently
involved in the program.
The shire has already undertaken a fairly comprehensive study and has established a
conservation program which places certain controls on the types of buildings that can be
constructed in the town. The shire has restored the town hall to a beautiful state, and it
has established a $5000 revolving fund to assist people who encounter financial hardship
when undertaking restoration projects. However, the council needs expert advice, and
believes it will obtain it by being included in the historic towns program.
In view of the fact that both Daylesford and Hepburn Springs are settlements which
date back to the gold rush era, it is important that such history be maintained. I ask the
Minister to consider the matter favourably and approve the inclusion of Daylesford and
Hepburn Springs in the historic towns programs.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-I direct a matter to the attention of
the Minister for Health. Recently I was contacted by a family in my province concerning
a ruling by the ambulance service that when ambulances are transporting women to
hospitals during late pregnancies and labours they will not allow the husbands to travel in
the ambulances with their wives.
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My constituent is especially concerned because he lives in a country town and it is
likely, because of complications, that his wife will have to travel for three-quarters of an
hour or an hour in an ambulance to a larger centre. Obviously the husband wants to
provide the support to his wife that most husbands want to provide these days-thank
goodness-at times such as these, when their wives need it most.
My constituent was told by the ambulance people that they do not transport husbands
with their wives because they do not want to have nervy husbands on their hands on the
way to the hospitals.
This attitude is totally out of date and out of keeping with today's standards, where
many husbands attend births. In my case, on three occasions, I attended the labour ward
with my wife and the majority of husbands would like to accompany their wives to the
hospitals.
I do not know whether the Minister can override this attitude or ruling, but let us get
back into the twentieth century to make sure husbands can travel to hospitals with their
wives in ambulances, regardless of the distances involved and the time spans. I am not
speaking only about an individual case; this should apply across the board.
The Hon. M. J. SANDON (Chelsea Province)-I direct to the Attorney-General an
application by a Mr Harrington of Highett Road, Highett for an application for a real
estate agent's licence.
Mr Harrington was a real estate agent in the Australian Capital Territory, New South
Wales and Queensland and held a Queensland licence for more than thirteen years. He
has seen that this State has the most progressive property values and has an economy that
is moving forward compared with those of the other States, and has decided to settle in
Victoria and continue to practise as a real estate agent.
In doing so he must relinquish his Queensland licence. He has discovered that, before
he can work in Victoria, he must obtain a licence from the Estate Agents Board, and that
it will take some ten months to do so. During that time Mr Harrington cannot work either
in Queensland or Victoria as a real estate agent. From information supplied to him it is
his understanding that there are only 32 outstanding applications, yet he has to wait ten
months for the application to proceed. Will the Attorney-General investigate the matter?
The Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (East Yarra Province)-I refer the Minister for Health to
the second McClelland report on the capital works needs of public hospitals in Victoria.
The Minister will recall that yesterday during question time I asked him whether he would
reconsider his previous decision to refuse me access to the report, which I sought under
the Freedom of Information Act.
Considerable uncertainty exists in city and country areas about the implications of the
report and there is clearly support for the view that the report should be made public so
that it can be properly debated. Currently regional directors of health-that is, those
regional directors who have not resigned-are speaking with hospital boards of management and individuals about some of the recommendations of the report.
In the past the Minister's response when concern over the McClelland recommendations has been raised has been to say, "We will speak with you; feel free to come in and
discuss any problems". It is a catch-22 situation in that the hospitals do not know what
they have to complain about until they read the full report.
Given that the Minister committed himself yesterday to reviewing the decision, and
since the Royal Melbourne Hospital strike has been resolved and he has had 24 hours free,
I wonder whether the Minister has reconsidered the decision.
The Hon. C. F. Van BUREN (Eumemmerring Province)-I raise a matter with the
Minister for Health because I am gravely concerned that, with summer approaching, there
may be an increase in the number of children who drown. The casualty department at the
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Dandenong and District Hospital has received a number of drowned children in recent
months.
The first consideration in preventing drownings, whether in the home swimming pool
or elsewhere, is vigilant supervision of young children by a responsible, sober adult.
However, as a necessary extra precaution against accidental drowning, the Water Education Advisory Bureau is conducting a course at the day hospital on the corner of Stud
Road and David Street, Dandenong, on Monday, 11 November at 7.30 p.m.
Will the Minister ask his department to publicize that course and to encourage the
bureau to run the same course in other areas in an effort to reduce the number of drownings this summer?
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD (Higinbotham Province)-I also direct my remarks to the
Minister for Health. I note in the annual report of the former Health Commission that
comments have been made about regionalization. The Minister would be aware that the
policy of the previous Liberal Government was to provide the then commission with
more accountability and local decision-making at the workplace. The Labor Government
has taken up that policy and is also moving in that direction.
However, the report indicates that on 20 September 1983, over two years ago, the
Government announced definite proposals to regionalize the commision. Indeed, for the
previous year the Appropriation Bill devolved its expenditure into regional budget allocations. However, since then, despite the Minister and the former Health Commission
working together, no metropolitan regional director has developed a regional office or has
a competent regional staff drawn from central office personnel.
I have been informed that some metropolitan regional directors have only two clerical
staff. The strain on these people must be immense. The Minister would also be aware that
in the past twelve months two directors have resigned and two are about to resign.
The situation is serious, but I am unable to obtain answers to my questions on regional
directors in this place. I have great sympathy for regional directors because of their lack of
staff.
Therefore, as a matter of urgency, I ask what the Minister proposes to do to raise the job
satisfaction of directors; when does he propose to open metropolitan regional offices; and
when does he intend to provide adequate staff for regional directors to do their job
properly.
The Hon. ROSEMARY VARTY (N unawading Province)-I raise a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Planning and Environment. Two recent decisions of the
Planning Appeals Board have overturned decisions of two municipalities in the province
that I represent, Croydon and Nunawading, which have refused to grant permits for the
operation of brothels in their areas. Permits have now been issued in Croydon and
Mitcham.
An amendment to the Act was passed by this House to return decision-making powers
to municipalities, which amendment is now in the other place awaiting the tablin~ of a
committee report. In view of the grave concern expressed by the Mayor of the Clty of
Croydon about this matter, could the Minister advise when the report of the committee
and the amendment will be considered.
The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-I raise a matter for the attention of the
Attorney-General which is of interest to my constituents. The matter concerns the Motor
Car (Amendment) Act which the Attorney General will recall endeavoured to impose an
obligation on motor cycle sidecar users to wear protective helmets.
The Attorney-General will recall that during that debate the Opposition strongly pointed
out that the provisions were completely unworkable for babies and young children travelling in sidecars. I understand that the Minister for Transport has proclaimed certain
sections of the Act but has not proclaimed the provisions dealing with protective helmets.
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Instead, as I understand it, or as I hear on the $fapevine, the Minister has referred these
provisions to a committee, obviously to ascertam whether the actual provision passed by
the House is workable.
I ask the Attorney-General to inform the House whether any decision has been yet made
on protective helmets for young children and babies travelling in sidecars, whether the
Minister for Transport proposes to proceed with that provision and, if not, whether he
proposes to repeal it.
The Hon. Reg MACEY (Monash Province)-I refer the Minister for Planning and
Environment to the grave community concern at the proposed $100 million convention
centre for Melbourne to be located on the north bank of the Yarra River. This project
concerns me as the elected representative for the seat of Monash Province. Although the
site for the project is just over the electoral boundary, the proposed site is on the north
side of the river and the project could well lead to substantial overshadowing of the river
at certain times of the year.
The Minister will recall that at about the time he was active in the protection of Collins
Street movement, an embryonic group in which I was involved was seeking to protect and
to enhance the Yarra River area. The first issue that emerged, as I am sure the honoUrable
gentleman will recall, was the World Trade Centre. At that time I was a commissioner of
the Board of Works. The board has since been emasculated because it has had its planning
powers removed. As a result, and because the Melbourne City Council has no such powers
either, there is no longer any elected representative of the people to contribute to matters
as significant as this.
The World Trade Centre project proposal was made available for public comment. An
opportunity was given for pubhc contribution because of the furore that arose at the time
and there was an input from the Board of Works when Mr Croxford publicly stated that
the project would lead to a wall of buildings along the north bank of the Yarra River.
Given that the proposal is significant, and on the basis of the reports that I have read in
the newspaper that the convention centre could well be built over the edge of the river,
will the Minister give an assurance to the House that adequate opportunity will be given
for public consultation and communication and, more significantly, that local government
representatives, who have lost their opportunity to contribute as a result of their powers
being taken away in the Melbourne City Council arena and through the Board of Works,
will be invited specifically to contribute?
The Hon. J. G. MILES (Templestowe Province)-I direct a matter to the Minister for
Health. In view of the various concerns raised recently by members of the Eltham community on the threatened change of status of the E'tham Cemetery Trust land set aside for
cemetery purposes some years ago, will the honou' lble gentleman advise the House today
whether he and other Ministers responsible for this suggested change in status of the land
will reconsider their recent decision?
The Hon. ROBERT LAWSON (Higinbotham Province)-I direct a further matter to
the attention of the Minister for Health. He will be aware that Moorabbin Hospital has
very special links with Prince Henry's Hospital. I understand that the appointments for
specialists both for Prince Henry's Hospital and Moorabbin Hospital have been doubled
and there are a number oflinks that, through the upgrading of services, can be supplied by
the Moorabbin Hospital because of the special connection it has with Prince Henry's
Hospital.
Now that it is proposed to move Prince Henry's Hospital to Sunshine and those links
will become more tenuous at best and perhaps broken, will the Minister advise the House
what special arrangements are being made so that the Moorabbin Hospital can have the
same sorts of links with some other hospital in place of Prince Henry's Hospital?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-Mr Chamberlain raised a matter relating to the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs. I reject
Session 1985-28
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the inference in his introductory comments. I indicate to him that today's issue of Stock
and Land has an article that I believe Or Smith himself would have made available to the
paper indicating that he has made a choice to move, but not to leave Government. Mr
Chamberlain might care to look at that information.
The Hon. B. A. Chamberlain-I included as alternatives, resignation, retirement or
removal.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER-I think the style of Or Smith's handling of the matter is
perfectly adequate.
In a general sense, I certainly am addressing matters of over-all structure and management, as the honourable member would imagine I would do in a new department and as I
have done elsewhere. During the current sessional period, I shall make a statement to
Parliament in regard to matters of management of the department.
Mr Guest asked a question relating to the Kerferd Road pier, and I think he was asking
what role it will play. Piers and structures within Port Phillip Bay are, as structures, still
the responsibility of the Division of Ports and Harbors in the Ministry of Transport.
Nevertheless, my Ministry has a Coastal, Open Space and Waterways Section, and strategic policy for the whole of the coast of Victoria is handled from within that section, so it
has an interest in the Kerferd Road pier. Steps have been initiated from within the
Ministry for Planning and Environment with regard to the upgrading of Beaconsfield
Parade.
Ifl understand the question correctly, the honourable member asks whether I shall take
a personal and particular interest in the Kerferd Road pier through my department, and I
am happy to say that I shall. However, structurally it remains the responsibility of the
Division of Ports and Harbors.
Mr de Fegely asked a question concerning the important historic towns of Daylesford
and Hepburn Springs. He is correct in saying that the historic towns program of my
Ministry is very popular, and it does offer good services to local government. Priorities
are always a problem; they must be set and kept within the budget. However, we have
been able to do quite a deal of work around the country with limited funds. I shall ask the
relevant division within the Ministry to examine the important issue of Daylesford and
Hepburn Springs to determine whether they are suitable for inclusion on the funding and
advice program for 1985-86. I personally say to the honourable member that they are very
important towns, and I shall do my best to see that they are given reasonable priority
within that program.
Mrs Varty raised a matter to do with the Planning Appeals Board, concerning brothels
and the question of some changes that I think she might have misunderstood-some
changes that she thought were in train in regard to the administration of the Planning
(Brothels) Act.
.
The Planning Appeals Board makes the decision, whenever a matter is a conforming
use in a planning scheme, to allow the issue of a permit. That means that the local
authority, which is nearly always local government, makes a decision on whether a permit
should issue for that conforming use. If someone does not like the decision of local
government, he has the capacity to appeal. It is probably understandable that, in the
majority of applications under the new Planning (Brothels) Act, local government has
found it difficult, even though the guidelines might have been met, to agree to the issue of
a permit.
It has occurred in a couple of cases but, generally speaking it does not and it is regular
for an appeal to occur and the Planning Appeals Board then to determine the matter. I do
not interfere in that process. The Planning Appeals Board decisions are final except that
they may be appealed on a point of order to the Supreme Court.
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The Leader of the Opposition in another place has a private member's Bill on that
Notice Paper and, if I understand it correctly, that Bill goes to the issue of allowing local
government to determine once and for all that particular matter. The Government does
not intend to proceed in that direction. In debate with Mr Chamberlain in this House, I
have indicated that I want the whole issue to be managed most sensitively within the city
and the country. I follow it closely. I do not make determinations, but I assure Mrs Varty
that, if I see the whole issue moving in a direction that was never intended by the
Government or that is not fulfilling the prime intent of the legislation, which I made quite
clear was to address a regrettable industry but particularly to try to get rid of organized
crime and the drug aspects of it, I am ready and willing to make changes, as I see them
being necessary, and I hope my successors will do the same.
Mr Macey asked me about the process regarding the proposed convention centre on the
north bank of the Yarra River. He asks for an assurance of adequate capacity to consult. I
assure him of that.
If that project proceeds, as I hope it will-although there is some action in that regard
at the moment-I intend to use one or other of the public processes that are available to
me-an exhibition either under the Environment Protection Act or the Planning Appeals
Board Act-so that the public will have a real chance to have a say on the matter.
I agree that even though it is Port of Melbourne Authority land, local government ought
to be and will be consulted in regard to anything that occurs on that land. That body does
not have jurisdiction over the land. However, the Premier has made it quite clear that
even when land is Crown land and a permit needs to be issued, the courtesy of proper
consultation and presentation of drawings and the intent should occur, and I shall follow
that directive.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-Mr Dunn raised the question of husbands being allowed to travel in ambulances with their pregnant wives. Personally, if I
faced the situation referred to, I, too, would like the right to travel in an ambulance. I shall
follow up that matter in both the general and specific cases.
In respect of the matter raised by Mr Birrell, which he raised yesterday, I look forward
to further examining his request. I am sympathetic to freedom of information requests.
In respect of the matter raised by Mr Van Buren on children's drownings, I look forward
to examining the nature and extent of existing safety programs and whether there should
be further programs aimed at improving and reducing the incidence of children's drownings.
Mr Connard raised the issue of the impact and progress of regionalization. In recent
days there have been allocations of staff to regional directors consistent with the delegation
of hospital division activity. I look forward to further work being done in respect of the
delegation of financial actIvity and, from time to time, I should like to report further
progress.
Mr Miles raised the question of whether the Government would reconsider its position
in respect of the Eltham cemetery. I have been advised by my Ministerial colleagues that
no Ministers wish to reconsider that issue.
Mr Lawson raised the issue of the relationship between Moorabbin and Prince Henry's
hospitals. That is a productive relationship at level 3 between the specialty and superspecialty services and the delivery of services at Moorabbin Hospital. It is that model
which the Prince Henry's Hospital committee of management has used to produce its
proposals for the relationship between the Alfred Hospital and the proposed hospital in
Furlong Road, which will be a level I or 2 hospital similar to Moorabbin Hospital.
I look forward to taking into consideration the remarks raised by Mr Lawson on the
continuing relationship between Prince Henry's and Moorabbin hospitals and the steps
that need to be taken to maintain that relationship.
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The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attomey-General)-I thank Mr Sandon for his continuing
interest in the matter of estate agents. I am sorry to hear there has been a delay for as long
as ten months. That does sound excessive and I shall make inquiries about that.
Mr Long raised with me the matter of safety headgear for children and babies. He
expressed an accurate recollection of the debate that took place on that matter. I remember
the issues that were raised at that time but I am not familiar with the developments since
and I shall refer the matter to the Minister for Transport.
The motion was agreed to.
The House adjourned at 12.41 p.m. until Tuesday, November 12.
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QUESTION ON NOTICE

The following answer to a question on notice was circulated:

METROPOLITAN FIRE BRIGADES BOARD
(Question No. 43)

The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province) asked the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands, for the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:
Does the Metropolitan Fire Brigades Board have a Printing Department; if so, how many persons are employed
therein, indicating whether such persons are available for other duties?

The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-The answer
supplied by the Minister for Police and Emergency Services is:
Yes. Seven employees are engaged full time on work in the Printing Department, which provides a printing
and reproduction service to all departments of the board.

Mountain District Cattlemen's Association

12 November 1985
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Tuesday, 12 November 1985
The PRESIDENT (the Hon. R. A. Mackenzie) took the chair at 3.3 p.m. and read the
prayer.

MOUNTAIN DISTRICT CATTLEMEN'S ASSOCIATION
The PRESIDENT-In relation to Order of the Day, General Business, No. 1 appearing
on today's Notice Paper, I advise the House that the Executive Officer of the Mountain
District Cattlemen's Association, Mr Graeme Stoney, has advised me by letter dated 11
November that he respectfully declines the invitation to appear before this House today.
I therefore direct the Clerk to remove that Order of the Day from the Notice Paper.

DEATH OF THE HONOURABLE ALEXANDER WILSON KNIGHT
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I move:
That this House expresses its sincere sorrow at the death, on 2 November 1985, of the Honourable Alexander
Wilson Knight, a former member of this House, and places on record its acknowledgment of the valuable services
rendered by him to the Parliament and the people of Victoria as a member for the Melbourne West Province
from 1963 to 1979.

Alexander Wilson Knight died on 2 November, aged 61 years. He was a member for
Melbourne West Province from August 1963 until July 1979. He served this House,
Parliament, his electorate and the people of Victoria for sixteen years.
Alec Knight was born on 21 March 1924 in Collingwood. He lived nearly all his life in
the western suburbs in Spotswood and Seaholme. He was educated at Spotswood State
School and Royal Melbourne Technical School, becoming a State Electricity Commission
turbine driver. From 1941 to 1947 he served in the Australian Imperial Forces in the
Pacific and in the occupation forces in Japan. Before entering Parliament Mr Knight was
full-time Secretary of the Federated Engine Drivers and Firemen's Association of Australasia for nine years, from 1954 to 1963.
Mr Knight joined the Labor Party in 1953 and was president of the South Kingsville
branch from 1961 to 1962. Within Parliament Alec Knight served on the Printing Committee from 1963 to 1979, the State Development Committee from 1964 to 1979 and the
House Committee from 1973 to 1979. He was also the Labor Party Whip in the Legislative
Council for a short time during 1970.
Outside of Parliament, he was involved in many other Government and community
activities: he was a councillor of the City of Williamstown from 1957 to 1968 and the
mayor in 1962-63; a member of the Metropolitan Fire Brigades Board from 1962 to 1968
and a commissioner of the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works from 1963 to
1966; a justice of the peace; Vice-President of the West Newport Health and Recreation
Centre; Vice-President of the Spotswood Football Club; a member of the Altona North
High School Council and the Tottenham Technical School Council; and a long-time
member of the Spotswood-Kingsville branch of the Returned Services League.
He lost preselection for the Labor Party in 1977 and stood unsuccessfully as an independent candidate for the Melbourne West Province in 1979. That, in fact, resulted in his
leaving the Labor Party.
Alec Knight was married and had two children and five grandchildren. Condolences are
expressed, I am sure, by everybody here today to his wife, Leila, his son, Robert, and his
daughter, Mrs Kerry Devenish; and to his grandchildren, Daniel, Erin, Mathew, David
and Andrew. Alec was from a large family, and I express condolences from this House to
his surviving brothers, Steve, Jack, Jim, Bill, Donald and Frank, and to his surviving
sisters, Adele, Ina and Gladys.
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The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-It is with deep personal regret that I
support the motion moved by the Leader of the House. The late Alec Knight was one of
the most colourful members to grace this Chamber with his booming voice, which could
be heard out in Bourke Street from where he stood just beside the desk at which I now
stand. He gave no quarter in debate and expected none, yet he was respected on all sides
and had close friends in all parties. He did not take his disagreements out of the Chamber.
He might deride those who opposed his views as "silvertails from the salubrious suburbs",
to use one of his regular phrases, but that did not in any way interfere with the way in
which he met them on equal terms outside this Chamber.
Alec Knight was an assiduous local member. He was on many school committees. The
Leader of the House read out the names of a few of them, but there were more, and he
regularly attended those of which he was not a member as well. It always appeared to me
that the late Alec Knight gained his greatest satisfaction from achievements for his electorate. He worked very hard indeed for his electorate. All Ministers who had the honour of
serving during the period in which he was a back-bench member of the Labor Party know
full well that he was a good arm twister who did not give up in his fight for those whom he
represented. He genuinely regarded the western suburbs as suffering from a whole range of
deprivations, and he set out to remedy those as best he could; he never gave any quarter
in his fight for that area.
He was not a great orator, yet he was an effective speaker because the sincerity of his
opinions was always so evident. Two Bills immediately spring to mind on which he had
an influence, because of the sincerity of his views.
The first was the Lower Yarra Crossing Authority Bill in 1965. He fought for that Bill;
he had worked for it as a councillor; he had worked for it as a member of the interim
committee and he fought for it in this House, and yet he expressed the recognition that it
was going to mean the loss of homes of a large number of people in his electorate. He
pleaded with the Government to go out of its way and to go the second mile both in
compensation and relocation, and he never let up until those results were achieved. That
was a very effective achievement.
Some years later, we had before the House what was called the Phillip Island Development Bill, which proposed to place a levy on the use of the new bridge, except for residents
travelling to Phillip Island, to provide a fund to be used for the development of Phillip
Island and for the protection of its assets. Alec Knight fought against that Bill and said, "I
visit my aunty on Phillip Island every three months. As a matter of principle, I won't pay
that levy and I won't be able to visit my aunty". That perhaps sounded like an overstated
argument but Alec Knight said it with conviction and he pursued it outside this place with
the similar argument, "What say they charged you 50 cents to visit your relatives in an
elderly citizens home? A lot of people would go less frequently and a lot of people would
not go on principle." He fought the Bill on that basis.
I have used that example of Alec Knight's successful advocacy, which was simple but
successful many times at meetings over the years, to show that a back-bencher, even from
an Opposition party, can contribute. That Bill was dropped by the Government and the
issue raised by Alec Knight was a major factor in bringing about that result. He always
believed it was so, and he had great satisfaction in the fact that no toll was imposed on
that bridge.
Alec Knight gave a lifetime to public service. As to his record outside this place-the
Leader of the House has outlined that-those who are good at arithmetic would have
recognized that as his war service commenced in 1941 and he died the other day at the age
of 61, somebody made a mistake in allowing him at a rather early age-certainly under
18-to join the services to fi~t for his country. He was still young when he became a
member of the Federated EngIne Drivers and Firemen's Association of Australasia and he
was young at 30 when he became its State secretary. He was comparatively young at 38
when he became a member of this House. Throughout his life, he served those whom he
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regarded as in need of help and assistance and he gave them all the help and assistance he
could.
Mr President, I could say more. It was a tragedy that he erroneously decided, having
lost his preselection, to stand as an independent in the belief that he needed to do so to
protect his pension. He did not need to do so. He automatically incurred expulsion from
his party. I, for one, am very grateful that the consequences of that were not carried into
death and that there was a good representation of members across party lines at his funeral.
We ask that our condolences be conveyed to his wife and to all members of his family.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-The National Party supports this
motion. Alec Knight was truly one of the great identities of this House. Along with a
number of my colleagues, I had the opportunity of serving for some time in this House
while he was a member of this place. He had a very entertaining and forceful way of
speaking. It is funny that I wrote in my notes, when describing his voice, the word
"booming", which is the word the Honourable Alan Hunt used to describe Alec Knight.
When he was speaking there was no need to be summoned to the Chamber because one
knew he was speaking.
Frequently, honourable members would come into the Chamber to listen to him as Alec
Knight was an entertaining and forceful speaker. One would often find that attendance in
the Chamber would increase considerably when he began speaking. Alec Knight made an
important contribution to this place over the sixteen years that he was a member.
I judged Alec Knight to be a kind person; he was certainly a friendly person and shared
friendships across party lines. He would have a word or two with everyone. Members of
the National Party valued the friendship he extended to us.
Mr Hunt mentioned a memorable comment Alec made about the "salubrious suburbs"
and I remember well that he used to refer to Mr Wright as "Mallee Tours" because Mr
Wright's speeches roamed all over the Mallee. That was another original, classic phrase
that Alec Knight coined.
Alec Knight spent many years as a member of the former State Development Committee, and that was one of his $featest loves. When looking at his record, one finds that he
was a member of that committee from 1964 to 1979. He gave much attention to and was
deeply involved in the work of that committee. He took the responsibility of being a
member of the committee extremely seriously and involved himselfin wide-rangin~ issues
across Victoria. That work gave him a great insight into the issues comfrontlng the
committee and when he came into this Chamber he was able to contribute to the debates
on the legislation that resulted from many of the reports of the committee.
As has been mentioned, Alec Knight gave a lifetime of service to the community both
as a municipal councillor and as a member of Parliament. Members of the National Party
had great respect for him, and he had great respect for the institution of Parliament.
Throughout his time as a member of Parliament, Alec Knight upheld his respect for the
institution of Parliament and how it should operate.
With some degree of sadness, members of the National Party support the Dlotion and
offer our condolences to his wife and members of his family.
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 Alexander Wilson Knight.. the House
do now adjourn until five o'clock this day.

The motion was agreed to.
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The House adjourned at 3.18 p.m.

The PRESIDENT took the chair at 5.3 p.m.

GROUNDW AT ER (BORDER AGREEMENT) 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.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-I move:
That the Bill be printed and, by leave, the second reading be made an Order of the Day for later this day.

The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-Has this been discussed? Leave is
refused.
It was ordered that the Bill be printed and the second reading be made an Order of the
Day for the next day of meeting.
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

BAIL ACT
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-Is the Attorney-General prepared in this sessional period to introduce amendments to the Bail Act to deny bail to
persons charged with trafficking in large Quantities of heroin?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-Bail is a matter for the courts. There
is, of course, provision for appeal by both parties in respect of an initial bail application
and a decision thereon.
It is interesting that various people seem to be interested in going to the press without
taking the appropriate action. That applies both in relation to bail matters and in relation
to lenient sentences. I have noticed that honourable members opposite are very sloppy in
their work, if I may say so. Instead of writing to the Director of Public Prosecutions, as
they should if they are concerned about a particular case, so that further proceedings can
be laun.ched in time, they like to issue a press release and make a fuss about the matter
without taking the trouble to go through the proper channels. I suppose that is a test of
their sincerity.
Inherent in the honourable member's Question is a lack of confidence in the magistracy
and the jUdiciary. That lack of confidence is not shared by either the Government or me.
The Opposition is now openly expressing a lack of confidence in the magistracy and the
judiciary.
The PRESIDENT-Order! The Minister is now debating the matter.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-The interjections support that proposition, Mr President.

RURAL CRISIS
The Hon. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-I address my Question without
notice to the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs. I welcome the Government's offer
of support to sections of the primary producing sector in Victoria that are now under
critical financial stress. In view of the massive size of the problem and its effect on many
people on farms, and in view of the necessity to keep people on their land and in businesses, I ask the Minister: will an expanded interest subsidy scheme be available? Has the
Government approached the Federal Minister for Primary Industry, Mr Kerin, for additional rural adjustment funds for Victoria; if not, will the Minister so approach the Federal
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Minister? What additional financial backing will the Victorian Government provide from
its own resources to the Rural Finance Commission to ensure that the scheme that is
operating has sufficient financial backing to be effective in the large number of cases that
it will have to meet?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I have had
more than one discussion with Mr lan Morton of the Rural Finance Commission, particularly on the topic raised by the honourable member. I am conscious of the serious
financial difficulties that many farmers are facing, although I am pleased to note that the
worst predictions about Victoria's wheat crop will not be realized: the wheat crop will, in
fact, be better than it appeared would be the case in August or even in late September. I
do not mean to say that there are not serious financial difficulties, because there are.
The Hon. B. P. Dunn-One section has had a total crop failure.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER-One section has had a tough time. I have been at pains to
discuss the matter with the Rural Finance Commission to ensure that everything the
Government can do is done to make assistance available in the manner in which it is
needed. As the honourable member suggests, it may well be that, in many cases, an interest
subsidy approach is the proper one to take.
I should also indicate that additional funds have been made available to the Rural
Finance Commission to ease its job so that it can spread the resources it has further.
Mr Dunn asked about my Federal colleague, Mr Kerin, the Minister for Primary Industry. I shall be discussing the matter with Mr Kerin at a meeting I have arranged with him
in Adelaide on Friday.

REPETITION STRAIN INJURY AND FLUORIDE INGESTION
The Hon. D. E. HENSHAW (Geelong Province)-I direct a question to the Minister
for Health in respect of the ingestion of fluoride. Has the Minister seen press reports
suggesting a link between the incidence of repetition strain injury and fluoride ingestion
and, if so, what action has been taken to investigate such reports, to review the implications and whether these reports have any impact on the fluoridation of water supplies?
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-I have seen the reports. These reports
arose out of claims made by two Melbourne dentists on the basis of preliminary data that
the incidence of repetition strain injury could be associated with increased concentrations
of fluoride in samples of bone supportIng teeth.
Professor Elsdon Storey, Professor of Child Dental Health in the Department of Conservative Dentistry, University of Melbourne, has made an analysis of the study and, in a
report I recently received, has stated that no such linkage can be supported from the data
presented.
Professor Storey further states that his analysis shows that when fluoride values are
compared in the same bone, prepared in the same way, the level of fluoride in the bone
from individuals drinking water fluoridated at 1 part per million falls within the normal
range.
The interim report of the Repetition Strain Injury Committee of the National Occupational Health and Safety Commission states that the injury is an occupational health issue
and the data provided in the initial report of the two doctors does not establish a causal
link between repetition strain injury and fluoride ingestion.
Accordingly, the Government proposes to proceed with the fluoridation program because it not only benefits the teeth of children, but also recent evidence has highlighted
that fluoridation is reported to be associated with a reduced incidence of fractures in the
elderly. Far from being harmful, fluoride appears to accumulate in rarifying bone-that
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is, bone that is beginning to thin-and acts as part of a natural defence mechanism in
stabilizing bone, as does tooth enamel against dissolution.

HISTORIC CHURCH
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash Province)-Will the Minister for Planning and
Environment make available forthwith in the Library the files of his department and of
the Historic Buildings Council on the Methodist church, which was nearly demolished
last week-end, on the corner ofWilliams Road and Toorak Road, Toorak?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Planning and Environment)-Before I respond
directly to the question, I wish to make some comment on the church to which Mr Guest
refers. I thank him for asking the question which provides me with the opportunity of
putting the record straight which, I might say, Mr Guest has not helped because he has
been heard publicly to say that he thought the church was not much of an example and he
did not mind if it went.

Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT-Order! I suggest that the Leader of the Government answers the
question.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER-I guess Mr Guest is an Anglican, and I used to be a
Methodist, so we have different views about that church. The church was built in 1880.
The reality is that it was not a registered building. There has been a proposal to put the
church on the Historic Buildings Register as far back as 1981, but the previous Government determined, correctly in my view, not to register it at that time as an auction was
pending. Honourable members will be aware that the situation was regularized in recent
years so that when an auction is pending there is no mischievous capacity to put an
interim preservation order on a building or to register a building. Since then, there have
been numbers of submissions by the owners to use the church building, in its form prior
to demolition, for many different uses. Two or three of the suggested uses were well
regarded by the Historic Buildings Council. I indicate to honourable members that I have
in my possession a letter-The PRESIDENT-Order! The Minister for Planning and Environment is deviating
from the question, and I ask him to return to it.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER-Before I answer the question, I simply indicate that I have
a letter on file from the solicitors for the owners of the property promising the Government, and the previous Government, that the building would not be touched until a
determination was made regarding its future use.
It shall be quite proper for Mr Guest to have access to the file, and it is a proper
procedure to have the file made available in the Library. I shall let Mr Guest know as soon
as that can be arranged.

RELOCATION OF MINISTRY FOR PLANNING AND
ENVIRONMENT REGIONAL OFFICE
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-I refer the Minister for Planning and
Environment to persistent rumours circulating in the province I represent that the regional
office of the Ministry for Planning and Environment at Warmambool is to be relocated at
Geelong. I ask the Minister whether he is able and prepared to comment on that rumour.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Planning and Environment)-The answer is,
"No". I have no such intention and I have no knowledge of that proposal. I do not know
where Mr Hallam heard the rumour.
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1985 CEREAL CROP
The Hon. L. A. McARTHUR (Nunawading Province)-The Minister for Agriculture
and Rural Affairs is aware of the varied seasonal conditions in the grain-vowing areas of
this State and the importance of the coming harvest to the State and graln growers. Will
the Minister advise the House of the forecast by the Department of Agriculture and Rural
Affairs of the cereal harvest for 1985?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I have with
me a few figures that the House will be pleased to hear. This year's Victorian cereal crop is
expected to be 3·5 million tonnes, which is marginally below the 3·6 million tonnes
produced last year. That is a marvellous performance considering what farmers were
facing two or three months ago.
The forecasted wheat crop is approximately the fifth highest crop on record, so far as
the Government can tell, and the barley crop will be approximately the third highest on
record. The State average yield for both wheat and barley is expected to be extremely close
to the longer term figure of 1·7 tonnes a hectare for wheat and 1·25 tonnes a hectare for
barley. Oats are expected to yield approximately 3 per cent above average.
The 1985 season has been frustrating with all districts, as Mr Dunn knows, experiencing
below average rainfall at some stage. In the Wimmera, north and nort~-eastern regions,
rainfall has generally been adequate and average to above average, and some yields are
anticipated to be above average. However, in the Mallee, many cereal growers are now
experiencing their third poor season in the past four years.
In the Mallee, cereal yields are expected to average approximately 30 per cent below
normal, with some of the worst affected areas, and Mr Dunn mentioned those earlier,
yielding up to 60 per cent below normal. In the over-all figure, there are some real areas of
significant need, and that is the essence ofMr Dunn's original question.
The reason for the lower yields is because the prolonged dry conditions earlier in the
season delayed the sowing oflarge areas in the central Mallee and this retarded subsequent
growth badly. Significant numbers of farmers will require direct assistance, and the Government will do all it can to assist them.

PRE-SCHOOL EDUCATION
The Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Ballarat Province)-I refer the Minister for Community
Services to the interdepartmental committee she has established to review the operation
of pre-school education, and I ask whether it is a fact that the committee has forwarded a
questionnaire to all pre-schools in the State but, by resolution of the committee, has
specifically excluded teachers from participating in the questionnaire. If so, will the Minister direct the committee to withdraw that direction so that the review can involve all
people concerned with pre-school education in Victoria?
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-I thank Mr Knowles for
his question. It is true that the questionnaire has been circulated to all pre-schools in an
attempt to elicit some of the information that I mentioned recently in a Ministerial
statement. I am not aware that the committee has taken a resolution to the effect that
teachers will not, in any other way, be involved, but I shall investigate the matter and
supply the information to Mr Knowles.

FOSTER CARE PROGRAMS
The Hon. M. A. LYSTER (Chelsea Province)-I direct my question to the Minister for
Community Services. The Minister would be aware of the well-documented need for extra
resources in foster care programs across the State. Could the Minister provide details to
the House of the action her department has taken in that area?
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The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-I am pleased to say that
there has been some improvement in the funding of foster care schemes. When I mention
the figures involved, I am sure they will appear to be low to honourable members but the
department is working from, what is well known as a low base.
I have often said in this House that I intend to encourage and improve foster care
schemes, and this means an upgrading of funding. I am delighted to announce that in the
recent Budget the Government increased payments to foster parents by 6 per cent-a
significant achievement when one considers the various financial constraints. An additional clothing maintenance allowance for wards has been paid, supervisory fees to foster
care agencies have been increased by 50 per cent and an additional eleven staffing positions
have been provided for foster care agencies.

PROPOSED CRAIGIEBURN SALE-YARDS
The Hon. F. S. GRIMWADE (Central Highlands Province)-I direct a question to the
Leader of the House in his dual capacity as Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs and
Minister for Planning and Environment, concerning the proposed establishment of the
livestock sale-yards at Craigieburn. The proposed site is adjacent to the Hume Freeway
and the main railway lipe just outside the Craigieburn township; it is within the Shire of
Whittlesea which, I understand approves of the planning permit. However, the Shire of
Bulla, which Craigieburn is in, disapproves of the permit. What is the role of the Government or the Minister in the rationalization of these divergent views?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I should
preface my remarks by saying that this is an unusual circumstance because it is a totally
private enterprise proposal. Some agents who had previously-and some still do-functioned from the Newmarket sale-yards have been planning for some time to establish what
they hope will be major sale-yards at Craigieburn. They have isolated a piece of land that
they believe to be suitable.
The Ministry for Planning and Environment has considered the proposal from a planning point of view and has agreed that the site is suitable for sale-yards. I have met with
the proponents and have told them that there is no official reason why governments should
not support and offer the necessary permits. However, the State Government is not the
only permit issuing authority because local government is also involved. The establishment of sale-yards will involve a significant capital outlay. I do not have any information
that these people have made a final decision.
I know that municipal sale-yards near Melbourne, such as at Dandenong and Kyneton,
hope that they will have an increased throughput because of the closure of the Newmarket
sale-yards. It would be improper for the Government to stand in the way of a privatelyfunded sale-yards project, given that the right site is available and the proponents have
the resources to undertake the project. There is no finality to the matter. I expect to hear
from the people involved shortly, but there is no planning reason from the Ministry's
point of view, or from mine, why that site should not be developed in the way that has
been suggested.

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, FORESTS AND LANDS
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-I direct my question to the
Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands concerning the appalling state of affairs
which appears to exist in the accounts branch of the department and which has been
discussed in this House on previous occasions. On 25 February, the Shire of Bright lodged
a claim for fire damage reimbursement of some $53 000.
The Hon. J. H. Kennan-This year?
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-This year. The account is still outstanding. I raised the
matter with the Office of the Co-ordinator in Chief of Disaster Control last Friday and
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today I was advised in a note from the deputy director that the account has been located
in the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands. The note states:
The account has been located in the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands. Payment had been
approved by the Minister, but by oversight it had not been subsequentlyactioned. We have been advised that
the cheque will be dispatched today.

My question is in two parts. Firstly, is the Minister able to give the House a categoric
assurance that no other oversights are residing in the accounts branch and, secondly,
bearing in mind that the ratepayers of the Shire of Bright have been incurring overdraft
interest to the tune of$670 a month while this account has been outstanding, will she
agree to reimburse the shire for that overdraft interest, at least for the period since she
approved the original payment?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I am pleased
to inform Mr Baxter that the target I set for the payment of departmental accounts, which
meets with the Premier's requirements, will be met by the end of November. The specific
account that the honourable member mentioned, as he said, has been approved and I will
ensure that it is paid quickly. So far as oversights are concerned, when I can be assured
that there are no oversights in National Party policy about issues on conservation, forests
and lands, I shall assure the House that there are no oversights in my department.
In terms of the Government's interaction with the Shire of Bright, there are many issues
in that shire on which the Government is negotiating, including that of the airstrip, and I
am sure that the shire would not require any interest payment.

NATIONAL SOIL CONSERVATION PROGRAM
The Hon. M. J. SANOON (Chelsea Province)-My question is not directed to the
Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs in relation to shearing but it is directed to the
Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands with regard to soil conservation. Can the
Minister inform the House whether Victoria has received an allocation this year from the
National Soil Conservation Program and, if so, can she inform the House of how much
and what projects will be funded?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I thank the
honourable member for his question and for his abiding interest in conservation and soil.
I was delighted to hear from the Federal Government that the Federal Budget has allocated
more than $4·6 million this year to the National Soil Conservation Program. This represents a 43 per cent increase on last year's allocation.
The National Soil Conservation Program was initiated by the Federal Labor Government and the Minister for Primary Industry, Mr John Kerin, must be congratulated for
his commitment.
It is an unfortunate fact that the Commonwealth's level of involvement in soil conservation was allowed to run down and fragment under the previous Liberal Government
but now it has picked up not only in terms of the Federal Government's contribution but
also in terms of the State Government's contribution. Victoria's share of the National Soil
Conservation Program for 1985-86 is $533 000, which will go toward part funding fourteen separate projects.

My department will contribute $890 000 to these projects and further funding will come
from a range of State and Federal organizations, including the Department of Agriculture
and Rural Affairs, the Ministry of Education, the Rural Water Commission, La Trobe
University, the Commonwealth Scientific Industrial Research Organization as well as a
number of Victorian landholders. All up, funding for these projects represents a $2 million
contribution to soil conservation in this State, which is a remarkable and important
contribution.
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The projects include: conservation farming projects in north-western Victoria: erosion
control in the Glenelg River catchment; schools education and publicity programs; land
capability mapping of the northern slopes; demonstration projects in the Gippsland hills;
erosion control in the Werribee River catchment; and Statewide inventory for soil conservation needs.
These projects represent a genuine team approach to tackling the serious problem of
soil erosion and land degradation. They involve co-operation between the Commonwealth
and the States, between Government agencies and academic institutions, and between my
department and, most importantly, private landholders.

BENDIGO SALE-YARDS
The Hon. F. J. GRANTER (Central Highlands Province)-I raise with the Leader of
the House, in his capacity as Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs, a question relating
to sale-yards. Honourable members have already heard his answer regarding Craigieburn.
The question I ask the Minister relates to the Bendigo sale-yards.
I am aware that the Minister has directed that sale-yards be developed at Maiden Gully.
However, the development of sale-yards at CraitPeburn and Maiden Gully seems to be a
long way off. Would the Minister consider making available a maintenance grant to the
Bendigo City Council so that it can maintain the Bendigo sale-yards in a fitting condition
for the sale of stock over a period; or would the Minister grant a further extension of
tenure for the Newmarket sale-yards?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I might say
that it is a good try. I have been involved for some time with the Bendigo issue, as Mr
Granter would be aware. The department has done its best to assist in resolving the matter,
but I maintain that the key decision must always be made locally. I know that the Bendigo
council is carefully considering the matter. I shall consider the point Mr Granter makes,
but in saying that I am certainly not saying that any offer is necessarily being made; I shall
consider the matter.
In regard to the Newmarket sale-yards, the Government made it very clear more than
two years ago that it would undertake a two-year program for the closure of the Newmarket
sale-yards to allow for a very important development in the Lynch's Bridge area.
The Government was prepared to proceed with that program in September but, of
course, it was stopped from doing so by a move by the stock agents relating to an old Act
of Parliament of 1857, which has given the sale-yards a further short lease oflife. However,
stock agents know, as does the Government, that that is a temporary circumstance.
The Government hopes to proceed with the project at Lynch's Bridge in the very near
future. It will not consider an extension of the tenure at Newmarket.

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (PLANNING SCHEMES)
BILL
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Planning and Environment)-By leave, I
move:
That I have leave to bring in a Bill to make provision with respect to the operation and validity of certain
planning schemes.

The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-The Leader of the House was good
enough to raise the subject of the Bill with me this morning, but I indicated to him that I
would appreciate it ifhe would put the motion on notice in the normal way.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Planning and Environment)-In light ofMr
Hunt's comments, I desire to give notice that, on the next day of meeting, I will move:

Juries (Amendment) Bill
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That I have leave to bring in a Bill to make provision with respect to the operation and validity of certain
planning schemes.

JURIES (AMENDMENT) BILL
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General), by leave, moved for leave to bring in a
Bill to protect the confidentiality of jury deliberations, to amend the Juries Act 1967 and
for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

ADMINISTRATIVE ARRANGEMENTS
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-By leave, I
move:
That there be laid before this House a copy of Administrative Arrangements Order (No. 38) made punuant to
the Administrative Arrangements Act 1983.

The motion was agreed to.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs) presented the
order in compliance with the foregoing order.
It was ordered that the order be laid on the table.
On the motion of the Hon. HADDON STOREY (East Yarra Province), it was ordered
that the order 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:
Chiropractors and Osteopaths Registration Board-Report and financial statements for the year 1984 (two
papers).
Education Act 1958-Resumption ofland at Lakes Entrance-Certificate of the Minister for Education.
Housing Ministry-Report and financial statements for the year 1984-85.
Members of Parliament (Register oflnterests) Act 1978---Cumulative summary ofretums, October 1985.
Metropolitan Transit Authority-Report and financial statements for the year 1984-85.
Municipal Association Act 1907-Financial report on Local Government Investment Service Fund for the year
1984-85.
Pharmacy Board-Report for the year 1984.
Police Service Board-Determinations Nos 440 to 442.
River Improvement Act 1958-Minister's Notice of Intention dated 1 November 1985 to unite Avon River
Improvement District and Macalister River Improvement District.
Solar Energy Council-Report for the year 1984-85.
State Insurance Office-Report and accounts for the year 1984-85.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts of Parliament:
Estate Agents Act 1980-No. 340.
Mines Act 1958-No. 345.
Public Service Act 1974-PSD Nos 34 to 37.
Town and Country Planning Act 1961-No. 344.
Transport Act 1983-No. 343.
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Town and Country Planning Act 1961Bacchus Marsh-Shire of Bacchus Marsh Planning Scheme-Amendment No. 36.
Hamilton-City of Hamilton Planning Scheme-Amendment No. 14.
Melbourne Metropolitan Planning Scheme-Amendments No. 282, Part 4 (with two maps); and No. 283, Part
1 (with 22 maps).
Mildura-City of Mildura Planning Scheme-Amendment No. 67A.
Mornington-Shire of Mornington Planning Scheme 1959-Amendment No. 174.
Morwell-Shire of Morwell Planning Scheme 1977-Amendment No. 29, 1985.
Pakenham-Shire ofPakenham Planning Scheme, Part I-Amendment No. 37.
Phillip Island Planning Scheme-Amendment No. 19, Part 2.
Seymour Planning Scheme-Amendment No. 93.
Shepparton-City of Shepparton Planning Scheme-Amendment No. 94.
SherbrookeShire ofSherbrooke Planning Scheme 1979 (Rural Areas)-Amendments No. 17, 1984; and No. 31.
Shire ofSherbrooke Planning Scheme 1979 (Urban Areas)-Amendment No. 6, 1982.
Tambo-Shire ofTambo (Lakes Entrance) Planning Scheme-Amendment No. 61.
Wangaratta Sub-Regional Planning Scheme (Shire ofWangaratta)-Amendment No. 2, 1985.
Transport Act 1983-Minister's Order dated 8 November 1985 transferring certain assets and liabilities from
the State Transport Authority to the Metropolitan Transit Authority.
Transport Borrowing Agency-Report for the year 1984-85.
Transport Ministry-Report and financial statements for the year 1984-85.

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

ORDER OF BUSINESS
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I move:
That the consideration of Order of the Day, Government Business, No. 1, be postponed until later this day.

The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-Mr President, does the Leader of the
Government have a reason for the postponement of this Order of the Day? The Opposition is prepared to continue with it.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs) (By /eave)-Mr
President, I am happy to respond. The Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands
asked for further time for discussions on the National Parks (Alpine National Park) Bill. I
am willing to accept that, but it is quite unprecedented for the Leader of the Opposition to
intimate that I do not know how to order Government business on a day of Government
business.
The Hon. W. A. LANDERYOU (Doutta Galla Province)-On that point, if the Leader
of the Opposition takes that position in the piquish way in which he has done, the same
point could be taken with respect to private members' business. I should have thought
that would have been the last thing to which the Opposition would want to draw attention.
One has only to consider the poor way in which the Opposition has managed its affairs
when presenting business to the House during the past couple of years. The Opposition
jumped from one item to another, and Notices of Motion, which have been given with
great passion when read to the House, have not been debated. I should have thought that
would be the last churlish point the Leader of the Opposition in this place would have
taken.
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-On the point that has been raised, the
Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands informed me that she would not be proceed-
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ing with that Bill today, but I wonder whether the Minister would indicate when the Bill
will proceed?
The PRESIDENT-Order! I do not think it is necessary for the Minister for Agriculture
and Rural Affairs to explain the postponement of Order of the Day, Government Business,
No. 1. It has been consistent practice that it is up to the Government to indicate the order
of business and the way in which that business should proceed. The Government is doing
so; therefore, there is no need for further debate on this issue.
The motion was agreed to.

HOUSING (COMMONWEALTH-STATE-NORTHERN
TERRITORY AGREEMENT) 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 Commonweath-State Housing Agreement 1984 was signed by the Premier on behalf
of Victoria on 12 March 1985 and supersedes the 1981 agreement.
The agreement provides that the Parliaments of the Commonwealth, each of the States,
and the Northern Territory should signify their adoption of the agreement by means of
ratifying legislation. That is the purpose of the Bill.
The agreement is an important social document in that it sets out principles to guide
the development of public housing. The twin objectives are to alleviate housing-related
poverty and to ensure that housing assistance is, so far as possible, delivered equitably to
residents of different forms of housing. The spirit of the agreement is that every Australian
has a basic right to adequate and affordable housing.
The agreement provides that priority for granting assistance should be based on need
and that housing should be provided in such a way as to avoid social stigma and related
problems so frequently associated with the provision of public housing in the past.
Commonwealth funding provided to Victoria under this agreement in 1984-85 amounted
to $148 million, and the Commonwealth has already announced its 1985-86 agreement
allocation of $156 million. These amounts follow on from the Hawke Government's first
allocation under the former agreement, in 1983-84 of $138 million, and contrast with
agreement allocations to Victoria of$81 million and $60 million in the previous two years.
The allocation of these amounts reflects the huge problem of housing-related poverty
facing the community. In Victoria some 127000 households are eligible for Ministry of
Housin$ rental assistance. Most of these households are paying an unacceptably high
proportIon of their income to meet their housing requirements, and many are living in
overcrowded or sub-standard accommodation. This is a ten-year agreement in order to
provide certainty of arrangements and funding.
Around 95 per cent of the Ministry's new tenants are eligible for rent rebates because of
low incomes. The agreement provides that tenants who are on low incomes should continue to receive rent rebates. In this context, rent rebates will cost the Ministry of Housing
some $50 million in 1985-86 but one of the Government's disappointments with the new
agreement is that it does not provide for the Commonwealth to meet this cost. It is by its
nature very clearly an income security cost and thus, the Government would argue, a
Commonwealth responsibility.
Against this there are several very positive aspects of the agreement which I bring to the
attention of the House.
Firstly, the agreement provides for the introduction of cost rents. In the long term this
should lead to significantly lower rents for public tenants. Secondly the agreement pro-
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vides for specific housing assistance programs including pensioner housing, Aboriginal
housing, crisis accommodation, mortgage and rent relief, and local government and community housing. Thirdly, the local government and community housing program will
provide assistance to local government and community groups to buy, lease or upgrade
housing and to establish co-operative arran~ements to assist in meeting local housing
needs. Fourthly, the agreement provides for Innovative financing arrangements to assist
low income earners into home ownership. Victoria's Capital Indexed Loan SchemeCAPIL-which links repayments to income, was developed within the framework of this
agreement.
The agreement provides the basis for the implementation of the Government's housing
policies in Victoria. The principles which it espouses provide a framework for the equitable distribution of available funds according to housing need.
These policies and principles are now being translated into practice by the Victorian
Government. Considerable progress has been made in implementing cost rents, local
government and community housing, estate improvement, and a good standard of public
housing in good locations. I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of the Hon. H. R. Ward, for the Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western
Province), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 19.

MARKETING OF PRIMARY PRODUCTS AND EGG INDUSTRY
STABILIZATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
. The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

It makes several separate amendments to the Marketing of Primary Products Act 1958

and to the Egg Industry Stabilization Act 1983. Details are included in the notes on clauses
that are printed with the Bill, and I shall therefore confine my remarks to the main issues.
Under the Marketing of Primary Products Act, eggs are vested in the Victorian E~
Marketing Board, and the board makes deductions from the returns paid to producers In
order to cover marketing charges and the costs of administration. Because of the current
provisions of the Act, the board bases its deductions on the number of dozen eggs produced and delivered to the board or its agents, or sold under contract by the producer.
This is unduly cumbersome from an administrative point of view. There would be considerable savings if the deductions were based on the amount of quota allocated to poultry
farmers, instead of the number of eggs produced.
While still retaining the existing provisions as a basic principle, it is proposed that, as
an alternative, the board may be allowed to enter into contracts under which producers
would agree to pay a contribution towards marketing and administrative charges, calculated on the basis of the number of units of hen quota held by the producer.
The board believes the deductions to be made under the alternative procedure I have
outlined will be fixed at a level that will be more attractive to producers than the present
charge based on the number of eggs produced because reduced requirements in administration and in supervising the movements of eggs will save about $200 000 a year. The
proposed amendment has the potential to assist the board in its marketing arrangements
and to reduce costs without diminishing the existing rights of producers.
Turnin~ now to the amendments that are to be made to the Egg Industry Stabilization
Act, the SItuation is that, under that Act, licences to keep hens can be issued to only bona
fide poultry farmers-subject to various exceptions, such as the issue of a licence to a
person to act as the nominee of a company'. However, when the current licensing season
expires on 30 June 1986, it will not be possIble to renew those licences because the holders
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are not bona fide poultry farmers. The capacity to issue a licence to a person who is the
nominee of the Crown or an educational institution and who is not a bona fide poultry
farmer has also been questioned. A somewhat similar position arises regarding company
nominees, in that there is no power to transfer a licence from one company nominee to
another. This is obviously a need that could arise in the future. The amendments set out
in clause 6 will overcome these procedural deficiencies. I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of the Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Ballarat Province), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 19.

FORESTS (WOOD PULP AGREEMENT) (AMENDMENT) BILL
The Hon. J. E. KI~ER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

Its purpose is to give effect to an agreement which amends and extends the present supply
agreement with APM Ltd, formerly known as Australian Paper Manufacturers Ltd, under
which it secures its raw material of softwood pulpwood from State plantations.
The current softwood supply agreement with the cOJ:npany forms a schedule to, and was
given effect by, the Forests (Wood Pulp Agreements) Act 1974. This agreement made
provision for the ·supply of softwood pulpwood to the company from State plantations in
the Erica, Neerim, Mirboo and Yarram localities of 8500 cubic metres annually during
the years 1974:-1975 to 1978-1979 rising to 100 000 cubic metres annually during the
years 1999-2000 to 2003-2004..
The amending agreement, which forms the schedule to this Bill, extends the original
agreement for a further twenty years and confirms the Government's commitment to
provide 200 000 cubic metres of softwood pulpwood each year during this extended
period. It also increases the area of supply eastwards to the Mitchell River in Gippsland,
thus giving increased scope for the purchase of additional land and the development of
new plantations.
Under the amended agreement APM Ltd will make payments totalling $950 000 by 30
March 1988. The terms of these payments and the basis of royalty payments during the
extended period were negotiated in close consultation with the Government. The early
payments will assist in the purchase of land for the plantation development that is necessary to provide for the increased supply commitments.
It should be noted that the planned pulpwood supplies will come largely from the
removal of smaller sized and defective trees as thinnings, which are important for the
economic management of plantations for the production of large size, good quality trees
for sawlogs and higher value products.
The royalty rates applicable to the pulpwood supplied from 2004 onwards will be based
on the average rate paid under other comparable agreements or long-term licences but will
be subject to an additional charge of 10 per cent.
APM Ltd is one of Australia's largest companies, with interests in pulp and paper,
forests, packaging, transport, international trading, security and computer systems. The
company commenced production of pulp and paper at the Maryvale mill some 45 years
ago and it has progressively invested funds in updating and expanding the capacity of the
mill. About 1500 people are currently employed at the mill and in associated forestry
activities, making it one of Victoria's largest industries.
In 1984, a new $160 million expansion, which ipcludes a new pine kraft mill, was
completed boosting the complex's 200000 tonnes a year capacity for wood pulp production to a total capacity now of over 3.50 000 tonnes a year. The Maryvale complex now
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embraces three pulp mills and four paper machines, which can produce about 280 000
'
tonnes of paper and paperboard annually.
The company now plans a $50 million expansion project to diversify production into a
range of papers commonly used in offices and computer operations. These developments
are tangible evidence of the confidence that industry has in developments in Victoria, and
the Government wholeheartedly supports these developments, which will lead to improved international competitiveness for the company and will make jobs more secure
and improve the employment opportunities in one of the State's main growth centresthe Latrobe Valley.
The company itself has extensive areas of softwood plantations in Gippsland-some
41 000 hectares all told-which provide the majority of the softwood pulpwood currently
required by the company, with the balance coming from State plantations. The Government has given an assurance to the company that additional supplies will be provided.
Even so, the majority of the softwood pulpwood required will be derived from the company's own plantations.
The Government will, of course, continue to honour the current agreement for pulpwood supply and it will extend the agreement period and increase its commitment for the
supply of wood from State plantations as referred to earlier and as set out in detail in the
schedule to the Bill. I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of the Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 19.

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

Its purpose is to close a portion of Moorabool Street, Geelong, to permit the City of
Melbourne to surrender the Newmarket sale-yards and abattoirs site to the Crown; to
repeal Acts related to the operation of a stock market at that sale-yards site; and to revoke
a Crown grant and permanent reservations in respect of Crown land that is more urgently
required for other purposes.
MOORABOOL STREET, GEELONG
The first matter dealt with in the Bill is the closure of the extension ofMoorabool Street,
Geelong, north of Eastern Beach Road. This section of road, which was formerly used as
access to the former Steamboat Pier, was vested in the Geelong Harbor Trust Commissioners, now the Port of Geelong Authority, under the Geelong Harbor Trust Act 1905.
I t has been found that the vesting of the subject portion of Moorabool Street in the
commissioners did not extinguish the public rights established by a proclamation of that
land as a road in 1893. It is now proposed that this land be redeveloped, together with
adjoining foreshore land, as part of the Geelong "City by the Bay" project. The land has
not been accessible for use for road purposes for about a year.
The Crown Solicitor's advice was sought as to whether action under existing legislation
could be taken in the circumstances to extinguish the public rights to use the land as a
road. The advice received was that closure should be effected by the enactment of special
legislation. Clause 3 of the Bill authorizes the closure of the portion of road and extinguishes the public rights established by the road proclamation. Enactment of the provision
wil! not affect the vesting of the land in the Port of Geelong Authority. The Geelong City
Council, the Geelong Regional Commission and the Port of Geelong Authority have
agreed to the road closure.
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NEWMARKET SALE-YARDS
The second matter covered by the Bill concerns the Newmarket sale-yards and abattoirs
site at Racecourse and Smith field roads, Flemington. This land was granted to the City of
Melbourne by way of Crown grants dated 30 August 1856, which were ratified by Act 21
Victoria No. 11, known as the Melbourne Markets Act 1857. The sale-yards grant restricted use of that site to that ofa cattle market, while the abattoirs grant restricted use to
slaughtering of cattle.
The land is proposed to be redeveloped for public open space including a riverfront
park, community facilities and housing as part of the Government initiated redevelopment strategy in the Lynch's Bridge project. That project was established in August 1982
to consider the best future use of some major sites, most publicly owned, in the inner-west
suburbs of Footscray, Kensington and Flemington. All involved Government departments and authorities, the Melbourne and Footscray city councils and the local community were represented on the steering committee for the project.
Agreement had been reached with the Melbourne City Council for surrender of the saleyards land to the Crown but, before completion of the dealing, the Supreme Court granted
an injunction, sought by a stock and station agent, restraining the council from closing the
sale-yards and surrendering the sale-yards land. As this land is the remaining operative
site authorized as a stock market under the Melbourne Markets Act 1857, the repeal of
that Act is provided for in the Bill.
Before the injunction was granted, it was intended that provision be made only for the
repeal of the 1857 Act and consequential amendments of the Local Government Acts of
1890 and 1958. However, legal advice obtained recently has resulted in further provisions
being included to extinguish the market, permit the City of Melbourne to surrender the
sale-yards site to the Crown and to repeal the Newmarket Sheep Sales Act 1974. These
additional provisions will remove legal obstacles that were brought to attention by the
granting of the injunction, thus enabling closure of the market and the vacant possession
of the sale-yards being available to the Crown. The Bill also provides authority for the
City of Melbourne to surrender the abattoirs site to the Crown.
PUBLIC RECREATION RESERVE, FLEMINGTON
In connection with the Lynch's Bridge project, the Bill also contains provision for the
reservation for public recreation purposes of 1·295 hectares of Crown land at the corner of
Smithfield and Epsom roads, Flemington to be revoked so that the land may be rezoned
for a commercial development. The reserve contains several tennis courts in disrepair and
large areas of open space are to be provided in more suitable locations in accordance with
the project strategy. The Melbourne City Council is agreeable to the revocation of the
permanent reserve and particulars of the reserve are contained in item six of part I of the
schedule to the Bill.
The other provisions in the Bill deal with parcels of permanently reserved Crown land
which are either no longer required for the purpose for which they are reserved or are
more urgently required for other purposes. Excision of those lands is necessary to enable
use other than for the purposes of the reservation, and the Bill contains provisions that
achieve those excisions. The specific parcels of land are described and shown by plans in
the schedule to the Bill.
SANDHURST WATER SUPPLY RESERVE
The first item in part I of the schedule to the Bill relates to land that is required in
connection with the upgrading of the Calder Highway between Melbourne and Bendigo
by the Road Construction Authority. The improvements planned include progressive
duplication and proposals have been developed for a generally divided highway between
Big Hill and Kangaroo Flat. The highway duplication is required to allow an improved
alignment with a reduced number of curves to meet present-day standards of alignment
and safety, sufficient width of median to retain the excellent tree cover and to reduce
headlight glare.
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In the Big Hill-Kangaroo Flat section of road, the existing 3-chain wide State highway
passes through Crown land that is permanently reserved and known as the Sandhurst
Water Supply Reserve. The reserve has an area of some 1700 hectares. Four small strip
portions of the reserve, having a total area of 1·33 hectares, are required to accommodate
cut and fill batters and to provide sufficient clearance for the authority's service plant. The
road duplication proposal has little effect on the reserved land and timber removal will be
kept to a minimum.
The reserve is managed by the Rural Water Commission, which is agreeable to the
proposal. The Land Conservation Council is also agreeable to the portions of reserved
land being used for road purposes. Excision of the four parcels of land from the reserve
will enable the land to be used for road purposes.
RIVIERA HARBORS DEVELOPMENT, PAYNESVILLE
The second item in part I of the schedule to the Bill refers to land at Paynesville that is
required to improve the efficiency of the design of a multi-million dollar canal-based
housing development, known as Riviera Harbors, by East Gippsland Properties Ltd.
The subject land consists of two parcels of Crown land having a total area of 6·691
hectares, which are portions of the permanent reservation for public purposes of 1881,
and which covers the Gippsland Lakes and frontages thereto. These parcels of land adjoin
a large area of freehold land owned by the developer and, upon excision from the reservation, would be sold to the developer and used for services such as roads or canals or
disposed of by the company in accordance with the subdivision of the land.
Both parcels of Crown land are now some considerable distance from the waters edge of
Lake King and McMillan Strait, as a result of the waters edge having receded from the
1881 alignment.
All involved Government departments and authorities are agreeable to the proposal.
The local community and tourists will benefit from the proposed development as 22
hectares of Crown land within the permanent reservation and adjacent to the proposed
development will receive fill from the project and be developed as passive parkland at no
cost to the State. The Shire of Bairnsdale is to be appointed as the committee of management to manage and control that parkland.
FAWKNER CREMATORIUM AND MEMORIAL PARK
The third area of3·467 hectares is a portion of the Fawkner Crematorium and Memorial
Park Reserve no longer required for cemetery or crematorium purposes. The land was
purchased in the early 1950s with funds provided by the Fawkner Crematorium and
Memorial Park Trust, which is the managing body for the reserve.
However, the land has proved to be unsuitable for burials because it is extremely rocky
and would require extensive and costly filling to make it suitable for the purpose. The
trust has sufficient land for memorialization to meet that need in the foreseeable future.
In any case, development of the land for cemetery purposes would almost certainly bring
critiCIsm as the land is bounded on three sides by residential development.
In the circumstances, the trust has suggested that the land be sold and that proceeds of
the sale be returned to it. Any funds returned would be used to help defray the costs of the
development of the northern park annexe of the cemetery in Box Forest Road, Glenroy
and a major new cemetery at Bundoora. The Government agrees with the trust's suggestion.
The Bill excises the subject land from the reservation, thus allowing that land to become
available for sale.
CENTRE FOR CONTEMPORARY ART, SOUTH YARRA
The Bill also proposes the excision of an area of about 390 square metres from the
permanent reservation for public park and gardens at Dallas Brooks Drive, South Yarra.
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The purpose of this excision is to enable necessary extensions to be made to the Australian
Centre for Contemporary Art building to increase available exhibition space and associated facilities. The Australian Centre for Contemporary Art was established to advance all
branches of contemporary visual arts.
The existing building is a former gardener~s cottage, and occupies 216 square metres of
land excised for this purpose by the Revocation and Excision of Crown Reservations Act
1983. After excision, the land was reserved for the purpose of a contemporary art centre.
The buildin$ was opened on 17 September 1983, after substantial alterations, but has been
found to be Inadequate to meet the needs and objectives of the centre.
After this further excision, the land which is virtually that which is fenced in as the yard
of the centre, will be rereserved as an addition to the contemporary art centre reserve.
STATE RESEARCH FARM, WERRIBEE
The land referred to in item five of part I of the schedule to the Bill is an area of 1·467
hectares to be excised from the State research farm at Werribee to enable it to be reserved
for the purposes of facilities and services for tourists.
The Shire ofWerribee desires to establish a tourist information centre, park and convenience centre in the interests of assistance to tourists and to service the local developing
Hoppers Crossing community as a passive recreation area. The most suitable site for the
project is an area of 1·467 hectares being a portion of the State research farm reserve at the
corner of the Princes Highway and Hoppers Lane. The State research farm reserve is an
area of some 47 hectares of Crown land which is permanently reserved in the interest of
agricultural research and is managed by the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs.
It is proposed that a tourist information centre be erected on the site and that a toilet
block, two barbecues, picnic tables and a children's playground be provided in a landscaped setting. The Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs is agreeable to the excision, which can be effected only by authorizing legislation. I commend the Bill to the
House.
On the motion of the Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province), the debate was adjourned.

'. .

It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 19.

TRANSPORT (VICTORIAN PORTS AUTHORITY) BILL
This Bill was received from the Assembly and, on the motion of the Hon. J. H.
KENNAN (Attorney-General), was read a first time.

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

This small Bill has two main purposes. Firstly, it proposes a variation in the conditions
applicable to the operation of the floodlights at the ground. The present conditions were
established by the Melbourne Cricket Ground Act 1984. The 1984 Act allowed operation
of the floodlights: on such days and in conjunction with such activities as are approved by
the Governor in Council, with the consent of the Minister for Conservation, Forests and
Lands, for the purpose of aligning, testing, commissioning or repairing the floodlights; and
for the purpose of playing cricket on ten days during the period 1 November each year
until 31 March in the following year.
The operation of the floodlights for the purpose of alignment, testing or repairs during
daylight hours has a negli~ble effect on the surrounding neighbourhood. The Government
considers that the operatIOn of the lights during daylight hours should be allowed at the
discretion of the Melbourne Cricket Ground trustees, and that the consent of the Minister
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should not be necessary in these circumstances. However, any such testing at night will
still require the consent of the Minister.
Similarly, the Government considers that the trustees should be given the power to
operate the lights between the hours of 10 a.m. and 6 p.m. to provide sufficient light to
continue activities on the ground during dull weather when there is insufficient natural
light. This will enable activities such as one-day cricket matches and football matches to
be continued with safety. Once again, the effect of the lights on surrounding areas during
these hours will be negligible.
Secondly, the Bill proposes a small alteration to the membership of the trustees, consequent upon the recent reorganization of the Victorian Football League. The Melbourne
Cricket Ground Act 1933 provides for the trustees of the ground to include ex-officio
representation by the President of the Victorian Football League and for one of the sixteen
persons appointed as trustees by the Governor in Council to be a person nominated by
the league. That Act, as a result of amending legislation in 1983, established a ground
policy committee which develops policy for the use and management of the ground and
has the president of the league as one of its members. In a reorganization of the administration of the league, the position of the Chairman of the Victorian Football League was
created to replace that of President of the Victorian Football League.
The Bill amends the 1933 Act to alter the Victorian Football League representation on
the trusteeship of the ground to two persons appointed by the Governor in Council on the
nomination of the Victorian Football League. The league representation on the ground
policy committee is to be altered to one trustee nominated by the league. These changes
will obviate the need for further amendments to the 1933 Act in the event of further
changes in the structure of the league and will give it more flexibility in its representation.
The opportunity has also been taken of updating all references in the 1933 Act to the
Minister for Youth, Sport and Recreation to the current portfolio of Minister for Sport
and Recreation. I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of the Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 19.

EVIDENCE (AMENDMENT) BILL
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The Bill has several objects. Firstly, it provides that the Family Conciliation Centre, a
pilot project funded by the Commonwealth Government and desiped to assist in the
resolution of family disputes which involve parties outside the ambit of the Family Law
Act, receives protection under the Evidence Act for all communications given in confidence at a family mediation conference. The effect of this provision is to provide the same
protection to staff, mediators and participants acting in good faith in the course of a family
mediation as currently applies to the respective parties, staff and marriage counsellors
conducting counselling sessions under the Family Law Act.
Secondly, the Bill amends section 72 of the Evidence Act to allow for the signature of
the Surveyor-General rather than the Minister in respect of certain plans, documents and
papers to be admissible in evidence. The intention of this amendment is to remove an
onerous administrative duty from the personal responsibility of the Minister.
Thirdly, the Bill amends the Evidence Act to reduce the volume of routine paperwork
coming before the Executive Council. The amendments proposed would devolve to the
Secretary to the Law Department responsibility for the appointment oflicensed shorthand
examiners, and the declaration in the Government Gazette of officers to which sections
53A and 79 of the Evidence Act apply.
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Fourthly, the Bill implements recommendations 81 and 82 of the Shorter Trials Committee chaired by His Honour Mr Justice McGarvie.
Finally, the Bill amends the Evidence Act to make it clear that copies of business
records, such as books of account made in the ordinary course of business, are admissible
evidence where the original documents have been destroyed.
The Noble Park Family Conciliation Centre, which is located at 35 Buckley Street,
Noble Park, is one of two pilot projects funded by the Commonwealth Attorney-General's
Department. The centre provides free and confidential information to family members
with the aim of assisting them resolve family disputes. The project is established on an
administrative basis by the Commonwealth Government and there is no legislative protection for its operation.
The Family Court has jurisdiction over members of a family where the husband and
wife are married. Where partners are not married, State law covers such matters as
property rights, child custody and maintenance of children. Commonwealth law provides
for persons to be appointed as marriage counsellors to assist in bringing together the
parties to a marriage to resolve breakdowns in the relationship. Marriage counsellors are
able to conduct counselling sessions in absolute confidence as the Family Law Act specifically protects information revealed during these sessions from subsequent publication in
court and other proceedings. Many family disputes do not invoke the protection of the
Family Law Act because disputes may involve de facto spouses or grandparents and
grandchildren, or disputes between siblings, all of which are governed by State laws.
One of the aims of family conciliation is to provide a worth-while alternative for those
family members unable to use the facilities of the Family Court. In order to function
effectively the confidentiality of those services must be adequately protected. The question
of confidentiality has been recognized in the establishment of community justice centres
in New South Wales and New Zealand, although the provisions which govern privilege in
those cases are slightly different to the proposals in the Bill owing to the different nature of
their work.
The amendments proposed by clause 5 would confer similar confidentiality provisions
to family conciliations as those which apply to marriage counselling sessions under the
Family Law Act. Apart from the Noble Park centre a family law mediation service pilot
project is being jointly conducted by the Marriage Guidance Council and the Lepl Aid
Commission. At present, lawyers working on this project have become authonzed as
marriage counsellors under the Family Law Act to obtain the benefit of the confidentiality
provisions. This benefit only applies to the mediation sessions between marriage partners,
however.
In order that the operation of the Noble Park Family Conciliation Centre and the pilot
project proceeds smoothly, it is essential that the confidentiality provisions contained in
the Bill be passed as soon as possible.
Clause 6 removes the reference to the Governor in Council contained in section 53A of
the Evidence Act and in its stead inserts a reference to the Secretary to the Law Department. Under this section the Governor in Council may by order declare that the holders
of certain offices or other persons shall be entitled to certify reproductions of certain
documents and that the signatures of such office holders or other persons shall be admissible in evidence without further proof. The intention of the amendment contained in
clause 6 is to empower the secretary to declare those office holders or other persons thereby
removing this routine administrative matter from the Governor in Council and transferring the responsibility to the Secretary to the Law Department.
Clause 8 re-words section 72 of the Evidence Act to delete reference to the Minister of
Lands and to insert reference to the Surveyor-General. The re-wording takes account of
the fact that a number of administrative arrangements orders have been in force from
time to time since the enactment of the section, and provides for the signatures of these

836

COUNCIL

12 November 1985

Evidence (Amendment) Bill

various Ministers who have been authorized to certify documents under those administrative arrangements orders to continue to be judicially recognized. The intention of the
amendment is to remove an onerous administrative responsibility from the Minister and
to tradsfer that responsibility to the Surveyor-General.
Clause 9 empowers the secretary to declare by notice published in the Government
Gazette any office, court or body to which section 79 of the Evidence Act applies. This
section provides for all courts and persons acting judicially to take notice of the signatures
of persons who occupy particular offices declared by order of the Governor in Council.
The amendment removes a routine administrative task from the Governor in Council
and transfers this task to the Secretary to the Law Department.
Clause 10 is another measure designed to reduce the volume of routine paperwork
coming before the Executive Council. This clause would amend section 139 of the Evidence Act to empower the secretary to appoint examiners of shorthand writers.
Clause 11 implements recommendations 81 and 82 of the Shorter Trials Committee
report. Recommendation 81 states that a judge should be given power to direct, at a pretrial hearing or at the trial, with the consent of all parties, that, in the interests ofjustice:
(a) particular facts may be proved in a manner other than in accordance with the rules
of evidence;
. (b) particular exhibits may be admitted into evidence without proof;
(c) particular evidence may be read or a statement of it tendered without the witness
being called; and

(cl) particular facts may be treated as admitted or established without evidence.

Proposed section 149B seeks to implement this recommendation. The report anticipates
that these measures will reduce the length of trials. As the report states, the essence of the
traditional criminal trial in Victoria is that facts must be proved by oral evidence. In
practice the appearance and cross-examination of witnesses can take considerable time.
Uncontested evidence presented by way of written statement would effect considerable
savings in court time.
Recommendation 82 is that a judge at a pre-trial hearing and the trial judge should have
a discretion to vary or discharge any direction given earlier but, since the original direction
is by consent, no direction should be varied or discharged without like consent. Proposed
section 149c seeks to implement this recommendation with the following modification:
the power of a judge to vary or dischar~e an earlier consent direction may be exercised,
reprdless of whether consent to the vanation or discharge is given, if in the interests of a
faIr trial that variation or discharge is required.
This modification to the original recommendation was made only after further consultations with His Honour Mr Justice McGarvie. It is designed to safeguard the position of
an accused person who consented to a direction which subsequently proved to be greatly
to the accused's disadvantage and where the prosecution or another accused would not
consent to the variation or discharge of that direction.
The Government hopes that the amendments contained within this Bill and the other
recommendations of the Shorter Trials Committee which are included within other Bills
coming before the House will quickly lead to a reduction in the length of trials within the
State of Victoria. The Government remains committed to pursuing all avenues of improving the efficiency and fairness of our system ofjustice.
Finally, clause 4 amends the definition of "film" contained in section 3 of the Act to
specifically include "microfiche" documents, and clause 7 amends section 58B of the Act.
Although it is arguable that the existing definition includes "microfiche", the amendment
will put this beyond doubt. Section 58B is amended by the addition of a new sub-paragraph
(c) which is intended to make it clear that where, in the ordinary course of business, a copy
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of the original book of account is made-including microfiche and other copies-and that
copy in effect becomes the book of account due to the destruction of the original document,
then the copy book of account is admissible in evidence. Again it is arguable that the
existing legislation covers this case but it is felt desirable to make this explicit.
In proposing this amendment, the Government has acted on the advice of Mr Robert
Redlich, QC and Mr Douglas Meagher, QC, both of whom have extensive experience and
expertise in the law relating to commercial crime. 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.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 19.

The sitting was suspendedJrom 6.30 p.m. until 8.3 p.m.

JOINT SITTING OF PARLIAMENT
Deakin University
The PRESIDENT-I have received the following communication from the Minister
for Education:
Dear Mr President,
The statutes relating to Deakin University provide for the appointment by the Governor in Council of three
members of Parliament to the governing council-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
for the purpose by the members present at the sitting.
I should be grateful if you would arrange for such a joint sitting to recommend members for appointment to
the following vacancies:
Deakin University Council
(Deakin University Act 1974, Section 7 (I) (a»
(4 year term of office ending 31 December 1989)
Present members are:
Harley Rivers Dickinson, MP
The Honourable David Mylor Evans, MLC
The Honourable David Ernest Henshaw, MBE, MLC
Yours sincerely,
IANCATHIE
Minister for Education

I have also received the following message from the Assembly:
Mr President,
The Legislative Assembly acquaint the Legislative Council that they have agreed to the following resolution:
That this House meets the Legislative Council for the purpose of sitting and voting together to choose three
members of the Parliament of Victoria to be recommended for appointment to the Council ofDeakin University,
and proposes that the place and time of such meeting be the Legislative Assembly Chamber on Wednesday, 27
November 1985 at six o'clock, with which they desire the concurrence of the Legislative Council.

The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-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 council ofDeakin University and, as proposed by
the Assembly, the place and time of such meeting be the Legislative Assembly Chamber on Wednesday, 27
November 1985 at six o'clock.

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

APPROPRIATION (1985-86, No. I) BILL
The debate (adjourned from October 30) on the motion of the Hon. D. R. White
(Minister for Health) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash Province)-The Appropriation Bill, which concerns the spending of nearly $10 billion of taxpayers' money, must be passed. It is more
than 300 pages long. It contains much that implies gross waste as well as inefficiency and
ineffectiveness of both major and minor degree.
However, this House cannot amend it and it is fundamental to the existence of Government that it be passed. For that reason alone, this is one of the most important occasions
of the Parliamentary year in this House.
In speaking for the Opposition, I intend to speak of important matters. Let me first
summarize the case the Opposition makes in this Budget.
The Government has missed an opportunity to make way for private initiative and
productive investment. The 1985-86 Victorian Budget shows that the Government is still,
as it has been from its first day in office, the highest spending and highest taxing Government in Victoria's history and among all the Australian States.
For the fourth year in a row the Budget provides for an increase in Government
spending in real terms. On a national accounting basis, total net outlays are expected to
increase by 10·8 per cent in money terms and by 2·6 per cent in real terms. We have been
told that the time for Government pump priming is over. Yet one finds a Budget projecting
an increase of 2·6 per cent in real terms.
Over the four years of this Government, the cumulative increase of expenditure in real
terms is 23·5 per cent, which is an average increase of 5·4 per cent a year in real terms.
Citizens of this State have not noticed that our prosperity, our wealth and production
capacity has increased by 5·4 per cent in real terms over those years. Victoria pays for this
expenditure in substantIally two ways: by borrowing, that is by incurring the obligations
to pay for those borrowings and the Interest on them, and by taxation.
The Labor Government, over its four Budgets, has increased the level of State taxation
by 72·9 per cent. By contrast, the level of prices has risen by 36·3 per cent including the 7·8
per cent increase forecast for the current financial year. In other words, the increase in
taxation has been double the rate of inflation. At times of high interest rates, the highest
in real terms since the depression, indeed almost unprecedented in the history of the
English speaking world since the foundation of the Bank of England in 1694, the concern
for the increase in borrowings should probably be even greater than our concern about
taxation. Although the Government admits and the Auditor-General asserts that the
Budget Papers are still inadequate as a record of the total borrowings of all kinds, even for
the Budget sector, the official figures as contained in the Budget Papers show that as at 30
June 1982, the last year of the Liberal Party Government, the net State debt stood at a
little more than $11 billion. By the end of the 1985-86 year, the State's net debt is projected
to be more than $17 billion. That is an increase of 55·6 per cent over those years. That
greatly exceeds inflation and is itself outpaced by the interest burden.
Future generations will pay if the Government continues to perform as this Government has. Perhaps by dipping a hand into the WorkCare pocket and another into the State
Insurance Office, the Government can win another election. However, future generations
will pay.
Likewise, future generations will pay for the unacknowledged liabilities of the Government. I shall not refer again to the fourteen or more devices which I enumerated when
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speaking on Supply earlier this year whereby this Government transferred its obligations
to our children and grandchildren.
The accumulated unfunded liabilities of the State Superannuation Fund alone must
now approach $9 billion. That is just one of the largest of more than 40 public sector
superannuation schemes. Is that reported in the Budget Papers? No, it is not.
For all the perfectly correct claims that the Budget documents now provide more
information than ever before, they still wholly fail to meet the standards that I found when
I was overseas earlier this year in such various political entities as the Province of British
Columbia, the State of Oregon, the City of Seattle and the General Accounting Office in
Washington, DC.
This Government provides no balance sheet, no source and application of funds statement, no assets register, and no way of determining what liabilities have accrued through
deferral of payments by simply not paying bills in many cases. Depreciation and, equalfy,
adequate maintenance of assets are not known.
In the City of Seattle financial statements, I found a whole page devoted to the fact that
the city was seeking to defer obligations by deferring essential maintenance of assets such
as roads. That is as real a way of imposing obligations on future generations as incurring a
debt to Japanese bankers.
Needless to say, there is no way of discovering what skill has been shown and what
gains made or losses incurred in the course of currency or interest rate swaps. We have a
nice little sideline business in the Department of Mana~ement and Budget in foreign
exchange business. There is no consolidated set of finanCIal statements for the whole of
Victoria Incorporated. I use that expression not in the sense that it is sometimes used for
Japan Incorporated where business and Government are alleged to go hand in hand in
their dealings with foreign economies, but simply in the sense of the public sector of the
economy both within and outside the Budget sector.
In the model summary financial statements prepared for the whole Federal Government
sector of the United States of America by the General Accounting Office in Washington as
part of a joint United States-Canadian enterprise to provide usable financial data in
manageable size and form for the principal users of such data, one finds an honest attempt
to disclose what is done to and for future generations.
The Hon. B. W. Mier interjected.
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST-People such as Mr Mier may learn something from
listening to this. He mentioned Westminster. I would be concerned in the United Kingdom where, like Australia, they do at least have a unified system of accounting, unlike the
extraordinary variety of accounts that are found throughout the Federal Government
sector of the United States of America. However, I would nonetheless be concerned to
know just how far they are selling off the silver. That is the sort of thing that one would
worry about, where a Government is pursuing an otherwise unimpeachably justifiable
program of privatization. Of course, the Government in Victoria has been privatizing. I
gather that no one is allowed to know about it but the computer operation in the railways
has been turned over to private contractors. All the employees were induced to leave first
so that there would not be anybody about whom the unions could complain. However, it
has been done. That is a good thing, but what about the privatizations that consist of
selling off assets to make up the deficits which this Government would otherwise have
been running? That truly is selling off the silver. It is a poor state of affairs when all a
Government is interested in doing is winning next year's election. In that case, "next
year's election" was the 1985 election. The silver was hocked to a money lender and sold
as well.
In referring to the summary accounts to provide usable financial data in manageable
size and form for the principal users of economic data, whether academic, congressional
or business in the United States of America, I have said that an honest attempt was made
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to make clear what is being done for future generations. In those documents, accumulated
financial operations are valued and treated as liabilities, just as here in Australia the
twenty-year liabilities for compulsory third-party obligations or workers compensation
liabilities are or should be accounted for by the State Insurance Office and the Accident
Compensation Commission.
My next brief illustration can truly be regarded as symptomatic of the disease which the
Government has introduced. How desperate it must be when it has to use the Victorian
Arts Centre Trust as a borrowing authority! It has been doing so for a number of years.
The Government has not only reduced the State's contribution to the Arts Centre capital
cost to half what it was in real terms under the Thompson and Hamer Governments but
it has also forced the trust to borrow, even to pay the interest on those borrowings. The
amount of$8 million is included in the Budget Papers-at least it is in the Budget Papers
to be found! That $8 million borrowing is this year's entry for the outrageous financial
innovation of the year prize!
It is consistent with this that the major statutory trading corporations in the State have
now made such spectacular use of short-term credit that their working capital is negative.

The HOD. D. R. White-Is this the Arts Centre?
The HOD. J. V. C. GUEST-The Arts Centre Trust had to borrow $8 million plus to
pay the interest on the borrowings it had to make over the past few years because the
Government, which last year used devices which I discussed in debate on last year's
Budget, in order to portray itself as significantly increasing expenditure on the arts, ac;tually cut the biggest, and, in the long-term, most important item of expenditure on the
arts, that is paying more for the Arts Centre's capital cost. The State has to pay off the Arts
Centre because it will never make money as a commercial concern and needs a subsidy of
about $4 million a year. It is ludicrous that it has reached the point of borrowing $8
million to pay the interest on top of the existing commitments.
The HOD. D. R. White-Do you want to go into the building history of your Government-the Arts Centre, construction of foundations?
The HOD. J. V. C. GUEST-I have been generous in diverting from my purpose to
make matters clear for those who find it difficult to understand.
None of this can readily be picked up in the Budget Papers, apart from the reference I
made to the Arts Centre Trust. None of it can be related to the over-all Budget picture, let
alone the over-all picture of Victoria's economy.
Even the supposed benefits of program budgeting by the Government are largely denied
us at a time when Parliament has its main opportunity of exercising Parliamentary control
over the finances of the Executive Government, namely, now that the Appropriation Bill
is before us.
I shall explain that matter further, but firstly I offer two measures of praise to the
Government The program budgeting format now allows us to see total expenditure of
departmental pr~s, whether recurrent expenditure, works and services or trust fund
e~penditure, p8!Uy ~use the Treasurer can manoeuvre more or less as he likes. The
effect is that It is easier to see the total resources devoted to a program. If the programs
were better defined, that would be quite an improvement.
.
I am also glad to note that the Government has resorted to functional programs for
health expenditure. I have to give credit to the Minister for Health. In debate on Supply
this year I spoke of an anomaly in which most programs in the Budget documents were
functionally described while health programs were in a regional format The Government
has now reverted to the functional form on the implicit recommendation of myself and
the honourable member for Balwyn in another place. Yet, even that is at the cost of the
information which is provided about regions, and is subject to the Treasurer's discretion
to manipulate expenditure under the Bill.
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The other day a most senior person in the Department of Management and Budget
disclosed ignorance of the Treasurer's right to shift expenditure-on the one hand works
and services expenditure or on the other hand recurrent expenditure-between program
items within a single department. I thought it would have been an idea, advocated by the
"Sir Humphreys" of the Department of Management and Budget, but there it was! Maybe
we have yet to see the full flowering of the Treasurer's use of this power, as a most senior
adviser was not aware of it.
Having said that there are some good points, let me emphasize that it is ludicrous that
even now, nearly two months after the Budget was presented, we do not have Supplementary Program Information for 1985-86, such as was presented last year in the Budget
Information Paper No. 2, consisting of more than 500 pages. I hold up the blue book to
remind honourable members of the Christmas reading last year. Considering how futile it
will be from the Parliamentary point of view, I suppose I have to hope that it is delayed
long enough not to spoil our Christmas and New Year holidays, but the reality is that the
500 pages of information which the managers in the public sector obviously regard as
essential for setting objectives and control have simply not been made available for the
major part of the debate on this Budget.
The document to which I refer had its deficiencies but at least it indicated some effort
to take program budgeting seriously and an attempt to develop performance indicators
without which management control, let alone Parliamentary control, is a futile aspiration.
It is not my purpose to give more than the briefest summaries of our case for two main
reasons which I shall give in a moment.

To continue my summary indictment for a moment, we scarcely need to give examples,
such as the increased waiting lists for public housing and hospital beds and the enthusiastic
rush for private schooling, to persuade the Victorian citizen, who experiences these things,
that the Government has not given value for the big spending and for all the increases in
real terms in expenditure, taxing and borrowings, to which I have referred.
Of course, Victoria has the lowest level of unemployment in Australia, but it virtually
always has had under all Governments. The present Government has had the benefit of a
State economy structured to take advantage of the combination of low commodity prices
and a devalued dollar. It is not surprising that Victoria might on some measures be doing
relatively well, as it always has, yet even in the case of employment we find that the
improvement in the figures is overwhelmingly the result of public sector employmentan increase of 13 500 persons between June 1983 and June 1985. Victoria is well behind
the rest of Australia in the growth rate of private sector jobs.
It is hardly surprising that both the present welfare of Victorians and the future prospect
of the Victorian economy are blighted by lower retail sales, lower new car sales and lower
housing commencements than the rest of Australia because that is what one would expect
in a State with a Government which is the one voracious consumer.

I will leave such important details as the sale of assets to finance the State deficits and
the near exhaustion of the State's assets available for sale within the ideological limits of
the Australian Labor Party thinking.
I leave aside the appalling prospects for the 1990s offered by the compulsory third-party
insurance disaster and WorkCare which we are told in the Treasurer's weasel-words is
"fully funded" over a ten-year period. I am afraid the next Government will face problems
with that supposed full funding.
I shall leave these matters now, partly for the reason that there is already a magnificent,
almost definitive answer to and commentary on the Government's Budget and on the
Government's record of financial management which has been far too little read or
publicized.
Session 1985-29
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I refer to the speech delivered by the shadow Treasurer on 15 October. It was a monument to careful analysis and to honest and clear advocacy. I commend it to honourable
members and to those who, through Hansard and other means, hear what I have to say.
This House-and I am now referring to my other reason for merely summarizing the
Opposition's case-should look to the justification for its existence. It seems now common
ground that Government members do not want to do themselves out ofajob. This House
will continue in existence.
The Hon. D. R. White-Are you opposing that?
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST-I have always said that this House had to justify its
existence. The Minister for Health and I have been on common ground in advocating
ways in which this House could do a distinctive job, one which is necessary to be done by
Parliament but which is too little done.
This House should not be merely rehashing the debate on a Bill which has already
suffered badly, even from an Executive Government point of view, from the nonchalant
view of Ministers and private members alike; that will pass unamended and largely
unread. I suspect that some members of this Parliament, ifnot of this House, are not even
able to answer offhand that the Bill contains more than 300 pages. That length is possibly
a good reason for not reading it thoroughly, but observation over several years suggests
that my expectation would be realistic.
Nearly 25 hours of debate in the other place was properly spent almost entirely on the
second-reading of the Bill, in which general principles are preferred to sharp questions on
particulars. Surely honourable members in this place should make some orderly attempt
to examine the Estimates in Committee with the thoroughness that our collective responsibility for the future welfare of this State requires. In the other place, debate was guillotined after examination in Committee of only one department's expenditure. Not one
question or answer was allowed on the others. It would truly be a disgrace for this
Parliament and this Government-which claims professionalism in economic management-if we did not make it our business during the current sessional period, I mean this
month, to devise a system that will allow the general public, which has elected us here to
represent the public interest, to see that we are taking our duty of scrutinizing public
expenditure seriously-and obtaining answers-before we pass the Bill.
On Thursday next the Leaders of the three parties in both Houses will meet to discuss
constitutional and Parliamentary matters. I hope they will prove to be Parliamentarians
rather than horse traders and that the proposal for at least one Estimates Committee will
not be treated at the bargaining counter.
The Hon. D. R. White-We will be looking at the general question of committees and
considering Estimates in that context.
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST-I understand that, and I am sure the Minister's personal
conviction and dedication to better public sector management will prevail. I would not
suspect him of being one who would use an important ingredient of the potential Parliamentary process as a mere bargaining counter. An Estimates Committee must be seen as
the necessary minimum beginning to taking our financial role seriously. It is only one step,
but that one committee, if there is only to be one, can at least chart the course for the
future. While on the subject, I strongly suggest that one additional staff member be
provided to help service that committee and, when that committee is not sitting, to do
research for the committees-with wider terms of reference-that I hope will soon be
established. Indeed, there is scope for expanding generally the staffing resources of this
House, and much more could be said about that.
How else can one properly treat this annual occasion? This House should not be merely
for the repetition of the debate in the other place. I suggest that it is a proper occasion for
the developing of economic themes that should underlie the practice of good financial
management and good government.

Appropriation (1985-86, No. 1) Bill

12 November 1985

COUNCIL

843

I am tempted to speak on privatization to dispel the misconception about its various
manifestations and its actual practice. I shall say that the most overlooked aspect of it is
the sheer threat to the functioning of democracy as a fair and honest system of government
that is posed by the employment of more than 30 per cent of the work force in the public
sector.
One has only to consider the supine behaviour of this Government in relation to the
teachers in 1982, or to ask why reform in public sector superannuation is taking so long
after the recommendations by an all-party committee last year. One has only to look at it
to see something of my point, which I simply leave floating there for those opposite of
slow understanding to consider.
On this occasion I shall make my observation on principles that should be fundamental
for Liberals and, indeed, for good government quite brief.
I admit that my repeated advocacy of accrual accounts with balance-sheet and the other
commercial conventions for the whole public sector is not a prescription for accounts that
cannot be fiddled or cannot mislead. Indeed, I recently read the annual report of a West
Australian company that has grown in net asset value at a phenomenal rate in the past ten
years. Last year its shareholder's funds were increased, almost entirely by revaluation of
assets, from approximately $50 million to $75 million. It has a myriad of varied interests
in different proportions in fields such as gold exploration, resort development, a United
States high technology company and so on-a prescription for disaster if it were in the
public sector and left to bureaucrats and politicians to administer in an entrepreneurial
fashion; but it has done its shareholders very well. It has looked after its shareholders well,
yet it has scarcely recorded a profit in its accounts in ten years. I read the accounts very
suspiciously but, in the end, I was reassured in a way in which I could never be reassured
as a citizen concerned with similar problems of obscurity in public accounts.
In the first place, shareholders can choose to limit their risk all the way down to nil. We
cannot sell our share in V/Line. In the second place, a major individual shareholder is the
chief executive, who has clearly equated his own interest with that of the company and
still does. How far does the tenured and superannuated head of a Government department
equate his interest with the efficiency of his department years into the future? No doubt it
is a factor, and no doubt the vast majority are very conscientious about the public interest,
but the overwhelming motivation of the circumstance that I have just mentioned can
never be present in the public sector. Even when one compares the case of the chief
executive who is not a major shareholder, it is relevant that Governments do not offer
stock options or large bonuses for profit related performance.
In the third place-and this is a very important consideration-in lookin~ at a public
company or even a private company that is seeking funds from the pubhc, there are
dozens of more or less expert and, above all, full-time security analysts, investment
advisers and the like, all highly motivated to find out everything about the company.
Contrast that situation with that of the public sector monitored by a heterogeneous
collection of lawyers, teachers, former public servants and farmers-and I think we have
two big businessmen in this Parliament, although perhaps only one now. Given that we
had the expertise relevant to the task of examining the accounts of Government departments and public bodies that the security analysts and investment advisers have in the
private sector, how would we ever find the necessary time?
What resources have honourable members been provided with to supplement their
limited resource of time and expertise?
In the fourth place, the company to which I referred can go bankrupt or, if it were not
owned by one family, it can be taken over if its management is a failure. That is a pretty
powerful management incentive; it tends to ensure that not just every few years when
there is a management review of some kind but every week of every year efficiency, cost
control and service to the customer are all given the highest priority.
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The conclusion is that what we should be really talking about-because we are not going
to amend or reject the Bill-is the health and encouragement of private enterprise. I am
proud to belong to a party, which since the time I was elected to this House, it has renewed
its faith and adherence, unequivocally, to the health ofa market economy where enterprise
and initiative, personal efficiency and personal hard work will bring rewards and will
provide a basis for the health and prosperity of the whole country.
The Appropriation Bill and the Budget on which it is based have, regrettably, little to
do with the health and prosperity of the Victorian economy. It is as a formality and not
because we find much to praise in the economic management of the State by the Government that we do not oppose the Bill.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-The National Party has called this
Budget a Budget oflost opportunity. That is the best way one can describe it. It is evident
by the small number of Government members in the House tonight how much interest
they have in the Budget; they are treating the Budget as a fait accompli and they are just
going through the motion of debate.
The Government intends to fritter away a small Budget surplus and an increase in
revenue of $859 million. It offers $34·9 million in minor tax cuts, 10 per cent or $885
million in expenditure increases, an increase in the net debt level of 11·1 per cent and an
increase of 3· 3 per cent in new borrowing programs.
As Mr Guest has just stated, the Government remains the highest taxing, highest
spending State Government in the history of Victoria. So determined is this Government
to use its borrowing capacities to the full that it has set up a straw authority in this past
year-the Capital Works Authority-to utilize the unused amount of borrowing capacity
that remains with State authorities. The Government set up this authority without telling
the people of Victoria, and without telling the Parliament, so that it could utilize that
unused amount of borrowing capacity to further plunge this State into debt. Honourable
members will have to pay the debt and their children and the families of the future will
have to pay for the three, four or six or whatever years of a Labor Government in Victoria
and of a Government under John Cain. Someone has to pay and, in this situation, the
people of the State are paying.
Some of the economic indicators look good. The employment figures should look
reasonably good because all the employees are on the Government's pay-roll. Instead of
stimulating the private sector in Victona, the Government has extended government and
has imposed increased taxes and charges on everything. The Government has built up the
bureaucracy until it is bursting at the seams. The Government has built up the public
sector.
The fact is, the private sector does not have the confidence in the Government or in the
State that Mr Jolly, the Treasurer, and Mr Fordham, the Minister for Industry, Technology
and Resources and others in the Government would hope they would have. The Government has been continually prepared to take soft options. It bows to the pressure of the
unions and commits the future generations of this State to debt, to borrow and pay its way
out of industrial trouble. There was industrial peace for a few years when the Government
first came to office because it brought its way out of trouble. The Government is still in
the process of buckling under and of providing, at the expense of the taxpayers, what the
unions want. The big question is whether and when Mr Roper, the Minister for Transport,
is also going to buckle under. We have seen it with the teachers and with a whole range of
people in the industrial field, whether·it be power workers or whatever, the Government
being prepared to take the soft option.
Taxation revenue increased by 7 per cent over the past financial year, which cumulatively leads to a 60 per cent increase in revenue in four years of Labor Government. That
will again come out of the pocket of Victorians.
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Recurrent expenditure has grown from $5053 million in 1981-82 to $7861 million or
55·6 per cent in four years. Adding Consolidated Fund expenditure of $885·8 million the
total expenditure is $9713 million, an increase of 79 per cent in four years.
The State net debt of authorities and the Victorian Government will rise to $17 249
million, an increase of$1727 million or 11·1 per cent over last year. Those are the sobering
figures that the average person in Victoria would be horrified to know about if they were
presented to them. It is an increase in the net debt of authorities in the Victorian Government of $1727 million or 11·1 per cent in a year. The Government has increased our
indebtedness enormously by 55·5 per cent in four years from $11 088 million to $17 249
million.
We are told by the Government that Victoria is doing well, but the people in small
businesses, people on farms, and people in private enterprise know that all is not well and
most Victorians believe there is going to be a day of reckoning. That day is fast approaching not only for Victoria but also for all of Australia.
Employment figures in Victoria should be up when one considers the increase in public
sector employment where 13 500 additional employees have been added to the public
sector pay-roll in two years. Those 13 500 people are employed processing and dealing
with the paper war and bureaucratic structures set up by the Government. The Government has created an over-fat bureaucracy which is absolutely drowning in regulations and
in the paper war. We know of the controls and some of the ridiculous pieces of proposed
legislation that are introduced by the Government and which takes a whole new bureaucracy to service. The same thing is going on in Canberra. The assets test for pensioners is a
perfect example. What about the law where HAZCHEM signs must be placed on farm
gates? Those are the types of things that are creating a major increase in the requirement
for bureaucracy.
The bureaucracy is not adding to productivity in Victoria; it is not earning dollars for
this State. It is an administrative area-an area where cuts should be made.
Victoria is grossly over-regulated. The public pay-roll is feeding off the system. The
Government's giant propaganda machine is another example of the way the private sector
and the people of Victoria are paying for the growth in the public sector.
How well is Australia and Victoria doing and are we living beyond our means? That is
no more evident than on a national level. The country's economy is viewed by the rest of
the world in a poor light. The current value of the Australian dollar, which is continuing
to decrease against the American dollar, is an indication of the lack of confidence the rest
of the world has in what is being done in Australia.
The picture painted by the balance of payments represents an absolutely unbelievable
situation! I shall quote from the quarterly review of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics
for November this year. On the issue of balance of payments, the review states that:
Balance of payments statistics have yet to reflect a turnaround in Australia's trade performance resulting from
Australia's improved competitive position and on which strong output growth forecasts are based. In the
September quarter 1985, the deficit on the Current Account was $3345m, an increase of $550m from the
September quarter 1984. Despite the substantial depreciation of the Australian dollar in early 1985, the trade
deficit increased by $184m or 31 per cent.

In the first quarter of this financial year, the trade deficit has increased by approximately
$778 million compared with the first quarter of the last financial year when the trade
deficit increased by $44 million.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-What about tonight's Herald?
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-Tonight's Herald outlines the next shock for Mr Hawke and
the Labor Governments which run the country. Statistics provided by the Australian
Bureau of Statistics and published in tonight's Herald indicate that Australia's Current
Account deficit for October was $1661 million-the worst on record. The deficit for the
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past four months has passed $5000 million and the trade deficit is at a record level. In
October, it was $552 million compared with $195 million in September and $245 million
in October last year.
Today's figures indicate that the trade deficit increased by $357 million during October.
Exports fell by 4 per cent although imports trading off the depressed value of the dollar
increased by 9 per cent. Those figures provide no consolation and no indication whatsoever that Australia is coming to grips with its economic problems.
My Federal colleagues have researched the situation and have summed it up in these
terms: in 50 years, Australians have seen their living standards slide from No. 1 to No. 21
in the world; Australia has fallen from being the twelfth greatest trading nation to the
twentieth, behind Singapore; and Australia has dropped from the eighth most competitive
nation to the nineteenth.
In ten years, Australia's foreign debt has increased from $20 billion to $50 billion. Its
overseas borrowings are now likely to require the total export proceeds from the wool,
wheat, and beef industries just to service interest payments on its foreign borrowings. That
is an unbelievable situation. With every devaluation of the dollar, that situation becomes
even more marked.
The economic situation in Australia is disastrous and it will need exceedingly strong
and determined Governments to turn it around.
At a State level, what would the National Party do to try to change the situation? Firstly,
it would try to divert the economic stimulus to private enterprise and away from the
public sector. The National Party does not believe the Government should pump taxpayers' money into the economy to artificially stimulate and build the public sector. The right
area to create employment and investment is the private sector.
The Hon. B. T. Pullen-What areas would you cut?
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-I have informed honourable members on previous occasions
where the National Party would start. The National Party would reduce Government
spending in non-productive areas. Australia has lost sight of its productive base and
productive industries.
Cuts could be made right across the board. The National Party would abolish the
Government Media Unit. It would scrap much of the Government's bureaucratic red
tape, licences and regulations, and it would reduce the number of public servants. The
National Party would reduce the size of the Public Service, and the way to do that is to
remove regulations.
The Hon. D. R. White-How will that save money?
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-The Government has employed 13000 extra public servants
on the pay-roll. The National Party would reduce the amount of borrowing by Government-and statutory authorities. It would try to live within its means and would not borrow
to artificially increase spending. Hopefully, the National Party would endeavour to slowly
reduce the level of indebtedness in this State by tailoring expenditur~ to income. The
Government had the opportunity of taking steps in that direction in the Budget; however,
it increased spending and borrowing
Most importantly, the National Party would strongly develop, encourage and extend
Victoria's productive and export industries. They have been totally neglected by the State
Government and by the Commonwealth Government, which has lost sight of the importance of Australia's productive industries.
If Australia is to overcome its economic problems, it must build on its productive
industries and it must export. It is the export industries of this country that will pull
Australia out of its present situation. The people in the province I represent will be the
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ones who will have to pull this country out of debt. That is a fact of life. All the Government is doing is shuffling paper and discussing the matter.
The people who are growing wheat, mining, manufacturing and earning new dollars for
Australia are contributing more than the Government will ever contribute. Australia must
embark on an export drive to bring new dollars to Australia to correct the trade deficit and
to give back some strength to the Australian dollar.
As I stated previously, the National Party would take the knife to the Government's
taxes and charges. A whole range of those could be slashed to aid the productive and
export industries. I refer to the public authority dividend tax on the Grain Elevators
Board. What does Mr Pullen have to say about that?
What do members of the Government say about the 6 per cent increase in rail freight
charges?
The Hon. D. E. Henshaw-What is wrong with that?
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-What do members of the Government say about the policy of
the 50 per cent cost recovery for the metropolitan transport system and the 100 per cent
cost recovery for the rural transport system?
The Hon. D. R. White-What do you think this is-question time?
The Hon. D. E. Henshaw-Where did that come from?
The PRESIDENT-If Mr Dunn wants to interrogate Mr Pullen or other members of
the Government, he should do so outside.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-Members of the Government wanted examples and I am
providing them with examples. Railway officials indicated that they would require a less
than 2 per cent increase to cover costs this year but the Government applied a 6 per cent
increase for country freight services.
The tax on the Grain Elevators Board is another example. The Government should
trim that expenditure from its Budget because it is money it should not have. The Government should return the $11·5 million to the board. It has taken that money under false
pretences. It is not entitled to the moneYl SQ it should return it. That is what the National
Party would do if it were in government. The rural industry incurred an increase in
handling charges because of the Government's tax, and the Government now asks the
National Party where it should start. It would be an interesting first few months of
government if the National Party were in power because it would redirect the economic
course of Victoria.
The National Party believes much more Government interest should be directed to the
country. The Cain Government has made country people the big losers. Country Victoria
has received a lot of lip service and sympathy and has been the subject of a few press
statements, but little has carried through into action.
The Hon. D. R. White-Do you want more public servants?
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-I am not speaking about more public servants. It is in the
country where the solutions to Australia's economic problems lie. The Government should
be concerned with Victoria's primary and secondary export industries. The grain industry
is a perfect example. What does the grain industry mean to Australia?
I have some figures which clearly indicate the importance of these industries. Grain
production, just as an example, is one of our biggest industries in Victoria. Given the
dominating importance of the world market, where more than 70 per cent of Australia's
grain production-80 per cent in the case of wheat-is sold, the overriding challenge
facing the grain industry is how to remain competitive on the world market.
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The Australian grain industry is one of Australia's efficient, low cost, growth export
industries. Compared with the average effective rate of protection afforded to the manufacturing sector of 24 per cent, the effective rate afforded to the grain industry varies from
nil to about 5 per cent.
The importance of the grain industry to the Australian economy can readily be illustrated with reference to wheat, by far the most important grain. For the year ended June
1984, wheat exports were Australia's second largest export income earner with a total
value of$1819·9 million compared with the largest, coal, with $3311·4 million. Wheat was
the largest agricultural export income earner surpassing wool which was $1572·3 million.
Similarly, for the seven months ended January 1985, wheat once again was Australia's
second largest export income earner, with a value of $1549·9 million. By comparison coal
exports earned $2569·9 million and wool $972 million.
These are new dollars brought to Australia by our own industry. A substantial portion
of that industry is in Victoria. In 1984 wheat accounted for 23 per cent of the value of total
rural exports and 7·3 per cent of the total value of exports across the board. When one
speaks about the industries for which we advocate assistance and support, one should
recognize that these industries carry their weight in Australia and provide the real base for
this country's economy.
Australia has fallen behind in its share of world markets. Producers and other people
involved in these industries who have done much for Australia are being left for dead by
Australian and State Governments. What can country people do? What must they do to
get their message across to Federal and State Governments? Approximately 40000 rural
people marched in Melbourne and 50000 marched in Canberra in June and July of this
year. The State Government has not even responded to the submission presented to it on
the front steps of Parliament House. The Government established a small Rural Affairs
Office which I am concerned might become a rural affairs propaganda unit; it may be
responsible for adding to the paper war. The Government established a Rural Economic
Study Committee which was divided from the beginning because of the selection of
members of the committee of inquiry. Mr Wally Curran, a well-known enemy of Victorian
farmers, was nominated to that committee.
There has been a small rise in the price of milk of which dairy farmers received only a
small proportion. Apart from that and the announcement today of some economic assistance, for which I commend the Minister, there is not much on the plus side for the
Government. I hope the Minister is now beginning to see the need that exists in country
Victoria.
The Budget of lost opportunities has hit country Victoria by increasing costs and
charges, whether they be for railways, an extension of the public authority dividend tax,
or a 2· 7 per cent increase in the budget for the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs
against an 8 per cent increase for other departments. Rural people are getting further
"behind the rest of Australia.
The honourable member for Werribee in another place, Dr Ken Coghill, has been
critical of the National Party because of its actions in fighting the cuts in the Department
of Agriculture and Rural Affairs. Dr Coghill has gone around the country making wild
statements. He has said:
The Victorian Opposition Parties proposal for increasing staffing for the Department of Agriculture and Rural
Affairs was contradictory to their advocacy of a reduced public sector.
In comparing the ratio of public servant support to farming and business enterprises, he said the farming
community and agricultural enterprises obtained six times the level of public staffing support available to other
sections of business.
There are about 2500 people working in the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs serving about 46 500
rural enterprises-one staff member to 19.
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There are about 70 000 businesses, supported by 613 public servants-one staff member to 114.

Dr Coghill believes he is proving his point on that basis, but he does not take into account
the economic importance and extent of the industries serviced by those few people in the
agricultural field. He does not take into account thf~ importance of Victoria's livestock
industries, veterinary centres, grain industry and wool industry.
One cannot measure that situation in terms of the people who are involved in those
rural enterprises. Agriculture in Australia directly employs about 1 million people and
their well-being depends on the well-being of those at the end of the line, but the honourable member for Werribee, Dr Coghill, puts this in simple terms, in the number of people
involved in this industry.
The Hon. B. T. Pullen-There is a big ratio difference.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-That does not prove anything. If one can be fooled by that
sort of thing one is not worthy of holding a seat in this House. Those figures do not fool
anyone.
The situation in rural Victoria and rural Australia is absolutely desperate. Surely Parliament and the Government can see that and surely they should be prepared to do something about it. Family farm income has slumped dramatically. Figures from the Department
of the Parliamentary Library Statistics Group in Canberra indicate that in 1976-77, valued
in 1981-82 prices, farm incomes for each family in all industries was $13 837.
The Hon. D. R. White-Is that Australiawide?
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-Yes. In 1984-85 the figure was $8887. One could say that
could have been an exceptional year but if one takes the year prior to that, 1983-84, the
figure was $12 883. The year prior to that-the drought year-the figure was minus $171.
These people are not protected by a wages system and they are attempting to li' "e on
those incomes. These are the new poor in Australia; the rural people are the new poor.
Many of those I represent as well as those my colleagues represent are living below the
poverty line. This would not be tolerated in any other sector of the economy. They are
living with huge debts. The average rural debt to 1963-66 across the whole industry was
$1189 million. In 1980 this figure rose to $3772 million and in 1984 the figure was just
short of$6000 million, being $5923 million. The figure has virtually doubled since 1980.
The PRESIDENT-Order! Would Mr Dunn indicate the document to which he is
referring.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-This again is taken from the Department of the Parliamentary
Library Statistics Group in Canberra; it indicates the level of rural indebtedness.
The Bureau of Agricultural Economics in its latest publication painted a gloomy picture
for the future and it said in its overview of the rural economy in volume 7 of November
this year that in the past months the outlook for prices for several rural commodities has
deteriorated. It states:
In the past three months, the outlook for prices for several rural commodities has deteriorated, and the index
of prices received by farmers in 1985-86 is expected to be only 2 per cent higher than in 1984-85, despite the
beneficial effects of the depreciation of the Australian dollar. The real net value of rural production, which is a
key indicator of the economic performance of the rural sector, is now forecast to fall by 26 per cent from 1984-85
to 1985-86, following a decline of 19 per cent from 1983-84 to 1984-85.

Honourable members know the situation with prices for commodities; for instance wheat
export prices have declined by 12 per cent since the beginning of 1985. When one considers
prices paid or the costs one finds that the average prices paid by farmers in 1985-86 are
expected to be 7 per cent higher than the average prices paid in the previous financial year.
Fuel price increases have been significantly dampened by the further 2 cents a litre rebate
for diesel fuel announced in the August Budget. Farm costs are forecast to rise by 5 per
cent, reflecting in part a 4 per cent drop in total farm production. The ratio of the index of
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prices received to the index of prices paid is expected to decline by 5 per cent in 1985-86,
following a 2 per cent decline in the previous year. Australian farmers are faced with the
prospect on a national level of a $603 million drop in their incomes.
Recently, we were told that the average weekly interest cost to all farmers in Australia is
$127 a week and for all wheat farmers it is $182 a week; that interest figure is across the
whole of Australia. The average farmer is paying $127 in interest a week and the average
person in Australia is paying that on food and transport. Farmers must borrow to endeavour to increase production to stay afloat in an industry that is being forced under by
localized costs and the export market that is shrinking and becoming more competitive
because of a reduction in prices.
I obtained some information to indicate the effects of the prices in the livestock industry.
For the 1983-84 financial year at the Bendigo sale-yards, I obtained figures from one of
the major selling companies in Bendigo and the value of stock it sold through that market.
The more than 2 million sheep and lambs sold averaged $21.50 across the board, fat,
store, private sale and lambs. A year later in 1984-85 another 2 million sheep and lambs
were sold and the price averaged $18.70. This was a year later when costs were higher and
the decline was approximately $3.50 a head; that is an indication of what livestock
producers are being hit with in the market-place.
The only people who are making money are the meat works owners because with a cost
of $7 a head to kill a sheep in the meat works and about $6 a head for boning, they are
paying the same price basically as that to buy an animal. By the time the animal comes
out the other end of the meat works its cost is $29 plus a head and people in shops are
wondering why prices are high.
The Hon. F. S. Grimwade-It is cheaper to import meat from New Zealand.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-Yes. The agricultural sector produces $10000 million in
export income a year across the board; it produces 97 per cent of Australian householders
food requirements, and employs one million people across the nation who are involved in
servicing and running agriculture.
The industry has been hit by Government meddling, unfair taxes, massive protection
for other industries and our competitiveness on the world market has never been worse. I
maintain an optimistic attitude about the future of our agricultural industry and I am
determined to ensure that as many producers survive as is possible and that the industry
survives. I shall keep making these speeches on every platform to get the Australian people
and the Governments which run the country to recognize the importance of the industry.
Australian farmers are particularly disadvantaged when compared with their counterparts in other parts of the world. They encounter high costs, many of which have been
caused by Governments-Government charges.
The Hon. D. R. White-Surely, you would not want the Government to create a
situation such as exists in the European Economic Community? That is outrageous.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-Australian farmers are not asking for subsidies. If one were to
talk to farmers, one would hear them say, "Get the Government off our backs. Let us get
on with it and do our jobs as farmers. Get the Government off our backs, get the taxes off
our backs, and remove the burdens that exist, such as fuel taxes and so on".
Since 1980-81, the Australian farm inflation rate has increased by 41 per cent, which is
more than double the 17 per cent increase faced by farmers in the United States of
America. The farmers in that country could annihilate Australian farmers on the world
market today, but for the value of the Australian dollar as against American currency and
the efficiency and standard of the Australian product, which is exceptionally high on a
world-wide basis.
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Since 1973, the Australian farm inflation rate has risen by 380 per cent, whereas in the
United States of America the increase has been 229 per cent for the same period. The costs
of farm inputs in this country have increased by more than 41 per cent since 1980-81.
In a speech that I made some time ago in the House, I quoted some figures to indicate
what sorts of charges had increased, such as: electricity, 58 per cent; machinery costs, 42
per cent, and still increasing; grain harvesters, 43 per cent; tractors 42 per cent-and this
is all since 1980-81; cultivators, 52 per cent; motor vehicles, up by only 41 per cent;
general machinery parts, 45 per cent; general harvester parts, 59 per cent; and cultivator
parts, 55 per cent. The cost oflabour in that five-year period has increased by 41 per cent;
insurance, 48 per cent; and rates and taxes, 59 per cent. Australian farmers cannot live
with that. There is no way known that they can absorb those costs, and I previously quoted
figures to show that farm incomes over the same period have declined.
Therefore, it is not without reason that the situation on our farms is where it is right
now. It has been caused by many of the factors I have mentioned, or internal costs in the
Australian economy, many of which have been directly affected by the decisions of Governments.
In response to the situation, farmers have tried to increase productivity. Through
increasing their productivity and their efficiency, they have provided excess product
which, of course, has to be sold on world markets. Nowhere is that more evident than in
the dairy industry of Victoria, which is a very efficient industry that supplies in excess of
Victoria's fresh market milk needs and must, therefore, sell a high percentage on the world
market.
Grain growers must live with that sort of situation; that is part of their lives. They are
always selling on the export market, as are wool growers. However, they cannot continue
to live with the disadvantages that exist at home.
I should like to now relate the situation that exists away from the national scene-back
to Victoria, back to my own electorate, and back to a farm in an electorate in northwestern Victoria. What is the situation there? Of course, I am talking about the central
Mallee area, which covers the shires of Birchip, Wycheproof, Swan Hill, parts of the shires
ofMildura, Walpeup, and others. That area has had three bad years out offour. At Gama,
a small central receival point north of Hopetoun, there was a total drought in 1982. In
1983, it was a very good year. In 1984, there was a five bags to the acre silo average around
the area. This year, the estimated harvest in that area is three bags to the acre.
The cost of producing that crop is in excess of six bags to the acre. Therefore, the people
involved are making a disastrous loss, which I am about to identify. Interest rates over
that period have increased to 19 per cent and 20 per cent from the 13 per cent or less on
which money was borrowed. Huge debts of$250 000 to $350 000 and more for each farm
are very common. Those people are being crushed by the current situation.
One might ask, "How do people get into this position? How does anyone end up with a
$350000 debt without being able to do something about it?" It is easy and it is quick.
The annual costs of sowing a crop in that area are about $40 000 at least-and that is a
conservative figure-for each 1000 acres sown. Assuming that a farmer in the area is
sowing a couple of thousand acres, he is risking some $80 000 annually on a factor he
cannot control, that of rainfall. That $80 000 does not include debt servicing or the cost of
living. With one failure, that amount, plus interest and living costs, is added to his debt.
A manageable loan of$150 000 one year blows out to $250 000 after a failed year, and the
interest on that $250 000 has increased from 13 per cent to 19 per cent.
It is a test of nerves for a person to again venture another $80000 during the next season
with the possibility that, if the crop fails, the farmer's debt level will go to in excess of
$350000. That is how easy it is to blowout a huge debt in the farming industry. Farmers
have to venture the $80000 cost of production every year or they might as well not be
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farming. If they have a failure and their debt increases dramatically, their chances of
servicing the debt are almost impossible.
A case exists in the electorate I represent where people have a loan of some $250 000and that represents about $50 000 a year in interest; production costs of about $80 000;
and living costs, on a modest basis, of some $15 000 for each family. That is a total
requirement of$145 000 that they must derive from their farms just to stay as they are, to
retain the status quo.
The situation has been reached where the productive capacity of some of those farms
would not provide that amount. Therefore, a great human problem exists. It is not isolated
to only one or two people; I believe hundreds offarmers would be in this position.
This is not just a money problem; we are dealing with people, husbands and wives who
have farmed those properties and whose parents have farmed them. We are dealing with
children who are at the local school, who are also feeling the pressure of the economic
crisis that exists in their homes. From talking to doctors in those areas, it is evident that
more and more medication is being prescribed to people who are under extreme stress.
These people must be kept on their farms. We must prevent their properties from being
forced onto the market.
I am in no way overstating the situation. There are people-and I have seen their
budgets and am aware of their economic situation-who will not be able to stay in
business.
The Hon. Robert Lawson-Mr Deputy President, I direct your attention to the state of
the House.
A quorum was formed.

The Hon. B. P. DUNN-Speakers from the National Party are used to talking to an
empty House when they speak about rural matters.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-Only when you are speaking!
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-The Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands has not
been in the Chamber; therefore, she has not heard a word. One expects Mrs Coxsedge to
leave the Chamber, but perhaps the Minister could learn a little about the rural situation.
Maybe I could send her a copy of my speech!
On many occasions members of the National Party have tried to get through to the
Government and on many occasions the Government, like the rest of the community in
Australia, is just not listening. As I said in response to an interjection a long time ago, I
have great faith in the long-term prospects of Australia's rural industries because we
produce some of the best quality agricultural products in the world. When there are gluts
on the world markets, Australia has the potential to be able to retain a market share in
competition with other countries.
I have great faith that sooner or later in Australia not only Governments but also the
people will realize that Australia's only course out of its present economic plight is through
the development and extension of its productive industries and through the encouragement of its export industries. The people that I and my colleagues represent in country
Victoria and those in country Australia cannot wait for a new Government.
I recently attended a meeting at Ouyen where the policies being developed by the
Opposition and the National Party on agriculture were being discussed. The chairman of
that meeting summed it up adequately when he said that we cannot wait two years for a
new Government to come into office because there will be few farmers left to benefit from
it. He said that we must look to the present Labor Government to do something about the
crises. We must rely on the Federal and State Ministers for agriculture to deal with the
problem. Special direct and targeted action is needed right now.
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Financial assistance is desperately needed in the rural communities. Farmers are looking for loan reconstruction in the area of interest rate subsidies. The existing financial
institutions and banks will have to play their part. I am critical of them to some degree for
hitting their clients with huge interest bills which ultimately have them turning to the
Rural Finance Commission to bail them out. The financial institutions and banks will
have to tough out the situation where farmers look like going to the wall financially. They
must take the risk and provide capital to the farmers so that they can plant another crop
and survive for another year.
Governments must play a major role. They could use the Rural Finance Commission
because it has the people who have had considerable experience, such as lan Morton,
Malcolm Smith, Rob Knight and other members of the commission. Those people have
the knowledge to deal with the problems, but they will need enormous resources to provide
adequate support to a wide range of people in rural Victoria. The funds available to the
commission restrict the number of farmers it can support.
Through the rural adjustment scheme the Federal Government has provided the Rural
Finance Commission with $570 000 to use in interest subsidies. If the commission subsidized at half the existing interest rate, only $6 million would be subsidized. In Sea Lake
alone 30 farmers could use that amount of money, let alone the rest of the farmers in
Victoria! One could pick up many needy cases in the electorate that I represent as well as
other cases throughout rural areas.
Farmers will require more finance and support than is currently offered. I was heartened
by the statement made by the Premier. I only hope that he is sincere in his claims on
providing rural assistance. He stated that loans and financial counselling would be available through the Rural Finance Commission, and he spoke about interest subsidies and
carry-on finance. I admit that those programs are available, but many farmers will be
denied support because of the inadequate resources available to the commission.
Farmers will require not only the use of the funds at the disposal of the commission and
the limited adjustment funds provided by the Federal Government but also additional
funds from both State and Commonwealth Governments. Today I asked a question of the
Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs about this matter and he responded by saying
that he was prepared to take up the case later this week with Mr Kerin, the Federal Minister
for Primary Industry, to try to obtain more funds for Victoria. It is absolutely essential
that the Minister take up the matter with the Federal Minister and that he be successful.
People must be prevented from being forced off the land and out of businesses that have
serviced them. The effects on the towns are loss of families, who leave behind empty
houses and empty class-rooms at local schools. A week or so ago I visited the primary
school at Patchewollock and discovered that enrolment in that school has fallen in a
decade and a half from 90 students to 24. The young people are leaving these districts,
never to return.
Why should these young country Victorians return to the farm when they can obtain
jobs in the city and earn a wage of between $12000 and $15000 a year? They will not
return to those areas to live in poverty on the family farm where the only money they may
receive is from doing odd jobs for a neighbour. They will not return when they see their
grandparents living in poverty because their farms cannot support two families.
This situation has arisen because the Federal Government is not prepared to provide
those families with a couple of thousand dollars a year in pension because they may own
a small acreage of land which might be in their name. Those young people will not return
to the farm after seeing the strain and stress that their mothers and fathers have had to
face. Australia will pay the price decades from now. I am not overstating the case; in fact,
I am understating it.
I do not only work among these people, I live among them. The people about whom I
am talking are people like my own next door neighbours. These are the sort of things that
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the Government must hurry and wake up to. I only hope that the Government, the
Minister and people like Mr Crawford and all his Labor colleagues will see this and do
something about it because the Government will kill the very basis of this nation and, in
so doing, it will hurt itself.
Not only will it hurt the farmers, but also it will hurt everyone in Australia. The National
Party is absolutely determined in this debate and in every debate in the future to ensure
that Parliament is made well and truly aware of this situation.
The Hon. ROBERT LA WSON (Higinbotham Province )-Ever since the Labor Party
was elected to office, honourable members have been subjected to a paean of self-praise
and, at Budget time each year, it reaches a crescendo. The Government spends inordinate
amounts of time praising itself and it spends inordinate amounts of the taxpayers' money
for that purpose.
I refer to two reports published by the Government-one is called the Victorian Economic Report and the other is Victorian Update-concerning the 1985-86 Victorian
Budget. The second one is labelled HA Victorian Government Publication" and I think it
would be advisable, before the Government produces any more such publications, for the
editors to get together and compare notes, because there seem to be differences between
the two publications as to what will happen in the future. For instance, in Victorian
Update, one of the headings is HNo new taxes", whereas the Victorian Economic Report
states, "State Taxation receipts are forecast to rise 7·1 per cent".
The Hon. D. E. Henshaw-That is a bit of semantics, is it not?
The Hon. ROBERT LAWSON-Would you say the difference between 7·1 per cent
and nothing is semantics? The present Budget allocates $10 billion, so 7·1 per cent would
be $ 710 million. I should think that, even in Labor Party terms, $ 710 million would be
considered a lot of money. However, the differences between the two publications are
clear: the first says, HNo new taxes" and the second says that the State taxation receipts
are forecast to rise by 7·1 per cent. Therefore, we are dealing with about $710 million.
The Victorian Economic Report is a coy little publication because, although it says that
State taxation receipts are forecast to rise by 7·1 per cent, it does not give the amount in
monetary terms. One has to add up the figures oneself to find out that one is talking about
$710 million. If one goes to the middle two pages, one finds that it mentions $34 million
in tax cuts this year. When it is mentioning tax cuts, it is explicit as to the amount, but
when it is mentioning tax increases, it is expressed only as a percentage and one is left to
work out on what figure the percentage is based. The publication talks about a $710 million
increase on the front page and $34 million in tax cuts in the middle pages.
The Government said it would increase the pay-roll tax exemption level and abolish
stamp duty on workers compensation premiums. I am not arguing with tax reductions;
the Liberal Party approves of a $34 million tax cut this year but it does not approve of an
increase of$710 million in taxes. There is quite a difference between the two.
I draw attention to Victorian Update, which states:
There are tax cuts worth $34 million this year with a full-year value of$47 million. Changes in taxation receipts
will be restricted to inflation and the expansion in economic activity.

There is some other puzzling material in this publication, which claims that major initiatives include a $4·5 million allocation to pre-schools. In the next paragraph, it claims that
there will be an increase to $4·25 per capita in municipal library subsidies. We are to
assume that there has been a $4·5 million increased allocation to the Department of
Community Services-that is, the department that looks after pre-schools.
The Hon. L. A. McArthur-From State revenue, yes, it is.
The Hon. ROBERT LA WSON-But when one examines the appropriation itself, one
discovers that there is no difference between this year's allocation and last year's.
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The Hon. L. A. McArthur-That is because the Commonwealth Government paid it
last year and we had to pay it this year.
The Hon. ROBERT LAWSON-Last year the p,~e-school child welfare sum was $59
million-nearly $60 million-and this year it has gone down. Something has gone wrong
between the compilation of the Budget and the compilation of this publication.
I should think it would be worth while mentioning to the editors of these two papers
that they should get together and compare notes before they spend time wasting taxpayers'
money on expensive publications. These publications have been sent to me and, no doubt,
to all members of Parliament. No doubt, they have been as widely distributed as possible
to convey the good news to the unfortunate taxpayer that the Labor Party really has not
increased its taxes by 72·9 per cent since it came to power.
When one reads these figures, one would never realize that there is anything wrong in
Victoria. Everything is superb here. There are no strikes; there is no tremendous deficit in
the transport field; there is no mention here of the shortage of nurses or of the shortage of
hospital beds.
I direct the attention of honourable members to the comment in one of these publications on the subject of the State debt. It appears on page 3 of the Victorian Economic
Report, dated Oct-Nov. 85, volume 1, No. 1. It is an official publication because it is
printed by the Government Printer, Melbourne, presumably under the imprimatur of the
State Treasurer. It shows a graph headed "Real new borrowings decrease" which depicts
the level of State debt as having fallen, which seems extraordinary because in actual fact
the level of State debt has increased alarmingly in recent years. I shall go into that
presently. Why the Government should fiddle with the figures like this to give a false
impression, I do not know. Presumably the graph is correct, but anyone who reads it will
get an entirely false impression of the state of indebtedness of the Victorian economy.
Page 4 is headed "Youth and Health major priorities", and the table is headed, "Recurrent spending initiatives". It gives the amount the Government will spend. There is one
mysterious line, "Reduction in waiting lists"-presumably hospital waiting lists-"$10
million". That figure is for a part year and for a full year it says "TBD", which presumably
means "to be determined", so we do not know what it will cost to reduce the waiting lists
but I understand that currently waiting lists for hospitals are in the order of 28 000, so it
might have been just as easy to share the $10 million between the 28 000 people who are
waiting to go into hospital and say, 40Go and have yourself treated at a private hospital
rather than waiting around and trying to get into the public hospitals".
The Hon. M. A. Birrell-I think the Minister agrees.
The Hon. ROBERT LAWSON-The Government has allowed $10 million for this
mysterious line, "Reduction in waiting lists" but the amount for the full year is to be
determined, so the cost of reducing the waiting list in the full year is just not known.
The Hon. M. A. Birrell-They have no idea!
The Hon. ROBERT LAWSON-This gives an example of the confusion that exists in
the minds of Government members as to the way in which the economy is going. They
produce glossy publications such as these and send them out to persons such as myself,
and we discover that the two reports contradict one another and both of them are wrong,
anyway. That is the value of the Victorian Economic Report and Victorian Update!
State taxes have increased by 72·9 per cent since the Labor Government came to power.
The Treasurer insists on comparing tax increases this year and in previous years with
those in the first year of Labor administration. He does not want to go back to the last
Thompson Budget of the previous Liberal Government. The Treasurer and the Government always compare these figures with those for the first year of the Cain Administration.
It was in that first year that these tremendous increases in taxes and charges took place.
The figures are deceptive and are intended to be so because, if honourable members wish
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to find out how taxes have increased over the life of the Labor Government, they must
first go to the figures set out by Premier Thompson in his final Budget, a comparison
which indicates that State taxes have increased by 72·9 per cent.
I draw the attention of the House to the document entitled "Budget Strategy and Review
1985-86", where, at page 113, the net debt of Victorian Government and statutory authorities is set out. In 1981, when Mr Thompson was the Premier and the Liberal Government was in power, the net debt was approximately $9 billion. I shall round off the figures
for convenience sake. In 1982 it was $11 billion; in 1983, described as preliminary, it was
$12 billion; in 1984 also described as preliminary, it was approximately $14 billion; in
1985, it is estimated that it will be $15 billion; and in 1986, also estimated, it will be $17
billion.
A tremendous increase in the State debt has occurred. It is rationalized by accompanying figures and the Treasurer claims that, in relation to the non-farm gross product, the
figures have scarcely increased at all. The Treasurer fails to mention that interest was at a
far lower rate in earlier years. If a person wants to borrow money today, he has to pay at
least 16 or 17 per cent. Presumably interest of that order is being charged on this enormous
State debt. It is oflittle use for honourable members to compare the figures with the nonfarm gross domestic product unless an indication of the increases in interest charges that
have taken place over the past three years are given. During the period when Mr Thompson was Premier, interest rates would have been approximately 10 per cent. Now, interest
rates are 16 to 17 per cent, or 19 to 20 per cent in some instances, and indications are that
they may well go through the ceiling.
On these figures Victoria is in a parlous position and it cannot afford to have the State
debt increased. The people of Victoria cannot afford to have their taxes increased, because
they have nothing in reserve.
The Treasurer claims that on his figures there has been a surplus but that is not borne
out by the facts. The State debt does not include borrowings in the transport area. The
effect of these borrowings against the assets of the State Transport Authority and the
Metropolitan Transit Authority is now becoming apparent. Honourable members know
that the trams and trains have been mortgaged. It is a mysterious transaction and no one
is quite sure how much the State has borrowed against the rolling-stock, except that it is a
huge amount.
The costs of the State Transport Authority have not skyrocketed but the interest debt
has skyrocketed, which is why transport workers have to lose their jobs-enormous
borrowings have taken place against the assets of the railway system.
The Government is at its wit's end as to how to pay this debt and the consequence is
that a number of workers have to lose their jobs. It bears out my contention that the
Government is nothing but a mob of union bashers. I do not apologize for that statement,
because it is clear from what the Government is doing.
The Treasurer will have $10 billion to spend. That figure is set out in the Budget Papers.
However, the level of prices as measured by the non-farm gross domestic product has
risen by 36·3 per cent during the years since the Labor Government came to power, which
includes a 7·8 per cent increase forecast for 1985-86. At the same time, the Government
is faced with an increase in State taxes, which does not measure up with the consumer
price index. Victoria is in a desperate situation.
The Australian Bureau of Statistics catalogue No. 6248.0 indicates that employed wage
and salary earners in Victoria between June 1983 and June 1985 showed a public sector
increase of 13 500. Honourable members now know where some of the unemployed went
to; into the State Public Service. Honourable members will soon see that the Public Service
is not grateful for being saddled with 13 500 extra employees and the Government is now
starting to cut back on the Public Service budget.
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The same desperation in relation to State affairs is now obvious in the crisis that is
besetting our school system. Teachers are very angry and militant at the moment because
of the projected cuts in the education budget.
The Hon. L. A. McArthur-There are no cuts in the education budget; there was an
increase. Read the figures.
The Hon. ROBERT LAWSON-Would the honourable member care to read the
Budget figures? I shall show them to him any time he wishes. They are interesting figures,
but very gloomy. A person in Mr McArthur's position should read the Budget figures
because there is no doubt that in real terms a decrease in the education budget has
occurred. If there were an increase in real terms, teachers would not be so angry and
militant as they are.
The Government is not totally at fault. It has taken a note of population trends and the
House is aware that the population of Victoria is not rising as it should. The child
population is not rising. The regional director of education in my area informs me that
the number of schools will be cut drastically. He said that the high and technical schools
would be the first to go and he gave a figure of approximately half; he said that later on the
axe would fall on primary schools.
Apart from the problems that teachers, the Ministry of Education and the Government
have brought on themselves, in the past ten years school enrolments have fallen by 57 000.
In the same period non-Government schools increased their enrolments by 41 000.
Almost 50 per cent of this movement has taken place under the administration of the
Labor Government. The trend was evident late in the term of office of the former Liberal
Government, but it has accelerated considerably since 1982.
People have been voting with their feet and taking their children out of the State system
and putting them in the private system. The State schools are virtually empty while, at the
same time, the private schools are having difficulty accommodating all the children who
have been sent to them. There is a lesson for the Government if it cares to learn, but our
experience in the past is that the Government does not care to learn its lesson. It lives
more by ideology than common sense.
During the past four Budgets, expenditure by the Ministry of Housing has increased by
150 per cent. During that time the waiting list for public rental accommodation has
increased from approximately 17 000 to 24 000. That is an interesting example, and it
applies right across the board. Although the Minister for Housing would be the last to
admit it, housing is a disaster area.
I shall provide an example from the province I represent. From time to time I visit The
Royal Southern Memorial Hospital, where an entire ward-almost half the ground flooris unoccupied. There is a small unit engaged in blood pressure study, but the rest of the
ward is vacant and dark. The hospital does not have the staff to service the beds and the
patients who would be put in them are queued up outside but they cannot get in because
the beds are not available in the closed wards.
To top off the difficulties of waiting lists and closed wards in hospitals around the State,
the latest enterprise of the Government is to establish district health councils. Victoria has
been divided into a large number of areas and each is to have its own district health
council. Presumably each area will require a director and an office and each director will
require staff. Therefore, there will be extra expense for taxpayers and no one of whom I
am aware has any idea of the benefits that will be provided by the district health councils.
From what I can gather, the task of the councils is to mediate between the health
providers and the people who want services. Why people cannot go direct to their doctor,
hospital, hospital manager or chemist if they are having problems, I do not know. Instead
the Government proposes to form district health councils all over Victoria at an unknown
cost. This is another looming financial disaster for the State.
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Law and order is in a poor way. One of the major initiatives of the Government has
been to institute the Neighbourhood Watch program. This is a good idea in itself, but it is
only an admission of defeat because the Government cannot provide the police officers to
protect the community. It has resorted to the medieval system of hue and cry, where it
was the duty of every able-bodied citizen to pursue criminals and bring them to justice.
That is the idea of the program and the burden of watching out for criminal activities is
thrown on the neighbours. The Opposition has no real argument with that; it seems to be
a reasonable idea considering the general ambience of our civilization and the lack of
police officers in Victoria. There should be more police on the beat, but the Government
has not supplied them.
All in all we are in a bad way. Earlier I mentioned the problems facing the railways and
the militancy of the railway workers who are losing jobs. I remind the House of the
advertisements that were placed in newspapers eighteen months ago. I have copies of
advertisements that appeared in the Australian Financial Review on Thursday, 5 July
1983. A number of good jobs in the railways were advertised. There are seven positions
on one page at salaries of$46 250 per annum and one at $49 500 per annum. Within that
"silk" department the positions involved a total salary bill of$323 750 per annum.
If one adds up all the salaries for the Government positions advertised on one page of
the newspaper, one finds that they represent an annual salary bill of $587 250. No doubt
each of those officers would require secretarial assistance, various other staff, and so on.
This gives some idea of the tremendous expense that the Labor Government is laying on
the Victorian taxpayer.
The positions advertised included State Transport Authority group manager rail engineering, group manager rail operations, group manager operations co-ordination, group
manager engineering and development and so on. I shall not list all the positions because
it would be too time consuming. However, the advertisements are available for any
honourable member to examine. In fact, I have three pages of advertisements containing
some marvellous job opportunities. It is a pity they were in newspapers on 5 July 1983
because some of our superannuated politicians could have applied for them. I doubt if
those positions will still be available after the next election, so they have missed their
opportunity.
The Hon. M. J. Sandon-That is pretty irrelevant stuff-in 1983.
The Hon. ROBERT LA WSON-I remind Mr Sandon that these advertisements apply
to the Budget in 1985 and will apply to the Budget in 1986. No doubt these positions have
been filled and the people involved are still employed and still drawing salaries. The
$500000 each year required to pay these people will go on and on in the future and the
amounts necessary to pay for their secretarial assistants and other staff will continue. The
advertisements for positions in July 1983 are still relevant to the current Budget.
According to the Herald of 2 July 1983, the Government was trying to fill 45 executive
positions at a cost of $2 million. Presumably the persons employed are still employed,
except for Mr Strouse who went back to the United States of America when he discovered
that it was not worth the difficulty of having to face up to all the problems inherent in
what the Government has done with the transport system. No doubt he will be replaced
by a person paid at the same salary rate or perhaps even higher.
On 16 December 1983, the former Minister of Transport was reported in the Herald:
A former private consultant paid at the rate of more than $600 a day was now being paid the appropriate
public service rates, the Transport Minister, Mr Crabb, said today.

The former Minister of Transport, now the Minister for Employment and Industrial
Affairs, was paying $600 a day to that gentleman and thought that was nothing out of the
ordinary, but he then had a brainwave and appointed the gentleman as Deputy DirectorGeneral of Transport, and Mr McDonnell's salary fell to only $150 000 a year, which is a
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pittance compared with $600 a day. I assume that Mr McDonnell is still employed by the
railways and that he is still drawing $150000 a year.
The former Minister of Transport proposed sacking any number of guards and other
employees of the railways to reduce costs. He wanted to get rid of the indians when he
should have sacked some of the chiefs instead. The theory was, and it has been mentioned
by the former Minister of Transport, that employing these experts would lead to an
improvement in the efficiency of the railways. Has anyone noticed any improvement in
rail services in the past year or so? It is difficult to discern any sign of improvementquite the opposite.
The idea was to employ these people so that they would organize the railways into a
marvellous transport system; they would make the trains run on time; they would keep
the employees happy and they would fix up the railways accounting system. However, the
operation of the railways is disastrous and it is bound to worsen with general strikes in
Melbourne and throughout Victoria. The Government does not know what to do.
All in all, it has not been a successful year for the Government and I do not expect it to
be more successful for the Government in the future. The Government is running up the
public debt to astronomical heights, which it has tried to conceal by hiding these figures in
the Budget Papers. Taxes have increased by 72·9 per cent, yet the Government commends
itself on reducing the over-all tax by $35 million without mentioning that simultaneously
taxes have increased by 7·9 per cent or $710 million.
It has been an extraordinary performance all round by the Government. One can only
look on in apprehension, awe and wonder at the convolutions in the minds of the Government supporters and dread what will happen next. Members of the Opposition can only
speak up from time to time to try to inject a little sanity into the procedure and hope that
before the Government destroys the State's economy entirely it will show some common
sense and come back to earth.
The Auditor-General has pointed to some very rubbery figures in the State's accounting
system. Honourable members will recall that the Auditor-General estimated the latest
State Insurance Office losses at $671 million, which is more than five times the losses
reported by the State Insurance Office. The Auditor-General queried the $144·1 million
loss recorded by the Government for the State Insurance Office. The House can only take
note of what the Auditor-General said. The Treasurer brushed aside the Auditor-General's
remarks and said that the Auditor-General does not know what he is talking about. It is
convenient for the Government to say that the Auditor-General does not know what he is
talking about, but the Opposition believes the Auditor-General does know his business
and that the losses of the State Insurance Office amounted to $671 million and not the
figure reported by the Government. This is one example of the financial mess which will
worsen as years go by unless the Government acts quickly.

There is no sign of gratitude from the leaders of the Public Service over the employment
of 13 500 extra persons in the service. I shall quote a scathing report by the President of
the Victorian Public Service Association, Mr Jim Anderson, which appeared in the Victorian Public Service News of 19 October, Mr Anderson stated that the cutbacks in the Public
Service required by the State Budget could not be achieved at the same time as additional
outputs are expected.
Mr Anderson argued that the State Government in effect is cutting back on the Public
Service and at the same time it is expecting the output or productivity of the Public
Service to increase. Of the 24 departments in the Public Service, twelve have had their
budgets cut. The worst hit areas are: sport and recreation, minus 4·2 per cent; agriculture
and rural affairs, plus 2·7 per cent; conservation, forests and lands, plus 1·7 per cent-the
Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands has been very quiet about this, naturally
enough; water resources plus 3·1 per cent; and the Department of the Premier and Cabinet
plus 2·6 per cent. It is obvious that even the increases are below the rate of inflation and
that, in effect, they are cuts.
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The Public Service is bitter about these real cuts and the fact that simultaneously the
Government expects productivity to increase. The Victorian Public Service Association
stated that there is a clear emphasis on supposed management efficiency, never evidentially supported, which will produce a productivity saving-that is, a cut in services-of 1
per cent in 1985-86 and 1·5 per cent thereafter.
Only Mr Jolly is happy with the Budget. The Opposition is not; nor is the Public Service;
nor are the railway workers; nor is the health service. One can go right through the entire
list of Government employees and people who receive some benefit from the Budget and
it is difficult to find someone who is satisfied. When one considers that the State deficit
has increased enormously over the past two years and that taxes have increased by 72 per
cent, the picture becomes that much worse. The future is one of apprehension and fear
and a hope that some modicum of common sense will return to Government members.
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-I comment generally on the economic
management theory that underlies the Appropriation Bill. This is the fourth Budget to be
introduced by the Cain Government. It comes complete with the claim that it is a Budget
of economic responsibility. That central claim is based on the premise that the management strategies that have been employed enhance the external features in the aggregate
Victorian economy. For instance, the strengthening in demand for capital in the private
sector is seen as a flag, to indicate the need to reduce demand in the public sector and thus
to avoid the over heating of the public economy. The thrust is to ease out of the stimulus
mode due to the strengthening indications of recovery in the private sector.
That is all very well. I have no argument with that notion, and I applaud it, but
responsibility in economic terms, after all, is a relative notion and the question remains:
could the Budget initiatives that have been taken gone further down the track, which~ it is
conceded, is at least running in the right direction?
My view is that, indeed, one could have gone much further down that track and a golden
opportunity to pull back has been missed, particularly in view of the Government's claim
that it is serious in not wanting to be described as a Government of high taxation.
Apparently, the Government does not subscribe to that description. If the indicators of
recovery are accurate and sustainable, and they are indicators upon which the Treasurer
relies to validate his management theory, much more initiative could have been grabbed
to reverse the dramatic expansionary policies and measures of the past three years. That
applies particularly, as the Treasurer acknowledges, when the real prospects of growth
depend on the private sector's response to what he describes as the growth challenge.
Therefore, one looks to the private sector for that response in growth. I would now like
to examine that claim of responsibility and to respond to two particular claims made by
the Treasurer; firstly, that the Government does not subscribe to a policy of high taxation,
and, secondly, that the Budget exhibits a restraint in capital expenditure.
With regard to the first claim referring to the tax burden, I refer to Budget Paper No. 2,
page 4, where it is stated, inter alia:
There is continued restraint in recurrent expenditure to make room, within a policy of no increase in the overall tax rate, for high priority revenue or expenditure initiatives.

However, the Budget reveals that total estimated receipts will increase by $859 million,
which is an increase of 9·7 per cent over the actual figures for 1984-85. One should
remember that the rationale of the Budget is predicated upon an expectation that the
consumer price index increases will be in the order of 8 per cent. I do not believe that
could be described as restraint under any definition because restraint would mean an
increase of less than 8 per cent.
Indeed, the Government had an opportunity to offset the effects of those expansionary
initiatives taken earlier in its life. The conversion from private to public sector imbalance
could have been redressed, but the Government has missed that opportunity.
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The total taxation receipts are expected to rise by 7·1 per cent. That has been graphically
illustrated by previous speakers. Perhaps that qualifies as restraint; it certainly does in the
context of the levels applying in previous years. Tax collections during the first three years
of the life of this Government were in the order of 55 per cent.
I concede that the 7·1 per cent in the current Budget falls within the Treasurer's claim
that taxes will be held within movements of the consumer price index. Again, I am
disappointed that this holds the line rather then grabs the opportunity to gain a real
reduction in the impost of taxation upon the community.
I have some problems with the definition of taxation which the Treasurer uses. I note
that he does not include the public authority dividend tax or the energy consumption levy.
That is a convenient omission.
The level of total taxation viewed in another perspective would see this year's tax
increase, together with those of the previous four years, lead to a cumulative increase of
something in excess of 60 per cent.
Does the Treasurer seriously consider that that is consistent with the Government's
wish to avoid a reputation of being a Government of high taxation? I wonder whether that
is ajoke.
I readily concede that there is no real increase in taxation revenue. I also acknowledge
that no new taxation forms have been introduced. That is welcome news. However, I do
not believe that restraint is simply holding the line.
Unless the increase in taxation is equated with the tax increases over the past four years,
there has been no restraint at all. It is like the old story of banging one's head against the
wall. The Government is perhaps doing it more softly now and perhaps some of the pain
has eased but it is still doing it and there is much more room for relief.
I turn now to examine the pre-election promise regarding taxation levels. The Premier
said that the rate of State taxes and charges would not increase in the next four years
beyond the increase in the consumer price index. That was a clear, unequivocal statement
based on simple terms and simple criteria, and it was simply understood by the community at large. The Budget Papers confirm my understanding of that undertaking by stating
that there will be no over-all increase in the real tax burden for Victorians.
However, the Treasurer then mucks up that promise by stating that this means that
changes in taxation receipts will be restricted to the level of inflation and the expansion in
economic activity. That is a nasty little expansion if ever I saw one. The Treasurer goes
on to state that the quantitative pledge is the ratio of total taxation revenue to the total
Victorian non-farm gross domestic product.
Therefore, the Government's pledge is to ensure that the ratio in that comparison does
not exceed 5·1 per cent. The Treasurer cannot have it both ways. He cannot talk about
taxes being limited to expansion in the consumer price index and then say that what he
really means is that taxes will be limited to the consumer price index plus any growth in
the non-farm gross domestic product.
Suddenly the Government is equating taxation levels with a share of the economic cake
as distinct from the initial relationship to the consumer price index. Although that difference is subtle, it is most significant.
It appears now that the Treasurer is claiming that if the non-farm gross domestic
product expands, and the thrust of the whole policy document depends upon that expansion, the commitment regarding the growth in taxes is met even if that growth is greater
than the consumer price index. That is quite clearly nonsense.

The Government also claims that there have been tax cuts. The Budget Papers talk
about tax cuts to the extent of $34 million and extrapolate them to $47 million in a full
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year. I question the definition of tax cuts when taxation receipts are clearly increasing.
They are expected to rise by 7·1 per cent. That is a strange definition of tax cuts.
One is really talking about a realignment of the relative reliance on the various taxing
mechanisms. One is not talking about tax cuts. Under no definition could they be described as cuts.
The Treasurer talks about the stamp duty on WorkCare premiums being abolished, and
I applaud that initiative. I applaud any initiative which has been designed to get business
going because it is clear that private enterprise needs that crank-up if investment is to be
improved to the level everyone would wish.
The Budget Papers then go on to talk about the tax cuts in relation to pay-roll tax. The
Government has claimed that those tax cuts will save employers $3·1 million.
Pay-roll taxes are expected to rise from $1064 million in 1984-85 to $1169 million in
1985-86, which is a projected increase of 9·9 per cent or something like $105 million,
when the Treasurer is claiming that those taxes will be cut. That is a most misleading
statement-indeed, perhaps it would be charitable to describe it as such.
The Treasurer compunds that sleight of hand when he talks about the exemption levels
relating to pay-roll tax. These have been lifted from a level of $215 000 to $230 000. The
Budget Papers claim that this will provide relief of $1250 per annum to about 5000 small
firms. That is a strange way of describing it because the truth is that those 5000 firms have
just avoided being caught by the pay-roll tax net and they would have fallen into that net
by virtue of an increase in inflation. Therefore, by increasing the exemption level the
Government has simply protected the status quo.
I turn now to deal with the Government's claim of restraint in capital expenditure. The
Budget overview shows that, reflecting strong private sector investment, public sector
capital expenditure is curtailed and public sector borrowing and debt levels are being
reduced as a proportion of the non-farm output.
I notice, as an aside, that we keep talking about non-farm output. The reason for that is
very clear indeed!
Page 113 of the Budget Paper No. 2 contains a chart that shows the net debt of the
Victorian Government and associated State authorities. That net debt, which is expected
to rise to $17 249 million in 1986, is an increase of$1727 million over the 1985 estimate,
a rise in excess of 11 per cent. I wonder under what definition that qualifies as curtailment.
If put into perspective, that is approximately 55 per cent above the level of 1982. Again,
how does it qualify as curtailment? That is a massive burden on Victorians and, more
importantly, it continues to grow even during a time of restraint. Hence the man in the
street can presumably look forward to servicing costs that will mount extraordinarily over
the years.
The PRESIDENT-Order! Mr Hallam appears to be reading his speech. I suggest he
merely refers to his notes.
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-I am referring to notes, Mr President. One of the critical
aspects of the State debt structure is its impact on borrowing levels in the Budget sector.
The net debt of the public sector compared to the non-farm gross domestic product is
expected to fall marginally from 28·3 per cent in 1984-85 to a projected 27·9 in 1985-86.
That is described as a modest decline. I agree it is a modest decline but, nevertheless, in
terms of the likely future impact of that net debt on the liability to be supported from
within the Budget, we have seen an increase from 13·8 per cent to 14 per cent. I am not
persuaded that an increase in that indicator of the trends in borrowing is consistent with
the Treasurer's claim that the Budget is one of restraint.
I am certainly not persuaded by the Treasurer's claim that this should be viewed in an
"historical perspective" and I quote directly from him because doing so is extremely
selective. If the same yardstick was used for the other indicators that are canvassed, that
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would certainly explode the restraint claim. The Treasurer cannot have his cake and eat
it, too. He cannot say that we should compare tax revenue with last year but that we
should compare the cost of servicing the debt with the level some years previously. I
believe that is most significant and it comes through clearly in the papers associated with
the Budget.
I have no argument with the general thrust and the strategy of the Bud~et. I believe,
considered in isolation, they are indeed commendable. However, we have mIssed a golden
opportunity to pull back from what I describe as extraordinary expansion measures taken
in the previous years of this Government. I give the Treasurer credit for acknowledging
the external factors that have contributed to his economic housekeeping. The 1970s and
1980s were highlighted by the grossly over-valued Australian dollar. That was bad news
for Victoria because it relies heavily on manufacturing industries which have to compete
with cheap imports. The dramatic decline in the level of the Australian dollar has had the
effect of making Victorian goods more competitive.
Because Victoria relies heavily on the manufacturing sector, there has been a disproportionate advantage to the State. That has prompted a recovery and it has led to the
encouraging signs evident in investment and employment levels. However, the forecast
increase in new capital of approximately 12 per cent in real terms is equated with double
the average of Australian States.
The PRESIDENT-Order! I have directed the attention of Mr Hallam to reading his
speech. It is a tradition in this House, and Mr Hallam has been here long enough, to make
a contribution without reading it word for word. I suggest that he uses his notes for
prompting only and that he speaks in his own words.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-On a point of order, Mr President,
we are discussing an extremely detailed document and must of necessity accurately quote
certain figures. On that basis, I and other members who have contributed to this debate
have found it necessary to refer to notes.
The PRESIDENT-Order! I have been watching Mr Hallam closely. He can quote
figures from his notes, but he did appear to be reading his notes word for word. I ask him
to use his notes as a reference only.
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-I have full notes here but I could not
quote them word for word because they are sketchy. However, thank you for your guidance, Mr President.
I was speaking about the expansion in nationwide capital expenditure and was drawing
a comparison with the anticipated growth in Victoria which is approximately double the
national average. That is the premise upon which the Budget is based. I make two points
which I regard as disappointing within the structure of the Bud~et. The first is the absolute
silence on the plight of the rural sector. That is an enormous dIsappointment. Apart from
the fact that no recognition has been given to the crisis applying in the rural area, no
mention has been made of any strategies designed to improve the market performance of
the rural sector or to provide relief to those who are caught within the cost spiral in that
sector.
The second disappointment is in the profile of the accounting reports. I am led to
believe that the level of information provided by this Budget is an improvement on that
provided in the past.
The Hon. Haddon Storey-You have been led to believe it, but it is not the fact.
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-I have been involved with external accounting structures
and I am absolutely astounded about what the reports do not cover. No information is
given on asset levels and investment in assets, much less any information on the valuation
of assets or depreciation of those assets; no information is available on liabilities concerning superannuation, long service leave and other retirement benefits; no information on
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the movement in currency valuations; no information on balance day adjustments, and
no information on matching of revenue and expenses to a precise accounting period.
Can we be confident, for instance, that all expenditure has been brought into account?
Do we know that all unpaid bills have been included as a liability? To what extent has the
true picture been clouded by deferring recurrent expenditure? What about a statement of
source and application of funds which would at least trace the true level of finance
movement? No analyst worth his salt would venture an opinion on the information that
is available in this Bill. Yet we are expected to give a detailed and reasonable response.
I recognize and applaud the general direction of economic management, but I concur
with the description outlined in the House tonight of a Budget of lost opportunities. I
deplore the fact that the rural sector has been absolutely ignored and I am critical of the
extent of information disclosed.
The HOD. F. S. GRIMWADE (Central Highlands Province)-I have listened with
considerable interest to previous speakers expounding at some length their attitudes towards the Appropriation Bill and the Budget in general. I have simplistic views on the
Budget. I run my own business as a farmer. I have to match my income with my expenditure and often I seem to be spending money much more quickly than I can gather it in
from selling whatever I can produce from my farm. I can relate my business to what the
Government is doing by considering whether we can borrow money to keep the business
of the State afloat or, alternatively, consider what assets we have. I can sell my assets to
somebody who wishes to bur them and lease them back again and spend that money so
that I can enjoy a standard 0 business enterprise and a standard of living.
I view this Budget in the same way as many people who, like me, have only limited
economic training but are interested in the cash flow-money that comes in and goes out
and money that must be borrowed. What happens when one hits the bottom line? Over
the past four years it seems the Government has been spending much more money than it
has been gathering in. As desperate as it is to gather in more money, it is still finding ways
of spending that money.
I am not one of the members of Parliament who speak in detail on this Bill, asking the
Government to lift its expenditure on half a dozen different items of particular interest to
me or my constituents. We are beyond that time. We now have to consider what we should
do in the interests of the total economy. We have reached the stage where we have almost
had to hock the assets, where we have borrowed as much money as we can and raised as
much revenue as we can and still do not have enough because there are always competing
demands and many more activities that the Government can be encouraged to follow, as
opposed to what it is committed to doing.
The stage is being reached where we cannot go any further. The Government must start
to take economies and live within its budget. I understand the economic theory applied in
a period of slow growth. When the economy is flat the Government must stimulate it by
lifting its own expenditure. We have done that and over a period of two or three years
considerable money has been spent, much of it perhaps unwisely and much of It on
important and necessary items.
The point is being reached where private enterprise must take over. The strategy of this
Budget should be that the Government can afford to cut back expenditure and allow the
private enterprise to take over and continue to develop so that the economy grows.
However, that is not happening. We are fast reaching the stage at which the economy is
falling back. The indicators are there for everybody to see. The front page of tonight's
Herald states, "Record deficit hits dollar". It states that Australia's current deficit is the
worst on record. It refers to the deficit for the past four months. The business page is
headed, "SA hovers near US 66c after payments plunge". It continues to fall. Is that not
disastrous?
I remember when the Australian dollar was worth more than the American dollar. Only
about fifteen or eighteen months ago it was 95 or 90 US cents. It is now worth only 66 US
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cents. Where will it end? Perhaps it will reach the level of 58 US cents, which is the value
of the New Zealand dollar at present. What will the Government do about the Australian
dollar? What will the Commonwealth Government do? I am sure the Commonwealth
Government is quivering. It does not understand my simple approach to economics.
I t is obvious to me that we are spending more money than we have and borrowing more
money. People are fri$htened that Australia may soon become a bad risk. The world
market is a wonderful Indicator because it is free to go up and down. It indicates that the
rest of the world is losing confidence in Australia. I find that disturbing. The reaction will
be that interest rates must rise. They may become as high as 15 to 18 per cent. In New
Zealand the present level of overdraft rates is 24 to 25 per cent which means that the
person who borrows money will within four years pay the full amount back in interest.
Nobody can afford to do that. Businesses cannot afford it and the farming community
cannot afford it.
I t seems that we are creating a real problem. I do not share the view of some honourable
members who seem to consider this to be a bad Budget. It is abysmal. We must take stock
of where we stand and where the economies of this country are heading. In the mail today
I received the chairman's address from Repco Corporation Ltd, a large and respected
company in Victoria which employs 17 000 men and women. It is not a small company
by any means. Its headquarters are here in Victoria. Normally I would not bother to read
a document of this kind but I direct the attention of honourable members to some of the
comments that the chairman, Mr Neal Walford, made at a meeting on 29 October, which
is less than a fortnight ago. He stated:
It is my pleasure to welcome you to this 4th Annual General Meeting of Repco Corporation Limited and ...
It was a disappointing year.

I have read the remarks I made at this time last year.
I do not find it amusing that some 12 months later I am about to give you a similar message having failed to
deli ver on the last one.
Things were supposed to come right in 1984/85.
Now we hope it is to be 1985/86.

In other words, the situation was not good. Later on in the address he indicated that
Victoria was a real part of the Australian economy. He stated:
It is difficult to be confident about the longer term. In the short term we may seem to be getting so called
growth but it is not coming in the right Quarters and for the right reasons.

We are faced with very serious problems on export prices and markets, balance of payments and overseas debt
and high internal deficit.

I have mentioned that anyway. Mr Walford continued:
Our rural industries are in crisis and manufacturing is in serious decline.
Yet our policies on taxation, wages, welfare and social issues place ever growing burdens on business. It is not
difficult to make a case for the existence of serious anti-business attitudes in key areas of our community.

Further on he stated:
I have little doubt that our moment of truth will come sooner than we might think.

I emphasize the last sentence. That is exactly what I think about the Victorian economy.
We have entered a fool's paradise.
The Hon. D. R. White-Would you give me a copy of that and I will give you a copy of
Rod Carnegie's speech?
The Hon. F. S. GRIMWADE-I know Rod Carnegie extremely well. Mr Walford was
talking to an interested audience who would look critically at what he said, but I am
talking about what I think of the Victorian economy. I do not believe things are going
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well. I am suspicious of members of Parliament, Prime Ministers, Premiers and Treasurers, who are supposed to be the best in the world, "talking up" the economy. That worries
me because they are foolin~ themselves and those who listen to them. I return to the point
from which I started. I beheve one needs to have one's feet on the ground. One needs to
understand the basic economics of a household. The money that comes in must match the
money that goes out. Ifit does not, there will be a moment of truth.
On the motion of the Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province), the debate was
adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until the next day of meeting.

ADJOURNMENT
Gayline Telephone Counselling Service-Draft Timber Industry Strategy-Staffing of
Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands-College training of nurses-Remembrance Day-Eildon and District Community Hospital-Live hand grenadesPrince Henry's Hospital-Death of prisoner at Pentridge Prison-Ripon Peace Memorial Hospital, Beaufort-Point Nepean park
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

The Hon. D. M. EVANS (North Eastern Province)-I wish to raise a matter with the
Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands when she arrives, Mr President.
The Hon. ROBERT LA WSON (Higinbotham Province)-I wish to raise a matter with
the Minister for Health, which is just as well seeing that he is the only Minister present.
An Honourable Member-That is disgraceful, especially after the warning from the
President last week.
The Hon. ROBERT LAWSON-Will the Minister for Health inform honourable
members how his inquiries are going in relation to the gay telephone service? The Minister
said in response to a newspaper interview that he would investigate claims that a telephone
advisory service for lesbians and homosexuals was being used as a contact point for child
molesters. It seems that the State Government allocated $1665 to the Gayline Telephone
Counselling Service to enable it to extend its operating hours.
A former police undercover agent, Stephen Mayne, claimed that that service was being
used by paedophiles to recruit boys. The upshot of this was that the Minister stated that
he would investigate the matter and ascertain the validity or falsity of the claim. I therefore
ask what progress the Minister has made in his inquiries.
The Hon. D. M. EVANS (North Eastern Province)-I refer the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands to some issues raised in the Draft Timber Industry Strategy for
Victoria, a document produced by the working party following the Ferguson committee of
inquiry into the timber industry in Victoria. I refer specifically to two points that are raised
in the document and, indeed, by the Ferguson committee but in a somewhat different
form.
The first is that a note of optimism is struck in that the strategy states that the timber
industry has a wide and valid future, but that it will need to invest in more sophisticated
technology if it is to raise its game and become more efficient. The strategy also indicates
that that efficiency can be gained by surety of supply and by investment in more modem
technology.
At the same time section 4.4.2 recommends that certain licence fees be charged to firms
that are granted licences for periods of five and fifteen years, respectively. In the case of
the five-year licence, the recommended fee is $2 a cubic metre; and the fee in respect of a
fifteen-year licence is $20 a cubic metre. I understand that Victoria's timber yield is
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somewhere in excess of 1 million cubic metres in anyone year, so that would indicate that
something in the order of $27 million or $28 million will be required in licence fees to
enable the timber industry to continue harvesting softwoods and hardwoods in Victoria.
The recommendation is for that amount to be paid over a period of three years, and that
represents an average in the order of$10 million a year from the industry.
I ask the Minister to indicate whether consideration has been or will be given to the
severe economic effects that the raising of $10 million by the Government will have on
the timber industry and its ability to meet the technological changes which both the timber
industry task force and the Ferguson committee of inquiry believe it must face if it is to
become fully cost competitive and able to compete both on the export market in direct
overseas trade and as an import replacement on the Victorian scene. I believe the two
factors are not compatible, and I ask the Minister whether that aspect has been examined
and whether the recommendation will be proceeded with, in view of the theories that I
have brought to her attention tonight.
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-The matter I raise with the Minister for
Conservation, Forests and Lands stems from an inquiry I received from a constituent,
Glenys Moors, from the Bendigo Field Naturalists Club, regarding the shortage of staff in
the Fisheries and Wildlife Service and relates particularly to the north-central area of the
State and the absence of any staff of the Fisheries and Wildlife Service from the Bendigo
area. I understand that calls made to the telephone numbers given for that area are referred
to Echuca.
That highlights a problem throughout the department of a desperate shortage of staff.
The Minister would be aware that a number of key staff have left the department. My
understanding is that they have either transferred out or have moved on to other areas
because of the time that it is taking for the department to finalize many positions. This
runs through to some of the very important positions that call for face-to-face contact with
farmer groups and other organizations, especially in the fisheries and wildlife areas.
I raise the matter in an endeavour to persuade the Minister and the director-general to
address the question of the appointment of staff right down the line. Some very serious
problems have developed, and I am sure the Minister is acutely aware of them. The only
way in which those problems can be overcome is by some positive action from the
Minister and the director-general.
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT (North Western Province)-I raise with the Minister for
Health a matter that has concerned the National Party for some time relating to the college
training of nurses. A news item in the Age of Friday, 25 October 1985, refers to the
Chisholm Institute of Technology and points out that a lack of State Government funds
may force the institute to delay the introduction of nursing education. It was apparently
planned to commence enrolling nurses for these courses from 1987, the idea being that
funds would come through the State Government to build a multi-million dollar classroom. The vice-president of the council of the institute said that $1·6 million in State
funds would be necessary but that this allocation would not be made available until
1988-89.
Unless the college receives the funding, it cannot commit itself to the first intake in
1987. Apparently there is a dispute between the Ministry of Education and the Department
of Health as to who is to be responsible for providing the capital works funding for the
buildings in which to educate nurses at colleges of advanced education.
It is planned that the last intake of hospital based nursing students will occur in 1990
and that the full transfer of students will be completed in 1993. The National Party has a
number of doubts about the viability of these proposals and would appreciate the Minister's informing the House on the situation.

The Hon. J. G. MILES (Templestowe Province)-My query may be difficult to answer
because it should be directed to the Leader of the House as the representative of the
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Minister for Education in this Chamber. However, the honourable gentleman is elsewhere,
which means that I will direct the matter to the Minister for Health and ask him to refer it
to the Minister for Education.
It is customary on 11 November each year-Remembrance Day-not to remember the
sacking of a Prime Minister-legitimate as it was-but to remember those who died in
both world wars in which my father and many others participated. I did not get involved
in peace studies but participated in the war.

On Remembrance Day, it is traditional for all State schools and non-Government
schools to recognize that day with 2 minutes' silence at 11 a.m. One of my constituents
has complained that his son came home from Montmorency High School, which is in the
province I represent, and indicated that the school refused to observe the 2-minute silence.
I know that many people who indulge in undertaking peace studies would be happy
with that decision, but many others were upset about the fact that the school refused to
observe the 2-minute silence. I ask the Minister for Health to check with the Minister for
Education to ascertain whether that is a fact and also to ascertain how many other-schools
are following the practice of not honouring the observance of Remembrance Day, which
is a tradition of long standing.
The Hon. F. S. GRIMWADE (Central Highlands Province)-I raise with the Minister
for Health a matter concerning the Eildon and District Community Hospital. I have
written to the Minister about this matter because the people in the area are most concerned
about the future of the hospital.
Because of an investigation by the Department of Health into the number of beds at the
hospital, it is believed that all the current acute beds may be converted to nursing home
beds and that there will be no acute beds left at the hospital.
It has been pointed out to me by a number of people that if this should happen, there
would be no need for a full-time doctor at Eildon and the current full-time medical practice
would become a branch practice. There would also no longer be a necessity for a chemist
and a complete downgrading of the health services and the hospital facilities available to
the district would occur.

The people in the area are most concerned that the Government or the Department of
Health will remove all the acute beds from the hospital. I express the concern of the
people, and I ask the Minister for Health to do everything possible to maintain acute beds
at the hospital.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-I desire to raise with the
Minister for Health, as a former Minister for Minerals and Energy, the question of live
hand grenades. The Monivae College in Hamilton conducts a small farm and, recently,
during the ploughing of a paddock a rusty hand grenade was found. The Army was called;
it was ascertained that it was a live hand grenade and it was then exploded.
The first question facing the college was whether there were more live hand grenades in
the same area. The next question was who was responsible for ascertaining whether that
was the case. The college was given the classic run around. The Office of Minerals and
Energy referred the college to the Division of Labour and Industry, which referred the
college to the Army, which referred the college to State agencies.
It appears that although the Army was prepared to accept responsibility when the
explosive was found, it was not prepared to assist in finding out whether there are more
hand grenades in the field. The Minister would agree that the search for hand grenades
should not be undertaken lightly; it should be carried out by experts. I ask the Minister to
inquire among his colleagues to ascertain to whom the college can direct the matter and to
where it can go for expert advice to ascertain whether there are more live hand grenades
in the field.
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The Hon. REG MACEY (Monash Province)-I direct a matter to the Minister for
Health regarding the Prince Henry's Hospital. I am sure the Minister is always pleased to
answer questions relating to that matter! I refer the Minister to what I understand was the
appointment made by Cabinet of Mr Stephen Freeth to the western region health group
located at Footscray.
In discussions with Mr Freeth, I have ascertained that he was allegedly appointed to the
health group by a Cabinet decision following the Cabinet's decision to support the relocation of Prince Henry's Hospital to Sunshine. Mr Freeth is an assiduous worker; he is doing
an excellent job in promoting out-of-date propaganda in relation to the relocation of the
hospital.
I ask the Minister to provide me with information relating to copies of any consultancy
agreement, information about any grants made to Mr Freeth and/or his conditions of
employment. I ask the Minister to consider making a recommendation to Cabinet that an
equal amount be made available to appoint a person of equal ability, competence and
dedication to support the interests of those in the southern and inner suburbs and country
areas who will be disadvantaged if the Government proceeds with the relocation of Prince
Henry's Hospital.
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD (Higinbotham Province)-I would have liked to have
addressed my remarks to the Attorney-General who is responsible for the Office ofCorrections but, because the matter has a health component in it, I will direct it to the Minister
for Health.
I refer the Minister to the recent case where a prisoner was convicted of manslaughter
after pouring glue over another prisoner in Pentridge Prison. In the Sun of 9 October this
year it was reported that the prisoner had died a ghastly, excruciating death in Pentridge
Prison after being set alight by a fellow inmate.
In sentencing Alekos Taikmaskis for the manslaughter of Barry Quinn, Mr Justice
Tadgell commented that Quinn became a fireball, and was most frightfully burnt over 90
per cent of his body after Taikmaskis had poured glue over him and then threw matches
at him. It was some time before warders could reach Quinn, who died later the same day.
On 12 October, it was reported in the Sun that a spokesman for the Attorney-General,
who is responsible for the Office of Corrections, had indicated that it was Government
policy to make accessible to prisoners any film material available to the community.
The film that was shown the evening before this ghastly event took place was an "M"
rated film called Bad Boys. It is claimed in the article that the film, which contains explicit
sexual scenes including rape, motivated Taikmaskis to murder Quinn.
I ask the Minister for Health whether it is the policy of the Government to provide that
sort of material to prisoners. If that practice continues in an area where men are isolated
and where such events can occur, I can only forecast further events of similar nature.
The Hon. R. S. de FEGELY (Ballarat Province)-I raise a matter for the attention of
the Minister for Health along similar lines to the matter raised by Mr Grimwade. I refer
to the Ripon Peace Memorial Hospital at Beaufort which nine years ago put forward a
plan to the then Health Commission to upgrade its hospital. The hospital proposed to use
its own money, which had been left by bequest, to provide for 15 acute beds and 15
nursing home beds which the hospital committee at that time believed were necessary to
cater for the needs of the district.
The plan met with the approval of the Health Commission and the Government of the
day, but because it had a nursing bed complement as well as acute bed accommodation,
difficulties were experienced in getting approval from the Federal Government to go
ahead. Prior to the last State election a document was circulated which disturbed the local
residents because it implied that the Ripon Peace Memorial Hospital, together with others
in the area, might be closed. A rumour is again circulating; however, it is not that the
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hospital will be closed but that it will be purely and simply for nursing beds with no acute
beds.
Beaufort is approximately 30 miles from Ballarat and almost 30 miles from Ararat and
would be at a distinct disadvantage if it did not have some acute beds. It also has industry
in the area and although it has a good safety record, accidents can always occur. If an
accident did occur, people would need to have acute bed accommodation nearby.
Can the Minister give an assurance that the original plan, as proposed, will proceed? If
any change to the category of the hospital and the type of beds is proposed, will he give an
assurance that a certain percentage of those beds will be of the acute category?
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-I desire to raise an issue for the
attention of the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands. I am happy to say that she
was in the province that I represent twice in less than a week on two pleasant matters. The
former of the two related to the prospective creation of new parkland at Point Nepean.
It is in respect of that matter that I raise two areas of concern, despite my total approval
of the creation of the park which she announced in collaboration with the Federal Minister
for Local Government and Administrative Services, Mr Tom Uren. The Minister ought
to be aware that the area at the tip of Point Nepean and on the seaward side is ecologically
sensitive to a significant degree. The dune country is very fragile and can easily be destroyed. Undoubtedly it would be destroyed in a short time by open access and by the
sheer pressure of use.

Local organizations, the Flinders Shire Council and local members of Parliament, while
pressing for the creation of the park over more than 20 years, have always stressed that it
would need to be a limited access park because of the sensitivity to which I have referred.
The need for access to be strictly controlled to proper groups and for proper purposes
derives from the need to preserve the area in the long term and not merely the short term
and is exacerbated by the dangerous nature of the beaches, including Cheviot beach-the
history of which is well known to honourable members.
Among the organizations which have always referred to the need for careful control is
the Shire of Flinders. I now come to the second aspect of my concern. The Shire of
Flinders expresses grave concern that it was not consulted, or at least effectively consulted,
prior to the announcement. Had it been consulted, it would have emphasized the need for
the Ministers to make it clear that this would not be an open access park but a limited
access park.
I cannot believe that issue has been overlooked. However, it did not appear in the
publicity. I ask for the Minister's assurance that if it has not already been done, that most
careful consideration will be given to the conditions necessary to preserve this land for all
time and that that consideration will be made in the closest consultation with the shire,
local organizations and local members of Parliament.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-Mr Lawson raised the issue of the
Gayline Telephone Counselling Service and investigations that have been occurring. I am
not certain whether the $1600 that was to be provided to the Gayline Telephone Counselling Service was actually provided, but over the next 24 hours I shall make further inquiries
about the nature of those investigations and respond to him.
Mr Wright raised a matter concerning an article in the Age of 25 October which referred
to nurse education at the Chisholm Institute of Technology, a complaint about the proposed expenditure of $1·6 million not occurring until 1989-90 and an alleged dispute
between the Department of Health and the former Education Department about who is
responsible for the structured program transfer of nurse education. I appreciate Mr Wright
directing this article to my attention. I am not aware of any dispute between the former
Education Department and the Department of Health on that matter, but I shall make
inquiries about specific funds that have been provided for the institute, the' timing of those
funds and other obligations.
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Mr Miles raised an issue regarding the commemoration of Remembrance Day at Montmorency High School, which I shall refer to the Minister for Education. I should have
thought that Mr Miles would first have contacted the principal of Montmorency High
School to find out what did occur, but I shall pass on his remarks to the Minister.
Mr Grimwade raised the future of acute beds at the Eildon and District Community
Hospital and Mr de Fegely raised a similar issue, to which I shall refer later. It is correct
that discussions are occurring about the future of acute beds at Eildon and Alexandra
under the auspices of the regional director, Mr Bernie Leonard. I indicated earlier this
sessional period and late in the autumn sessional period that the Government's method
of dealing with proposals in the McClelland report was that it would seek advice from the
relevant regional directors about proposals for their areas.
I should like to think that regional directors-and I am sure that this is occurring-are
encouraging widespread discussion about these issues, including consultation with local
members of Parliament. I encourage Mr Grimwade to have discussions with Mr Leonard
about the three separate options for the future of Eildon and Alexandra. I ask him in turn
to indicate his views about those options and to respond to them at an appropriate stage.
I have stated in the House from time to time after various options have been the subject
of public discussion and have been considered by relevant hospital committees of management that if a situation arises for which there is no likely resolution of what is deemed
to be an oversupply of acute beds in an area and the most appropriate use to which they
might be put, I shall then speak with the local member of Parliament, such as Mr Grimwade in this case, or the relevant members of the hospital committee of management.
I should like to think that the process had gone a fair way down the track and every
attempt had been made to produce a consensus locally. I remain available to see any
section of the community that is interested in this matter at an appropriate time after
those discussions have occurred. The Government looks forward to the regional directors
having some initiative in this area.
Mr Chamberlain raised the matter of the responsibility for investigating whether any
further rusting or live hand grenades are in the area of Monivae College. Normally, I
would expect that the Hazardous Materials Division of the Department of Employment
and Industrial Affairs, under Mr Kilmartin, would have that responsibility. Contact has
been made and Mr Kilmartin has indicated that it is not his responsibility to explore for
those live hand grenades. I shall make inquiries with my colleague, the Minister for
Employment and Industrial Affairs, and shall respond in due course.
Mr Macey raised the question of any consultancy agreements with a Mr Stephen Freeth
and the extent to which any finance has been provided to him. I shall make inquiries and
respond to him.
Mr de Fegely referred to the Ripon Peace Memorial Hospital at Beaufort and its future.
I refer to him the comments I made with regard to the matter raised by Mr Grimwade,
that it is the responsibility of the local regional director to examine areas in which the
McClelland report has indicated there is evidence of an oversupply of acute beds and how
the future needs of that community might best be met in terms of acute beds and nursing
home beds. Discussion should occur between the regional director, the relevant chief
executive officer and the board of management of the hospital and, if as a result of those
discussions a solution is arrived at, I hope relevant local members will make themselves
available to be actively involved as they deem fit. I remain available to see the committee
of management, the local member, or the chief executive officer or the regional director,
or all of those people at an appropriate time if it appears necessary or if discussions bring
about a satisfactory resolution and implementation of the report breaks down.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-Mr Connard raised the matter of the
showing of particular classes of movies in prisons. That is a vexed question. The Government has a policy that material that is generally available to adults in the community is
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available to adult prisoners and that policy applies in other parts of the Western World. It
is a question of whether there are prisoners who would be appropriate to watch any specific
matter and the Government has that under review. It is the Government's general policy
to apply the same standards in terms of censorship.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-In response
to Mr Evans on the question concerning the proposal for licence fees under the timber
industry strategy, it is not possible for me to ~ve a definitive answer as the process for
discussIon on the timber industry strategy and ItS finalization will take place over the next
few months. However, I believe I have spoken to exactly the same people to whom Mr
Evans has spoken about this issue, being certain members of the Victorian Sawmillers
Association.
The Hon. D. M. Evans-It is my own interpretation.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-I am sure some of them share Mr Evans's concern; I believe
it is an appropriate concern. When one considers the question of whether to set licence
fees and their level, one must do so with two things in mind: firstly, the balance of the
users of the public resource contributing to the development of that public resource-that
is the purpose of setting licence fees-and, secondly, to ensure that one does not set a rate
higher than is possible for the licencee to payor in a way that undermines his or her
capacity to make the best use of his or her considerable investment. The best answer I can
give at present is that the ability to pay and the impact on sawmillers' ability to develop
their industry will be one of the things I shall take into account when resolvIng the issue
of licence fees. I thank the honourable member for his question.
A constituent of Mr Reid, from the Bendigo Field Naturalists Club, wrote to him
concerning the lack of fisheries and wildlife resources in the Bendigo area-I have also
had similar correspondence. The scarcity of staff has been a concern in the Bendigo area,
not so much because of people leaving the Fisheries and Wildlife Service but because of a
redistribution of staff because of regionalization and because some people who have been
on-the-ground field officers have taken more senior positions in management. In terms of
replacing the actual on-the-ground field officers in Bendigo-The Hon. N. B. Reid-I was referring to the Statewide situation.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-I shall take the Bendigo area first, so that Mr Reid may
announce it in the local papers.
The Hon. N. B. Reid-Thank you, it does help.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-It is good to say something nice. I have just advertised
fourteen new positions for fisheries and wildlife people and Bendigo will receive two of
those.
On the more general question of replacement policy and progress in placements in the
department, I agree with Mr Reid that it is probably the most difficult matter facing the
department and, because it is such a big issue, it is moving slowly. However, I shall be
happy to provide Mr Reid and Mr Evans with a copy of the two documents on placement
policy.
Over the next couple of months, 1500 people will be placed in the department in
permanent positions. The director-general has worked very hard on this issue, recognizing
its importance to the future morale of the department, and he has reached agreement with
the sawmillers' association about the processing of those placements.
The Hon. N. B. Reid-I should have thought that the principle would have been decided
before this.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-I can understand that Mr Reid has difficulty being complimentary about the Ministry for which he has shadow responsibility but I believe it takes
considerable time, as Mr Hunt would know, to implement a major change in policy,
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especially when one is shifting from a centralized position to a regionalized position. I
believe the actions that will be taken over the next two months will settle the department
down considerably.
Mr Hunt raised the question of the management of Point Nepean. Firstly, I did enjoy
visiting both Point Nepean and Arthur's Seat in the past week and, to an extent, I envy
him being the local member for such a beautiful area.
I understand Mr Hunt's long and abiding interest in both those areas, particularly Point
Nepean. He raised with me the issue of the ecologically sensitive nature of Point Nepean,
and of course I agree with him. In fact, I have made this point in interviews.
Ecologically sensitive areas require very sensitive management, which includes controlled access. I believe my department, particularly the National Parks Service, has
considerable experience in this area and will be able to balance the combined pressures of
the conflicting questions of access and sensitive management and conservation.
I had not visited that area before, and I was a little surprised by the extent of the
challenge of management, particularly the soil erosion, and where the isthmus comes in,
the washing away of the land.
The Hon. Robert Lawson interjected.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-I think that can be managed. However, I believe land
degradation issues are more important, although it seems more attractive to raise other
issues. Cheviot beach would probably be a better attraction, for obvious reasons, and there
will have to be careful management in that area also.
In the area of sensitive management, the proposal is to do what the Government has
done successfully for the Grampians National Park area, and that is to develop a management plan with the involvement of the major groups, which includes, of course, the Shire
of Flinders.
I am sorry that the shire believes it was not adequately consulted regarding the announcement. It was my understanding that two officers of the Federal department under
the responsibility of Mr Uren had been in consultation with the shire and that the announcement really came as no surprise, although the timing of the announcement may
well have been a surprise to the shire.
I should like Mr Hunt to assure the Shire of Flinders, whose views he has put to me,
that a management plan will be developed over the next twelve months, that it will follow
the normal processes, and that the shire will be involved in the development of that
national plan.
The motion was agreed to.
The House adjourned at 1l.32 p.m.
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Wednesday, 13 November 1985
The PRESIDENT (the Hon. R. A. Mackenzie) took the chair at 11.3 a.m. and read the
prayer.

RESIDENTIAL TENANCIES BILL
This Bill was received from the Assembly and, on the motion of the Hon. J. H.
KENNAN (Attorney-General), was read a first time.
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

STORAGE OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-Would the Minister for Planning
and Environment agree that inadequate provision relating to the storage of hazardous
materials and the disposal of dangerous wastes means that the west of Melbourne is sitting
on a time bomb?
The PRESIDENT-Order! The question is out of order. Mr Hunt is asking for an
opinion, not posing a question.

RURAL INDUSTRIES
The Hon. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-I direct a question to the Minister
for Agriculture and Rural Affairs following the question I asked of him yesterday. Given
that businessess in rural areas of Victoria are suffering, particularly those directly servicing
the farming community such as machinery dealerships and so on, and given that their
problems have not been addressed in statements by the Government or by support
measures to the farming industries, what mechanisms, if any, will be put in place to assist
financially the people in the business sector who have been hard hit by the immediate cut
in farmers' spending, particularly machinery dealerships which are vital to the future
servicing of rural industries?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-The honourable member is correct in saying that service industries in rural parts of Victoria are
directly dependent on the well-being of the primary producer. I am aware of financial
difficulties in the agriculture sector. There is bound to be a flow-on effect to people who
work in towns and service centres. Large equipment dealers will face difficulties.
The honourable member discussed this matter with me briefly prior to the House sitting
today. I assure him that it is the intention of the Government under its new rural affairs
approach to consider more carefully the kind of assistance that can be offered. I shall speak
to my colleague, the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources in another place, to
determine whether some assistance can be made available through the Victorian Economic Development Corporation or the Small Business Development Corporation.
In any case, I accept the fact that the Government's comments on rural affairs have
concentrated on the well-being of the producer and the producer's family, but that does
not mean we are not concerned about related service industries. I shall take up the matter
with the relevant Minister and other Ministers who are concerned with this area.

COMPUTER ASSISTED TRANSCRIPTION SERVICE IN THE
COURTS
The Hon. JOAN COXSEDGE (Melbourne West Province)-Will the Attorney-General inform the House as to the progress of plans to introduce the computer assisted
transcription service into Victorian courts?
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The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I thank Mrs Coxsedge for her question
and her continuing interest in law and technology.
The Hon. M. A. Birrell-Is she in favour of or against it?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-She is in favour of the plan. Last year I made a Ministerial
statement on judicial administration and foreshadowed at that time the introduction of
computer assisted transcription services into Victorian courts. Last week we had the first
trial run of computer assisted transcription in the Supreme Court. The CAT system will
be introduced progressively over the next few years and will create a timely and costefficient system for transcribing Supreme Court proceedings.
The CAT system enables transcripts to be stored on a database and recalled by judges
or the parties involved. It also enables key word searches of transcripts to throw up
relevant pages. It is one strategy for the better use of the skills of court reporters. It has
been evolved in close consultation with the Victorian Public Service Association and a
staff consultative committee of the Commonwealth Reporting Service.
Funds will be made available from the courts organization fund. The strategy involves
phasing out manual shorthand methods with retraining of already highly skilled court
reporters and extended use of the electronic system in the County Court. Honourable
members may be aware of concern about the lack of transcription facilities in the County
Court. Reporting facilities currently available in criminal cases will be made available in
the next couple of months to smaller cases in the County Court on a fee-for-service basis.

NEWMARKET SALE-YARDS
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-In view of the impending proposed legislation on the Newmarket sale-yards and the fact that I have had questions on notice on the
Notice Paper for one month, will the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands
provide details of the $1·2 million compensation for the acquisition of the Newmarket
sale-yards?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-That was a
question on notice which I signed yesterday and which should be in the House tomorrow.

DISTRICT HEALTH COUNCILS
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT (North Western Province)-My question to the Minister
for Health concerns district health councils. Is the Minister aware that there has been quite
a deal of criticism about district health councils (a) because they are duplicating the work
of hospitals and municipal councils, and (b) because it is intended that the work and
structure of these councils is to be resolved following meetings with the people out in the
field? There has now been a report that the concept of district health councils is to be
dropped. Will the Minister advise the House what is to happen?
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-Mr Wright asked the question in two
parts and gives the impression that district health councils are in operation. The fact is
that not one district health council has been formed despite the special provision that has
been made in the Budget for the establishment of these councils within each health region
of the State.
It is not correct to say that they are in conflict with the role of other boards of management of hospitals or, as might appropriately occur from time to time, where relative, to
meet the needs of certain areas of the State boards of management. District health councils
are designed to provide a consumer input into the planning of health.
The Hon. M. A. Birrell-Do you have confidence in David Legge?
The Hon. D. R. WHITE':"""'ln response to the interjection, I remind Mr Birrell that Dr
Legge was the research person nominated and used by the previous Administration
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throughout the time of the Syme-Townsend inquiry. He was used by Sir Colin Syme as
research officer during the restructuring of the Health Commission.
The PRESIDENT-Order! I suggest the honourable gentleman returns to the question.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE-Mr President, obviously the previous Administration had a
great deal of confidence in Dr Legge, as has the current Administration.
An extensive report has been provided and prepared in respect of the establishment of
district health councils which are designed to provide an opportunity for consumers
throughout health regions to provide advice to the Government about the health needs of
the community. They are not confined to the establishment of hospitals, but general health
needs including preventative health programs. They are not designed to supersede or even
cut across, in any sense, the work of committees of management. They are designed to
provide a source of advice to the Government and for Governments to make use of them
as they see fit.
I welcome and look forward to consumers of health having an opportunity of making a
meaningful input into the provisions and planning of this division of health needs in this
community.

NEWMAN COLLEGE
The Hon. B. T. PULLEN (Melbourne Province)-My question is directed to the Minister for Planning and Environment. There is an allocation of $300 000 in the Budget of
that department for the restoration of Newman College. Will the Minister inform the
House what is the justification and background for the allocation of what is a fairly
substantial sum for that purpose?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Planning and Environment)-I am pleased to
respond to the question. Honourable members probably realize that Newman College is
perhaps one of WaIter Burley Griffin's best known and most important buildings in the
country. The college is raising a.large amount of money to restore the building properly. It
is in need of repair and I believe it to be one of the most important historic buildings in
Victoria. The Government has agreed to assist substantially and I wish to indicate to
honourable members that the college, in reflecting its gratitude for the assistance, is
moving towards making the college far more available for the community to see.
It will now be listed on the various tours conducted by organizations such as the
National Trust of Australia (Victoria), the Melbourne Tourism Authority and the Victorian Tourism Commission.

The Royal Australian Institute of Architects in Victoria has chosen to establish a WaIter
Burley Griffin memorial oration to be held at Newman College. The building is to become
far more public. The Government hopes the public will enjoy one of the gems of the early
century and one of Burley Griffin's greatest buildings. It is a pleasure for the Government
to be able to assist in this matter.

DELAYS IN ANALYSIS OF DRUGS
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-In view of the long delays in
the analysis of suspected drugs by the police forensic laboratory and the consequent delays
in bringing on drug trials, will the Attorney-General advise his colleague, the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services, to direct the Police Force to utilize the services of private
laboratories so that immediate analyses can be obtained?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I shall take up the matter with the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services.
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CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES
The Hon. JEAN McLEAN (Boronia Province)-Will the Minister for Community
Services provide information on the new child protective services units of the Department
of Community Services and whether they are accepting reports of child maltreatment?
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-As I have informed the
House on several occasions, child protective services units have now been established in
twelve regions, with a further two services units to be established in early 1986 bringing
the total to fourteen.
There are currently eighteen authorized workers in ten regions. In the remaining two
regions, which have staff who are not yet authorized to take matters before the Children's
Court, the department has established a close working relationship with the Police Force.
As I understand it, the implementation of the new services units is proving to be extremely
successful.
The department is conducting training courses for new workers. Some 32 workers have
been trained so far and a further training course will be held in February 1986. I am
delighted to be able to indicate that the child protective services units that the Government
has established have taken up most of the workers from the former Childrens Protection
Society and who wanted to work in the State system. The Government is grateful to have
their experience and expertise.

HUME FREEWAY-EUROA BYPASS PLANNING SCHEME
The Hon. F. S. GRIMWADE (Central Highlands Province)-In July, the Minister for
Planning and Environment appointed an independent panel to hear submissions regarding the Hume Freeway-Euroa bypass planning scheme and the proposed new route favoured by the Road Construction Authority. The three-man panel was to hear evidence
and report back to the Minister with its recommendations.
The panel completed its work some seven weeks ago, and I ask the Minister whether he
has received those recommendations and when will he act upon them. If the Minister has
not received the recommendations, when does he expect to do so?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Planning and Environment)-I have not as yet
received the recommendations of the panel. Given the time that Mr Grimwade has
mentioned, I should receive them very soon. What occurs after the advice comes from the
panel is that my officers prepare the matter and it is presented to me for determination.
Perhaps later today I shall be able to let Mr Grimwade know when I expect to receive the
recommendations.

LAND CONSERVATION COUNCIL
The Hon. D. M. EVANS (North Eastern Province)-I direct my question to the Minister for Planning and Environment. In view of the widely changing role of the Land
Conservation Council since its constitution some ten years ago and the differing nature of
the inquiries which it is undertaking, I ask the Minister whether the Government intends
to change the structure and the modus operandi of the council; if so, will the Minister give
details of the way in which that will be done?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Planning and Environment)-It is erroneous
for Mr Evans to suggest that the Land Conservation Council is functioning outside its
mandate as established within the Act.
The Hon. D. M. EVANS (North Eastern Province)-On a point of order, Mr President,
I did not suggest that the Land Conservation Council was operating outside its mandate.
I referred to its changing role and changing conditions, and they are altogether different.
The PRESIDENT-Order! The matter raised by Mr Evans is not a point of order.
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The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Planning and Environment)-The role of the
council has been established by the Act and it is a useful and effective body. It is not my
intention at this stage to review or question the constitution or the role of the council. If
that is the intention of the Government in years to come, Mr Evans will hear about it
because it will be a matter for debate in this place.

GAYLINE TELEPHONE COUNSELLING SERVICE
The Hon. C. F. Van BUREN (Eumemmerring Province)-Will the Minister for Health
advice the House whether the Department of Health has investigated the allegation that
the Gayline Telephone Counselling Service has been used as a contact point for child
molesters?
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-In response to a matter raised on the
motion for the adjournment of the sitting last night and Mr Van Buren's question today, I
point out that in early September the Department of Health wrote a letter to the Gayline
Telephone Counselling Service indicating an intention to grant a sum of$1600 to help the
service cope with providing advice on the acquired immune deficiency syndrome issue.
However, the Government has not actually paid any money to that service.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-Are you going to?
The Hon. D. R. WHITE-The moneys were specifically provided for the purchase of
telephone equipment and to provide postage costs.
Subsequently a former police agent, Mr Stephen Mayne, publicly alleged that the Gayline service has been used, or is used, as a paedophilia contact service. I requested officers
of the Department of Health to ask the police to investigate the allegations and to ascertain
the training and methods of the organization of the telephone service.
I have now received advice that a member of the previous Australian Paedophile
Support Group, Mr WaIter Hillbrick, worked at Gayline three Saturdays each month
during 1983. Mr Hillbrick later became president of the Gayline organization, a position
from which he resigned in September 1985.
I have also been advised by Chief Commissioner Miller that there is no firm evidence
to show that the Gayline organization was used by paedophiles to recruit young boys. In
respect of training of volunteer telephone counsellors, I have been advised that there is a
comprehensive training program and strict protocols which are regularly reviewed to
maintain a professional approach to the telephone service.
The Department of Health has not paid any moneys to Gayline. However, it is looking
at telephone counselling and information service for the AIDS program, and Gayline will
be considered in light of the police review. I also understand that Gayline is seeking funds
elsewhere.

NEA VE REPORT ON PROSTITUTION
The Hon. ROSEMARY VARTY (Nunawading Province)-I direct my question to the
Minister for Planning and Environment. Will the Minister release the Neave report on
prostitution to honourable members, and, if not, why not?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Planning and Environment)-Mrs Varty's
question is more properly addressed to the Attorney-General. However, one of the recommendations of the task force which I put into operation some years ago was a recommendation for a broader inquiry. The responsibility for the control of that inquiry was
transferred, quite properly, to the Attorney-General. Therefore, I suggest that Mrs Varty
address her question to him.
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CHILDREN'S SERVICES
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-I direct my question to the Minister
for Community Services. In relation to her recent Ministerial statement on children's
services, particularly that local government will be asked to provide sites and assist with
development of new centres, will the Minister indicate what consultation has taken place
with local government and what form of assistance has been, or will be, sought from local
government?
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-I thank Mr Hallam for his
question and his continuing interest in this topic and in local government. At present a
consultative committee with representatives from the Commonwealth Government, State
Government and local government is examining the over-all needs for child care centres
in Victoria. That committee will make recommendations on locations, areas of need and
other matters.
Local government, as in the past, will be asked to identify sites within a specific area for
child care centres or to provide a building for a child care centre if one should be available
and is more appropriate than simply a block ofland.
I have noticed around child care centres there is a lot of informal assistance which has
come from local government. For example, city engineers have been eager to assist in the
planning of centres and in lending a hand in their execution, as have various council
officers. It is that sort of informal assistance that cannot always be identified at the
beginning of a project that has to be acknowledged most gratefully at its conclusion.

DRAFT TIMBER INDUSTRY STRATEGY
The Hon. B. A. MURPHY (Gippsland Province)-Before I direct my question to the
Minister of Conservation, Forests and Lands, I congratulate her on the excellent document
which she released on Thursday, 7 November entitled the "Draft Timber Industry Strategy". It has been well received in the area I represent and by the industry. Will the Minister
outline for those who do not know how that strategy provides for both the long-term
development of the timber industry as well as protection of the environment?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I thank the
honourable member for his question and for his continued interest in the timber industry,
especially in the future shape of the timber industry in Gippsland.
An Honourable Member-He is worried about the timber workers in Gippsland.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-That is correct. It is correct that the timber industry draft
strategy is an integration of two major interest groups concerned with forests and that of
environmental protection and economic production. I emphasize that the strategy is in
draft form and that the department will be conducting negotiations over the next few
months moving towards the strategy being a final strategy to be presented to the public in
March 1986.
Honourable members would be aware that the forest industries have a major impact on
the Victorian economy making up to 10 per cent of the manufacturing industry production, particularly in rural economies where in some towns they are the base for about 75
per cent of employment.
There are two major aspects to the report, firstly, is the gains for the timber industry
which take the form of maintenance of long-term employment opportunities, an increase
in the timber industry'S opportunity to make an economic contribution to the State, an
increase in the industry's share oflocal and national markets-that is a different task given
the competition from both interstate and particularly New Zealand-improved productivity in the use of hardwood and softwood resources and a safer, cleaner working environment.
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In terms of the strategies that the Government is using to ensure that those outcomes
are achieved, the main ones are: for the first time in Victoria there is a guaranteed resource
base so that the industry will know the level of resources to which it has access; the
provision oflong-term licences instead of the current period of one to three years-which
is hopeless for planning of the industry-to five to fifteen years; and the maximum use of
saw log resources through integrated pulpwood harvesting and the encouragement of
reforestation in hardwood areas.
Some criticism has been made of the department's strategy in terms of lack of environmental sensitivity. I am convinced that the Government is setting a pace in terms of
environmental constraints in the timber industry in Australia, and some of those constraints include no logging in rain forests and, in co-operation with the Land Conservation
Council, a definition is being established of rain forests in Victoria, the continued phaseout of pine plantations in native forest areas, a strict code of forest fire practice which will
be ready for the logging season and detailed public participation in the whole process
ranging from the existing Land Conservation Council process through the regional nlanagement plans, through forest utilization plans, through annual forest coupe prescriptions,
special purpose plans for protection of flora and fauna and strong environmental controls
in logging including detailed land capability assessments and sound silviculture practices.
These strong environmental controls ensure that there is a timber industry in Victoria
which is both economically viable and environmentally sensitive.
The Hon. HAD DON STOREY (East Yarra Province)-I raise a point of order, Mr
President. Despite your previous ruling in this House, the Minister is again converting an
answer to a question without notice into a Ministerial statement. Mr President, you
previously directed the Minister's attention to this practice as being out of order during
question time, and the Minister is again indulging in that practice.
The Hon. B. A. MURPHY (Gippsland Province)-On the point of order, Mr President,
I asked a question of the Minister, the answer to which the Minister has outlined for the
benefit of honourable members opposite. I expect my question to be answered properly,
and the Minister was answering it properly. If honourable members opposite do not have
sufficient patience to listen to the Minister's answer, that is their problem.
The PRESIDENT-Order! There is no point of order, as such; Ministers are allowed
to answer questions as they see fit. However, I remind Ministers that the time for questions
without notice is very short, and I again ask them to try to keep their answers as brief as
possible to allow the maximum number of questions to be asked in the time that is
available.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-Thank you,
Mr President. In conclusion, for the benefit of Mr Murphy and Mr Long, I point out that
the employment part of the timber industry strategy is crucial, and the department will
consider East Gippsland-which will suffer most in the employment context-in a special
way and set up a regional employment task force.

PETITIONS
Wood chipping, Otway Ranges
The Hon. D. E. HENSHAW (Geelong Province) presented a petition from certain
citizens of Victoria praying for the preservation of forests and the banning of wood
chipping and clearfelling in the Otway Ranges. He stated that the petition was respectfully
worded, in order, and bore 102 signatures.
It was ordered that the petition be laid on the table.
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Residential Tenancies Act 1980
The Hon. B. T. PULLEN (Melbourne Province) presented a petition from certain
citizens of Victoria praying that the Residential Tenancies Act 1980 be repealed and
replaced by fair equitable plain English legislation. He stated that the petition was respectfully worded, in order, and bore 609 signatures.
It was ordered that the petition be laid on the table.

The Hon. JOAN COXSEDGE (Melbourne West Province) presented a petition from
certain citizens of Victoria praying that the Residential Tenancies Act 1980 be repealed
and replaced by fair equitable plain English legislation. She stated that the petition was
respectfully worded, in order, and bore 23 signatures.
It was ordered that the petition be laid on the table.

Child care services
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD (Higinbotham Province) presented a petition from certain
citizens of Victoria praying for the continuation of child care and kindergarten programs
in Victoria. He stated that the petition was respectfully worded, in order, and bore 82
signatures.
It was ordered that the petition be laid on the table.

BUILDING CONTROL (PLUMBERS, GASFITTERS AND
DRAINERS) BILL
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Planning and Environment), by leave, moved
for leave to bring in a Bill to amend the Building Control Act 1981 in relation to the
registration of plumbers, gasfitters, drainers and contractors and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

PAPERS
The following papers, pursuant to the directions of several Acts of Parliament, were laid
on the table by the Clerk:
Employment and Industrial Affairs Department-Report and financial statements for the year 1984-85.
Planning Appeals Board-Report for the year 1984-85.
Public Account Act 1958-Report on the Victorian Development Fund for the year 1984-85.
Public Authorities Finance Agency-Report and statement of accounts for the year 1984-85.
Technical and Further Education Board-Report for the year 1984-85.

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

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (BROTHELS) BILL
The Hon. ROSEMARY VARTY (Nunawading Province) moved for leave to bring in a
Bill to amend the Town and Country Planning Act 1961 in relation to the prohibition of
brothels, and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.
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MINISTER FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT (North Western Province)-I move:
That this House condemns the Minister for Local Government for his handling of the local government
portfolio and calls on the Government not to proceed with any enforced amalgamation.

Honourable members will note that the motion has been amended according to Standing
Order No. 84. It has been abbreviated, which I think is better.
The motion condemns the Minister for Local Government for his handling of his
portfolio. In fact, he has lost the confidence of those involved in local government in
Victoria. That being the case, I call on him to resign from the Ministry immediately and
let local government get on with the job.
The Minister plans considerably to reduce the number of councils in Victoria; for a
start, by 60, and then in two years' time by a further 60. He wishes to centralize and
regionalize, and this of course is Australian Labor Party policy but who, in local government or in the community at large, has asked him to do this?
The Hon. W. A. Landeryou-The ratepayers!
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT-Where has this impassioned plea come from? Mr
Landeryou says, "the ratepayers". I have not heard any ratepayers say this and neither
have members of the National Party. He is using his imagination again.
The ALP has two sinister objectives. The first is to impose the Government's will and
take away the autonomy of local government. The second is to make it easier for Labor
candidates to be elected to local councils. Ifhonourable members are dubious about this,
they can read the Labor Star of May 1985, in which there are comments about, as he is
termed, Comrade Simmonds. The article does not leave any doubt.
There is nothing new about this, it has been happening on hospital committees. People
who have served on hospital committees for years and given great service have been
forced off and replaced by persons such as the secretary of the local Labor Party branch.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-Even though they are last on the list of nominations.
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT-And they have little to contribute. That is what is
happening.
It is happening on boards and on commissions and it is typical of the party opposite.
The Government is systematically changing over the heads of boards and commissions
and the like that were appointed by the previous Administration and bringing in its own
people.

The Hon. W. A. Landeryou-What has that that got to do with the motion?
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT-It has everthing to do with the motion, as Mr Landeryou
well knows. The Government is making a political football of local government. The
proposals that amalgamation is successful is denied by evidence.
All around the world large numbers oflocal government units serve their communities.
Areas such as Scotland and England that have restructured their local government units
are rueing the day they have done it because they are finding that big is not better. In fact,
they have been compelled to erect new buildings and to employ more staff and it is,
therefore, costing more with no added benefit.
I point out the wisdom of our forefathers in the location of our cities and towns more
than 100 years ago. None of these cities and towns has had to be relocated. The same
applies to our local government boundaries. Most importantly, absolutely no evidence
has been produced that reductions in councils are justified. No cost benefit studies have
been done. How can one compare such widely diverse councils as exist in Victoria today?
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To date, the Government has failed to browbeat councils into submission. Local government is the focal point of country Victoria. Councils are efficient, enterprising and
sympathetic to local needs.,
The Local Government Commission is being made the vehicle for ending 60 councils
now and a further 60 councils later on. Councillor Stuart Morris has been made the
chairman. This, in our view, is an appalling appointment. It is like putting the cat among
the pigeons. Mr Morris is committed to wholesale restructure. He has a close association
with the Australian Labor Party. In fact, he was an unsuccessful ALP candidate for
Monbulk in the 1976 election.
Concetta Benn, the director of the Social Development Division, Department of the
Premier and Cabinet, on behalf of the Premier, writes:
The Government will choose commissioners who are knowledgeable about local government and who will
exercise their judgement in an impartial manner.

How on earth can the appointment of Mr Morris do that? Another interesting point in
Concetta Benn's letter is made:
In contrast to the previous approach offocussing on proposals for mergers between specific municipalities, the
commission will in future work to a Statewide reference. This means that it will develop guidelines for re-shaping
the system as a whole.

Restructure can be implemented without reference to State Parliament and the National
Party is concerned about this. Because of the way in which the Act is structured, the
Minister does not need to take note of any referendum that may be held.
On the subject of impartial commissioners, I refer to an obvious political appointment
of Ms Creati to the Local Government Commission review council in the Geelong area.
Ms Creati is the electoral officer for the Honourable David Henshaw, who must himself
be committed to amalgamation. It is a reasonable assumption that Ms Creati is a cardcarrying member of the Australian Labor Party. In fact, I understand she is the vice
president of the ALP committee on local government. I do not want to reflect on Ms
Creati's ability, but I refer again to the letter from Concetta Benn referring to the desire
for impartiality.
How'can Ms Creati be acknowledged to be impartial? She has publicly stated that she is
in favour of restructure and amalgamation. Justice must be seen to be done as well as
being done. The Geelong region-in fact, the State of Victoria-cannot have confidence
in this appointment. The Minister for Local Government has a simple explanation for it.
He says, firstly, that there is a vacancy and, secondly, that Ms Creati replaces a woman.
That is all he said-all the logic and all the justice! I suppose the Government says, "We
do not need the logic anyway; all we need is the numbers."
I shall say something in a moment about the historical background of the situation, but
the House may be interested in three tables of statistics. As per your instruction, Mr
President, the tables have been referred to you, to the party Leaders and spokesmen, and
I understand that all are agreeable to their incorporation in Hansard. Copies are available
for those honourable members who require them. I seek leave to have each of the tables
incorporated in H ansard at the appropriate point in my remarks.
Leave was granted, and Table 1 was asfollows:
TABLE 1
Year

Number ofMunicipalities

1910
1923
1931
1946

206

1967
1977
1982

210

1956

Source: ACIR Discussion Paper No. 13

192
196
197

205
211
211

Minister for Local Government

13 November 1985

COUNCIL

885

The Hon K. I. M. WRIGHT-Table 1 sets out the number of municipalities that existed
in certain years between 1910 and 1982. In 1910 there were 206; that reduced to 196 in
1931 and by 1982 had again increased to 211.
Amalgamation has been the subject ofa number of inquiries: the Stuart Royal Commission in 1863; the Mohr Commission in 1962; the Voumard Committee in 1972; the Local
Government Advisory Board sat between 1969 and 1974; and in 1979 we had the Board
of Review of the Role, Structure and Administration of Local Government, which is
termed the Bains committee. That review recommended the establishment of a municipal
commission to examine local government structure in Victoria.
Honourable members all know Mr Bains's track record. He conducted inquiries in the
United Kingdom and New South Wales and one in Victoria, and he bailed out of the
Victorian inquiry part of the way through. On a visit to the United Kingdon in 1979, I
asked people in Scotland and England what they thought of his recommendations and
their implementation, and I found that they were most unhappy about it all. Six municipalities in the United Kingdom, including the municipality of Greater London, are trying
to undo what was done.
In 1974 the Local Government Advisory Board indentified four broad issues that should
be addressed when considering the question of amalgamation: first, whether amalgamation would result in any advantage or benefit; second, whether any real or substantial loss
of infrastructure, service provision and so on would be sustained by local government as
a result of amalgamation; third, whether there would be a significant loss of ratepayers,
municipal employees and so on; and fourth, whether amalgamation would place unacceptable financial demands on any ratepayers that they should not have to bear.
I shall go through some of the arguments in favour of and against amalgamation.
In favour of amalgamation, it is alleged that economies of scale would result. The first
argument put is: the larger the region the more efficient it will be, and therefore the cheaper
the costs of running the region. That has failed overseas, so how could it succeed here?
The second argument put in favour is: the larger the region the lower the proportion of
revenue expended on administration. The statistics that we have had imposed upon us
are a joke. Honourable members would remember the story about the man with his rear
in the oven and his head in the refrigerator, who, when asked how comfortable he was,
said, "On the average, I am quite comfortable." Some of the statistics we have been given
must be viewed in the same light.
In the main, the statistics compare administration expenses with rate revenue. That
approach is completely wrong because of the wide variation in rate revenue figures_ One
should compare administration expenditure with total expenditure.
The Hon. B. A. Chamberlain-Because that is the total council activity, isn't it?
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT-Exactly. I have already sought permission to incorporate
table 3.
Leave was granred, and Table 3 was asfollows:
TABLE 3

Council
MetropolitanMordialloc
Kew
Hawthorn
Sandringham
Brighton
Malvern
Prahran

Population
28900
29700
31 300
32500
35300
44900
46800

Administration Expenditure/
Total Revenue Expenditure
0·14
0-16
0.14
0-14
0.15
0-17
0-14
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('ouncil
Box Hill
Heidelberg
Caul field
Camberwell
CountryKara Kara
Tullaroop
Bet Bet
Avoca
Maldon
Korong
Maryborough
Marong

Population

49300
66600
72700
89800
1100
1 780
1 830
2190
2420
3070
8830
10 850

Administration Expenditure/
Total Revenue Expenditure

0·14
0·14
0·14
0·13
0·12

0·16
0·15
0·12

0·18
0·13
0·13

0·16

The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT-Ifhonourable members examine table 3, they will see a
comparison of administration expenditure and total revenue expenditure. The first group
referred to in the table are metropolitan councils, which range on an expenditure basis
from 13 cents in the $1 to 17 cents in the $1. A comparison of country councils shows a
range from 12 cents in the $1 to 18 cents in the $1. The figures are expressed either as a
percentage or as cents. A mean average exists between all councils. Each council is providing a service to its ratepayers that it perceives to be suitable for the population, the
topography and the interests of the ratepayers.
Arguments in favour of amalgamation are, first, that variations in area and population
bring about a significant diversity in rate revenue. I have already countered that argument.
The next argument is that larger municipalities, because of their greater rate earning
capacity, are much less dependent on outside revenue sources than smaller municipalities.
If that is the case it does not affect their demand for a larger share of Government grant
revenue. Of course, councils receive a share of revenue to counteract any facility that they
may provide for outside municipalities.
The final argument is that amalgamation will lead to a new combined region having far
greater negotiating power when dealing with local, State and Federal Governments.
The arguments against amalgamation, arguments that I support, are, first, that there has
been little investigation of the possible diseconomies of scale that can result from the
creation of functional areas that are too large to service and administer efficiently. Time
and again it has been established that bigger is not better.
The second argument against amalgamation is that there has been an inappropriate
emphasis on the relationship between per capita service costs and population size. The
third argument is that amalgamation will not be cost saving for many smaller municipalities. Labour costs may be lower in a smaller municipality because of the response to
community interests-that is, the use of voluntary labour, minimal travel time of workers
to the place of starting work and reduced industrial disruption.
The fourth argument against amalgamation is that all attention is focused on households
and one must take into account other land users in a municipality, such as agribusiness,
secondary industry, tertiary industry and other sector activities. The assumption that a
municipality is inefficient if it has high administrative costs and low population may be
unfounded.
The fifth argument against amalgamation is that there is immense economic, social and
community diversity in Victorian municipalities, and that is self-evident.
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The sixth argument is that amalgamation will cause municipal staff unemployment. I
am not sure if that will necessarily follow, but it will certainly reduce job opportunities in
the top echelon of amalgamated councils.
The seventh argument is that amalgamation will produce an increase in rates. That is
the only way that services and appropriate standards of administration can be supplied to
larger, diffused regions. This was proved to be the case in the United Kingdom. The eighth
argument is that increased size will necessarily mean increased administration costs. This
was also the case in the United Kingdom.
Finally, there is no evidence of financial mismanagement by smaller municipalities. I
invite honourable members to examine metropolitan municipalities that are politically
dominated by the Labor Party and I refer specifically to municipalities such as Broadmeadows, Richmond, Keilor and so on.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-Politically dominated-what about the National Party?
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT-The National Party has never endorsed municipal
candidates. Firstly many social advantages weigh as arguments against amalgamation.
Few residents have been asked about amalgamation. I wonder whether any notice would
be taken of them, in any case.
Secondly, with increased size any sense of community will be destroyed and councillors
and administrators will grow steadily out of touch with local needs. I notice in the United
Kingdom that where changes of name took place after centuries of tradition and belonging,
a sense of grief and dissatisfaction existed in those communities.
Thirdly, a long history and association with an area suggests that municipalities are
already homogeneous and there is no need to interfere with that. I point out the excellent
judgment of our pioneers in deciding where towns, cities and municipalities should be
placed so that today they are, in the main, still most relevant.
Fourthly, a real danger exists that the provision of infrastructure and services to outer
regions of municipalities will be excluded. There are other reasons, but I shall not go into
them at this stage.
When one examines the municipalities in Victoria one realizes that they range in size
from 3·7 square kilometres to 10800 square kilometres. Municipal populations range
from 620 to 129 000. Rate revenue varies from $132 000 to $42 million and, as a percentage of total rate revenue, that represents a range from 11 per cent to 66 per cent respectively. Although, as I said earlier, it is not a fair comparison, expenditure per capita on
services ranges from $33 to $900.
I have comparative figures to show where Victoria stands with respect to other States
and I request that the table be incorporated in H ansard.
Leave was granted, and Table 2 was as/allows:
TABLE 2
Number of
Municipalities
1985*

Population**
1984
'000

Average
Population per
Municipality

New South Wales
Victoria
Queensland
South Australia
Western Australia
Tasmania

175
211
134
127
139
46

5406·9
4075·5
2505·3
1352·9
1382·5
437·3

30900
19320
18700
10650
9950
9510

Total

832

15160·4

18220

State

*Source: ACIR Discussion Paper No. 13, updated for recent changes
**Source: ABS Monthly Summary of Statistics, July 1985
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The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT-In New South Wales the average population per municipality is 30 900, whereas in Victoria it is 19 320 and in Western Australia 9950. The table
illustrates the huge range in average populations in municipalities. In June 1985 the
Victorian Grants Commission issued a document entitled "Report on the Prospective
Financial Advantages of Restructuring Local Government in Victoria". The report was
commissioned by the former Minister for Local Government, Mr Frank Wilkes, and,
although the document is full of statistics, it contains very little that is of benefit or
advantage to the subject.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-It has been debunked!
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT-That is right. The disadvantages have been disregarded
and the terms of reference have been slanted. The report quotes selective statistics, makes
pointed assumptions, adopts selective reasoning and concentrates on health and welfare;
roads, drainage and fire protection are not in the hunt so far as being dealt with at any
length is concerned. The quoting of administrative costs in relation to rate revenue favours
municipalities with lower expenditures on roadworks. In publications such as this, it might
be more useful to quote kilometres of roads in the municipalities as well as the other
statistics.
I should point out at this stage that I am most disappointed to note that only three
members of the Government party are in the Chamber. This shows what those honourable
members think oflocal government, especially in country areas.
The Hon. C. J. Hogg-It indicates a considerable degree of activity by members on this
side of the House.
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT-I realize that but it also reveals that honourable members
should pay more attention to what is happening in this place rather than what is happening
with committees outside. I know my colleagues have been severely disadvantaged by that
fact. The press release issued by the Minister for Local Government on 17 July 1985,
stated, inter alia:
... the report also found that in most cases, ratepayers in small municipalities paid higher rates and the public
received lower levels of service.

There is no substance to that statement whatsoever. Ratepayers in small municpalities are
very pleased with the services that they are receiving from local government. I refer to a
shameful exercise by the Minister for Local Government and by the Premier when they
were invited to speak at a conference called by the Municipal Association of Victoria. The
Premier and the Minister attended the conference, delivered their addresses and left
without even endeavouring to answer any questions. It was the height of rudeness.
In his address, the Premier said that the Government was putting a lot of effort and
energy into "getting the Victorian economy back into shape". That was a bad start to his
speech because everyone is aware that the State debt is approaching $20 million. The
Premier stated also:
Victoria is now in better shape-both financially and economically-than ever before.

There have been huge increases in taxation, creating difficulties for businesses. He stated
also:
The reason for the lack of State Government action is obvious:

This concerns local government restructuringThere are political risks involved in restructuring, and few short-term benefits.

That is another reason for not restructuring. The Premier further referred to the restructuring and what was happening and listed:
Diamond Valley's splendid recreation program;
Heidelberg's excellent community arts strategy;
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Northcote's services for the aged, especially the ethnic aged;
Brunswick's very well managed electricity supply services-

And so on. That may be correct, but it is noticable that the list refers to city municipalities
and not to country municipalities. It is a clear indication that the Government believes
the sun rises in the Dandenongs and sets on the Werribee plains. Country municipalities
are carrying out these programs as a matter of routine. They do not need to be reminded
about them. The Premier stated further:
The second step is to implement our policies on general competence powers for local government.

I shall refer to this aspect later but I shall mention now one factor: municipalities do not
have the freedom to make their own decisions and nearly every step that they take is tied
up with some Government legislation, yet this Government talks of giving councils greater
freedom. One clear example can be given. In any municipality, nine or twelve most
respected and leading citizens of the area serve on the council. If the council decides to sell
an allotment of land, first it has to obtain a valuation from the Valuer-General. Second, it
has to obtain approval from the State Government for the sale. That example is repeated
time and again. It is obvious that the Government should stop talking about giving
municipalities more autonomy; it should take effective action. In his address to the
conference, the Minister for Local Government stated, inter alia:
I've discovered that there's been a lot of misinformation and scare-mongering by people in the community
who should know better.

I suggest that most of this misinformation is coming from the Minister for Local Government, and that is why people are confused. The Minister stated further when speaking of
the history of inquiries into local government:
Each found the then system oflocal government to be wanting and each suggested that substantial change was
necessary and urgent.

However, the inquiries have been found wanting because insufficient evidence has been
put forward and, again, I point to the Bains inquiry. The Minister further stated:
Councils within and adjacent to these areas will be invited to come up with their own proposals for reform
within a period of three months. This could be said to be providing Local Government in this State with a
"second chance".

I regard that statement as a thinly veiled threat to councils in Victoria. When outlining
what he considers important factors in the amalgamation, and referring to provincial
areas, the Minister stated:
The fragmentation of municipal districts around provincial cities and towns has often caused planning and
development problems.

So what? Those problems can be overcome by co-operation between municipalities and,
after all, there are regional planning authorities. The Minister referred to rate revenue and
administrative costs and "the proportion of rate revenue which is swallowed up by administrative costs". This depends on the criteria for administrative costs. It is deceptive to
compare administration with rate revenue and, as the table that has been incorporated in
Hansard clearly indicates, it is better to show administrative costs with total revenue
expenditure. Surprisingly, there will be uniformity throughout the State. At the conclusion
of his remarks the Minister stated:
Where else other than in the Local Government Act would we find a requirement to "register dancing salons
conducted in any house, tent or edifice".

I believe this anachronism has been removed already from the Act because, under the
former excellent Minister for Local Government, the Honourable Alan Hunt, many anomalies and anachronisms were removed. However, if this provision still exists, I agree
that it should be removed. I and my colleagues, on each occasion that we have spoken
about local government, have stressed the urgent need to review the Local Government
Act. The Minister for Local Government and the Local Government Department would
be better occupied reviewing the Act than proceeding with an amalgamation exercise.
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Mr Stuart Morris, Chairman of the Local Government Commission, wrote to each
Paliamentarian and to each municipality on 24 October 1985 referring to the fundamental
review of municipal boundaries and, inter alia, to a Statewide survey. I shall not go into
detail about that because I do not have time. He referred to further consultation, discussion and negotiation, consideration and implementation and listed questions to which he
sought answers-for example:
What role do you see for local government over the next 50, years.

Mr Morris expected submissions to be lodged no later than 20 December 1985.
The Hon. R. J. Long-He is endeavouring to set a trap for local government that way.
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT- That may be the case. On 19 October the Minister for
Local Government issued a press release entitled, "More autonomy in reform: Government", in which he stated:
They would allow municipal staff to be more creative and innovative when dealing with clients.

What absolute nonsense! Surely, this is a quality they already have and, if not, I cannot
imagine how any Act or any other action by the Government can assist. The Minister
further stated:
Reformed local government would have the money and resources to provide a wider range of services and
work more closely with community-based groups and initiatives.

Local government, certainly in the country, is in communication with a wide range of
community organizations. These organizations are prepared to work to obtain their goals
with the assistance of local government. For instance, the Shire of Mildura has no less
than four recreational centres, for which, incidentally, I am helping to pay. The community is prepared to work for these facilities. When one sees other areas, which allegedly are
deprived, one must remember that the communities in those areas have not been prepared
to work for facilities. The Minister stated also:
Local government could and should play a key role in co-ordinating, planning and providing services for local
people, including sport and recreation facilities.

Again, the Minister shows his remarkable lack of knowledge of local government. I pay
tribute to the tremendous work of local government in this field for which the Minister
criticizes local government. Finally, in his press release, the Minister states:
A lack of equality in the level of services provided by municipalities across Victoria now poses problems.

There are enormous differences in communities of interest, geography, production; population and so on. The Donald-Birchip Times is an excellent newspaper, the editor of
which, Mr Goff Letts, holds the world record for continuous service as an editor of a
country newspaper, for well over 60 years. In an editorial of Tuesday, 17 September this
year the editor states, inter alia:
Enquiries and observations have convinced us that the majority of country people are totally opposed to the
centralization of administration in the name of "amalgamation". Not without very good reason they ask: "How
can administration, shifted twenty, thirty or fifty miles away, continue to be called 'local' government?"
They want their municipal representatives and officers on the spot, where the problems arise and can be tackled
without delay and without mixed allegiances.

Earlier the editorial points out the hypothetical case of three shires marked for amalgamation. One has worked diligently, intelligently and systematically to provide the best of
roads, streets and facilities, and has paid for them. The other two have "drifted along"
and have far less to show. What happens to administration in the new enlarged municipality? Will the municipality that has built its assets and worked hard fund the services of
the other two municipalities that are taken over?
An excellent editorial appeared in the Bendigo Advertiser on Tuesday, 12 November
this year. It states, inter alia:
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When it comes to the prickly problem of restructuring local government in Victoria, the Cain government
seems to subscribe to the view that if a thing is worth doing it is worth doing badly.

Another disturbing factor that has been brought to my notice is contained in a letter from
Mr Trevor Forbes, the Shire Secretary of the Shire of Gordon. In a letter dated 11
September this year Mr Forbes refers to the Local Government Commission inquiry that
was held into the municipal boundaries of Cohuna and Kerang. The inquiry has recommended that the Shire of Cohuna, the Borough of Kerang and the Shire of Kerang be
combined into one municipality. The Shire of Gordon requested the inquiry to recommend that the shire be not involved in the change in boundaries, and, in its wisdom, the
inquiry agreed. However, in his letter of 11 September, Mr Forbes states, inter alia:
Although, although there was no reference raised by this Shire, the Commission directed the Shire of Gordon
to change its riding boundaries so that the 5 per cent tolerance is observed.

I hope the Minister for Community Services is listening because it is most disturbing to
note that Parliament is being bypassed. Last year the Opposition and the National Party
combined to defeat a Government provision for shires to have a 5 per cent tolerance in
riding boundaries. The Government has made submissions to the Grants Commission,
which has recommended equal ridings in the Shire of Gordon.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-The Government is doing it by the back door!
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT- That is correct. Indeed, with regard to the smaller
municipalities, Coopers and Lybrand WD Scott surveyed the residents and ratepayers of
the Shire of Bet Bet.
In a report prepared for the Municipal Association of Victoria, Coopers and Lybrand
WD Scott states:
In a recent study for the Shire of Bet Bet, in our experience a typical small shire, Coopers & Lybrand WD Scott
surveyed the residents and ratepayers to determine whether they were satisfied with the services provided. We
found that the residents and ratepayers regarded the relatively high proportion of expenditure on roads as
appropriate, and we concluded that it was entirely in line with the wishes of constituents for the shire to devote
considerable resources to roads. However the survey refuted the claim that the shire is little more than a road
authority, because it found a very high level of satisfaction with the Council's social and welfare services.

Although it was a little municipality, the survey found that there was a high level of
satisfaction with the council's social and welfare services. The study continued:
We also found in the study such services were being efficiently delivered, with costs being minimized by the
availability of volunteer labour.

A vital factor in many small municipalities is the availability of volunteer labour.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-The Government wants to do away with volunteers.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-It does not.
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT-I am pleased to note that interjection by the Minister
because it would be a sad day indeed if meals-on-wheels and other volunteer services were
done away with.
The study continued:
We question whether such labour would be forthcoming in a larger municipality.

I turn now to an article by Gayle Austen in the Sun of Tuesday 8 October this year under
the headline, "Like it or not, council changes are on the way". The article states inter alia:
Add to that the fact that he is a political creature-

The article refers to Stuart Morris, Chairman of the Local Government Commission-a former ALP candidate for the State seat ofMonbulk, and unashamedly loyal to Labor's local government
philosophy-and you have a mixture which will horrify many conservatively-inclined councils.

The article quotes Mr Morris as stating:
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But local government has a very bad reputation. People talk in derogatory tones about the local council.

Mr Dunn and I represent 27 municipal councils and we should like to know which people
are describing councils in such a manner. Who are making such submissions to Mr
Morris? That quote of Mr Morris typifies the type of things he is saying about local
councils.
The Goulburn group, the central group and other groups of municipalities are absolutely
appalled and greatly disturbed by what is going on. If one is to have an inquiry by the
Local Government Commission into changes in municipal boundaries, one should not
have a situation where the Minister says, "We will do away with 60 councils now and we
will do away with another 60 councils later on I should imagine that some of his
Ministerial and Parliamentary colleagues are rather disturbed at his attitude. Indeed, I
wonder what the former Minister for Local Government thinks about it. Again, I am
indebted to Trevor Forbes for referring to me a submission by the Goulburn group and
the central group, which states:
H

•

That restructuring should not be initiated in any particular area until(a) the proponents of a particular restructure clearly demonstrate that there will be significant social and
economic gains for all residents and ratepayers; and
(b) no municipality be included in a formal restructure proposal without the agreement of its Council and the
expressed wishes of its residents as determined by a poll.

~hat could be faire! t~an that? In the City and Shire of Traralgon there has been a blatant
d1sreg~rd for the pnnc1ples of democracy as a result of the Minister's rejection of the poll
taken In that area. Pe~haps ~e thought. that the v~te of the City of Traralgon might swamp
the vote. of th~ co.mb1ne~ CIty and shIre. The ShIre of Traralgon was bitterly opposed to
the way In w~lch Its te~tory was carve~ up. Of the combined vote in Traralgon, 74·5 per

cent was regIstered agaInst amalgamatIon. On the financial management of that area I
point out that the city debt and loan liability is $4 million and that of the shire is $112 000.
Everyone wants the local councillors to be available to the people. If local government
is regionalized it will be more difficult for a person to contact his or her local councillor.
Since the area of the North Western Province has been increased-I represented 55 000
people when I first came into office and today I represent 115 000 people-the constituents
have had much greater difficulty in conferring with the members of Parliament who
represent them.
The Bendigo region is dear to my heart. The situation that prevails in the City of
Bendigo is similar to that in Ballarat and Geelong. The Bendigo City Council is proposing
that there should be established a Greater Bendigo Council which would include not only
the City of Bendigo but also the whole or parts of Eagle hawk, Marong, Huntly, Strathfieldsaye, East Loddon and Metcalfe. That proposal is being met with bitter opposition.
Generally I support the Bendigo City Council but in this instance I cannot support it. The
municipalities that would be involved in such an amalgamation are efficient, responsive,
use modern technology, experience a high growth rate, take pride in the traditions of their
municipalities, and have a great community of interest. The National Party believes it
would be irresponsible to force an amalgamation on those councils.
The Borough of Eaglehawk has existed since 1852 and has a proud history. A former
Premier of Victoria, the Honourable Albert Dunstan, came from that area and was possibly a councillor of the shire. He was a member of the former Country Party, and under his
management tremendous progress was experienced throughout the State. His Government was supported by both the Liberal and Labor parties.
The Shire of Eaglehawk also has a proud history. It has more than 8000 ratepayers and,
although it appears to be a suburb of Bendigo, it stands on its own feet. Recently it held a
ballot on the amalgamation of local councils, and the question asked on that ballot-paper
was:
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Do you want the borough of Eagle hawk to remain a separate and distinct municipality?

The ballot-paper included a box in which the ratepayer could indicate "Yes" or "No".
The result of the ballot was that no fewer than 87·34 per cent of the vote or 4016 ratepayers
indicated "Yes" and 12·66 of the vote or 582 ratepayers voted "No".
I should have liked to talk about the situations in Mildura, Swan Hill and Castlemaine,
which are in the electorate I represent, but I shall conclude by saying that I am not opposed
to proper investigation and inquiry. The National Party is opposed to enforced amalgamation, which has obviously no social and economic advantages to the ratepayers and
residents. The National Party condemns the Minister for Local Government for his
mishandling of the portfolio, particularly the amalgamation of local councils.
The Hon. D. E. HENSHA W (Geelong Province)-At the beginning of his speech Mr
Wright suggested that the House condemn the Minister for Local Government for his
action, and said the National Party is calling for the resignation of the Minister. He
expounded his personal views on amalgamations but failed to recognize that the Minister
for Local Government is responsible for putting in place the policy of the Labor Government. It is not sufficient to call for the resignation of the Minister just because he is
pursuing the policies of his Government.
Mr Wright referred to some of the reports that have been made on the restructuring of
local councils. The first that he mentioned was that of the Stuart Commission of 1863,
which reviewed the State's 54 municipalities. The commission was critical of the inability
of many smaller municipalities to perform properly and effectively the functions of local
government. For example, it stated:
The money of the ratepayers is being frittered away upon working expenses instead of being lent out in the
permanent improvement of the towns.

Those problems which were recognized a century ago are still being perpetuated today
because of the unwillingness of municipalities and former Governments to establish
stronger units oflocal government.
In 1962 the Mohr Commission proposed major changes and amalgamations. It recognized the need for those changes to achieve strong, financially sound units oflocal government. It also took into account such factors as the population of an area, community of
interest and the various social requirements for the effective operation of local councils.
The Mohr Commission made recommendations that would have led to the number of
municipalities in Victoria being reduced by 42. The recommendations were largely ignored by the Government of the day and the report was allowed to lapse.
From 1969 to 1974 the Local Government Advisory Board, under the chairmanship of
Louis Voumard, examined amalgamation in seven areas which included Melbourne,
Geelong, Ballarat and Bendigo. These inquiries recommended amalgamations in five of
those seven areas. The only reason the board did not recommend amalgamation in the
other areas is that the proposals did not go far enough.
The Government of the day ignored those recommendations. I shall quote from the
report of the board of inquiry into local government finance under the chairmanship of
Mr Louis Voumard. It states:
For there is little doubt that local government is still based upon a 19th century form of organization and is
geared to that era rather than to the 20th century and beyond ... Many of the existing municipal boundaries
were defined in the last century; and in general only piece-meal boundary adjustments have been made since the
inception of local government despite a period of revolutionary change in transport and communications.

The report directed attention to the inadequacies of the structure of local government in
Victoria. The Government again took no notice of a report commissioned by itself.
I am more familiar with the Bains report of 1979 which contained wide-ranging recommendations. It recommended, inter alia, the establishment of a municipal commission.
The purpose of that commission was to review the structure of local government in
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Victoria and to make recommendations for a new pattern oflocal authorities for the State.
The Bains report has been widely welcomed. A press release issued in April 1979 by a
former Minister for Local Government, Alan Hunt, who earned respect as a Minister
stated:
The report ...

The Bains report... sees a progressively expanding role for local government as the sphere of government closest to those it
represents. It says that municipal councils should not only be regarded as the suppliers of specific services but as
the representatives of the local community in dealing with other spheres of government, the focal point oflocal
democracy and as organizations with a responsibility for the development of the resources and spirit of the local
community.

That is a sentiment with which the Government still agrees and is in the process of
implementing. The press release also stated:
The report states that significant changes to the structure of local government will be required, and the Final
Report spelling out details will be awaited with keen interest by Government and municipalities alike.

Unfortunately, at a subsequent time when Alan Hunt was no longer the Minister for Local
Government, the former Government ducked the suggestion of a municipal commission
to restructure local government and did nothing about it from there on. The present
Government was left to pick up the threads of the Bains report and the other reports that
preceded it and to try to implement, if appropriate, ways of improving local government
in Victoria.
The Cain Government has made it obvious that it is committed to local government. It
sees it as a responsible and respected arm of Government and it seeks to facilitate the
ability of local government to serve the people. It has already been made clear that it
should be more involved in responsibility for the provision of all sorts of services and,
importantly, the people it serves. We recognize those major strengths, including its closeness to the people and we recognize limitations in restructuring. There is no suggestion
that we do not recognize the relationship between the size of local government and the
way in which it can serve its people, but we are also suspicious of its ability to serve all
people effectively and efficiently unless its over-all size and structure is examined.
Earlier this year I had the privilege, or at least the good fortune of standing in for the
Minister for Local Government in presenting the department's case for the Budget to the
Premier and the Treasurer. Amongst other things one of the proposals put to the Premier
and Treasurer was that 5 per cent of the State's revenue should be allocated to local
government on an untied basis. That proposal is part of Labor Party policy and was part
of the Budget process.
On that particular occasion I stood in for the Minister for Local Government. It is
reasonable to admit that that proposal was an ambit claim. The view of local government
is not yet such that we can with confidence see ourselves being responsible in allocating 5
per cent of the State's revenue to local government. We hope it will not be many years
before that is the case. We would be shirking our responsibility to the people of Victoria if
we did not investigate and satisfy ourselves as to the ability of local government to use
those moneys effectively and efficiently.
That is not to suggest there is any doubt of the individual capacity of officers or
councillors to use that money, but we need to be assured that the structure of local
government enables the responsible spending of money.
The range of local government in Victoria is quite diverse. Municipalities range in area
from 3·7 square kilometres to 10 800 square kilometres. The population of municipalities
ranges from 620 to 129 500 people. There are 82 municipalities with populations of fewer
than 5000 people.
The rate revenue for 1982-83 ranged from $133 000 to more than $42 million for
individual municipalities. There is not necessarily anything wrong with that difference,
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but the point is that there is a wide diversity in those figures. The Government needs to
be assured that it encompasses efficiency and effectiveness. It can refer to the Local
Government Commission that has been set up or the municipal commission, as suggested
by the Bains committee, to investigate these matters.
Rate of revenue as a proportion of total revenue varies from 11 per cent to 66 per cent
and is commonly about 35 per cent. It is clear that municipalities with small populations
are heavily dependent on external sources of revenue. Mr Wright has incorporated into
Hansard a table that I believe is deceptive. I refer to Table No. 3. I seek leave of the House
to incorporate in Hansard another table that I have circulated to honourable members.

Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
LOCAL GOVERNMENT VICTORIA: SELECTED INDICES 1982-83

Resident
Population
June 1983

($ 000)

Rate Revenue
as a Percent
of Total
Revenue

General Administration
$ Per Capita

General
Administration
as a Percent of
rate Revenue

Rate Revenue
Municipality

1100

Kara Kara (S)

379

28.36

163.63

47.49

1780

Tullaroop (S)

271

28.02

132.02

86.71

1830

Bet Bet (S)

146

11.96

125.35

157.11

2190

Avoca (S)

213

11.65

71.35

73.36

2420

Maldon (S)

281

28.21

92.56

79.71

3070

Korong (S)

437

20.63

164.16

115.33

47.40

37.62

8270

Maryborough (C)

1042

39.80

10850

Marong(S)

1268

41.18

55.76

47.71

28700

Mordialloc (C)

4050

54.31

64.49

45.70

30100

Kew(C)

4286

64.33

48.30

33.92

31600

Hawthorn (C)

5684

62.86

71.70

39.86

32800

Sandringham (C)

4369

61.33

56.79

42.64

35100

Brighton (C)

4887

60.30

52.67

37.83

44800

Malvern (C)

6334

56.60

66.27

46.87

45600

Prahran (C)

10119

57.70

91.84

41.38

49100

Box Hill (C)

5975

48.22

47.92

39.38

65500

Heidelberg (C)

7286

44.29

46.36

41.68

73100

Cau1field (C)

9011

57.14

60.75

49.28

90100

Camberwell (C)

13272

57.57

38.11

25.87

The Hon. D. E. HENSHAW-Mr Wright's Table No. 3 referred to the ratio ofadministrative expenditure to total revenue expenditure and it made the conclusion that the
ratio is about the same. It is deceptive unless one also indicates the per capita expenditure
on administration in those municipalities.
The Hon. K. I. M. Wright-You are using different criteria. You cannot compare them.
You are changing the criteria to try to balance it.
The Hon. D. E. HENSHAW-I have listed general administration in dollars per capita
for those municipalities. That is the criterion.
The Hon. K. I. M. Wright-The criterion for what is included is administration.
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The Hon. D. E. HENSHAW-It shows a vast range from approximately $164 per
capita down to approximately $38 per capita. It is significant that the small municipalities,
which Mr Wright listed in his table under the heading of "country" by and large have high
expenditures on administration per capita. The question that must be asked is whether
there are ways of decreasing that charge on ratepayers in administration per capita in the
smaller municipalities. It is up to the Local Government Commission under its present
terms of reference to investigate that matter and make recommendations to the Government accordingly.
The Hon. K. I. M. Wright-You have to look at the services they provide.
The Hon. D. E. HENSHAW-It is up to the commission to do that. It is a matter of
responsibility on the part of the Government and the Minister to put that process in train.
Mr Wright referred to the report of the Victoria Grants Commission. I have read both
of the reports that supposedly refute that report and I believe they are very flimsy.
Subsequent responses from the Victoria Grants Commission have completely answered
those reports. It should be borne in mind that more than financial factors are involved in
restructuring local government. It is a matter of the provision of social services for the
community.
From my experience with larger municipalities which provide services like welfare
officers, recreation officers, community development officers, it seems to me that people
in those larger shires receive a substantial benefit in their quality of life, while the people
in the smaller municipalities miss out on those services.
The Hon. R. J. Long-They are not necessary. You have to force the people to have
them.
The Hon. D. E. HENSHAW-Mr Long is living in the last century along with the
Stuart commission. There is a need for change in the quality of life of all Victorians.
I now turn to discuss my experience in the Geelong region to which Mr Wright alluded.
I made a submission to the division of the Local Government Commission inquiring into
municipal boundaries in the Geelong area. The submission, dated 14 April 1985, states in
part:
While I have the general view that the community would inevitably benefit from some degree of restructuring.
I have no firm position on what degree would be appropriate, and I look forward to the division's conclusions.

I listed some of the advantages I would see in restructuring, and the No. 1 advantage was
to the effect that, because there are nine or ten municipalities in the Geelong region, it
would lead to fragmentation when weighing projects against benefits in the region.
An example is that the Mayor of Geelong is mayor of a municipality which consists of
less than 10 per cent of the population of Geelong, so it is very difficult to try to pretend
that the Mayor of Geelong is speaking on behalf of the people of Geelong. It would be of
considerable benefit to the area if the mayor represented a more substantial portion of the
Geelong area, because he would then speak with what would be seen to be authority for
the Geelong area.
The Hon. R. S. de FegeJy-Is that what the residents want?
The Hon. D. E. HENSHAW-It would be of substantial benefit to the residents.
Likewise, among the nine or ten councils, there are differences of perspective when some
representatives of councils speak on behalf of 40 000 or 50 000 residents and others on
behalf of only 3000 residents.
I referred to fragmentation in my submission and to the strong feeling against amalgamation in some areas, particularly in Geelong West and Queenscliff. I went on to stress the
importance of addressing the opposition of the ratepayers to amalgamation and that their
concerns should be borne in mind. I believe they were reasonable views.
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Mr Wright referred to the appointment to the commission by the Minister for Local
Government of Ms Creati and the fact that it is not possible for her to be an impartial
member of that commission. I suggest that it is possible for a person to be a member ofa
political party and to have an impartial view on an inquiry or commission. Mr Wright
believes it is difficult for any member of the Australian Labor Party to be impartial on a
commission.
I refer Mr Wright to the judgment made in the Supreme Court as the result of an
application by a number of councils in the Geelong region which were effectively querying
the appointment of Ms Creati. The judgment delivered on 27 September 1985 stated in
part:
It appears to me that a problem which underlies this case is that it is the function of a division to provide
practical advice to a Minister on what are, to a large extent, political questions. One of the meanings of "political"
in the Macquarie Dictionary is "exercising or seeking power in the governmental or public affairs of a State,
municipality or the like".

The Hon. K. I. M. Wright-But you cannot compare the case of Ms Creati with Stuart
Morris; they are entirely different.
The Hon. D. E. HENSHAW-IfMr Wright were to listen, I am talking about Ms Creati
and her lack of impartiality.
The Hon. K. I. M. Wright-You cannot compare Mr Morris with that case.
The Hon. D. E. HENSHAW-I am not. Mr Wright should pay attention.
His Honour went on to cite a number of cases where people had expressed opinions
before being put on commissions and where those opinions had subsequently been challenged. His Honour also suggested that it is reasonable for a person to be able to express
an opinion and to have a view without endangering impartiality on a commission.
The Hon. K. I. M. Wright-The people of Victoria are still most uneasy about it.
The Hon. D. E. HENSHA W- The evidence presented to court was' only presented by
the litigants-that is, by the councils; there was no need to present rebutting evidence. His
Honour further stated:
There appears to be nothing immoderate in her statements on the subject. There is nothing to show that she
has firmly set her mind on any particular solution within the various proposals.

I believe that judgment shoots down Mr Wright's suggestion that it is impossible to
appoint a political person to an inquiry. The case made out by the council in the Supreme
Court case to which I refer probably represented a nadir in cheap political activity in the
way it smeared Ms Creati. I refer particularly to the ultimate nadir, which was a statutory
declaration made by the Mayor of Newtown, Cr Graeme Esler. This was outrageous.
The Hon. K. I. M. Wright-You are not including the National Party in any of this?
The Hon. D. E. HENSHAW-No, I acknowledge that no member of the National
Party was involved. The submission was outrageous and was designed to smear myself
and Ms Creati. It has been refuted completely by me and, unfortunately, although it shows
some scatological propensity on the part of Mr Esler who made that declaration, it defiled
and demeaned local government in the Geelong area. That is most unfortunate.
In implementing its policy of examining and bringing some degree of restructuring to
local government, the Government has followed a course of action that has been recommended for a long period. The Government is proceeding in a sensible fashion. If one
examines what was set down in the Bains report five or six years ago, one finds that it is
similar to what the Government is currently doing.
The Hon. K. I. M. Wright-What about the Minister's claim that he will reduce the
number of councils by 120?
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The Hon. D. E. HENSHAW-What the Minister for Local Government does will
depend on the recommendations of the Local Government Commission, and honourable
members are yet to know what recommendations it will put forward.
The relevant legislation sets out the procedures under which the commission operates.
It also sets out the various matters that the commission must bear in mind when examining local government in Victoria.
The motion is directed towards the National Party's view of restructuring of local
government. It cannot be said that the Minister for Local Government has been irresponsible in the way in which he has sought to implement the policy of the Government.
The Hon. REG MACEY (Monash Province)-I congratulate Mr Wright for presenting
the motion and the way in which he has argued it. The Liberal Party strongly supports the
motion. The motion refers to amalgamations of local councils, and the policy of the
Liberal Party on that issue is clear. The Liberal Party asserts that it will not compel
amalgamations contrary to local wishes; it will encourage negotiation, not confrontation.
If restructuring of local government boundaries is sought it will be carried out according
to local wishes; in other words, it will support the holding of a referendum and will abide
by the result.
In addressing the issue, I shall focus on the question of amalgamations because that
issue is very much in the public domain and is very much the concern of municipalities
throughout the State. The matter is now of major concern due to the appointment by the
Minister for Local Government ofMr Stuart Morris as the Chairman of the Local Government Commission.
As has been pointed out by honourable members in another place and by Mr Wright,
Mr Morris has quite clearly indicated his attitude towards amalgamations. I shall not
support the proposition put forward by others that because Mr Morris happens to be a
member of the Australian Labor Party his appointment should be opposed. From my own
involvement in local government, I am aware that many members of the Australian Labor
Party are strongly opposed to amalgamations, and many of them are in the province I
represent.
The fact that Mr Morris is a member of the Australian Labor Party is not sufficient
criticism. However, in this case, Mr Morris has gone on public record as indicating his
commitment to forcing amalgamations on councils if they are not prepared to get their
own houses in order and come up with proposals that are acceptable. If that is not done,
Mr Morris will do it for them.
In its support of amalgamations, the Government has sold out local government in so
far as it is contrary to the intentions of the first Labor Minister for Local Government
who, in Hansard of 26 May 1982, stated:
Before any proposal is implemented to change the external boundaries of a municipal district or to establish a
new municipal district, there will be a facility for the electors most affected to require the holding of a poll to
measure the extent of public opposition to the proposal. The Minister is to have regard to the result of the poll in
forming an opinion on whether to make a recommendation to the Governor in Council.
I believe there is general agreement that some alterations to the municipal structure in Victoria are required
and in instances overdue, but there is no intention to proceed with a wholesale restructuring of municipal
government. The provisions in this Bill strike a balance and provide the mechanism for bringing about change if
it is desired . . .

The statements the current Minister for Local Government has made fly in the face of that
assurance; an assurance that was taken in good faith by councils around Victoria; an
assurance that led to councils looking forward to meaningful and worth-while consultation
and co-operation with the Government.
When one examines the statement made by the former Minister for Local Government,
one realizes that it was perhaps the ultimate con. The statement "The mechanism for
bringing about change, if it is desired" raises the question of by whom is the change
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desired-is it desired by the power brokers within the Australian Labor Party; those who
are seeking to provide opportunities for their minions when, inevitably, the Government
is defeated and there will be a need to find places for former members of the Government
and when jobs for the boys will no longer be so easily available!
From the remarks that have been made by Mr Morris and by the Minister for Local
Government, it is quite clear that the Government has made up its mind in its determination to force amalgamations. Figures have been mentioned regarding the reduction of
the number of councils by a total of 120-60 each year over a two-year period. I do not
believe for a moment that the Government will be able to implement that target. However,
the very idea that the Government is considering that as a desirable goal indicates that the
Government is not interested in considering the real issues that are involved.
Mr Henshaw referred to previous inquiries where Governments have ignored recommendations for amalgamations, but he did not canvass the reasons why those recommendations were ignored. Mr Henshaw suggested that there was something wrong with his
Government's predecessors in the decisions they made regarding recommendations of
boards of inquiry.
I have been involved in many activities where I have had to make submissions to
boards of inquiry and to bureaucrats. As an elected representative, I have often had good
reason for rejecting those recommendations, and I am sure members of the Government
have felt exactly the same way.
It is not sufficient to mention the previous recommendations made by boards of inquiry
that have been ignored by Governments. As I stated, the reasons may well have been
valid.

The sitting was suspended at 1 p.m. until 2.3 p.m.

The Hon. REG MACEY-Earlier Mr Henshaw supplied the House with figures relating
to the comparison of expenditures in various municipalities. The Liberal Party joins with
Mr Wright in pointing out that any consideration of the administration expenditure of a
council should take account of total council activities, not only rate revenue.
The council with which I have had a significant involvement, South Melbourne City
Council, is an example. If one considered the rate revenue generated by that council and
compared it with its expenditure on administration, one would discover it is well above
the average. However, when one considers other revenue generated by that municipality
and other activities in which it is involved, for example, parking and traffic control, one
recognizes that any inner city municipality will generate a significant amount of rate
revenue as a result of its parking and traffic control measures. The problem is that it
requires far more staff to implement it; it is very much a labour intensive activity.
If one examines those figures in a narrow way, without considering the fact that the,
council is involved in activities which do not cost the ratepayer anything, one does not
reach the true position. South Melbourne City Council's traffic department is a revenue
producer; it was not meant to be, but that is the way it has turned out.
The Opposition is not averse to taking hard decisions. Many opportunites of taking
hard decisions arise because of various inadequacies and inefficiencies in the community.
Often a Government must take a tough, politically, unpopular decision to correct some
anomaly or injustice. However, the Opposition does not accept that an example of taking
a necessary tough decision is forcing amalgamations upon municipalities.
When Mr Wright asked in his contribution to the debate who wants these amalgamations an honourable member interjected, "The ratepayers". Ratepayers are not pressing
for amalgamations. Many ratepayers look at the bottom line of their rate notice and that
is all they are interested in. If a proposition is put to ratepayers that will save them a few
dollars a year, some ratepayers will be persuaded to support that proposition. However,
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the vast majority of ratepayers are not in that category, even if that economic argument
were sustainable.
The quality of representation, contact with their representatives and the feeling that
their involvement in a specific issue will be worthwhile in terms of obtaining a reasonable
result for the effort expended are more important.
Given that the Government has substantially broadened the basis of voting rights and
there is now a full adult franchise-The Hon. M. J. Sandon-It is not very democratic in the bush!
The Hon. REG MACEY-It is there and in place. Some property owners have fewer
rights. Now only one owner of a particular property is able to vote in a ward in which he
or she is not resident.
The Hon. W. A. Landeryou-Do you disagree with that?
The Hon. REG MACEY-Even allowing for that, Mr Landeryou, I believe owners of
properties, no matter where they are, should have the opportunity of voting. It should be
one vote, one person. However, if two or three people share ownership ofa property, I see
no reason why their equity should not be reflected in a one vote, one person approach.
Allowing for the modifications and adjustments of the voting system, which have been of
advantage to many residents because they can now vote in council elections, whether or
not they are ratepayers-I support that- and given that this is a fairer but not ideal voting
system, why does the Government back away from the requirement that a poll be taken
before an amalgamation is put into place and that the result of the poll should concur with
the amalgamation? Why is the Government not confident about its own arguments? Why
does it not believe it will be able to persuade the residents and ratepayers?
This is not purely economic argument. It concerns ratepayers and residents. The argument relates to the perception of one's municipality, the feeling of being involved, of being
part of a neighbourhood and belonging. Too many things are happening in our society
today where the individual believes he is becoming more and more alienated from his
surroundings.
Here, the decisions that are taken are far removed from the neighbourhood concerns of
average individuals and the changes that take place are too rapid for most people. Indeed,
I believe local government is the last bastion of genuine democracy, for individuals to feel
that their wishes are being heard and, more importantly, that they have an opportunity
for redress.
There is accountability for the actions of local representatives, as they can be thrown
out at the next election should those representatives be ineffective. When one looks at the
fact that the Government has now backed away from its original commitment of requiring
a poll to justify amalgamation, it is clear that other issues must be involved and mention
has been made of the desire of the Government to further politicize local government. I
realize in many municipalities there is no political endorsement of candidates and I am
not suggestin~ that on every council where that occurs those councils should be criticized.
I am proud to represent an area such as Port Melbourne, which I believe has a good
council. It is a 100 per cent Labor council but I have never had any cause to criticize the
way in which it operates. It is not a case of whether a council should have endorsed
candidates, but rather whether the system should be arranged to favour such candidates;
that is the issue. Amalgamation will favour such candidates because the so-called "economies of scale" referred to by those who promote amalgamation-as I say it is so-called
because it is a shallowy-based economic determinism that takes no- real account of the
more significant social factors that make up a community and the way in which it operates.
The real economies of scale that have been looked for by those who are promoting this
concept relate to the greater-certainty of election of party-endorsed candidates.
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The problem that must be faced by independent candidates relates to two issues. One is
the cost of running a campaign in a larger ward; the second is the need for a larger
organization rather than a face-to-face interaction with those who represent communities
in the inner suburbs such as South Melbourne, Port Melbourne and St Kilda are familiar.
In larger wards that face-to-face interaction is physically impossible.
There is greater opportunity for politicization because that provides an easier avenue
into council but is that the best way to provide representatives? I suggest that the examination of councils elsewhere suggests that this is not so. Unless the Government can justify
what it is seeking to impose upon local government, and justify why it is backing offfrom
its previous commitment to require a poll before amalgamation goes ahead, the Liberal
Party will continue to oppose forced amalgamations.
However, it does not oppose amalgamations per se. It can see that there could be
occasions when the bottom line of the rate notice could be a significant factor in a
particular municipality and that majority support could exist for a proposed amalgamation. If that is so, so be it, but an appropriate structure should be organized with appropriate consultation and co-operation. That is not what the Government is about. It makes
noises to suggest that that might be so but only some noises. When one considers the
appointment of the Chairman of the Local Government Commission, one notes his firm,
clear statements of a determination to bring about compulsory amalgamations, aimed at
pursuing a specific political philosophy and the ideological commitment of the Government.
The Opposition believes the Minister for Local Government should be condemned for
his handling of the local government portfolio on the amalgamation issue. He has taken a
significantly different direction from the direction of his predecessor and on which the
present legislation and the amalgamation powers under which he is operating are based.
As a result of that he will, ifhe is allowed to continue with his present policies, be carrying
out measures which will be unpopular with local government, unjustified morally and
economically and, more significantly, the Opposition is concerned that the speed with
which the Minister and his minions are seeking to implement the policy indicates that
they want it in place before they are thrown out of office, as inevitably they will be at the
next election, and the cost of re-establishing the situation to suit the wishes of most
ratepayers may well be impossible.
That causes the Opposition much concern; it believes the Government should back off
from its proposal and return to the original commitment made by the former Minister,
Mr Wilkes, and that it should give a guarantee that no amalgamations will be pursued
unless there is majority support from the residents and ratepayers of the municipalities
affected.
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-I support the motion, but I do so with
no sense of satisfaction. I regard it as a serious matter and I take no joy from it in any
form. '
Firstly, since the matter of municipal amalgamation first arose I have discussed it widely
with some 31 municipalities in my electorate and those municipalities range from the
smallest ones right through to the provincial centres. I have not heard one word against
the concept of restructuring local government. Local government in my electorate has no
fear of an efficiency audit; in fact they would embrace it.
I put on record that the municipal officers in the electorate I represent are known for
their degree of professionalism and the fact that they are concerned about the rights and
welfare of their ratepayers. The same could also be said for the local councillors who see
their role in local government as representing the views of their ratepayers.
With that in mind, none of them fear an efficiency audit. It is ironic that there is no
opposition to the concept per se of the restructuring of local government. I believe across
the board there is general support for the restructuring if it can be shown that there would
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be demonstrable gains in efficiency. It is further ironic that the Minister should say the
same sorts of things. I could quote a range of statements from the Minister which relate to
the "motherhood" issue.
Why is so much debate and criticism and so much hostility directed towards the
Minister? The general view within local government is that the Government has determined upon a restructure and it is now setting about a process which will do nothing more
than justify that stance. It is doubly ironic because there would not be any real opposition
if it could be shown that what the Government is embarking upon is a genuine attempt to
discover the forms and modes of an increase in efficiency in the delivery of services or if
there was a genuine attempt to discover and faithfully effect the wishes of the people
involved.
Quite clearly the Minister lacks creditibility and does not have the confidence of local
government. I make that plain in respect of the municipalities which I represent. I make
that claim without any mental reservations whatsoever. Of the genuine concerns that have
surfaced from those municipalities, some have been totally ignored and others have been
ridden over in a rough-shod manner.
It is on those grounds that I support the motion, which condemns the Minister for Local
Government for his handling of that portfolio.

I should like to refer to some of the points that I believe have contributed to that loss of
confidence in the Minister. It seems to local government that we are embarking upon a
process that will inevitably lead to a system of regional government, as distinct from local
government, and that that profile will be adopted, irrespective of the question of efficiency
or, indeed, the wishes of the people. It seems to them that we are hell-bent on the "big is
beautiful" argument, and that we will be manipulated by the bureaucrats of the Government.
To indicate the loss of confidence in the first instance, I cite one example with which
you, Mr President, will no doubt be personally acquainted, and that is the question
regarding the Geelong inquiry, which was proved to be a debacle. Under the former
Minister for Local Government, as a result of the instigation of two municipalities in the
Geelong region, an inquiry was commissioned. Eleven other municipalities chose to
become involved in that inquiry, but they did so on quite different grounds.
The Geelong inquiry required that submissions be completed and forwarded by 26 April
in order that the inquiry hearings could go ahead in Geelong on or about 9 May. On the
very morning of April 26, each of those eleven municipalities received a note from the
Minister stating that that inquiry had been cancelled in favour of another which was
expanded quite broadly. On the very day that the submissions were due, that note was
received.
I put it to the House that that was a very costly exercise because many municipalities
had engaged consultants to prepare their briefs, which involved a cost in some cases of
some $20 000. In fact, to enable those submissions to be amended to become relevant to
the revised terms of reference of the new inquiry involved to a quoted cost of$50 000 in
total. Therefore, it was a very costly exercise for the municipalities. I suggest that did very
little to enhance their confidence in the Minister for Local Government.
In addition to that, the new terms of reference of the inquiry specified six particular
grounds for amalgamation. The point has been made very clearly by the municipalities
involved that they were not consulted in any way. No consultation took place prior to the
specification of those grounds. In the second set of the terms of reference of the inquiry,
the Shire of Leigh was included when, in fact, it had not been included in the first brief.
That shire felt it had been treated as a scapegoat. As Mr Chamberlain says, by interjection,
the shire councillors did not know about it until they read the newspapers. I suspect that
that also had a great deal to do with the loss of confidence in the Minister in that area.
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The second component of the inquiry that I believe assisted in the erosion of confidence
in the Minister was the way in which the terms of reference were changed-on the deadline
date. In fact, the Minister said that there were two problems: firstly, there had been an
expansion in the brief; and, secondly, there had been the resignation of the chairman of
the board of inquiry. However, when the Minister was pressed on this question he admitted that the matter had more to do with the query that was raised by the Shire of Otway,
which took out an injunction against a previous inquiry. That shire taking on the Government is really a "Dav·id and Goliath" situation. The Minister had, or should have had, a
great deal of prior knowledge that the original inquiry was to be aborted, and yet he chose
not to make that information available.
Another reason why I believe the Geelong inquiry tended to erode the confidence in the
Minister relates to the appointment of Ms Joan Creati. That has been often mentioned in
the House, and I shall not go into detail about it. However, I was intrigued by the
Minister's reaction; he was surprised by the antagonism that arose as a result of the
announcement of Ms Creati's appointment. He said that the appointment was soundly
based and that he was also surprised that there should be such opposition to an appointment that reflected local knowledge.
In view of the terms and requirements of that board of inquiry, as stated by the former
Minister for Local Government, the appointment was, to say the least, very insensitive.
The former Minister made great play of the fact that the inquiry needed to demonstrate
impartiality and independence, and that fact was underscored on a number of occasions.
In addition, the present Minister said that the Geelong inquiry would be a watershed
and that there were implications in the outcome of the Geelong inquiry that would have
an effect on other areas of Victoria. In saying that, the Minister seemed to indicate that it
was important that the inquiry should show that justice is seen to be done. It is on those
grounds that the municipalities objected to the appointment.
I now turn to some of the grounds upon which those shires objected to the appointment.
I received a letter dated 26 June from the Shire of Leigh, which listed the grounds upon
which the appointment was said to raise concern. Referring to Ms Creati, the letter stated:
1. She is a member ofthe committee ofthe Geelong Art Gallery which has made a submission to the inquiry;
2. She is a community representative on the Barwon Regional Consultative Council which has publicly stated
that the delivery of human services would not be so difficult if there were fewer councils;
3. She is employed as the electoral assistant of the Hon. David Henshaw. a member ofthe Legislative Council
for the Geelong Province who has made a submission to the inquiry:
4. She resides within the City of South Barwon which is directly involved with the inquiry and is concerned
and likely to be affected by the proposals affecting South Barwon;
5. Finally, she is a member and the secretary of the Local Government Policy Committee of the Australian
Labor Party, the policy of which advocates municipal restructure tending to result in a lesser number of
municipalities.

The Hoo. D. E. Heoshaw-None of those arguments carried any weight with the court.
The Hoo. R. M. HALLAM-That is why municipalities were nervous about the appointment, and I suggest they had good reason to be nervous.
There is also the question of the poll of the ratepayers in the City and Shire ofTraralgon.
I shall not go into great detail about that matter because my colleague, Mr Wright, has
already done so. However, I put it to the House that what occurred at that time was a
blatant disregard for the very fundamental principles of democracy. I find it ironic that,
when the Shire of Leigh took up the cudgel with the Minister for Local Government and
suggested that the implications and effects of the ratepayers' poll should be taken into
account the Minister accused the shire of subjugating the principles of democracy. I find
that a very strange quirk, indeed.
I now refer to the reliance upon the report of the Victoria Grants Commission. I know
that the Minister embraced that report like a long-lost lover, simply because it tended to
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enforce the arguments that he put forward. To a large degree, that report has been reversed,
discredited and proved to be rather irrelevant. I shall quote a couple of paragraphs from
the report submitted by the firm of Coopers and Lybrand, Chartered Accountants, which
sought to respond to the claims made in the Victoria Grants Commission report. I shall
not go into too much detail about it, but I shall quote parts of the major summary. To
summarize, the Coopers and Lybrand firm stated that, in its opinion, the report:
(a) errs in its interpretation ofthe statistics and as a result fails to prove the existence of economies of scale;

(c)

does not adequately consider implementation costs;

(d) does not prove its case by way of a cost-benefit analysis.

Yet that is the major reference on which the Minister is basing his arguments.
The real picture began to emerge in about late Mayor early June, when people began to
hear not about an amendment of boundaries, but an entire restructure oflocal government
throughout the State. Terms were being used such as, "social justice strategies" rather than
"realignment of boundaries". In fact, the proposal was for a restructure of local government across the State.
I put it to the House: if an over-all inquiry across the State was required, why were
inquires proceeded with in particular geographic locations? The truth of that is that many
of those inquiries have been stalled simply because an over-all inquiry was being conducted.
However, the real crunch came with the appointment ofMr Stuart Morris as Chairman
of the Local Government Commission. It was obvious from the day of his appointment
that he took up the position with predetermined ideas on the restructuring oflocal government. On the first day on which he took up that position, he talked about the scale and
nature of the changes required. In fact, he said it was futile to resist such a move and
indicated that, although he did not intend to take out the big stick and use it at that early
stage, councils would do well to take note of his remarks.
The indications are that we already know the shape of things to come and we are simply
going through the exercise to justify it. That is why the councils are concerned and that is
why there is a loss of confidence in the Minister for Local Government and why there is
open hostility towards him, especially in the electorate I represent.
Local government sees the Minister as already committed to a course of restructuring
involving massive changes; we are simply going through an inevitable process. That
prospect faces us quite irrespective of the question of relevant efficiency or, indeed, the
need faithfully to meet the wishes of those who are directly involved. We are really talking
about the destruction of a facility within our community that has been there and operated
successfully for more than 100 years.
This is not some Government department within the State profile, but in fact a legitimate tier of government, not something that the Minister can alter at his whim.
The last point I make is that local government is seen as conservative. That may well
be true, but I well remember in the past couple of years the dramatic changes in the
administration and financial structure of the water and sewerage authorities within local
~overnment. That went through very smoothly, without a ripple on the surface, and I put
It to the House that it did so simply because of the preplanning of the Minister at the time,
who was candid and sophisticated in his delivery, so that those in local government knew
exactly what would happen and what was expected of them beforehand and the introduction was a credit to all concerned.
The difference, and I draw the distinction, is that in that case it was done with careful
co-operation and it did not use the big stick or the bludgeon. It is for those reasons that I
see the confidence in the Minister for Local Government as being dramatically eroded,
and it is for that reason that I am able to support a motion of condemnation in this House.
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The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-I also support the motion moved by Mr
Wright.
There is no doubt in my mind that the Government wants regional councils; the only
difference is the way in which it is going about achieving its objective. Following on from
what my colleague, Mr Macey, was saying, I am certain that if the Government could
show obvious social and economic advantages that could be achieved, ratepayers and
residents would listen; but to date the Government has not spelt out any advantages. It
has not even spelt out what criteria should be used.
From time to time in the debate, the case of Traralgon has been mentioned. The Shire
ofTraralgon and the City ofTraralgon illustrate more vividly than any other situation the
point that completely supports the motion.
In particular, I should like to comment upon Mr Henshaw's remark that if one receives
a report one is duty bound to act upon it. I have a slightly different philosophy from that.
Reports are made to the Government by way of information and any Government is quite
at liberty to reject, part and parcel, such a report. However, let us briefly examine what
happened in Traralgon.
The Shire of Traralgon has low rates. There is no argument about that. The Loy Yang
development is within its boundaries and it receives very little by way of ex gratia
payments from the State Electricity Commission.
On the other hand, the City of Traralgon has high rates, by comparison and, as I think
Mr Wright pointed out, the loan liability of the City of Traralgon is something like $4
million whereas the shire loan liability is only $112 000.
The report of the Local Government Commission, in this case chaired by none other
than Ms Shapiro, who at that time was a Vice-President of the Australian Labor
Party-The Hon. C. J. Hogg-And a very good one, too!
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-Not to mention her long association and standing with the
Municipal Association of Victoria.
The Hon. R. J. LONG-Page 10 of the Local Government Commission report states:
At the present time it is estimated that it would need it 192 per cent increase to bring the shire rates up to level
ofthe city rates.

That gives some indication of the difference in categories of rates between the shire and
the city. There are municipalities in the country that do not want all the services that
people in the city have, and they are quite happy to accept lower rates, but one must also
remember that these small communities in the country make a great personal contribution
to the local communities to maintain community assets. That is the way they spend their
time. Consequently, they do not want welfare officers or recreation officers in those areas
because everybody in the community is involved.
It is interesting to examine some of the reasons that are spelt out in this report as to how
the Local Government Commission arrived at its decisions. The first argument used was:
Today the emphasis is on serving people by providing services and facilities. The Shire of Traralgon because
of its lack of revenue and population is not providing these services and must therefore rely on using those
provided by the City of Traralgon.

One could argue at great length about that sort of statement. It does not even tell us what
services are not being provided.
The Hon. C. J. Hogg-Pre-school services.
The Hon. R. J. LONG-It does not say that; it just says it is not providing services.
The Hon. C. J. Hogg-It is true, though.
Session 1985-31
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The Hon. J. E. Kirner- You should be able to work that one out.
The Hon. R. J. LONG-Surely the commission might have given us some examples.
The second point to which I wish to refer is:
The low rate levied on ratepayers of the Shire of Traralgon is due in part to the shire's failure to provide or
meet the cost of providing services and facilities used by its residents and supplied and financed by the City of
Traralgon.

What right does that commission have to examine a municipality like the Shire of Traralgon and say that it should be providing the services? Surely the ratepayers and the
residents ought to be the judges of what services should be provided.
They realize, of course, that if they require services, they must pay increased rates, but
if they do not want them, surely that should be their decision. Why should Governments
be interfering in that situation? The report continues:
The shire residents make extensive use of the city for shopping, business pursuits, education, Government and
local government offices and services, churches, recreation and other facilities while the city looks to the
surrounding area as a market for its goods, services and recreation.

I have always understood that country towns and the surrounding rural areas are interdependent, because naturally the shopowners in these centres rely entirely on the surrounding population to consume the goods that they make available. Therefore, it is not a oneway track, it is a two-way track. They are interdependent.
The review by the commission then mentions this point:
In an amalgamation these weaknesses in the present structure will receive attention and together with economies of scale arising from the administration of a larger muncipality will provide opportunities for cost savings
which will strengthen local government in the area.

That is the catchphrase for amalgamation, "economy of scale". It used to justify everything. With all the facts and figures that were available to this inquiry from the shire and
from the city, the commission could have given definite examples of where these economies of scale could take place. There is no mention of them, no proof of them. Without
examples to illustrate to people what the commission is talking about, the statement
means nothing.
The commission noted that many shire ratepayers feared that amalgamation would
cause their rates to increase substantially. It stated:
On the evidence presented it would appear that some increase will be inevitable because of an unfair difference
between the rates paid by city and shire ratepayers.

Again, the commission could have easily spelt out what that increase would have been
with all the facts and figures it had in its possession. It seems unreasonable to make broad
statements without backing them up.
What happened after the report was released? The shire held a referendum for its own
residents and ratepayers. It showed that 96 per cent of the people were in favour of
retention of the shire. The Minister thereafter ordered a poll of the city and shire and the
result of that poll was a 74·5 per cent in favour of retention of the shire. If one believed in
democracy one could not really argue that those figures were realistic.
At the 1985 State elections, my Australian Labor Party opponent was none other than
Councillor Reg Smith, a man whom I greatly admire. My admiration is well founded
because, after that poll, Councillor Reg Smith said publicly, "Let's accept the democratic
decision". I took off my hat to him because I, too, believed that was the way it should be.
What did the Australian Labor Party do to Councillor Smith? It excommunicated him
from the Australian Labor Party caucus of the council. One is not allowed to disagree with
the Australian Labor Party in any shape or form. I commend Councillor Smith because
he has proven that he puts local politics ahead of allegiance to the Australian Labor Party.

The Hon. B. A. Murphy-Y ou did not say that when he was a candidate against you.
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The Hon. R. J. LONG-Mr Murphy has interjected at the wrong time because I have
not heard him say too much about what democracy means in this area. He is trying to be
on both sides at once, but he must make up his mind.
If democracy is alive and if it is at work, this amalgamation proposal should be wiped
out. The attitude taken by the Minister for Local Government is that he has two years in
which to make up his mind and, as that does not run out for some months yet, he will
keep the city and shire on the end of a string and will not make up his mind until he is
ready. What he is saying by that is that people do not mean anything to him.

Is Mr Murphy prepared to support the Minister or is he prepared to support Councillor
Reg Smith, because the situation has reached the stage where the Minister should be
condemned for his handling of local government and for the fiasco that is going on in
Traralgon.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-I support this motion. This Minister
regrettably has been totally insensitive to the real needs and wishes of local government
and to the views of its ratepayers.
We have spoken repeatedly in this Chamber about local government being an independent sphere of government and we have spoken about a partnership between Commonwealth, State and local government. Those words are shown by this Minister to have been
empty. He does not believe in a partnership, he believes in domination of local government.
Surely, if major changes are to be made to the structure of local government, that is the
business, first and foremost, of local government itself. If local government is to be
regarded as an autonomous sphere of government serving its own people in different areas
and, if the State Government serves the people of the same State, surely the major decision
affecting an independent and autonomous arm of government ought to be made by local
government. Anything else is a travesty and denies the partnership that the Government
has claimed exists.
It should be clearly understood that there is no shadow of a doubt that the majority of
municipalities throughout the State totally oppose this process. They oppose it for one
simple reason; that it seeks to force on them and their ratepayers changes which are not
desired by them and for which no compelling need has been shown.
In defiance of the wishes of municipalities and their ratepayers and without showing
any compelling need, the Minister proposes to compel municipalities to join together,
whether they wish to or not or whether their ratepayers are opposed to it or not. That has
already been demonstrated at Traralgon, by what the Minister has uttered and by the sort
of procedure he has adopted.
I will show in a moment that that procedure is totally contrary to the intent and purpose
of the Local Government Act and is totally in defiance of it. It is a procedure which I
believe to be illegal and to be operating as a confidence trick designed to pressurize
councils.
The pity of it is that this process is distracting councils throughout this State from their
real function of looking after their residents and ratepayers. An immense amount of time
of municipal officers and councillors is being diverted to the preparation of cases and
answers to nebulous proposals that cannot be defined.
Mr Mier can laugh. Ifhe can define those issues, he will be doing a service to municipalities for they do not know what the case is that they have to meet, yet their energies are
diverted and great expense is incurred in trying to meet a case that has never been
adequately stated.
I turn to the next issue and, that is, what is happening is a confidence trick.
The Hon. B. W. Mier interjected.
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The Hon. A. J. HUNT-If Mr Mier would listen he would learn something. I hope one
result of that learning process would be that he would go to the Minister and point out to
him the error of his ways. The Local Government Act deals with the question of boundary
changes, mergers and the creation of new municipalities and the like as a proposal.
That proposal must be a specific proposal; it must relate to a specific area; it must be
advertised in that area so that people will know what is proposed. Provision is made for
evidence to be given; provision is made for notice to be given to such interested persons
in the relevant area-that is, the area affected-as may be considered necessary. There are
then recommendations to the Minister on the proposal. If the Minister decides that the
proposal is worth further consideration, it is again sent to the municipality, after a recommendation of a board has been made, so that the local people can examine it once more
and so that a poll can be called if that is considered necessary. The whole Act is geared to
specific proposals-proposals that can be properly met.
What is happening here? There is no such proposal. No one knows what has to be met.
The best indication is the letter by Concetta Benn on behalf of Premier circularized to
municipalities, which states:
In contrast to the previous approach of focusing on proposals for mergers between specific municipalities, the
commission will in future work to a state-wide reference. This means that it will develop guidelines for re-shaping
the system as a whole ...

The Act is not geared to that. That is not what the powers of the Local Government
Commission and its divisions are all about; that is not what the previous Minister, Mr
Wilkes, said it was about when in 1982 he introduced the Local Government (Board of
Review) Bill which included these provisions. He talked about exactly what I have been
talking about-about meeting and dealing with proposals for change.
Turning to the issue oflocal government as a whole, he said:
I believe there is general agreement that some alterations to the municipal structure in Victoria are required
and in instances overdue, but there is no intention to proceed with a wholesale restructuring of municipal
government. The provisions in this Bill strike a balance and provide the mechanism for bringing about change if
it is desired and is shown to be in the best interest oflocal government and the people it serves.

What clearer indication than that could one have of support for the proposal that I am
putting to the House? The Minister who introduced the Bill made it clear that the system
was still geared to specific proposals; it was certainly not geared to an over-all review of
the structure as a whole.
What is the Local Government Commission now doing? It is undertaking a survey of
the State as a whole. It is going to come up with ideas as to possible restructuring. It is
then going to present the Minister with those proposals, and proposals will then exist. But
what is happening now is a charade: it is not what is envisaged by the Act; it is not what
t~is system is all about. In fact, this procedure is designed to bring about an artificial
SItuatIon.
The Local Government Commission says that it desires local government units to get
together and submit proposals themselves-proposals that they do not wish to make. If
they fall for the three card trick and put forward those submissions, the commission will
then have before it specific proposals and will be able to point to those as a basis for
further action.
Let us assume that the commission does proceed and draws up its general proposals for
restructure. Again it will be a matter of an appeal from Caesar unto Caesar. Of what value
is that? If the commission has decided on a proposed restructure and that is put on
exhibition and a public examination takes place, of what value is it when the commission
has already made up its mind on the basis ofa vague reference that is certainly not justified
by this Act?
Municipalities will virtually be faced with a fait accompli if that occurs. The rights of
public objection to a specific proposal and the rights of municipalities and their ratepayers
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to show that the proposal is not in their interests will be virtually worthless. Municipalities
and their ratepayers will really be confined to dealing with the details such as slightly
altering the boundaries rather than altering the general thrust. The rights of people will be
ridden over rough-shod, and all in a manner that was never intended by this Act, which is
quite contrary to its spirit and totally opposed to what the Minister said when introducing
the Bill.
I ask the present Minister and the Government to take note of these facts and of the
enormous and growing opposition throughout the State arising from this arm twisting
blackmail that is occurring-for I cannot describe the process in any other way. It is a
dishonest use of the Act; it is totally improper and inappropriate. It is a disgrace that any
Government should adopt this attitude to an independent arm of government which the
State Government likes so frequently to praise. I wish it meant what it said. It has the
opportunity of backing up its words. We in the Opposition and the National Party call
upon the Government to abandon this procedure and to remove this threat from local
government. It is an unnecessary threat that should not be there and one that certainly
should not be used in this way.
If the Government wants to do anything else, let it be honest and introduce a Bill to
justify its actions, so that honourable members can debate the issue properly in this forum
where it needs to be debated. The manner in which the Act is being interpreted and used
against local government is not only contrary to its spirit and intent but is also quite
inappropriate in relations between one arm of government and another.

The Hon. D. M. EVANS (North Eastern Province)-One of the most remarkable
matters in relation to the motion is the fact that Government members have not been
prepared to defend the Minister against some extremely serious attacks that have been
made on the way in which he is administering his department.
In attempting to illustrate that things were not running his way and that he was having
a bit of bad luck, a friend of mine once said that, if it were raining film stars, he would get
Lassie. Local government has got Lassie with this Minister.
The Hon. W. A. Landeryou-Watch out that you do not get bitten.
The Hon. D. M. EV ANS-The Minister has no understanding oflocal government and
no knowledge of it. Worse than that, in the best traditions of the present Government,
some of the people on whom he most strongly relies for advice in carrying out his
responsibility quite clearly do not have any greater knowledge than he has.
The Minister has totally lost the confidence of the local government scene throughout
Victoria and, because of that lack of confidence, any necessary restructure that may take
place in Victoria will happen only against a background of total disquiet as to the methods
being used and the results being achieved. It is in that atmosphere that the Government is
attempting to carry out a major restructure in the important third tier of government
without the confidence of the people in those who are carrying it out.
Perhaps Mr Stuart Morris, whose appointment to the Local Government Commission
has recently been announced, may be able to retrieve at least some of that lost confidence.
Let us hope he can begin to do so because at present there is no confidence. The motion
moved by my colleague, Mr Wright, clearly outlines and articulates the concern and the
lack of confidence that exist in the community.
Worse than that, as I indicated earlier, members of the Government do not appear to
be terribly interested in standing up for the Minister for Local Government and the reason
for that is clear; many members of the Government, both on the back bench and in the
Ministry, do not have much confidence in the Minister and his ability to carry out his
portfolio. I know that is true because a number of back-bench members of the Government have spoken to me about it.
The Hon. W. A. Landeryou-Name one.
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The Hon. D. M. EVANS-I shall not name one because it would not be fair to the
person concerned.
The Hon. W. A. Landeryou-It is not fair to slander everyone else.
The Hon. D. M. EVANS-Last week in this Chamber a person was slandered up hill
and down dale.
The PRESIDENT-Order! The honourable member should return to the substance of
the motion.
The Hon. D. M. EVANS-The Government has a proposal to amalgamate local councils throughout Victoria. Major changes and restructuring are planned. The Minister for
Local Government, in a Government news bulletin issued a few weeks ago, indicated that
it is his intention to "cull" 50 to 60 councils in Victoria. The word the Minister used was
"cull", a totally derisive term to use for a most important section of the community. No
wonder people in local government have even less confidence in this Minister when that
sort of label is used in an official Government publication. No wonder back-bench members of the Government are nervous.
Constant changes in the way in which the Government is approaching the restructuring
oflocal government have occurred. Mr Hunt referred to the amount of time local government is being forced to spend in trying to work out the intentions of the Government and
what sorts of cases to put forward. Constant changes in direction have occurred.
In my own area of north-eastern Victoria in a news release on Sunday, 28 July 1985, the
Minister for Local Government said:
In March, I made referral to a Division of the Local Government Commission to inquire into the municipal
boundaries of the United Shire of Beechworth and the Shires of Bright, Myrtleford and Yackandandah.

Prior to that the Minister was reported as saying:
The inquiry is not part of the State-wide review that he recently announced but would be undertaken concurrently with that review.

That is the second review to which the Opposition refers.
The Shire of Myrtleford wrote to me on 6 November 1985. Incidentally, it was the Shire
of Myrtleford that began the procedure in north-eastern Victoria because of certain concerns it had. The shire secretary said:
Council at its meeting held on the 5th November 1985, was surprised to receive Mr. Morris' letter and in
particular the comment on page 4 which read:
"However, the Minister does not intend to take action to implement the recommendations in any of the above
inquiries until the completion ofthe Commision's state wide survey."

Honourable members should compare that statement with the news release from the
Minister of28 July. No wonder local government is confused and is wasting its time with
a Minister who does not know what he is doing or what he is on about.
This council, which favours restructuring in north-eastern Victoria and which set in
motion the sorts of procedures that lead to restructuring, went on to state in its letter of 6
November:
Council believes that the time and money expended by Councils in preparing submissions to the North-East
inquiry should not be wasted.

Of course it should not be wasted, but the Minister does not know what he is on about,
nor does the department. No wonder there is a total lack of confidence and that even
members of his own party are nervous about the way he is approaching this matter. No
wonder the honourable member for Morwell in another place is nervous about what is
occurring. No wonder proposed amalgamation of Morwell and Traralgon has been buried
as a result of recent polls. The City of Morwell was disappointed at the way the Govern-
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ment handled the matter by the heavy-fisted approach of the Minister, but the matter was
withdrawn when the political facts oflife were made plain.
Immense dissension is being caused among councillors, certainly in the area I represent
and no doubt in many other areas. In many areas councils are being asked to eye off one
another to see if they can, if effect, protect themselves against another Government inquiry
by biting a piece out of their neighbouring council. That is causing immense problems
throughout the State. As Mr Hunt said earlier, it is not allowing councils to get on with the
business of running the affairs of the ratepayers whom they represent.
Perhaps the House should also consider what local councils should be doing and what
their responsibilities are. It appears that the government believes local government should
simply be a vehicle for the delivery of services by State and Federal Governments. It does
not seek a role much beyond that. It does not seem to see that the traditional role of local
government, built up over many hundreds of years in England, and brought out to
Australia-a tried and true system, one that operates right throughout the world in all
enlightened countries-should not be changed. It is often said that local government is
parochial. I believe it is and should be and if it is not parochial it is not doing the job it is
set up to do, looking after the local concerns of people in the community who have an
affinity because they know the place and their neighbours and want to act as a community
group.
State Government has a different responsibility and, if the Government wants its services delivered, and local government as currently set up to carry out its important parochial responsibilities is capable of delivering those services for the Government, then so
be it, but that is not the intention of the Labor Government. That is the reason for the
proposed restructuring of local government, that it should be changed in order to deliver
some services that perhaps the State or Federal Governments could do themselves. Iflocal
government loses sight of parochial issues in order to carry out those responsibilities, the
Government will destroy something that is most important and cohesive in our community.
Enough problems exist with people who feel lost because they believe the responsible
authorities and the law makers in the community, people with influence, are too remote.
Removing another tier in that structure of responsibility within the community is not the
answer.
The Moye report to which Mr Wright referred is a document that totally prostitutes the
use of statistics to prove a specific case. The statistics in this 45-page report can be said to
prove two things: the first is that if everyone in Victoria lived in a small area around Port
Phillip Bay a more efficient local government municipality would exist; the second is that
the Grants Commission had not done its job in previous years. Statistics prove that. At
the same time, Mr F. M. Little, from the Department of Economics, Monash University,
prepared an appraisal of the statistical integrity of that report on behalf of the Municipal
Association of Victoria. Mr Little made several sensible comments on that report. He
stated, on page 13 of his paper:
In the final analysis we come back to the initial question: what is local government there for? It seems to me
that government-be it national, regional or local-is there for us to exercise some influence or control over the
sort of society we wish to live in.

In other words, the parochial issues. Mr Little continues:
Government is not simply there as a least cost provider of those services the market mechanism in unable to
supply, Indeed I would suggest that the provision of services is merely one of the ways in which social control is
achieved and we may be quite willing to pay a higher price for some services in order to have a greater degree of
control.

In other words, simple examples, even if they are correct, are not the only arbiter on which
these decisions should be made. I underline again the reason why I said that if all Victorians lived around Port Phillip Bay we would have a more efficient municipality. The
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fact is that with any structural deficiencies it must be remembered-this was pointed to in
the Moye report-that Victoria has a diversified and scattered community in country
areas.
Even if one places these scattered communities into larger municipalities, one will not
necessarily achieve greater economies. There will be few, if any, economies. All one is
doing is hiding within a larger municipality the fact that it is more difficult to provide
services in a scattered community. The Government will not do away with that fact itself.
It will lose the local opportunities for decision making. That is the reason why councillors
in the area I represent, including those from the Shire ofOxley, of all political persuasions
are totally opposed to the Labor Government's policy of a major restructure of local
government.
I shall say it straight out; there could well be reasons why there should be boundary
changes and some amalgamation of councils. However, when that is done, the people who
are most directly concerned wish it to be done in a certain fashion. Unlike groups should
not be forced into larger groups where their ability to influence the course of decision
making and their representation is bludgeoned by far bigger groups in that community.
For example, real concern exists in country areas that the result of the restructure may
create-if honourable members like-major provincial cities with huge areas of rural land
included in them and municipalities based on regional cities. From the local government
point of view that would be a total disaster. There is no reason why an urban area should
not be in one council and should not take in, at least on the outskirts, adequate land for
development around the city.
However, it is equally true and necessary that those people who do not live in urban
areas and who have different needs, aspirations and requirements should be left in a
different municipality. If these types of principles can be enunciated and adhered to prior
to any restructure proposal, there is no reason why some boundary changes cannot take
place with at least some good order and good results.
The Hon. D. E. Henshaw-That might happen.
The Hon. D. M. EVANS-If it happens, there is no reason why, after the restructure
has settled down, municipalities and ratepayers would not have a system with which they
can live. However, Victorians have no confidence that that is the way in which it will be
done.
The purpose of the debate is to point out clearly the opinions of a large number of
people in this place representing a much bigger group of people in the community who are
concerned at the general direction in which the proposal is heading.
People are concerned that the present Minister for Local Government does not understand the procedures and what he is on about. In his motion Mr Wright presented sensible,
reasonable and fair arguments. The same can be said for the arguments put forward by my
colleague, Mr Hallam, and also for the points raised by Mr Hunt, who has a wide, diverse
knowledge of local government. The motion should be carried with the support of both
sides of the House and the Minister for Local Government should take notice of the
matters that have been raised.
A further point is that it is clear that if a restructure of local government is to take place
and if there are to be major amalgamations of councils-if indeed the worst fears of
everyone are met-and we end up with 100 municipalities rather than the current 210
municipalities, a large number of people now employed in local government will be made
redundant or their positions will be vastly changed. Their career opportunities and salary
bases will also be changed.
I understand that to protect those people in the event of that restructure taking place,
Parliament will be required to pass further legislation. Perhaps it may be reasonable to
suggest-I can only suggest it-that when the House deals with such legislation it should
include a clause that will provide that the benefits to those people be carried forward only
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if there has been general local agreement on the amalgamations, mergers or boundary
changes that take place. That would be a fair way of making sure that everyone in local
government was committed and that local people obtained a fair deal out of the restructure.
Mr Wright moved a fair and reasonable motion; he did so most ably and the motion
deserves the support of the whole House. Local government deserves a far better deal than
it looks like receiving. Local government needs to be told what types of conditions need
to be met in the inquiries and consistency should be maintained. Local government does
not need the ad hoc decision making that is taking place at present. I support the motion.
The Hon. F. S. GRIMWADE (Central Highlands Province)-Because I am entering
the debate at this stage, I do not wish to canvass any of the arguments that have already
been put forward. Perhaps at this stage it would be more appropriate to place before the
House a summary of the views that have been expressed and the views held by my
constituents and me.
In the beginning, the Minister for Local Government was heard to speak about his
trifecta: triennial elections in local government; proportional representation; and, amalgamation. Coming so close after the recent racing season I can say with a great deal of
confidence that the Minister has failed and has lost his wager. He will not win the trifecta.
The motion pulls no punches; it says that the Minister for Local Government is condemned by the House for his handling of the local government portfolio. Putting it as
charitably as I can, I would have to say that his handling of the portfolio has been inept. I
can illustrate that clearly in a number of different ways, but I shall highlight one aspect.
As I understand it, the municipalities in the Geelong region were very close to getting
together to work out a restructure that might have been meaningful. They were almost on
the point of agreement and they were certainly speaking together. They may not have had
a final resolution in sight, but they were well on the way.
However, with the appointment of Ms Creati to the Local Government Commission, it
was completely thrown over. Any progress that might have been made was lost because of
the Minister's inept handling of the matter. He failed to consult; he failed to be available;
and he failed to take the opportunity of speaking with people and persuading them.
Mention was made of this classic case earlier. When the Minister and the Premier met
with representatives of the Municipal Association of Victoria at Tullamarine, they put
forward a point of view, but did not stay to answer questions raised on the points about
which they spoke. That is a black mark against the Minister.
In public statements the Minister has threatened that municipalities will have to "get
together or else." The Minister tried to bludgeon municipalities-the people who are
elected freely to represent municipalities and their ratepayers-and to threaten them into
a position to examine the matter. However, the municipalities are certainly not prepared
to do so when threatened in the way in which the Minister has done.
What confidence can the community have when the Minister said, "You can have a
poll of the ratepayers" -as happened in Traralgon-and when the poll turned out to be
unfavourable to his point of view, the Minister said it meant nothing and he would not
take any notice of it? At that point all I can say is that the Minister is not responding to
those he represents in his portfolio.
I fully endorse the first part of the motion condemning the Minister for his handling of
the local government portfolio. The second part of the motion calls on the Government
not to proceed with any enforced amalgamations. Of course I agree with that; everyone
should agree with that. Why should one sphere of government dictate to another sphere
of government how it should operate? I am totally opposed to that. I can support my point
of view and, on 8 October, when dealing with a policy resolution on the matter, the

914

COUNCIL

13 November 1985

Minister for Local Government

Municipal Association of Victoria makes it clear. I shall read the salient part of the
resolution, which states:
The Minister shall not disregard the result of any such poll.

The poll concerned whether a restructure should take place.
That is interesting in view of what the Minister did with Traralgon. In my area, a group
has been formed because of the threat of enforced amalgamations. It is known as the
Goulburn group. A press cutting from the Euroa Gazette of 22 October has the headline:
Seventy country councils to oppose forced amalgamation.

The article relates that the Goulburn group has a membership of seventeen member
municipalities-and several municipalities have indicated that they will affiliate shortlyand that several other groups of municipalities within country Victoria are all totally
opposed to enforced amalgamation.
These people question how one can make this Minister for Local Government understand that people do not want a gun at their heads as they do not want to be told that they
must amalgamate or else. They believe there is a need for review. Local government is
evolving all the time. DramatIc changes have occurred over the past twenty years and
previous Ministers and anyone involved in local government will agree that there have
been tremendous changes in their responsibilities and the way in which they perceive and
fulfil those responsibilities.
People in municipalities are not cutting off the option of amalgamation. They are not
that they will not amalgamate under any circumstances. They want to examine the
questIOn calmly and to assess the benefits and disadvantages and, if there are numerous
disadvantages and no advantages, they do not wish to proceed with amalgamation.
Restructuring should be carried out on a rational basis, and that is the message for the
Minister for Local Government. The Minister is not being rational and logical. Ifhe were,
he would be prepared to tell municipalities that they should assess the advantages and,
once perceiving those advantages, they should approach him to facilitate amalgamation.
But that is not his way.
This matter is causing a great deal of heartburn in country areas and a great deal of
concern to those people involved in local government, to those who are watching on the
sidelines oflocal government and to those who are generally interested in the development
of the country and of the local government structure in Victoria. I fully support the motion
because I believe it encapsulates the situation exactly. People are most unhappy with the
Minister and the way in which he is handling his responsibilities. I do not believe there
should be any enforced amalgamation but that amalgamation should be allowed to
develop according to the wishes of the municipalities.
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-I take the motion extremely seriously; I do not in any way take it lightly. I am distressed at the imputations
made by Mr Wright of sinister Labor Party objectives, in some way disguised, which he
said would allow the Labor Party to impose its will on local government and also to make
it easier for Labor Party candidates to succeed in local government.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-The trifecta would, of course.
The Hon. C. J. HOGG-I know there has been debate on this on several occasions and
I readily concede there would be circumstances under a changed voting system, for example, that would make it easier for Australian Labor Party candidates to be successful;
equally there would be circumstances in other areas making it easier for non-Australian
Labor Party candidates to be successful. I obviously understand that the ALP endorses
candidates for local government and the National Party does not endorse candidates for
local government.
However, I suggest that when one is talking of three levels of government, one is talking
of three levels of political activity. While one is not necessarily always talking about
sayin~
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political party activity, none the less it is political activity and the people who always raise
the catchcry of keeping politics out of local government, are turning something of a blind
eye to the fact that local government is political, as is State Government, Federal Government, and any sphere of human activity. The Australian Labor Party is not concerned
with increasing its influence in areas of the State where that is most unlikely to occur, but
when talking of restructuring, the issue is restructuring.
I believe change is always extremely difficult. I do not want to trivialize the subject by
mentioning machinery Government changes as an example but it is appropriate, although
I do not suggest for one moment it is comparable with the upheaval that everyone knows
is involved in the restructuring oflocal government.
During the past six months, as the Minister for Health and I have been telling the House
regularly, a number of functions have been removed from the Department of Health to
the Department of Community Services. That has not been easy. However desirable the
outcome of those changes has been and however successfully they have been effected, the
actual process of change has not been easy. The conclusion I reached was that the most
rational of people, who discuss change, very frequently do not like it very much when it is
happening to them. I discovered, as did the Minister for Health, that many interest groups
and many separate groups of employees-unions, for example-were extraordinarily and
unnecessarily anxious about a State machinery Government change. If that is the case,
and I assure the House that it is, I can understand the anxiety over restructuring within
local government.
As I have informed the House on several occasions, I spent nine years in the City of
Collingwood at a time when the city believed it was threatened with the question of
restructure, certainly in 1972, 1975 and 1976 or whenever it was, as also was the Fitzroy
council. Little posters were posted in Queens Parade, which is the boundary between the
two municipalities, urging the Minister for Local Government not to attempt any kind of
restructuring or, as it was called in those days, amalgamation.
I believe I learned from those days. I am not suggesting that this is merely the wisdom
of middle age but it is rather a salutory learning experience that I have had. The sorts of
things that restructuring of local government is trying to do, I have watched and experienced. In the course of many budgets or estimates meetings I have come to believe a better
rating base could have been achieved by restructuring of small metropolitan municipalities. I did not believe that at the time when a previous Liberal Party Government was
perhaps going to do it, and I was vociferous in my protests, as I am the first to admit.
However, gradually I went through a learning process about that, partly, I suppose,
through watching the difficulties of the City of Fitzroy and realizing the precariousness of
the budget of the City of Collingwood, which was always well handled but sometimes
within a hair's breadth of being overdrawn. Later on examining the figures of surrounding
municipalities I believed a better rating base could be achieved through restructuring.
I have learned that. Other people with whom I sat on council at the time I believe also
have had a change of mind and heart about that. Whether that is still true of a majority of
councillors, I do not know. I do not attempt to speak for them but I can genuinely say that
I can see benefits and advantages and strengths to well executed restructuring. I started
with what has always been my own base, the inner suburbs, but it took me a long time to
understand, and the pronouricements made by previous Ministers for Local Government
helped my development on that score.
Both State and Federal Governments are asking more and more of local government. I
do not mean to underestimate the traditional role oflocal government; I acknowledge it. I
do not mean to sound as though I am belittling that in any way. I acknowledge the
traditional role of local government and the spirit of community that it can engender in
the sense that members of the community wish to do things for other people in the
community. However, at the same time, I believe local government is being asked to do
more and more in terms of the delivery of human services.
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The Government has known about this for some time; it does not come as a surprise or
a shock to talk about local government playing a bigger role because every report that has
been commissioned over the years has talked about local government playing this role.
Many honourable members who have served in local government and whose hearts are
still in local government realize that local government is close to the people, is accountable, is good at planning and is therefore the best tier of government for the delivery of that
kind of service.
I have said, however, that change does not come easily. Local government must be
strengthened to take advantage of the opportunity that it is being offered. Perhaps one
could say that the opportunity is being thrust upon it to deliver the human services that
have been spoken about.
Honourable members opposite have asked the Government to give an example of the
advantage of restructuring local government. I would like to give one example that springs
easily to mind from the areas that I know best. I really do believe that restructuring, and
rational reorganization of local government, which I have no doubt Mr Morris will
recommend, will result in enhanced community service networks. One example that
springs to mind is a better network for childrens' services that could result in a good deal
more choice and diversity.
One notices especially in the inner city area that each municipality, for example, has
had to build an infant welfare centre. Each municipality has worked out its own family
day care schemes. Restructuring would lead to benefits not only in terms of cost but also
in terms of social benefits through a sharing of capital facilities on the one hand and
human resources on the other hand.
It could be said that much of this goes on informally now. Indeed, in the inner suburbs
much does go on informally but that is not necessarily true of the rest of Victoria. One
clear advantage could be an enhancement and a better use of services, both human and
capital, in the childrens services area. That is very clearly true in the area of aged services
as well. However, there are certainly other people who could speak more eloquently about
that than I.
Mr Stuart Morris is an excellent appointment to head the Local Government Commission. Nothing much has been said about his role in local government. Although I do not
know him very well, he was the President of the Shire ofSherbrooke and, therefore, comes
from local government. In a speech he delivered to the annual general meeting of the
Institute of Urban Studies on Friday, 18 October this year, he made some interesting
comments that would certainly not be calculated to inspire alarm or dread in the hearts of
members of this House or a local council. For example, he referred to the sorts of factors
that would be considered in addressing the question of restructuring which have been
debated today. He referred to the diversity of interest; topography; historical and sociological factors and other relevant matters. He highlighted the sections of the Local Government Act that will operate on his considerations as he handles the inquiry. In the speech
delivered to that annual general meeting, Mr Morris stated, inter alia:
It is imperative that we do not over-react to the problem and create councils which are too large to be truly
described as local councils. We must not take the word "local" out of local government. One of the strengths of
local government is the ability of a community to effectively participate in decision-making. Moreover municipalities must be of a manageable size. We are not talking about reform on the English dimension, where
municipalities had an average population in the order of 122 000. Nor are we talking about regional government.
We are talking about local government-a renewed, invigorated local government.

Those statements make perfect sense. But the question of change and of bringing groups
together to provide a better service is easier to talk about than to achieve. I notice that a
former Minister for Local Government- the honourable member for Portland in another
place-issued a press statement when releasing the Bains report in January 1980. I do not
need to canvass the recommendations of that report. In that press release the former
Minister stated, inter alia:
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It was clearly important therefore that a reasonable time be provided for the Report and its recommendations
to be digested and discussed. "However, I am hopeful," Mr Crozier said, "that the consultative process will be
sufficiently advanced for me to take a number of recommendations to Cabinet by September ofthis year".

It should be remembered that the press statement was issued in January. It continued:
He added, that "although it is appreciated that the factor of community of interest remains a significant one in
any discussion concerning local government, (in view of its growing complexity and expanding responsibility
and the increasing community demand for cost efficient delivery of services), it is recognized that a compelling
case can be made for some rationalization ofthe existing municipal structure".

Some councils are keen to restructure themselves, recognizing that their rating base is
inadequate.
The Hon. A. J . Hunt-They can do that.
The Hon. C. J. HOGG-That is correct. Some councils are keen to do it, but many
councils are obviously not, for all the reasons that always make changes difficult.
Various Ministers for local government have attempted to tackle the difficult question
of the restructure of local government. Great benefits will be derived from it. I know that
change is hard and that many explanations have to be gone through.
Mr Stuart Morris is thoroughly sensitive to local government and a skilled ambassador
between the levels of government. It appears that in his new role diplomacy will be greatly
needed.
There is a lot of anxiety, fear and unease, especially in rural areas. Every week or every
couple of weeks I attempt to visit various country areas to see projects which come within
the confines on my portfolio. I always try to have contact with local government through
informal meetin~s and so on. In addition, every six to eight weeks I meet with the
Municipal ASSOCIation of Victoria because I believe the future of community services is,
to a large degree, dependent upon what happens to local government. Therefore, I do have
a particular interest in this matter.
I thoroughly support the concepts which lie behind the Bains report. I thoroughly
support the ideas which lie behind the restructure of local government. It is not an easy
task; many have attempted to tackle it. I admire the Minister for Local Government and
the Premier for being prepared to look this task in the face and for a commendably
vigorous attempt to address the issue.
I am distressed that the motion has been moved. I sincerely hope the debate will not
exacerbate the unease that exists in the community. The timing of the motion is unfortunate as it is only a few weeks since Mr Morris was appointed Chairman of the Local
Government Commission and only little more than six months since the present Minister
for Local Government was appointed to that portfolio. I obviously support the Minister
for Local Government and the work he is trying to do, and absolutely and resolutely
oppose the motion.
The House divided on the motion (the Hon. R. A. Mackenzie in the chair).
Ayes
21
Noes
20
Majority for the motion
AYES
MrBaxter
Mr Birrell
Mr Chamberlain
MrDunn
MrEvans
MrGranter
MrGrimwade

NOES
Mr Arnold
Mrs Coxsedge
MrCrawford
MrsDixon
Mrs Hogg
MrKennan
Mrs Kirner
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AYES
Mr Guest
Mr Hallam
MrHunt
MrLawson
Mr Long
MrMacey
MrMiles
Mr Reid
Mr Storey
Mrs Varty
MrWard
MrWright

NOES
Mr Landeryou
Mrs Lyster
MrMcArthur
Mrs McLean
MrMier
MrMurphy
Mr Pullen
MrSandon
MrVan Buren
MrWalker
MrWhite

Tellers

MrHenshaw
MrKennedy

Tellers

MrConnard
Mrde Fegely
PAIR
MrKnowles

I

MrSgro

ST ATE ELECTRICITY COMMISSION (TREE CLEARANCE) BILL
The debate (adjourned from September 25) on the motion of the Hon. Haddon Storey
(East Yarra Province) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
The Hon. B. A. MURPHY (Gippsland Province)-The Government does not accept
the State Electricity Commission (Tree Clearance) Bill, which was introduced as a private
member's Bill by Mr Storey on 25 September 1985. The Government has three major
reasons for rejecting the Bill: The first reason is that currently discussions are under way
between the State Electricity Commission of Victoria and the Municipal Association of
Victoria, and the Minister is having further discussions with the Municipal Association of
Victoria. I shall outline the Minister's discussions with the association later in my speech.
The second reason is that the purpose of the principal Act is to minimize the potential
for State Electricity Commission assets to come into contact with trees and cause bush
fires. This aim is still the key to many amendments to the principal Act. Mr Storey's
amendments do not fall within that scope.
The third reason is that the disputes regarding the proposed legislation revolve around
legal problems and divisions between councils' responsibilities for street trees and the
responsibility of the State Electricity Commission for its assets. The Government is
prepared to consider all matters pertaining to tree clearance within the present Act and,
after the completion of discussions, will implement amending legislation in the next
session of Parliament. These amendments will clarify or amend provisions throughout
the Act which are not included in the Bill introduced by Mr Storey. These matters include:
the liability of council officers; penalties for council officers; the liability of councils;
membership of the tree clearance consultative committee; definition of "urban", which
possibly could be included in the amending legislation; and clarification of the legal
position regarding the application of the Act to these streets.
The other issues to be addressed include, firstly, the training of council officers. Already
the State Electricity Commission has prepared a short training course for council officers.
Secondly, they include the separate definition of fire-prone areas and areas of high fire
ignition potential. Thirdly, they include a review of the code for the trimming of trees in
the vicinity of State Electricity Commission access.
The Government has suggested a joint Municipal Association of Victoria and State
Electricity Commission working group.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-You are reading your speech. Mr Hallam was pulled up for
that.
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The Hon. B. A. MURPHY-I am sure Mr Baxter could prevail on some of his constituents who are bright sparks to join that working group. However, Mr Baxter would not
raise a glow on a dark night.
Finally, the most important issue is cost sharing. The commission will assist this discussion shortly by producing a new strategy review examining the full range of its bush-fire
prevention activity. This will be circulated to all municipal councils and members of
Parliament.
Mr Storey made great play of the fact that, under the provisions of the State Electricity
Commission (Clearance of lines) Bill 1983, should a town or rural area be declared
"urban", councils would be required to take full responsibility for tree clearance close to
the power lines. No declarations of urban areas have been made and none are currently
planned as agreement has not yet been reached. A significant number of urban councils
continue to cut their own trees, as they have done for many years.
The Minister has assured me that no declarations will occur prior to the discussions
being reported back to Parliament and that the Government will be seeking municipal
council agreement in any changes. Mr Storey's Bill is probably a genuine attempt to
improve the legislation that was passed last year. However, honourable members must
remember how that Bill came about. It was in response to the massive bush fires that
occurred on Ash Wednesday, 1983. The Government quickly moved into gear and passed
legislation so that similar fires would not happen in the following summer. It cleared
thousands of miles of power lines. Contractors were hired. In the Gippsland area concern
was expressed at the number of contractors. After the reason for hiring the contractors was
explained and a code of practice was given to the contractors people understood. The
Government acted wisely and acted quickly to ensure that fires would not occur again in
1984.
It is now 1985 and the State Electricity Commission still has a high priority of line
clearing and making sure everything possible is done so that bush fires are kept to a
minimum. Mr Storey perhaps should have discussed the matter with the Government
because I know the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources is having continuing
discussions with Mr Vawsey of the Municipal Association of Victoria. They are discussing
recommendations to the tree consultative committee, ways of drafting legislation, the
definition of "urban areas" and developing a code and different definitions for different
types of areas to reflect practical and environmental constraints.
For many years councils have taken responsibility for clearing lines in urban areas. They
do so because for many years the commission has also accepted responsibility for clearing
trees in rural areas. Sometimes people try to argue that the Labor Government is antirural areas by putting responsibility on urban towns and municipalities to continue tree
clearance. I have been assured by the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources
that the Government has taken full care and will not be declaring-The Hon. B. P. Dunn-Full care and no responsibility!
The Hon. B. A. MURPHY-It is taking full care and full responsibility in rural areas.
It will not change any code of practice or declare any areas urban until full discussions can
be held not only with the Municipal Association of Victoria but also with individual
councils, members of Parliament and the commission. I cannot stress too strongly how
important it is to avoid bush fires such as those that occurred in 1983. The main responsibility is to ensure that this does not happen. The secondary responsibility is to implement
a policy and code of practice to provide safety and an economic means of trimming trees
in both rural and urban areas.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-Mr Murphy has just exposed the
hyprocrisy and sham of the Government by refusing to support the Bill introduced by Mr
Storey because all Mr Storey's Bill seeks to do is to honour the commitments that were
given to Parliament both within this Chamber and outside at the time the State Electricity

920

COUNCIL

13 November 1985

State Electricity Commission Bill

Commission (Clearance of Lines) Bill was being considered. When the measure was
debated more than twelve months ago, it was indicated that no orders would be made
unless by the consent of the manager of the public land involved, and that the transfer of
legal responsibility would be clarified.
I understand that that matter is still unclear. There have been attempts, despite denials
by the Minister and the State Electricity Commission, to impose orders upon councils
without any discussions. The classic case that I raised in this House was that of the Shire
of Chiltern which received a letter in about October last year from the commission which
listed individually approximately 200 trees which the commission required to be trimmed
under the Act. The Shire of Chiltern does not have the equipment to do the job and has
not done it in the past; it had no consultations with the State Electricity Commission of
Victoria, but the commission tried to jump the gun despite assurances given by the
Minister at the time the Bill was debated. These costs would have been imposed on the
ratepayers of that municipality notwithstanding the fact that the commission had the
manpower, the gear, the time, and had been traditionally doing the job. The Shire of
Chiltern had none of those things. There was an attempt by the commission to pass both
the cost and the responsibility to the shire. Naturally enough the shire bucked at the
prospect and I was able to have the notice withdrawn, but only because I raised the matter
in Parliament and a noise was made about it publicly.
I am sure that was not the only municipality where an attempt was made by the
commission to pass the costs and the responsibility for tree clearance over to the shire.
The matter of legal responsibilities is unclear and is likely to be onerous. I do not believe
the existing provisions of the Act should be allowed to remain on the statute-book while
the matter is yet to be resolved. We should return to the status quo and obtain a commitment of the Government on the matter. That is all Mr Storey is seeking.
I have received representation from almost every municipality in the province I represent in support of the Bill. They state it is at least a means of resolving the situation
pending the discussions to which Mr Murphy referred earlier between the Government,
the commission, and the Municipal Association of Victoria to determine a scheme or
system which is satisfactory to the three parties involved. On that basis, the National
Party believes the Bill ought to be passed.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time.
The Hon. HADDON STOREY (East Yarra Province)-By leave, I move:
That this Bill be now read a third time.

In speaking to the third reading, I wish to thank those honourable members who have
spoken during this debate, particularly Mr Baxter for his support of the Bill and Mr
Murphy who really supported it by his comments because, after all, all the Bill does is to
provide that these declarations cannot be made except with the consent of the parties
concerned and that would only arise if agreement could be reached.
I understand that many municipalities have expressed support for the Bill. I have a list
of62 municipalities but I shall not take up the time of the House to read them all.
The Hon. W. A. Landeryou-Oh, please do!
The Hon. HADDON STOREY-I shall read them ifMr Landeryou insists. Perhaps I
shall mention the shires of Woorayl, Mirboo, Narracan, Warragul, and Alberton, all of
which are in the province respresented by Mr Murphy. This illustrates strong support in
that province for this measure.
I understand from the tenor of the comments made by Mr Murphy that the Minister
responsible is prepared to give an undertaking that no action will be taken under the
existing law pending the final disposition of the Bill. I wonder whether the Minister for
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Health is prepared to give an undertaking on behalf of the responsible Minister to give
some assurance to municipalities that no declaration will be made, and no action will be
taken until there is a final disposition of the Bill.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-In response to the matters raised by Mr
Storey I am happy to give an undertaking on behalf of the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources who is responsible for the proposed legislation that no declaration will
occur prior to the discussions that were outlined by Mr Murphy being reported back to
Parliament, and the Government will be seeking local council agreement to the propositions that are the subject of discussion.
The motion was agreed to, and the Bill was read a third time.

WILLS (AMENDMENT) BILL
The debate (adjourned from October 16) on the motion of the Hon. B. A. Chamberlain
(Western Province) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-Although I understand the Attorney-General should have first call in the debate today, I am happy to proceed without the
learned discourse of the Attorney-General because I have a fair idea of what he is going to
say. I have had the benefit of reading a letter which the Attorney-General sent to Mr
Chamberlain on 6 November concerning the Bill, in which the Attorney-General indicated
that he was not in favour of the Bill because he believed the Wills Act should not be
amended in isolation on this aspect and that we should be considering uniformity.
I do not accept either of those reasons for not supporting the Bill because there were
approximately 43 000 divorces in Australia last year, and obviously a fair number would
have been in Victoria. Therefore, there is a potential for an injustice to occur among those
who, through oversight or misunderstanding of the law, or simply because of some unforeseen tragedy occurring immediately after the divorce, have had no opportunity to recast
their will to take account of the new circumstance.
Although it might be said that people have some knowledge of the law, and their will is
on their minds and they would take steps to alter their will in the light of changed
circumstances, it has to be accepted that there are thousands of people in the community
who, for one reason or another, do not appreciate the situation in which they might
suddenly find themselves and that their estates could pass to a former spouse when that is
not their intention.
I should encourage every person who is either divorced, separated or contemplating
divorce to take immediate action to remake their wills in the light of the changed circumstances. However, that is not a reason for Parliament not to provide for a situation where
that action is not taken.
I support Mr Chamberlain's attempt to overcome an injustice which could occur. It
may not occur on many occasions, but one occasion is too many, especially when it
involves the winding up of an estate and where children or other dependants may be
involved and who could miss out on possibly a substantial bequest because a will made in
happier times leaves a substantial proportion of the estate to a former spouse.
I understand that the Attorney-General believes Parliament should be looking towards
uniformity in this regard. That is all very well, and where uniformity is attainable it is an
ideal to be pursued. However, Victoria is a sovereign State and it is not necessary to wait
until all other States have fallen into line before Victoria can proceed to introduce proposed legislation.
I understand that Queensland, South Australia and Western Australia have provisions
in their respective Acts that are similar to those that Mr Chamberlain has proposed. New
South Wales is about to proceed along the same lines, and it is only Tasmania that has
legislation that is somewhat different. In that State, divorce revokes a will in the same way
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that marriage revokes a will under the existing Victorian law. The Tasmanian situation
goes further than Mr Chamberlain's proposal. It is not necessarily out of line with the
proposal-it simply goes further. Mr Chamberlain is suggesting that Victoria keeps its law
in line with the majority of States and the situation pertaining in the United States of
America and the United Kingdom. The argument about uniformity does not hold water.
On a number of occasions I have indicated that it is alarming that one in three deceased
persons in this State die intestate. I have done my best to encourage people to make wills,
and I thank the Attorney-General for the extra pUblicity that the Office of the Public
Trustee is giving to encourage people to get their affairs in order by the drawing up of a
will. The measure is a further refinement along that path.
Honourable members should take account of the fact that many marriages break up and
that legislation should provide for the revocation of the section ofa will leaving part of an
estate to a former spouse. There is too much scope for injustice in the existing law.
Therefore, the National Party is pleased to support Mr Chamberlain.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I thank Mr Baxter for his contribution.
I was pleased to be able to listen to it before making my own comments. I congratulate Mr
Chamberlain for introducing the measure. It addresses a problem that is generally acknowledged as a problem. The only dispute about it is the means of solution. It may well be
that Mr Chamberlain's Bill provides the most appropriate solution, and I am grateful to
Mr Chamberlain for introducing it.
However, as I indicated in a letter to Mr Chamberlain, to which Mr Baxter referred, it
is desirable that legislation in this area should be in a total package. It was to this end that,
some time ago, I established the wills working group. That group comprises legal practitioners, and it is at the stage of preparing a draft report on wills, which will be issued in
the near future.
The wills working group is of the unanimous view that the dissolution of a marriage
should have an effect on any existing wills. However, the group is divided on what should
be the impact.
In respect of partial revocation, the approach under consideration preserves gifts which
may go to people, other than the spouse, who would miss out if the will were totally
revoked. However, criticism of that approach is that it creates an unbalanced distribution.
If the Bill is passed, how does one tackle the problem of gifts to relatives of the former
spouse if a testator had not considered divorce? Would the testator have wanted to have
given those gifts to the relatives of the former spouse? That is an additional problem that
I point out and which is in the minds of members of the wills working group who are
critical of the approach of partial revocation. That approach may create more hardship
than it resolves.
In respect of total revocation, that approach requires that unless a will is clearly made
in contemplation of divorce, the will is revoked and the testator is treated as being
intestate. Legitimate criticisms can be made of that approach. Testator's family maintenance is not sufficient; unfairness may be visited upon those whose provisions are revoked
entirely even though the existence of the marriage may have had no effect on the testator's
intentions. However, the approach is certainly simple.
The Bill deals with a complex area. Shortly I will receive the views of the wills working
group and I propose to seek public comment on the two approaches. In view of the work
being conducted, the Bill is a little premature.
The wills working group will need to introduce other provisions. For instance, Part IV
of the Administration and Probate Act should probably also be amended to permit the
testator's family maintenance application by the former spouse as the corollary of revocation or partial revocation of the will, and I refer to Krause's case.
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In the light of the fact that the wills working group is about to submit its report and the
fact that I shall be seeking comment on the matter, it is appropriate that further debate be
adjourned. Therefore, I move:
That the debate be adjourned until 1 March 1986.

The House divided on the motion (the Hon. R. A. Mackenzie in the chair).
Ayes
20
Noes
21
Majority against the motion
AYES
Mr Arnold
Mrs Cox sedge
Mr Crawford
Mrs Dixon
Mr Henshaw
Mrs Hogg
MrKennan
Mr Kennedy
Mrs Kirner
MrMcArthur
Mrs McLean
Mr Mier
MrMurphy
Mr Pullen
MrSandon
MrVan Buren
MrWalker
MrWhite
Tellers
Mr Landeryou
Mrs Lyster

NOES
Mr Baxter
Mr Birrell
Mr Chamberlain
MrConnard
Mrde Fegely
MrDunn
MrEvans
MrGranter
MrHallam
MrHunt
MrLawson
MrLong
MrMacey
MrMiles
MrReid
MrStorey
Mrs Varty
MrWard
MrWright
Tellers
MrGrimwade
MrGuest
PAIR
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The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-By leave, I move:
That this Bill be now read a third time.

In so doing, I thank Mr Baxter for his support of the measure and I acknowledge the
comments of the Attorney-General.
The proposition that I have put to the House for partial revocation of wills on divorce
now has wide support. The most recent support has come from the New South Wales Law
Reform Commission in a report to be handed to the Attorney-General of that State next
month. That commission reviewed the authorities I mentioned earlier and confirmed that
the South Australian Law Reform Commission had made a similar suggestion and the
Queensland Government has passed legislation, as have the United Kingdom, Canadian
and United States of America Governments.
Following those reports, the New South Wales Law Reform Commission analysed the
two approaches that were spelt out by the Attorney-General. It considered whether the
law should provide for total revocation on divorce just as it provides for total revocation
on marriage, or whether it should go the way I have suggested: partial revocation in so far
as the will confers benefits on the spouse or appoints the spouse to be an executor.
The New South Wales Law Reform Commission stated in paragraph 10.16 of its report,
after reviewing other authorities--
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The PRESIDENT-Order! Mr Chamberlain appears to be introducing new material
on the third reading.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-Mr President, this summarizes and encapsulates
the arguments I have already put to the House. Paragraph 10.16 states:
Despite the arguments, we have just summarized, we are persuaded that the law should be changed and that
termination of marriage should operate to revoke gifts by will in favour of the former spouse as well as the
appointment of such a person as executor, trustee or guardian.

That is exactly what the Bill will do. Other Governments are now moving towards proposals that are contained in this Bill. As Mr Baxter pointed out, currently injustices are at
work because the abolition of the marriage has no effect on the pre-existing will. I brought
the matter forward to remove that injustice and gave the House an example of a case of
which I had personal knowledge where an injustice occurred.
The measure is sensible and well-founded. It is now supported by a number of authorities, including the most recent report of the New South Wales Law Reform Commission.
I commend the Bill to the House.
The motion was agreed to, and the Bill was read a third time.

DAIRY INDUSTRY (MILK PRICE) BILL
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs), moved for leave
to bring in a Bill to amend the Dairy Industry Act 1984 and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The Bill makes several amendments to the milk price fixing arrangements in the Dairy
Industry Act 1984. At the present time, the Act contains extensive provisions requiring
the Victorian Dairy Industry Authority to fix the price of milk at all levels from farmgate
to retail. These provisions were developed over a number of years to serve a tightly
regulated industry.
As Mr Justice Robinson pointed out in the milk price arbitration report to the Premier
last April, the existing legislation means that an extraordinary number of individual. prices
have to be considered and approved by the Government for this one basic product.
The Australian Capital Territory and all the other States, except South Australia, either
set maximum retail prices only, or maximum and minimum retail prices. They do not
have fixed prices at the retail level. At the dairy farmer level, prices established in these
States are either minimum prices or fixed prices.
Mr Justice Robinson also pointed out that the current fixed pricing arrangements mean
that the Victorian dairy industry would be ill equipped to combat competitive prices for
milk from other States, especially if there were to be frequent changes in the price. The
legislative requirement to determine fixed prices means that Victoria could not compete
effectively. In addition, the price fixing procedures laid down in the Act are very time
consuming.
In other words, the provisions of the Victorian Act do not allow the Victorian Dairy
Industry Authority to fix milk prices in a flexible manner that would allow Victorian
processors, distributors and retailers to react quickly to market influences and to price
their product in a competitive manner.
Greater flexibility would be available if the Act provided a number of options, such as
the option to determine fixed prices, or the maximum price, or the minimum price, or
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both the maximum and minimum prices, or alternatively, the option not to fix a price at
all. However, I should mention that it is the Government's intention that there should
continue to be a fixed price for milk at the farmgate level-I wish to reinforce that
comment-that is, for milk supplied by dairy farmers to the Victorian Dairy Industry
Authority.
Mr Justice Robinson, in his determination on milk pricing earlier this year, recommended that the Act be changed as soon as possible to give the full capacity for the price
flexibility I have discussed. The Victorian Dairy Industry Authority has sought this flexibility and it is supported by the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria.
The Government supports this approach, and I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of the Hon. H. R. Ward, for the Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Ballarat
Province), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 19.

MEAT INSPECTION BILL
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs), moved for leave
to bring in a Bill to refer to the Parliament of the Commonwealth certain matters relating
to the inspection of meat, to amend the Abattoir and Meat Inspection Act 1973 and
certain Acts and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

It provides the legislative machinery for referring a State function, namely, meat inspec-

tion services, to the Commonwealth Government and making appropriate amendments
to the Abattoir and Meat Inspection Act 1973, the Cattle Compensation Act 1967, the
Swine Compensation Act 1967 and the Stock Diseases Act 1968.
The effect of passage of the Bill will be to transfer Victoria's meat inspection services to
the Commonwealth. It represents the final step in the implementation of a policy that
there be a single meat inspection service to undertake all meat inspection for domestic
and export markets.
Although the thrust of the proposed legislation will make the Commonwealth responsible for the provision of meat inspection services to premises licensed under the Abattoir
and Meat Inspection Act, this State will retain responsibility for the licensing and structural standards of premises operating in the red meat industry.
Proposals for consolidating meat inspection services in Australia into a single service
have been the subject of discussion and negotiation for more than a decade.
Negotiations over the past two years provided a framework for Cabinet to proceed with
the proposal despite some opposition from domestic meat works, the Victorian Farmers
and Graziers Association and the Victorian Public Service Association.
However, the interests of the domestic meat works will be catered for by this State
retaining control over licensing and the setting of standards in abattoirs and by the
assurances that Victoria has obtained from the Commonwealth that the changeover will
not adversely affect smaller country slaughtering works. The domestic meat works will be
further advantaged by financial savings of the order of $1 million per annum as the
Commonwealth inspection service operates on a lower cost recovery rate than the State
inspection service.
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Detailed negotiations between Commonwealth and State officials and union representatives have resulted in the preparation of a transfer "package" that is balanced with
respect to the rights and entitlements of State officers involved in the transfer. In addition,
there are mechanisms in place in the Commonwealth Public Service that will not disadvantage those officers in future promotional opportunities. The only matter still being
discussed and negotiated in the transfer "package" is the matter of compulsory temporary
interstate transfer in the Commonwealth service.
The Commonwealth has agreed to State officers having a twelve-month moratorium in
this regard from the date of transfer and in this period will continue negotiations with the
unions.
The Commonwealth is proceeding, with union agreement, to explain the transfer provisions to all Victorian meat inspection staff. Following these information sessions, the
reaction of all staff is currently being obtained and they will be given offers of employment
by the Commonwealth.
The notes on clauses printed with the Bill explain the provisions in some detail. It is my
intention to confine my remarks on this Bill to the more significant changes.
The transfer of meat inspection services is modelled on the New South Wales transfer
that took place on 1 July 1983.
The Bill provides for the reference of powers to the Commonwealth to commence on
an appointed day, and for the reference of powers to be revoked at a future date fixed by
proclamation.
Supporting this reference of powers is provision for Victoria to enter into a written
arrangement with the Commonwealth to allow the inspection of meat to be undertaken in
accordance with that arrangement.
On the transfer of staff to the Commonwealth service, there will be no continuing
requirement for the employment of meat inspectors in the State Public Service. Consequently, all State meat inspectors are required to transfer to the Commonwealth. Any
meat inspector not electing to transfer to the Commonwealth will be deemed to have
resigned from the State service.
Veterinary Officers and administrative staff employed in the present Meat Inspection
Branch are to receive offers to transfer to the Commonwealth service; although they can
.
remain in State employment if they wish.
Transfer arrangements provide that any person transferring to the Commonwealth
service can retain his or her membership of the State superannuation scheme or State
Employees Retirement Benefits Scheme. The Commonwealth will continue to pay employer benefits as long as the transferee remains a member of the Commonwealth Public
Service. State personnel will also be provided with the opportunity to be paid out by one
of the State schemes and commence contributions to the Commonwealth superannuation
scheme.
The other major amendments to the Abattoir and Meat Inspection Act provide for a
number of appropriate changes. Included in the changes is the abolition of the position of
"chief inspector" which is made redundant by the transfer of the meat inspection function
to the Commonwealth.
The Bill also makes provision for the adoption of codes of practice for three discrete
matters. The first covers the inspection of meat and the handling of animals at abattoirs
and knackeries: the second concerns the standards of construction and hygienic operation
oflicensed premises; and the third concerns description and grading systems for carcasses
and meat.

Town and Country Planning Bill

13 November 1985

COUNCIL

927

These codes of practice will be prepared by the Victorian Abattoir and Meat Inspection
Authority and issued by the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs, following approval
by the Governor in Council.
The Bill further provides for the formal licensing of meat transport vehicles by the
Director-General of the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs and for a fee to be
charged for such licensing.
With regard to amendments to the Abattoir and Meat Inspection Act. The Bill provides
that, where a licensed premises has not operated for more than six months, the licence for
the premises lapses. Disused and non-productive premises do not warrant guarantees of
licensing, which should apply only to operating premises.
Finally, the referral of meat inspection to the Commonwealth requires amendment of
the Stock Diseases Act 1968, the Cattle Compensation Act 1967, and the Swine Compensation Act 1967, with respect to the definition of a "meat inspector".
In summary, the Bill provides for State powers regarding the inspection of meat referred
to the Commonwealth. This necessitates amendments to other legislation, and these
changes are set down in the Bill. I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of the Hon. H. R. Ward, for the Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Ballarat
Province), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 19.

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (PLANNING SCHEMES)
BILL
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Planning and Environment) moved for leave
to bring in a Bill to make provision with respect to the operation and validity of certain
planning schemes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

JURIES (AMENDMENT) BILL
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

There has been increasing concern about recent instances in which disclosures of the
proceedings of the jury room have been reported in the media in an atmosphere of high
emotion and controversy.
This concern is not new to the legal profession. The Chief Justice of England condemned
the disclosure of jury proceedings in 1922; the Chief Justice of Tasmania did so in 1963;
and the New Zealand Court of Appeal did so in 1979. The rule that the courts will not
receive evidence from jurors about their deliberations dates from 1715. In 1981, the
British Parliament enacted far-reaching legislation preventing disclosure as a result of the
observations of the Court of Appeal in a case arising from the trial ofMr Jeremy Thorpe,
MP.
The concern is not new to Victoria. The Victorian Court of Criminal Appeal stated in
1973:
The conduct of the experienced publisher ofthe newspaper seems, however, to stand on a different footing and
to be deserving of severe censure. It oUght to be aware that trial by jury is basic to the administration of the
criminal law and that, historically, juries have been protectors of the liberty of the individual. If newspapers
make a practice of publishing the views of jurors as to the merits of the cases in which they have served there will
be set in train a process whereby the institution oftrial by jury may be eroded and ultimately destroyed.
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Recently, the Court of Criminal Appeal reaffirmed those views in the strongest of terms:
It must be realized that it is of vital importance that the jurors empanelled in any criminal trial should be
allowed to sink back into anonymity at the conclusion of the trial and that any attempt to ascertain their views
about the trial or about anything connected with it is thoroughly mischievous. So is any attempt by a juror to
volunteer such views for publication. Those who participate in the interviewing of persons said to have been
jurors in a particular trial or who report the results of such interviewing encourage and compound the mischief.... Indeed nothing is more likely to bring about the abandonment of the system of trial by jury than
intrusion into the secrecy of jury deliberations.

On 15 August, the Victorian Bar Council passed the following resolution:
That the Bar Council believing that the tradition of jury deliberations remaining confidential is integral to the
administration ofjustice, and in particular to the independent function of the jury in the administration ofjustice
requests the Federal and State Attorneys-General to bring forward legislation to ensure continuing confidentiality
of jury deliberations, including the prohibition of their publication to the media.

On 24 October, the Law Institute of Victoria resolved:
That the Law Institute support the introduction oflegislation to prevent the media from publishing statements
made by jurors about a jury's deliberation during or after conclusion of a trial.

The Government is committed to the maintenance and protection of the system of trial
by jury. It is clear that existing legal protection of jury room confidentiality is inadequate
for the task. This proposed legislation is designed to fill the gap before further damage is
done.
Before moving to the exact terms of the Bill, I wish to make it absolutely clear why this
course is necessary. There are compelling policy reasons for prohibiting the widespread
publication of the proceedings of the jury room.
The prohibition protects jurors from harassment by disappointed litigants, interested
persons and the press. Jurors should be able to resume their lives free from badgering and
anxiety.
Disclosure would adversely affect the attitude of future jurors and the quality of their
deliberations, and would act as a deterrent to jury service.
Disclosure would mean the end of freedom of speech in the jury room.
Disclosure by one juror places unacceptable pressure on other jurors to justify themselves or defend themselves from the following speculation and comment.
The case for legislation is overwhelming. It has the support of the legal profession, the
.
judiciary, and most legal academics.
The Bill is carefully desi~ed to strike at the evil that is threatening the important
principles on which the admlnistration ofjustice in this State is based-and no more than
that.
The object of the proposed legislation is to create three carefully limited offences; they
are summary offences punishable by a maximum ofa fine of$10 000, or imprisonment
for three months, or both.
The first offence will prohibit the publication to the public of the proceedings of the jury
room.
The second offence will prohibit any person from soliciting or obtaining disclosures of
jury room proceedings. Jurors must be protected from badgering and deceit.
The third offence prohibits a person who is, or has been, a juror from disclosing the
proceedings of the jury room if the juror knows that the disclosure mayor will be published
to the public.
It would not be sound policy to legislate to prevent jurors from talking about the jury
room at all. Such an offence would be unenforceable and, undoubtedly, would be flouted.
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There is no harm at all in a juror telling his or her spouse about the happenings of the day.
It is the mass dissemination of the disclosures that causes the harm. Again, it is not the

object of this Bill to censor jurors' private communications. However, a juror who discloses the proceedings of the jury room in deliberate disregard of the policy of this
proposed legislation should and will be subject to prosecution. It would be most unfair if,
in such a situation, the media would be subject to the offence but the juror who set out to
defy the prohibition would not.
However, these offences do not prohibit press reporting absolutely. The Bill also restricts
the ambit of these offences. It provides that no offence is committed where there is
publication or disclosure of information which does not identify a juror or the relevant
trial. There is no harm in a juror talking to the press about the general experience of being
a juror so long as the juror and the trial are not identified. If the media want to report on
the jury experience generally, this legislation does not prevent it from doing so.
The Bill also contains other exemptions and safeguards. Prosecution is conditional on
the consent of the Director of Public Prosecutions or his nominee. It is important to note
that the offences in the Bill do not apply to the case in which a juror wants to make
representations to a judge, the Attorney-General or the Director of Public Prosecutions,
nor to an investigation by the police at the request of the Director of Public Prosecutions
of any complaint about the deliberations of the jury.
The Bill also recognizes that it is futile to prohibit the reporting of any prosecution of
one of these offences in a case in which the disclosure which is the subject of the prosecution has been generally disseminated before the prosecution for that offence. However, it
is an object of this provision that the offences should apply to the reporting of proceedings
for an offence against this legislation if the publication in question had been only to a
significantly smaller section of the public than the media coverage of the prosecution
would reach.
This Government is committed to the protection of jurors and the jury system in the
administration of justice. Being a juror in these long and controversial trials is not a
pleasant experience. Those who do it are undertaking service for the good of the community and they must be encouraged to do so and protected when they do so. Trial by jury is
an integral part of the administration of justice in Victoria. When an accused is charged
with a serious offence, he or she is entitled to a fair trial by a jury of his or her peers. The
Government believes the community demands it, and it will not sit idly by when a
bulwark offreedom to a trial by jury is subject to attack. I commend the Bill to the House.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-I move:
That the debate be now adjourned.

The Opposition welcomes the measure. This is a Bill that the Opposition suggested to the
Government last year, and it is pleased that it is now before the House. The Opposition
will do everything possible to ensure the passage of the Bill through both Houses of
Parliament during this sessional period. However, because of the need to check the detail
of the Bill, I suggest that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday next.
The motion for the adjournment of the debate was agreed to, and it was ordered that
the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 19.

HEALTH (AMENDMENT) BILL
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health) moved for leave to bring in a Bill to
repeal the Health Commission Act 1977 and to amend the Health Act 1958 and certain
other Acts.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.
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GROUNDWATER (BORDER AGREEMENT) BILL
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

Its purpose is to approve and ratify an agreement made between the States of Victoria and
South Australia which provides for a co-ordinated management strategy for the groundwater resources in the vicinity of the Victorian and South Australian borders. The agreement is set out as a schedule to the Bill.
As some honourable members will know, an examination of groundwater resources
along the border was commenced some years ago. This stemmed from a South Australian
request that a mechanism for the legal sharing of the resource be arranged. In most areas
adjacent to the border groundwater is the only reliable water source and the agencies of
both States responsible for groundwater had been concerned that unregulated large-scale
withdrawals could compete with existing private and urban supplies, perhaps to a point
where continuity of supply could not be assured. As well, because there is at present no
provision for consideration of the potential effects of such withdrawals across the border,
new and large-scale uses of groundwater in one State could adversely affect established
uses in the other.
Projections of existing and possible development of the border groundwater resources
have confirmed the advisability ofjoint management and sharing of the resources between
the two States.
The management strategy that is the subject of the agreement was evolved by a joint
committee representing the agencies concerned. These agencies are: the Rural Water
Commission of Victoria; the Engineering and Water Supply Department, South Australia;
the Office of Minerals and Energy, Victoria; and the Department of Mines and Energy,
South Australia.
The joint committee, with the aid of Professor S. D. Clark, Harrison Moore Professor
of Law at the University of Melbourne, prepared a report incorporating the agreement
and the relevant supporting legislation, which honourable members now have before
them.
The joint committee investigated several possible institutional arrangements for sharing
and managing the resource adjacent to the border. It concluded that the most appropriate
one was for an interstate agreement to ensure protection to existing groundwater users and
facilitate the future use of groundwater.
Such an agreement forms the schedule to the Bill now before the House. The agreement
is expressed to operate in both States for a distance of 20 kilometres from the border. This
strip of border land, which is defined in the agreement as the "designated area", is thus 40
kilometres wide. The joint committee's investigations have disclosed that overall the
annual volume of the groundwater resource available within the designated area is such
that existing groundwater uses can safely continue and there is opportunity for expanded
use with no significant adverse implications in the immediate future provided there is no
undue clustering of large-yielding bores. The proposed policy is to divide the resource
equally between the two States.
An extended observation bore network is being put in place, which will help in providing data for the continuing assessment of the resource and in the forewarning of any
problems.
Before dealing with the Bill proper, I should now like, with honourable members'
forebearance, to explain generally the scheme of the agreement. The first two clauses
provide definitions of various terms that take account of the different terminology of the
South Australian Water Resources Act 1976 and the Victorian Groundwater Act 1969 and
apply the usual interpretation provisions.
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Clauses 3 to 19 of the agreement are closely based on the provisions of the River Murray
Waters Agreement signed by the Premier, the Prime Minister and the Premiers of New
South Wales and South Australia on 1 October 1982. Within this group, clauses 6 and 7
provide for the appointment, by the responsible Minister in each State, of two members
and one deputy member to a review committee, which has the general oversight of the
management plan. The remaining clauses in this group deal with formal procedural matters, such as terms, powers and remuneration of members, meeting procedure and delegation.
.
Clauses 20 to 23 of the agreement are again closely based on clauses in the River Murray
Waters Agreement. They empower the review committee to co-ordinate studies of the use,
control, protection, management or administration of groundwater within the designated
area; to make recommendations to contracting Governments on such matters; and to
review and recommend alterations to the agreement. Each Government binds itself to
furnish the review committee with all information necessary for its functions. For the
purposes of the management plan the designated area is divided into eleven segments or
zones in each State, a total of 22 zones.
Clauses 24 to 26 of the agreement set out the management plan and provide means for
applying appropriate management prescriptions to the various zones in each State. The
legislation of each State is to be applied to all existing or future bores, except domestic and
stock bores, within the zones in that State. No permits are to be ~anted or renewed within
those zones, except in accordance with the management prescnption set out in clause 26
of the agreement. In brief, this requires bores to be cased, where appropriate, and prevents
further development when the permissible annual volume, or rate of drawdown, has been
exceeded. Bores for other than stock and domestic purposes may be constructed within 1
kilometre of the State border only in accordance with procedures determined by the review
committee.
Clause 27 of the agreement obliges each State to prepare an annual report for the
purposes of the review committee. Clause 28 of the agreement requires the review committee to review the management plan for each zone at not more than five-year intervals.
It has power to make adjustments to minor aspects of the management plan on its own
motion. It may recommend more important changes to the Ministers of both States. These
more important changes are the establishment or alteration of permissible levels of salinity
and the alteration of the permissible rate of drawdown in any zone. Such more important
changes can occur only ifboth Ministers are in agreement.
Clause 29 of the agreement gives the review committee power to declare restrictions in
relation to any zone as the optimum level of development for that zone is approached or
exceeded. The effect is not to prevent all future development, but to require all further
development to be referred to the review committee for comment, before it proceeds. A
compulsory cooling-off time of 30 days is also included before the Minister grants any
permit in a zone subject to restrictions.
In addition, if the Minister decides to grant a permit against the recommendations of
the review committee, he is obliged forthwith to notify the Minister of the other contracting State in order to allow that State to decide whether to exercise the right of appeal given
to it.
Clause 30 of the agreement requires the review committee to submit an annual report
to the responsible Minister of each State, and clause 31 requires publication of decisions
taken by the review committee, or by the relevant Minister, with respect to the management prescriptions embodied in the management plan.
If I could turn now to the provisions of the Bill generally, as distinct from the agreement
which forms its schedule, clauses 1 to 4 cover the usual introductory matters of title,
commencement and intrepretation. Clause 5 approves the agreement which, as honourable members are aware, was signed by the Victorian Premier and the Premier of South
Australia on 15 October 1985.
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Clauses 6 to 10 relate to the appointment of the numbers of the review committee, its
powers, and the powers of the Minister. These provisions are modelled on the River
Murray Waters Act 1982.
Clause 11 requires the Minister to submit to Parliament the annual report he receives
from the review committee. Clause 12 makes four consequential amendments to the
Groundwater Act 1969. These will: firstly, ensure that no action by any Victorian body,
be it the Minister, the Rural Water Commission, the Director- General of Water Resources
or the Groundwater Appeal Board, is inconsistent with the border agreement; secondly,
provide for an appeal to the Victorian Groundwater Appeal Board, by South Australia,
against any decision by Victoria, made by the Minister, the Rural Water Commission or
the Director-General of Water Resources, which is contrary to a recommendation of the
review committee. A provision giving similar rights to Victoria is contained in the complementary South Australian legislation; thirdly, clarify the existing purposes for which
the Minister may authorize the drilling of observation bores; and, fourthly, enable the
Groundwater Appeal Board to hear the appeal of which I have just spoken.
Clause 13 provides for the repeal of a spent Act. In introducing this Bill to the House I
make the following remarks: firstly, the proposed legislation provides that the day-to-day
execution of the management plan should rest with the groundwater licensing authorities
of the respective States. In other words, no interstate executive body is needed to implement the management plan.
This arrangement contrasts with other interstate agreements such as the River Murray
Waters Agreement which provide for executive bodies. One advantage of such arrangement is that no additional costs to Government are anticipated as the proposal will form
part of the general management of the State's groundwater; secondly, the main advantages
of the agreement are that it(a) commits each State to legislative action to require licensing authorities and appellate bodies to abide by the agreement and the management plan' embodied therein;

(b) assumes that the licensing authorities in each State will remain responsible for
administering the management plan in zones within that State;
(c) requires interstate consultation between the licensing authorities before the granting
permits for the construction or use of bores other than domestic and stock bores, in certain
defined circumstances; or in order to change details of the management plan;

(d) provides for the joint imposition of restrictions within any zone, after which interstate consultation becomes obligatory before further development is allowed in that zone;
and
(e) provides for the regular review, with a view to amendment, of the management plan
and the agreement by means of a review committee.

Thirdly, the Bill is complementary to the Groundwater (Reserves) Act 1984, No. 10066,
which provided for the planning in groundwater resource allocation for future urban use.
In conclusion, the Government believes this agreement provides a realistic and equitable framework for inter-Governmental co-operation in the development of long term
strategies for protecting and harvesting the groundwater resource in the border area. As
with any agreement, this one depends on the goodwill of the contracting parties. Events so
far confirm that this will be forthcoming. I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of the Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Wednesday, November 20.
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The debate (adjourned from the previous day) on the motion of the Hon. D. R. White
(Minister for Health) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-Two excellent contributions were
made by my colleagues, Mr Dunn and Mr Hallam, last evening. It is incumbent upon me
to place on record my earnest belief that the Government and the community at large are
living in a fool's paradise. We are kidding ourselves that things are going well when we are
rapidly sliding downhill into a grievous situation.
There is a certain smugness, even a complacency, by the Government about the economy both in Victoria and nationally. Figures are quoted and assertions are made in
speeches by the Treasurer and the Premier in particular, but also by other Ministers in
quite irrelevant circumstances such as the speech made by the Minister for Local Government at the Municipal Association of Victoria conference last month when he spoke about
how the Government has restructured public authorities-for instance, the water industry-and he somehow conveyed the impression that by doing so the show is on the road
and Victoria is heading towards utopia.
No assessment has been made of the validity or appropriateness of those changes or
whether we are heading in the right direction. Statistics have been misused to support
arguments but, as Mr Hallam pointed out last evening, those statistics come from different
bases at different times. The Government selects the base that suits the argument at the
time. Whether the Government compares a situation with what it was twelve months ago
or with the performance of the previous Government, it is difficult to have a fair comparison of the state of the economy or in which direction it is moving.
Much use has been made of the words "restraint" and "moderation". When one studies
the Bill and the level of expenditure and taxation, one finds significant increases in them.
It places a new definition on the words "restraint" and "moderation" if one uses them in
the context that the Treasurer frequently does.
Much use in made of the phrase "real terms". Interjections came from the Government
benches last evening during the speeches of Mr Dunn and Mr Hallam about what were
the figures in real terms and alleging that tax increases were less because they were less in
.real terms. Inflation will never be harnessed if we continue to kid ourselves that we can
increase prices year by year at about the inflation rate. That is a dog chasing its tail
situation. As Mr Grimwade suggests, it feeds upon itself. The Government argues that
increases in rail freight and grain handling charges are justified on the basis that that those
increases are less in real terms. However, to the person paying the Bill, especially the one
whose income has declined, as it has for many of the users of Government services, those
imposts are significant.
The Minister for Transport has justified increases in rail freight charges by stating that
the increases are less than under the previous Government during the 1970s. That might
be true as far as it goes. The point he fails to understand-and he would not pay attention
even if he did understand-is that in the 1970s wheat prices were increasing and the
growers were in a better position to bear that increase than they are now when there has
been a significant downturn in wheat returns and an unbelievable substantial increase in
the cost of production.
The community is living beyond its means. One needs only to consider the national
debt, the amount that is owed by this community overseas. It now requires the total
production of our meat, grain, and wool industries to meet the interest bill alone. Australia
is becoming like a South American banana republic in that its total export income is
committed to paying the interest bill without paying off any capital debt.
I direct the attention of the House to the manner in which the loss of confidence in this
community, and particularly in country areas, has accelerated in the past two months.
Substantial concern is being expressed right throughout country Victoria that the economy
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is in dire straits, that our debts are increasing too rapidly and that returns from farming
are such that there is no longer the possibility of making a reasonable living from operations in the country. In saying that I do not refer only to farmers; I am also talking about
those in the country towns and provincial cities who rely heavily on the turnover generated
by purchases by people on the land.
It is high time members of the Government realized that it is the basic wealth producers
of the nation-the farmers and the miners-who underpin the standard of living of each
one of us. When the basic wealth producers are no longer able to continue to create new
wealth out of nothing, as in fact happens in the farming situation, we are in dire straits. It
is fair to say that most other people in the economy simply change a product from one
form to another. There is no doubt that they add value in the process, but they do not
create new wealth as the agricultural and primary production industries of this nation do.
Members of the Government must realize that the farmers of this State can no longer
watch their interest bills escalate, as they have done, from 12 or 13 per cent six months
ago to 19 or 20 per cent today. That is on the same loans, not on new loans. New loans
may present a different set of circumstances, but interest rates on loans taken out in good
faith as recently as six months ago have increased by 40 or 50 per cent. Those loans were
taken out on a program of budgeted returns that could be expected to service the loans.
There is no way in which any business can survive in those circumstances.

Those engaged in rural industries can no longer suffer the increases in fuel prices that
have occurred in this State. Petrol in Melbourne is up to 10 cents a litre cheaper than in
country areas, and it is obvious that the oil companies use the country purchaser to
subsidize price cutting in the city when country purchasers have no opportunity of shopping around because there is less competition. Country people have seen freight increases
and price rises in all manner of areas.
One reason for those price increases is that the Arbitration Commission keeps on
jacking up wages. We have just seen wages rise by 3·8 per cent, an increase granted by
Santa Claus in the guise of Sir John Moore who, I believe, has been one of the most
destructive elements in our economy because he has simply given his imprimatur to every
wage increase in this State and this nation-The Hon. W. A. LANDERYOU (Doutta Galla Province )-On a point of order, Mr
Acting President, Mr Baxter referred to Sir John Moore in a most unbecoming way. In my
view, it represents a slur on a member of the judiciary in the sense that Sir John held high
office in this country. In my view, if the independence of tribunals is to be attacked in this
way by any member of this Chamber, that is a reflection not only on the person concerned
but, indeed, on the office that that person held-in this case, Sir John Moore-with great
distinction. Sir John is without doubt a great Australian and would be regarded as such by
the entire community except for some elements of the National Party. I ask that Mr Baxter
withdraw those words.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-On the point of order, Mr Acting
President, I am most concerned about the assertions contained in the words used by Mr
Baxter. They were not only a reflection on Sir John Moore, who has had a distinguished
career in the Arbitration Commission, but also on the commission itself and on its work.
It is clearly an outrageous comment to make about a person who does not have the
opportunity of putting his comments. Given the events of the past few weeks, perhaps we
should invite Sir John to the Bar of the House to give him the opportunity of expressing
his point of view.
The Hon. W. A. Landeryou-A good idea!
The Hon. D. R. WHITE-The fact is that the type of conduct in which Mr Baxter is
engaging is the type of conduct that he has exhibited for years, and that should not be
condoned. I suggest that he should withdraw his remarks.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT (the Hon. K. I. M. Wright)-Order! On the point of
order-and the Minister has gone a little beyond the point of order-I did not hear the
term that Mr Baxter used.
The Hon. D. R. White-He called him Santa Claus.
The ACTING PRESIDENT-Order! I cannot rule on the point of order and I leave the
matter in the hands of Mr Baxter.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-I have no intention of withdrawing. I believe the Arbitration Commission in this nation has much to answer for in the
fact that we have this highly regulated wage structure, and the Arbitration Commission
has jacked up wages regularly-often twice a year-allegedly in line with movements in
the consumer price index, and at the behest of the Australian Council of Trade Unions,
and often at the behest of the Federal Government without any-The Hon. W. A. Landeryou-Are you not man enough to admit your attack on Sir John
Moore?
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-I am not intending to withdraw anything I said about the
Arbitration Commission or-The Hon. W. A. Landeryou-You will regret that!
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-Nor will I withdraw anything I said about the way in which
the Arbitration Commission has completely ignored the capacity of industry in this State
to bear the wage increases that it has foisted upon the community. The result is that
Australia is now priced out of overseas markets; we are unable to compete on overseas
markets.
The Hon. W. A. Landeryou-Do you stick to your comments about Sir John Moore?
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-I am not answering interjections, Mr Acting President.
The Hon. W. A. Landeryou-Be a man. Stick to it. You attacked him. Admit you were
wrong.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-Mr Acting President, I believe the Arbitration Commission
must move away from automatically endorsing consumer price index increases and incorporating them into the wage structure. If we are to have a deregulated economy in every
other respect, it is high time we had deregulation of the wages system as well.
The Hon. G. R. Crawford-If we worked for nothing, we would have no problems.
The Hon. W. A. LANDERYOU (Doutta Galla Province)-On another point of order,
Mr Acting President, I raise objection to the use in this House of the words that were used
by the honourable member in his attack on Sir John Moore.
The Hon. D. M. EVANS (North Eastern Province)-On a further point of order, Mr
Acting President, I do not believe Mr Landeryou is raising a point of order.
The Hon. W. A. Landeryou-I am raising a point of order.
The Hon. D. M. EVANS-I distinctly heard Mr Landeryou say he was raising an
objection.
The Hon. W. A. LANDERYOU (Doutta Galla Province) (to the Hon. D. M. Evans)How long have you been here? I, in fact, raised a second point of order because I earlier
raised a point of order objecting to the words used by Mr Baxter in his most unprincipled
and disgraceful attack on the retired President of the Conciliation and Arbitration Commission of this country.
I asked you, Mr Acting President, to call on Mr Baxter to withdraw the words he used.
You said-and I understand the difficulty under which you operate from time to time
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while sitting in that chair in this Chamber, especially when the fans are turned on-that
you did not hear the words that Mr Baxter used, and I believe what you said.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-What are you objecting to?
The Hon. W. A. LANDERYOU-Mr Baxter probably does not remember the words
that he used because he was frothing at the mouth at the time, but the effect of his words
was offensive. In my view his tirade was an uncharacteristic attack by the National Party
on a person who has served his country well as the President of the Conciliation and
Arbitration Commission.
The ACTING PRESIDENT-Order!
The Hon. W. A. LANDERYOU-Hang on. I am coming to my point.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (the Hon. K. I. M. Wright)-Order!
The Hon. W. A. LANDERYOU-You asked him to withdraw, Mr Acting President,
because you did not hear his words.
The ACTING PRESIDENT-Order! Mr Landeryou will resume his seat. Mr Landeryou has raised a point of order. He is not entitled to debate the point of order. I did not
hear the term that Mr Baxter used.
The Hon. W. A. Landeryou-But you invited him to withdraw his remarks.
The ACTING PRESIDENT-Order! I invite Mr Landeryou either to advise me of the
term to which he objects or, alternatively, to allow the debate to continue. IfMr Landeryou
objects to what was said in the debate, he has the opportunity of taking part in the debate.
The Hon. W. A. LANDERYOU-On the point of order, with the greatest of respect,
you, Mr Acting President, asked Mr Baxter to withdraw the words he used ifhe considered,
In his judgment, that he should withdraw and the honourable member has not responded
to your ruling. If he does not respond, I shall not respond.
The ACTING PRESIDENT-Order! With respect to Mr Baxter, I said to him that if
he felt he had transgressed or if, on reflection, he felt he should make a suitable apology,
he should do so. I have never had any difficulty with Mr Baxter in the past.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-I do not believe I have transgressed the forms of the House.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-On a point of order, Standing Order
No. 135 states:
When any Member objects to words used in debate, and desires them to be taken down, the President, if it
appear to him to be the pleasure of the Council, shall direct the Clerk to take them down accordingly.

I also object to the words used by the honourable member and I want them to be placed
on the record. It is clear those words were used in the course of debate. They reflected
adversely on Sir John Moore.
Mr Acting President, you invited the honourable member to withdraw those words and
he ignored your request. Standing Order No. 134 states:
Whenever any Member-

In this case Mr Baxter... makes use of any expression personal and disorderly, or capable of being applied offensively to any other
Member, the President shall, either of his own motion or upon his attention being thereto called, require the
Member so offending to withdraw the expression and to make a satisfactory apology to the Council.

Mr Landeryou and I have taken offence at the expression used, which is a reflection on Sir
John Moore and the Australian Conciliation and Arbitration Commission and the use of
such words brings disrepute to this House. It is a course of action that the Leader of the
Opposition in this Chamber has often sought.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT (the Hon. K. I. M. Wright)-Order! Standing Order No.
134 refers to reflections allegedly made against other honourable members and not persons
outside the House.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE-On the point of order, I referred also to Standing Order No.
135.
The ACTING PRESIDENT-Order! The difficulty is that nobody seems to know what
the offensive words were.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-Thank you for your ruling, Sir.
The Arbitration Commission has a lot to answer for, as does Sir John Moore, in the
parlous condition of this country at the moment with high unemployment and uncompetitive industry that is being priced out of overseas markets. The Arbitration Commission,
headed by Sir John Moore, has passed on wage increases without any regard to the capacity
of industry to pay.
Another example occurred a fortnight ago when a 3·8 per cent wage increase was passed
on automatically, the full increase in the consumer price index. It was the ideal time for a
stand to be taken. No discounting occurred to take account of devaluation effects. They
say, "We have entered into accord mark 2 and we will discount by 2 per cent sometime
down the track". The Australian Council of Trade Unions will get to Hawke and Keating
and come up with some other deal and that plan will fly out the window.
The world at large has passed judgment on this nation and has shown that it believes
the economy is in a mess. The value of our currency is dropping and, in fact, has declined
by over 20 per cent. One of the ways in which Australia could have restored confidence in
its economy was to get the wage structure back in kilter with the capacity to pay. No regard
was taken of these factors by the Arbitration Commission. It rubber stamped the 3·8 per
cent increase, passing it on into the wa~e structure of the nation. Australia will pay dearly
for that in the future, just as it is payIng for the wage explosion that occurred after the
accession to power of the Whitlam regime.
The opportunity has arrived for a moderation in wages and that opportunity has been
lost. Most of the people I represent share my sentiments about the Arbitration Commission. It is high time Australia moved away from this rigid wage structure, which automatically jacks up wages without any regard to the capacity to pay.
The Hon. M. J. Sandon-You will be arguing next about a reduction in youth wages.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-Ifyouth wages were reduced to a more realistic level, youth
unemployment would not be at 20 per cent, as it is at the moment. Australia can no longer
survive the shorter hour syndrome that seems to have afflicted the nation since the war.
Australia now has a 38-hour week. The Builders Labourers Federation and other unions
are calling for a 35-hour week when people should be working 40 hours a week. Des
Keegan reported in the Australian that Australia is now trying to work a 38-hour week in
a 40-hour week world. Australia must look at what is happening in other parts of the
world. If it puts its head in the sand and adopts an ostrich approach it will become a
banana republic, despised around the world.
The Hon. W. A. Landeryou-Like Queensland!
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-The honourable member would be interested to know that
Queensland is the lowest taxing State in Australia. There is no fuel tax or tobacco tax or
many other taxes. When Victoria was governed by the National Party it also was the
lowest taxed State. Now that the Labor Party is in office, Victoria is the highest taxed State
in the nation.
Australians receive a 17·5 per cent loading on holiday leave. So far as I know it is the
only country in the world that has such a folly. Americans with whom I speak cannot
begin to believe that Australians receive four weeks' annual leave when Americans only
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have two weeks' annual leave. They are absolutely incredulous that Australian workers
then receive a 17·5 per cent leave loading so they can go away on holidays.

It is high time Australia moved away from that folly. These conditions came in during
the 1950s and 1960s when the Australian economy was booming and the nation could
afford to pay for these things. The nation cannot afford these conditions now and they
should be removed.
Many organizations now have employees working nine days a fortnight. Almost half
the municipalities in my electorate have their employees off every second Friday. Millions
of dollars worth of machinery lies idle every second Friday. Every time I drive along the
Hume Freeway after 4.30 p.m. and all day every second Friday I see millions of dollars
worth of scrapers and graders idle. Now being implemented by stealth into organizations
such as Telecom, the State Electricity Commission of Victoria and the Road Construction
Authority is a condition whereby if the temperature reaches a certain point workers knock
off for the day. What an extraordinary set of circumstances. Australia is supposed to be
populated by tough Australians. That is the heritage built up, resilient people, people who
get out and have a go, who built a nation, who had great capacity to deal with hardship,
drought, fire and flood. These same people now stop work if the temperature is at a certain
level.
How can we afford that type of lUXUry lifestyle in this nation? Those types of benefits
are coming in by stealth, by union agreements with this Government which is prepared to
give more and more of the taxpayers' money to public servants.

It is time we arrested the decline in the work ethic in this nation. It is simply no longer
considered to be the done thing to give a decent day's work for a day's fair pay. Ifwe are
to survive in this world, the work ethic must be restored.
I shall now deal with the railways. If the Government deserves any commendation, it
does for the time being-unless it goes to water-for standing up against the Australian
Railways Union for the despicable strike action that occurred last week and for the
disruption that occurred this week. It is high time the Government came to grips with the
overmanning and feather bedding in the railways.
A typical example is the activities at the Mount Buffalo Chalet, which has been run by
the railways since 1924. The administration of the chalet was recently handed over to the
Victorian Tourism Commission. There were 72 staff members and, after examining the
outfit, the commission came to the conclusion that it could run the chalet with a staff of
50. Therefore there has been feather bedding and overmanning in the chalet in the past to
the extent of 50 per cent. That involves 22 employees.
The Hoo. M. J. Sandoo-How do you know services have not decreased?
The HOD. W. R. BAXTER-The chalet is in my electorate and I have examined the
situation. It seems that Mr Dunstan, the chairman of the commission, is unable to dispose
of these surplus workers, whose positions have been on the pay-roll since 1924. Therefore,
Mr Dunstan has requested the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources, who is
responsible for the tourist industry, to give him a subsidy of $500 000 a year to employ
the additional people. An operation run by the railways was overmanned by almost 50 per
cent. I dare say that the same situation applies throughout the railway system.

At the same time, the users of the railways system in country areas are expected to meet
100 per cent of costs. One would not mind paying 100 per cent of the costs if the operation
were efficient. However, I do not see why rural communities should have to pay 100 per
cent of the costs of feather bedding to employ people on the pay-roll who no longer have a
useful job and who are still performing work practices that have not changed since the
days of steam trains. It is a ridiculous and costly exercise when, after 5 hours work, railway
workers can obtain a taxi to travel from Wodonga to Seymour and the like.
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Additionally, with the harvest less than three weeks away, we have a situation, especially
in the eastern region, where silo after silo of the Grain Elevators Board is filled by up to
two-thirds with last year's grain harvest because of the inability-through inefficiency and
industrial disputation-on the part of the railways to transport the wheat to the seaboard.
Moreover, I understand there is a likelihood that there will be insufficient wheat at the
Geelong terminal to fill the ships that are due to come into port in the next two or three
weeks. It is a disastrous situation for the nation when its prime export cannot be shipped
out of the country, when there is a surplus of grain in silos and bunkers around the State
but there is insufficient grain in the silos at the Geelong terminal to fill incoming ships.
That is a tragic state of affairs and the Government has allowed it to happen.
The Minister for Transport and the Premier must authorize and instruct the Grain
Elevators Board to road transport the wheat from country silos, that are still holding
significant quantities, directly to Geelong in the next three weeks. The reason is twofold:
firstly, so that the silos will be empty and ready for the harvest that is due in three weeks'
time; and, secondly, to ensure that there is no shortfall of grain at the Geelong terminal
for loading on to ships.
The grain growers should not be expected to pay the cost of transporting the grain by
road. Grain growers are already paying rail freights in excess of an average of$22 a tonne.
It will cost more to ship the grain by road as an emergency operation. It would be totally
unfair for the grain growers to meet that cost.
The Hon. W. A. Landeryou-Who will pay for it?
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-The Government should pay.
The Hon. G. R. Crawford-You are taking everything off the worker and you want the
Government to pay.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-I point out to Mr Landeryou and Mr Crawford that the
Government should pay on the basis that it is because of the inefficiency of the Government and the railways that this extra cost has been inflicted on the grain industry.
I call on the Government to transport this grain by road during the next three weeks,
and the cost of doing so should not be borne by the ~ain grower because it is not the fault
of the grain grower that this parlous situation has ansen.
Finally, it is time the community assessed the costs of the Melbourne urban sprawl. I
raised this matter when the House was dealing with the Urban Land Authority (Amendment) Bill, a month or so ago. The unfettered growth of Melbourne that occurred in the
days of "Melbourne unlimited" durin~ the time of Sir Henry Bolte is still going on and it
is costing the community a fortune In infrastructure costs, including roads, sewerage,
water and housing. Those direct costs are easily assessed. However, other indirect costs
are also involved, including the extra time employees spend travelling to work, social
disruption and family breakdowns caused by life in soulless suburbs.
I believe we must turn our attention to restricting the growth of Melbourne and to
encouraging people to live in provincial cities rather than building on the outskirts of
Melbourne, in some cases, 40 or 50 kilometres from the city centre.
One must also take into account that unemployed persons in country areas who, due to
the economic downturn in the country, move to the city, add both to the infrastructure
costs and the indirect costs, such as overcrowding on roads, the public transport system
and so on.
An urgent assessment must be made of how these problems can be addressed and
overcome, bearing in mind that this Government has almost totally dismantled the
decentralization scheme. I am not suggesting that the decentralization measures would
have been adequate if they had remained to cope with this enormous problem. However,
it is time the community took note of the problem. I was pleased by the response of the
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Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs when I raised the matter earlier because he
seemed to be expressing a similar concern. I intend to continue to press him to take llP the
matter.
I conclude by expressing disquiet that the community and the Government are living
in a fool's paradise. The economy is on a downward slide. It is not as rosy as the Treasurer
and various Government speakers would have one believe. Unless the Government and
we, as a Parliament take note of the problems raised in the newspapers this morningespecially in the Australian-and referred to by Mr Dunn last evening, we will rapidly
head into a decline similar to that experienced by South American nations. Surely no one
wants to see that happen.
The Hon. R. S. de FEGELY (Ballarat Province)-Mr Baxter's contribution is a hard act
to follow. He is a most informative and entertaining speaker and all honourable members
listen with interest when he addresses the House. I am somewhat disappointed with the
Budget because, as a small businessman, I had hoped the Government would take this
opportunity of restraining public spending. Unfortunately, there has been an increase in
public spending, albeit a smaller increase than the increases in the previous three Budgets.
This State cannot afford these increases. In his Budget speech, the Treasurer concluded:
Victoria is on its strongest growth path for more than three decades.
The challenge is to ensure that this growth is sustained over the rest of the decade and beyond.

If it were so, that would be highly commendable. The Treasurer stated:
The dramatic improvement in the competitive position of industry provides the incentive for long term
growth.
The Government, for its part, is committed to providing the environment for private enterprise to flourish.
However the private sector is the key to meeting the growth challenge.

I do not argue with those latter statements but I am not sure that the Government practices
those policies-rather, the reverse. Vast increases have incurred in Government sector
spending, all, of course, in non-productive areas.
I refer honourable members to the summary of departmental votes giving estimated
expenditure for 1985-86 and I ask them to bear in mind the Treasurer's statement that
private enterprise should be encouraged to flourish when they are examining these figures.
I shall refer to areas of greatest expenditure: the appropriation estimate for the AttorneyGeneral has been increased by 32 per cent; the appropriation estimate for the Premier has
been increased by 9 per cent; the appropriation estimate for planning and environment
has been increased by 60 per cent; and the appropriation estimate for the Treasurer has
increased by merely 50 per cent.
I am pleased to note that an increase of 19 per cent has been given in the appropriation
estimate for industry, technology and resources, which may be able to assist the private
sector on which it has some influence. Mr Baxter pointed out earlier that rural industries
create the real wealth of the country, yet the appropriation estimate for agriculture and
rural affairs has increased by a mere 3·3 per cent. That demonstrates the emphasis that the
Government places on areas of free enterprise where real wealth is generated.
I shall not refer to the other figures. They are meagre for some .areas which really need
an injection of funds, such as health and education, the allocations for which have barely
kept up with inflation. The huge increases in the appropriation estimates to which I have
referred are scandalous. They will not produce any more resources for the State. It is
difficult to discern any incentive that the Government is providing to improve the activities of private enterprise.
In the province that I represent, some industries are doing well, about which I am very
pleased, but the majority of small businesses are not doing so well. It should not be
forgotten that small businesses employ approximately 60 per cent of the people employed
in private enterprise. I am informed that, although small businesses appear to have more
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throughput, they are actually making less by way of profits. Their problems are that they
are faced with over regulation, with too many licences and too many registrations, with
too much Government interference, and with high interest rates. In the country, small
businesses are affected also by high fuel costs, transport and freight costs and hi~ Government taxes and charges, including electricity and telephone charges. In addItion, most
country people are badly affected by tariff protection.
Mr Baxter referred to inefficiency and union disruption in rural industries, which have
caused loss of export income to Victoria and to Australia. No country can afford the losses
that Australia has experienced recently through factors such as the Mudginberri dispute,
the loss of wheat sales, which approached $300 million last year, and the coal industry
where Australia lost approximately $170 million because limitations and bans were placed
on getting those goods out of the country. No country can stand that sort of disruption,
and, unless something is done about it, this country will go further downhill financially.
Australia depends on export income. It is vital to the country's well-being. It is the creation
of the country's wealth.
Often, many economists who advise Governments refer to agriculture and to the declining share of the gross domestic product-and perhaps that is true, although it is not
surprising-but agriculture is still producing nearly 40 per cent of the nation's wealth. As
Mr Baxter said earlier, agriculture is an area where money is created through production
and it is not money just circulating around the country as other money does. This country's wealth is created through mining, through primary production and through agriculture and it supports far more people than the few who are involved in the initial stages of
those industries. Also, service industries supporting both agriculture and mining are of
considerable importance to the country.
On 28 October an article appeared in the Sun newspaper which quoted the Premier as
claiming that the most positive way Governments can help agricultural industries is by
reducing the cost price squeeze. That is a laugh as far as the Government is concerned
because it has done nothing to reduce the cost price squeeze and has no intention of doing
anything.
In that article the Premier went on to say that the Government's economic strategy was
aimed at helping farmers through moderate, consistent prices for services; assistance for
improved productivity; better research and development and improved export marketing.
Following thai newspaper article, I asked a question in the House of the Minister for
Agriculture and Rural Affairs as to what the Government intended to do. The reply I got,
which is recorded in Hansard, of 29 October, was that the Government intended to
establish a Rural Affairs Office which will have a staff of 23, 13 by deployment and 10 by
new appointment. It will have offices located throughout the State.
The cost of establishing that office, as laid out in the Budget, is approximately $400 000.
If such an office had been established when the Labor Party was first elected to office, it
might have provided valuable information to Government members on what makes the
country tick. However, it is now too late to establish such an office. We need action now,
not some months or years down the track.
I am sure that members of the Victorian Farmers and Graziers Association, officers of
the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs and other similar organizations that deal
with rural areas would be able to inform the Government of the problems that presently
face rural Victoria. Although the establishment of the Rural Affairs Office may be a nice
idea, it merely represents the establishment of another bureaucracy to get the Government
off the hook by appearing to do something.
There is no use in making additional money available for farmers to borrow because
farmers, in the main, have borrowed to the hilt. Farmers who are in financial trouble at
present are in no position to borrow any more money. Due to the present high interest
rates it is impossible for farmers to service any large amount of debt because the returns
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from agriculture are insufficient. The Bureau of Agricultural Economics has predicted that
agricultural income will be down by 24 per cent this coming year. Honourable members
would therefore realize that farmers will be in no position to meet current high interest
rates.
Many people expect export industries such as farming to do well because of the devaluation of the dollar. There is no doubt that those involved in export industries were in an
advantageous position. However, the offsetting costs of high interest rates and higher fuel
costs negate the advantages of the devaluation of the dollar.
I am deeply concerned for the future of country communities. The Government must
realize that many country communities are withering and dying because of Government
policies. Many people who live in the country and who service agriculture and, to a lesser
degree, industry, have nowhere to go but to the cities if agriculture fails. In times to come
those people will swell the numbers of unemployed in the cities and place additional
burdens on the services which cities are expected to provide.
If agriculture comes good-and there is a future for agriculture-there will be no one in
the country to service it. The Government must get back to better basic housekeeping.
I am concerned that the Government has a set of economic advisers, very few of whom
have ever been out in the real world of business. Unless one has been out in the real world
of business and has had to battle it out and put one's money on the line in making
decisions, one has not learnt what business is all about.
It is easy to spend somebody else's money or print a bit more money. It is not so easy to
make money when one is trying to get it out ofa business, and one has to meet one's costs
and pay one's staff to make ends meet, which everyone in business has to do to survive.

Both the Federal and State Governments have thrown that basic housekeeping out the
window. The Government spends on the never-never. I wonder how on earth the next
generation will pay for the debts the Government has created.
The Government must reduce the ratio of public sector employment which, in relation
to employment in the private sector, is far too high. Australia IS reaching a stage where the
few are paying the many, and that situation cannot continue.
In closing, I believe the Government is on a train of economic madness. The Government should take a businesslike approach to the economics of the State. I do not believe
the Government has yet seen the light in that regard. I hope that in the future it may adopt
a more responsible economic attitude.
The Hon. D. M. EVANS (North Eastern Province)-The Appropriation (1985-86, No.
1) Bill has been introduced in a climate in which the internatIonal community has made
some harsh judgments on the way Australia is running its business. That international
community has devalued the Australian dollar, which is now unregulated, by 15 to 20 per
cent in the past twelve months. One of the major reasons for the extraordinarily high
interest rates experienced in Australia at present and the very steep increase by 5 to 6 per
cent in interest rates over the past twelve months is closely related to that international
judgment on the way in which Australia runs its affairs.
The trade deficit of $1600 million for the month of October, which was announced
yesterday, is another factor to be considered, and we should not be proud of that deficit.
Interest rates, the current trade deficit and the strength of the Australian dollar are closely
linked. In order to stop a major withdrawal of investment funds in Australia it has been
essential for the Australian Government to raise interest rates to an extremely high level.
Numerous times speakers in this House have referred to Australia's deficit as being almost
like a hire purchase contract.
Hire purchase contract interest rates are higher than normal interest rates offered by
banks on overdrafts or for money borrowed. Certainly personal loans are also often taken
out at a higher interest rate, which simply reflects the amount of risk being taken by the
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lender: the expectation being that there will be no payment of interest; it will be difficult
to get interest or that to some extent the borrower will renege on his or her contract and
that some of the money that has been borrowed will not be recovered. Interest rates are
charged according to the additional risk involved.
For that reason Australia is seen by other countries and the international money market
as a high risk. The Budget has been brought down in that climate. I and many other
speakers have reflected on whether that international judgment is fair and whether there
is anything Australia can do about it. Perhaps that judgment is fair but, as a nation there
are many things that Australia can do about it.
I am aware that politicians and leaders of all political parties have been inclined to
appeal to Australian nationalism by saying that everyone should get about the business of
running the country because it is the best country in the world, but I am not sure whether
they are a little long on rhetoric and short on detail. Perhaps I am repeating the same
story, but if one says that often enough perhaps some people will begin to believe it is true
and will act on it. If so, Australia will be better off.
Australia has enormous potential in its natural resources. It has an enormous mineral
wealth; extremely efficient agricultural industries, which are largely the result of Australia's
climate; considerable energy and mineral resources; and an immense amount of skill
amongst Australians in both the adult population and the younger generation which is
coming through Australia's schools at present. The youth of Australia can make the most
of the opportunities in all fields of endeavour, including high technology.
To Australia's north, South East Asia is rapidly developing and is creating its own
opportunities for those who are willing to take them. If Australians do not make the most
of their country's natural resources, they have no one to blame but themselves. If Victoria
is to meet the expenditure requirements envisaged in the Budget, we must be prepared to
encourage Victoria's export industries to export against and in competition with the world
markets. We must encourage both primary and secondary industries to increase their
efficiency so that they may compete effectively on the home market against international
imports. In order to achieve that, costs must be kept down and the manufacturing base
cost must not be loaded with tax measures.
In effect, Australia's competitiveness in both national and international fields is dependent to some extent on Government costs and charges and the way in which the necessary
taxes are levied at both the Federal and State level. This is reflected in wages in the
community. If people are paid good wages and have a good earning capacity, they also
have the capacity to buy the goods and services provided by the community. That is good
for trade. Mr Baxter referred to the upward movement in wages and the recent 3·8 per
cent wage increase that was agreed to by the Arbitration Commission. In recent times not
only higher wages but also shorter working hours, longer annual leave, the 17·5 per cent
holiday pay loading and other conditions have added to the cost to the community.

The Hon. B. A. Murphy-That was ten years ago!
The Hon. D. M. EVANS-Yes, that was ten years ago. We must consider that we are
competing with other major countries. The Japanese and the Americans do not receive a
17·5 per cent holiday pay loading; they do not have four weeks' annual leave; they have
only approximately two weeks' annual leave; and so on. Whether Australians like it or
not, that is what they are competing against. If Australia wishes to be competitive on the
world market it must play the game as well as or better than its competitors. It is rather
like playing a game of football: if one cannot kick as far or handball as well as one's
opponents, one's side will not win. That is what Australia is trying to do.
Australia is trying to play a game of football but it is playing for only 23 minutes each
quarter while the competitor plays for an extra 2 minutes each quarter. Australia is kicking
the ball a shorter distance and not handling it as well as its competitors. Australians are
expecting the umpire to win the game for Australia. That is not how the world works. If
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Australians believe that that can work, they are living in a fools' paradise. If Australians
do not wake up to themselves, they will not have those opportunities, so Australia will
slide backwards and Australians will find that they have to work hard to keep up with
other countries and to get what they want. They will have to catch up after the sloth and
bad management that has prevailed for the past few years. As a nation, we must recognize
that fact and work on it.
I pay credit to all political leaders who try to get Australians working together as a
nation. Some Australians have been lulled into a false sense of security and many believe
that unions fit that bill-it can create a cargo cult mentality in some people. Some people
believe a good friend will work an oracle for them and bring security. That may be a
truism, but it is a correct truism. There is no such thing as a free feed because someone
always pays for it.
Some people believe a union, a particular organization or group will keep things running
at their present standard of living, but if they believe that they are living in a fairytale land.
That situation will not continue. Australians must recognize that fact and as responsible
politicians we must underline that at all times. I am encouraged by the fact that not only
leaders of political parties but also others in the community are beginning to realize that
reality.
There are people within the trade union movement, particularly the better educated and
more capable people now coming through the sxstem, who understand that that is the case
and who understand that there is a responsIbility on them to share resources. They
understand that profit in business, industry or the professions is not a dirty word because
profit creates additional employment opportunities. They understand that in a firm, company or individual employer, the employer must be able to make a profit and be prosperous because the workers' jobs will be protected and the conditions under which they work
will be maintained.
That realization is now appearing and it must develop. We must be careful not to load
costs on to individual employers and companies to make them uncompetitive on an
international scale because our industries are exposed to international competition now
that trade barriers in this country are breaking down. We must allow goods to enter the
country. Australia is now receiving a wide range of goods over the whole spectrum from
every nation in the world, and this country must compete against those products to make
sales of goods and services.
Expenditure in the 1985-86 Budget has increased by about 9 per cent, which is approximately 1 or 2 per cent above the level of inflation. The Premier of this State claimed that
the employment position in Victoria is better now than it was last year and the unemployment rate is lower than that of the other States. Cynically, I am inclined to think that this
is perhaps the case because some of our unemployed find it easier to live on the more
salubrious Gold Coast than in Victoria. Victoria is exporting some of its unemployed to
other States. Statistics indicate that the Victorian unemployment level is perhaps lower
than the national average. Even that fact has a lesson in it because if economic activity is
increased and unemployment reduced, there is a greater ability to raise taxes and use the
funds for the benefit of the community. Victoria needs a 9 per cent increase to meet the
appropriations in the Budget. It must raise taxes in one form or another to meet that bill.
One of Victoria's sources of finance is Commonwealth Government tax rebates and
various forms of grants or expenditure items passed from the Commonwealth to the States
to raise moneys in a number of different areas. Perhaps regrettably in some sense, the State
also borrows from time to time, which perhaps adds to the overseas debt and the adverse
balance of trade to which I referred at the beginning of my remarks. I also understand that
it is not necessarily bad business from time to time to have some borrowings because it
creates economic activity and allows the State to do what it wants.
What concerns me is the way in which we raise taxes in this nation. Although I consider
that the tax summit was a public relations exercise and in some sense a bit ora disaster, I
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believe the way in which the proposed taxes were raised and discussed was in itself a good
thing. Having held discussions, the Government should not have made a decision by a
vote as to which taxes were popular or whatever, but should have gathered community
input to determine whether the proposed taxes stood up to close examination and then
made a decision itself. I do not believe that is the way in which the Federal Government
and the Federal Treasurer in fact operated at that time.
That was a pity because the Treasurer had the opportunity of treating the matter more
seriously. He certainly would have received some criticism, I have no doubt, from our
side of politics, but ultimately in government one must be prepared to take criticism, but
the responsibilities of Government need to be met. I am not sure which responsibility was
met at that time.
What concerns me particularly in the State Government sphere, and undoubtedly
Federally too, is that one of the areas in which we raise our taxes is on the inputs into
industry. For example, pay-roll tax is charged at 5 per cent plus a I per cent surcharge. I
recognize that it applies to the service industries and the retail trade and so forth, but it
also applies to the manufacturing industries and raises the costs which determine the price
at which one can afford to sell products. There are no ifs or buts about it. The 5 or 6 per
cent pay-roll tax is added to the cost of goods-that is, if profit margins are maintained
and there is no increase in productivity. If an increase in productivity can be gained from
pay-roll tax, it should have occurred in the first place.
Another 6 per cent is added to the cost of goods manufactured. I discussed this matter
in the House three years ago in the debate on the energy consumption levy that the
Government proposed in August 1982 when the paper on gas pricing for 1982 to 1983 was
released by the then Department of Minerals and Energy. If the Government wants to
raise an excise or tax by placing charges on inputs such as fuel or energy, those costs must
be passed on by the manufacturer and will therefore increase the cost of goods.
That is fine for a large economy in which the only goods available come from within the
country, but Australia must compete on the overseas market and if we add those costs to
our productive capacity, our goods will become less competitive with goods from overseas
markets. The adverse balance of trade position will be worsened by taxing policies, both
Federal and State, in this country. Honourable members can all think of items that fall
within those categories, such as the fuel excise of the Federal Government.
Governments are increasing the cost of goods and making our products less competitive
and the balance of payments position worse, decreasing confidence in our nation from
overseas and bringing strict judgment upon us by the international money community
and the business community, such as we have heard in recent weeks. This is reflected in
high interest rates and the falling value of the Australian dollar. This approach does not
make good economic sense. I am certain that we must continue to make statements such
as those I have heard. We must consider the way in which taxes are raised and the way in
which those moneys are spent. If that is not done, problems will be caused.
I still reiterate in this House that I believe the competitiveness of insurance companies
should have been retained in the workers compensation field because there is more value
in competition. Nevertheless, some aspects of WorkCare have value. They have reduced
the cost of labour inputs so that companies are not paying out as much in workers
compensation premiums as they were previously.
It is clear from the actuarial computations that have been carried out and are available
to ~onourable members that in 3, 4 or 5 years the cost of WorkCare, because of delayed
~ctlOn of some people wh.o will be beneficiaries under that system for a long period, will
Increase.. The first year wIll ~ the cheapest and every year from then on will. be dearer.
There WIll be only a short holiday from the effects ()f hIgh workers compensatIon premiums, unless those increased costs are passed on in higher premiums. Someone will have
to meet the deficit.
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This is a similar situation to that of third-party insurance where the State Government
is between $100 million and $400 million in arrears. A similar situation may shortly result
with WorkCare. That is interesting because many of the people who obtain benefits under
WorkCare or workers compensation in my view are actually being paid benefits under
that system for ailments for which the workplace was not responsible.
Many of the injuries and illnesses being claimed under WorkCare are simply the result
of the processes of ageing and living. They have little or nothing to do with the workplace
itself. That is not reasonable because the employer is paying for the compensation. The
employer is virtually paying a social welfare tax. The people who have problems with their
health or who suffer injuries need support from somewhere, but it is coming from the
wrong quarter. It should come from the social welfare system, not from a tax on employers
in the form of workers compensation or WorkCare.
If after a period of a few years there is a deficit in the W orkCare field and W orkCare
funds, pressure will be brought to bear and the general taxpayers will have to meet the
increasing percentage of the WorkCare costs. Perhaps the responsibility will be met in a
backdoor fashion from the correct field for those injuries and illnesses. It will then become
a partial social welfare payment and partial WorkCare or workers compensation payment
by the employer. Perhaps we will get some degree of justice. The WorkCare program has
moved in the correct direction by removing an additional cost from the manufacturing
industry in this country.
I return to the theme that we must increase our efficiency both within our nation and
overseas. I refer to the issue of research. It is clear that general research and agricultural
research are facing immense problems, with a decline in trade and increasing costs. The
net farm income is rapidly falling. Statistics are available from a number of different
sources that indicate that agriculture is fairing badly; the gap is closing between income
and expenditure and it has reached the stage where many industries have very little
income left. That can be dealt with by increasing prices, decreasing the cost of input or
increasing efficiency.
We have to understand that the honeymoon is just about over so far as increasing
money and the cost input are concerned. That applies to agriculture in all fields but, in
addition, we must examine the efficiency of our agriculture. We have very efficient agriculture with immense advantages of soil, the availability of water and broadacres on
which to earn our living, but we need to have the most effective methods, the best crops
and the best genetic materials to meet the Australian conditions. We need to understand
fertilization, soil management and things like acidity and alkalinity content; we need to
understand more about soil, the plants and animals to gain beneficial results from the
climate. In the case of plants we need to know the plants that are best suited to meet
Australian conditions, including those that increase salinity and those that combat it. We
will not get that knowledge unless we are prepared to spend an increasing amount on
research.
Governments always claim that they have increased the amount of research, particularly when there has been a change in Governments, but I do not think that has happened
in reality. I believe we are relying too much on overseas research, which is a dangerous
practice. In one industry alone, namely, the tobacco industry, until recently a number of
tobacco cultivars came from overseas. Those cultivars are not likely to be available from
now on. The fact is that industry, particularly the agricultural industry overseas says,
"Why should we export competitive advantage to those with whom we are competing in
another nation?" The same principle applied with respect to Merino rams and their semen.
Australia has the best wool industry in the world, so why send it overseas, why not
maintain the advantage?
Plant breeders overseas are beginning to say the same thing. That is true in the tobacco
industry where it is difficult, if not impossible, to obtain cultivars, particularly from
America. Unless there is a continuing dividend there is less incentive for commercial
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enterprise to bring it forward by paying for it. That reflects on the ability to meet the costs
and appropriations in the Bill. It is relevant to this discussion.
It is essential that adequate money is made available for research to underpin the nation,
both in the agricultural and industrial field. If we do not reco~ize that fact we will be
caught short because we will not be able to live off the coat taIls of America, Britain or
South-East Asia for ever. We have to do it ourselves or go short in other areas to get the
proper research done. We will have to make different priorities available.
I wish to mention forestry, because the Victorian forest timber industry strategy has
been produced in the past few days. That will also reflect on the efficiency and the future
of the forestry industry. It will reflect on the cash-raising opportunities within the State,
the generation of income and of economic activity. It will also reflect very strongly on the
costs in terms of money going out of the State, whether to other States or internationally.
Unless the Government is prepared to create the type of conditions under which industry can prosper and be sure of its resources, unless it is prepared to give industry confidence
in the future with the necessary technology, efficiency will not occur. Victoria will be less
able to compete both nationally and internationally, its balance of payments will suffer
and the same problems will occur that reinforce high interest rates. Those points are
relevant to this debate and I make them as part of the continuing debate on the appropriation.
Moving a little from the expenditure itself, before one can have expenditure-I plead
this as an excuse-one must have income. Before the expenditure listed in the accounts
before the House can be properly dealt with it must be recognized that before it is decided
which bills are going to be paid, there is a need to ensure that there is sufficient income.
Some of the points I have made are an integral part of that process.
I intend to make further comments during the Committee stage on the allocations made
in more specific areas. I wish to deal with areas such as education, priorities within the
education, service, forests and lands and some agricultural matters. I thank the House for
its attention.
The sitting was suspended at 6.28 p. m. untU8.4 p. m.
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD (Hig!nbotham Province)-The Budget estimate for Government services for 1985-86 is $8·377 billion, which excludes the various statutory
authorities of the Government, such as the State Electricity Commission and other agencies. I continue to be disappointed by the Government's inability to live up to its rhetoric
of three years ago and the rhetoric repeated during the last State election campaign.
The Budget provides no real tax relief for Victorian families or their businesses. It does
not even take the first step towards making Victoria a more attractive place for investment.
The Budget Papers indicate that as at 30 June 1982-the last year of the Liberal
Government-the State debt stood at $11 billion. By the end of the 1985-86 financial
year, it is projected that the State debt will be $17·249 billion. Over four years, that
represents an increase of 55·6 per cent in the State debt. The Government and its partners
in Canberra do not understand the effects of deficit budgeting or indeed what is debt.
I shall refer to what the Federal Government is doing to Australia's economy-it is a
disaster! The apparent pleasure Mr Keating has in indicating that the deficit is down to
$4·6 billion ignores a basic fact. During their lives, most people would have had to make
arrangements for an overdraft. In my business and personal life, I certainly have had to
do that. If I borrowed $10 000 from a bank, hopefully the next year I would owe a little
less, but it would be the same amount of money.
The Federal Government is not reducing the deficit. This year, the deficit is $4·6 billion
and last year it was $6 billion. That is a debt of $1 0 billion. In the previous year, the debt
was also $6 billion, which makes a debt of$16 billion, and so it mounts. There is no reason
for any Government to be proud of deficit budgeting. However, that seems to be the norm
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with Labor Governments which carelessly are placing enormous debts on our children to
pay.
After reading the astounding statements made by Mr Keating, one could wonder why
the value of the dollar is decreasing and why interest payments are exploding out of all
proportion, materially affecting the way of lIfe of all Australians. My friends in the National Party, Mr Dunn and Mr Evans, correctly pointed out where Australia's major export
income comes from, and that is from our rural industries. However, by the incorrect
economic management of the State and Federal Governments, farmers are unable to sell
their products overseas, which affects the ability of the Governments to pay their bills.
Despite the State Treasurer boasting that all in Victoria's garden is lovely, I remind the
House that when the Liberal Government introduced the slogan "Victoria-Garden State",
Victoria really was the garden State as it was able to pay its bills. Victoria is now the
nuclear free State, but the Government is igniting a fiscal bomb which, when it explodes,
will break the State.
The financial affairs of the State are at an all time low. In the three months to July last
year, retail sales in Victoria increased by 7·5 per cent. That appears to be acceptable, but
that growth represents an increase of less than 0·05 per cent. In Australia, retail sales
increased by 12·1 per cent, which represents a real increase of 0·05 per cent.
Victoria is dra~ng the chain in retail sales. However, the Treasurer tells us how
marvellous Victona is. I now turn to motor car registrations for the three months to
August. In that time the number of registrations declined by 6 per cent in Victoria,
although for the rest of Australia the decline was only 3·1 per cent. That is one of the
indicators the Treasurer speaks about in his rhetoric concerning the State's economy.
Again, Victoria is dragging the chain behind the rest of Australia.
The Treasurer, the Premier and the Minister for Housing, have boasted about building
programs in Victoria. I shall quote some figures for honourable members. In the private
sector, residential building approvals for the past twelve months declined by 6 per cent in
Victoria, although the decline in the remainder of Australia was only 3·1 per cent. That
demonstrates the lack of virility in Victoria compared with the other States. In the private
sector, non-residential approvals for buildings such as buildings and shops increased by
34·2 per cent in Victoria. That appears to be a reasonable record superficially, but for the
remainder of Australia, non-residential building approvals increased by 62·1 per cent.
I could provide the House with many more of these indices which would demonstrate
that Victoria, compared with the remaInder of Australia, is going downhill. Honourable
members will recall from my earlier remarks that Australia, compared with its international partners, is also going downhill.
In the last quarter of the year to June, State public sector employment, increased by 1· 7
per cent in Victoria, but in the remainder of Australia increased by 3·7 per cent. Even with
employment, Victoria is nowhere near the remainder of the country.
Over the four years in which the Government has been in office, the rate of taxation
revenue has made Victoria the highest taxing State in the country. From a variety of
figures supplied by organizations such as the Australian Bureau of Statistics, one notes
that the increased tax revenue over the past four Budgets is 72·9 per cent above the figure
raised when the Liberal Party was last in government.
What have Victorians received for putting up with nearly twice the tax revenue? I am
sure there is no need to remind the House that yesterday 1000 striking transport workers
were present on the steps of Parliament because of the inactivity of the Government in
terms of wage justice. Yet, the Labor Party has spoken about the special relationship the
Federal and State Labor Governments have with the unions. The famous accord is the
biggest con deal that I have ever seen. According to the first edition of the accord that I
read, this prices and incomes policy was supposed to be the panacea of society. I hope Mr
Crawford will keep his promise and provide me with the latest one.
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The Hon .. G. R. Crawford interjected.
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD-Perhaps Mr Crawford and I can compare notes and come
up with a satisfactory solution. The rhetoric from the first accord has been shown up to be
impossible to achieve. The prices and wages policy is not working. One of the major
principles of the accord was a goal ofindustrial peace in the community. In recent months
the Cain Labor Government has been unable to guarantee industrial peace in Victoria,
and that is an outright disgrace.
The Hon. G. R. Crawford-That is a distortion. There were no extra claims on wages
and conditions.
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD-The dispute with metropolitan transport employees is a
disgrace. Teacher strikes that have occurred are also a disgrace. The Government is
supposed to have special links with the trade union movement, but those links appear to
be fragile.
The continuing dispute in the nursing profession, as Mr Birrell has pointed out to the
House on several occasions, involving nursing shortages is a disgrace, especially when it
involves a Government that prides itself on having special links with the union movement.
The Hon. G. R. Crawford-But you are saying they are 100 per cent right!
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD-The Government has told the community that it has
these special links and the strikes would not occur. The Labor Government has special
links with the unions because unionists are involved in preselecting Government members of this House. The Government has special links with the unions, but it is failing in
public sector wage policies. At another time, honourable members will comment on the
urgent need for competent industrial legislation in Victoria. It is unfortunate that the
explosion of strikes in the private sector at this stage is not being exposed by the media.
In the province that I represent, over the past twelve months, three major factories have
closed because of the inability of the Labor Government to perform its functions competently.
The Hon. M. J. Arnold-You know that is nonsense.
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD-Mr Amold should examine the province represented by
Mr Lawson and I and note the closure of the Gilbeys Australia Pty Ltd gin factory.
The Hon. G. R. Crawford-That has nothing to do with it. Do not blame us for your
system breaking down. The workers at Gilbeys never had any claims.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (the Hon. K. I. M. Wright)- Order! I ask Mr Connard to
address his remarks to the Chair. If Mr Crawford wants to make a contribution to the
debate, he should wait his turn. At the appropriate time I shall be pleased to give him the
call.
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD-In the province that I represent, the factory of W. D. &
H. o. Wills (Aust) Ltd shifted from Victoria to another State because of the inability of
the Government to provide economic services to that company. That company has now
left Victoria so that it can receive services at a cheaper cost than were provided by this
Government.
Another factory affected by the Cain Government is Lucas Industries Australia Ltd in
Cheltenham. It was not able to survive because of the economic doctrines of the Cain and
Hawke Governments. The company had to go offshore to continue to be productive, but
employment for 200 people has ceased in the province that I represent. Approximately $4
million a year of export income has been lost by Victoria and Australia because of the
economic doctrines of the State and Federal Labor Governments.
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The Government cannot escape the fact that factories are closing and jobs are being
lost. That is what I am concerned about and that is what Mr Crawford is concerned about.

The Hon. J. E. Kirner-What is happening about employment?
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD-If one reads recent releases from the Australian Bureau
of Statistics one realizes that the Government could not boast of an increase in the
employment rate, but what the Government fails to tell the community is that 55 000
people have volunteered to withdraw from the employment market. The Government
cannot escape the fact that because of societal pressure these people have voluntarily
withdrawn their labour. Government members may be proud about the simple fact that
people, especially married women who work part time-the Minister for Conservation,
Forests and Lands would have sympathy for those employed in that fashion-have withdrawn from the employment market because they cannot get satisfactory wages and
conditions from the Government.
To comment on a major point made by the Government, the Minister for Health, who
in this place represents the Treasurer, said in his second-reading speech:
Priority has been given to increasing employment and training opportunities for youth. The youth guarantee
policy of the Government embodied in the Budget, together with funding for additional places in technical and
further education and tertiary institutions, demonstrates the resolve of the Government to tackling the problems
of youth unemployment.

That is one of the legs of the Federal Governments' initiative to address some of the issues
in the youth assistance scheme derived by the scheme's planners.
I remind honourable members of an article in the Age of Monday 11 November, in
which Mr Peter Kirby, who is the director of the State Government youth guarantee
program, says:
... great divisions" had arisen between the Government, unions and employers about implementing traineeships. If the scheme failed it could give credence to the "divisive" concept of cutting youth wages outright.

This was part of the Government's policy but it does not agree with the accord; the
Government produced it in spite of the accord. Mr Kirby continues:
The scheme for training and employing younger schoolleavers is a central plank of the Federal Government's
youth policy.

This is the Federal Government's policy and this Government's policy, so it cannot escape
it. The article continues:
The Government accepted the principal aims ofthe plan and promised to employ 10,000 16 and 17 year-olds
by June next year and 75 000 by 1988.

The article then says that from Mr Kirby's point of view the scheme has failed. The
scheme is a plank of the Government's policy that was presented in this House two weeks
ago. The Government is behind the times in its philosophy and it does not know where it
is going. Mr Kirby continued:
We have reached the point where divisions are so great, particularly among the unions, about it that what
we're going to have is a response not to traineeships but to the most obvious alternative cutting youth wages.

That was not the purpose of the scheme; its purpose was to get young people into employment. The Government's document, presented by the Minister representing the Treasurer,
advocated it as the greatest scheme of all time; yet a week later Mr Kirby says in part:
... if the Traineeships failed, the only other "solution" offered was the deregulation of youth wages, a move
which would create an "extraordinarily divisive" situation.
The fundamental problem with the way the traineeships were being "sold" to unions and employers was that
too many rules had been laid down, he said.

A feature of this Government is that too many rules are laid down. The Government is
totally bogged down in red tape, as Mr Dunn interjected.
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Mr Chamberlain has cited again and again examples of the Government being bogged
down with red tape and this is one of the reasons why the Government is unable to control
the economy of the State.
I am greatly concerned about the competent financial administration of this State. The
annual report of the State Electricity Commission, which was presented to this House a
matter of weeks ago, reveals that the explosion of borrowings by the commission is
incredible. It is incredible no matter whether it is Government borrowing or statutory
authority borrowing.
I shall comment about one small transaction in which the commission borrowed approximately $6·379 billion dollars overseas. In the report honourable members will find
that the amortization of foreign exchange at 30 June created a loss of $266 million. That
is a figure from one tiny State Electricity Commission document.
A document tabled in the House today from the Victorian Transport Borrowing Agency
is interesting but not well produced-like all the Government's documents it is rather
scrungily produced and is not easy to read. In the second last paragraph on the second
page it says that the agency has been closely involved in assisting the authorities in their
day-to-day foreign exchange transactions and has also been involved in policy discussions
with the authorities. That sounds like a nice introduction.
In the last paragraph two pages further on-it is an unnumbered page, as the document
is not well produced -the report states that in addition to local borrowings during its
initial year, the agency obtained funds in the Asian dollar market and that was the first
time that such borroWIng had been undertaken by an Australian semi-Government agency
in this market. That sounds good! Proud boasting! Further on in the document one finds
in the smallest print that loans to the authority are valued at $63·196 million. Underneath
that figure in a tiny paragraph it says, "Less foreign exchange losses of$14·58 million". An
unfortunate loss of $14 million!

The Hon. M. J. Sandon-Nothing ventured, nothing gained!
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD-Because of the incompetence of the Government and its
inability to borrow money overseas and the incompetence of its advisers, such as the
famous Dr Sheehan, who has been losing money overseas-he does not have to pay but
the taxpayers of Victoria must pay-on just those two areas alone they must pay $280
million.
I have not examined any other document from authorities that are borrowing money
overseas and in Australia.
Another interesting document, which I have not had time to study properly because it
has only just become available in this House, is the annual report of the Victorian Public
AuthontIes Finance Agency' for 1985. The fundamental flaws of the economic doctrine of
the Government are: its abIlity to borrow money on the international market, for which it
is not equipped and as a result of which it is losing money at the rate of $350 million a
year in foreign exchange losses; and its total incompetence in that area, particularly when
it could well have borrowed that money on the Australian market without incurring those
foreign exchange losses.
'
I remind members of the Government party that not only is the Government borrowing
money on term deposits, with which I do not quarrel, but also it has a portfolio of
promissory notes, which it rolls over several times a year, which involves twice the interest
on the amount it is borrowing on term deposits. That is the most idiotic way of financing
anything anywhere!
A fundamental economic exercise is involved: that is, that one borrows long and lends
short. What the Government is doing, particularly with its promissory notes investments,
is the exact reverse. The Government's actions in this area are fundamentally wrong, as is
its policy of borrowing short-and this is where the interest rate increases daily.
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If only the Government had been seeking loans on the Australian market twelve months
ago, it would have obtained them at an interest rate of some 12 per cent to 13 per cent.
There is no doubt the Government probably pays between 18 per cent to 19 per cent on
its promissory note borrowings over the 30, 60 and 90-day repayment periods.
The Government is using the wrong concept, but the Victorian Public Authorities
Finance Agency is prepared to adopt that concept. The Government would not know how
to put two bob together because its fundamental economic philosophy is wrong. Investment in the international market has proven it to be wrong.
I now refer to an article that appeared in the Australian Financial Review of Thursday,
7 November.
The Hoo. C. J. Keooedy-Why?
The Hoo. G. P. CONNARD-Because the Government, including Mr Kennedy, does
not know anything about economics. IfMr Kennedy would listen, he might find out what
it is all about. Under the heading, "The $A Dilemma that awaits Keating", the article
states:
The Federal Government will have to consider dirtying the SA float by betting on its high growth economic
policies to help support the SA against its renewed weakness.

I emphasize the word, "Betting", because it is a gamble that the Government is taking; it
is engaging in an amazing gamble. The article continues:
For weak economies, this sort of response is generally seen as a mug's game which loses governments money
as they vainly try to buy offa fundamentally weak currency.

That sounds simple, but the following paragraph states:
But the worry for the Treasurer is the market's obsessive myopia and its mistrust ofLabor Governments and
incomes policies will unravel this strategy.

I suggest that people like Mr Crawford should bear that in mind when they continue to
debate the accord. I repeat, the article states:
... its mistrust ofLabor Governments and incomes policies will unravel this strategy.

That is where the accord fails. The doctrine with which the Government has continued,
and which it has apparently sold to the Australian community until now, is failing; what
is more, it is seen to be failing by the international community.
Various articles have appeared in the press about the Australian dollar, such as that
which appeared under the heading, "Record deficit hits dollar", that appeared in the
Herald of Tuesday, 12 November. As honourable members know, the value of the Australian dollar has gone to the lowest possible point it has been for a decade. That is because
of the fundamental shallowness of the economic debate that the Hawke Government,
supported by the Victorian Government, has had on the matter.
Perhaps it is now appropriate to make a "Connard" forecast, which has been supported
by other economists in the country. By March or April next year, I forecast that the
Australian dollar will devalue to almost 50 to 55 cents in the US$l. There is no doubt
about that. The international economic community considers this country and this State
as being almost bankrupt.
At the commencement of my remarks, I commented on the deficit that the Federal
Government has re-created in the two to three years of its disastrous economic policies.
The Opposition has pointed out in this House time and time again the disastrous economic policies of the Victorian Government.
When the Liberal Government comes back to power, it will repair the damage that has
been created by this economically incompetent Government, whose policies have been
proven to be shallow by the international economic world. That task will be something
that only the masters in the economic community and my colleagues on this side of the
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House will be able to achieve. Business no longer has confidence in the Government
because, as I pointed out earlier, a vast number offactories are closing down or are moving
off-shore and interstate because of this high-taxing Government and the services associated with it.
I was involved in running a small business up until I came to this place. It would be
impossible to survive and develop a business these days under the Labor Government.
It is very well for Mr Arnold to interject. I should like to see him try to start in businessand I am talking essentially about a shopkeeping business, such as that from which I came
as a pharmacist-at a time when margins of about 25 per cent to 26 per cent apply in the
market place, and when one has to borrow money at 18 per cent to 20 per cent interest.
One would not be able to earn that money even by working 70 or 80 hours a week. I
certainly had to do that in my early days.

The Hon. D. R. White interjected.
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD-The Minister for Health, as an academic, has probably
not worked a day in his life. However, I know that Mr Crawford has worked damned hard
in his life. The Minister for Health and his colleagues are the incompetent economic
masters who are causing interest rates to reach an all-time high, on which business cannot
survive. At the same time, they are increasing the costs of a range of services, such as
water rates, electricity and so on. I also understand that shop and factory registration fees
will soon increase. Everything the Government touches increases-and for what purpose?
Perhaps the Government will also increase other charges, and that will be hidden on its
agenda. The Government wants business to fold up. It certainly wants our colleagues in
the rural sector to fold up their operations; and it is obvious that that is its wish for small
business.
The Hon. M. J. Arnold-Why?
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD-Because the Government is socialist.
The Hon. M. J. Arnold-What does that mean? Are you saying that we want small
business to fold up because we are socialist?
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD-Despite the millions of dollars that Mr Arnold has, which
he inherited or obtained from somewhere, he does not have any economic sense.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD (Templestowe Province)-On a point of order, Mr Acting
President, I object on several grounds to those unfair, unkind and unmerited accusations
that have just fallen from the lips ofMr Connard.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (the Hon. K. I. M. Wright)-Order ! Mr Arnold should
know that there are opportunities to make personal explanations. If he has a point of
order, he should make it.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-On the point of order, Mr Connard has made some
suggestions that I am a millionaire and a wealthy person. The state of my financial position
is clear from a document that is filed in this House, in the Parliamentary register of
interests.
The ACTING PRESIDENT-Order! There is no point of order.
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD (Higinbotham Province)-I shall restrain myself in the
interests of those wealthy honourable members opposite whose interests appear in the
register.
I have a great concern about a matter that the Government has not addressed. One of
the tools of Parliament is the Auditor-General. As all honourable members are aware, he
responds to Parliament and does not have the Department of Management and Budget as
his master.
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It should be known that the Auditor-General lists various categories oflong-term liabilities which totalled $18·484 billion but he again, for the fourth time running, points out
that the statement does not disclose the total public debt of this State covering both inner
and outer Budget sectors-the inner Budget being that of Appropriation Bills and the
outer Budget being the expenditure of the authorities.
In paragraph (b) he says that the total annual debt servicing charges of the State,
comprising both interest and loan redemption, and the extent to which various State
revenues are applied to debt services, are not disclosed.
I am attempting to debate important issues that the Government has not addressed
despite the request by the Auditor-General. I remind honourable members opposite that
the Auditor-General concluded that section of his remarks by saying:
I must emphasize that the presentation in my report of additional and consolidated information on the longterm liabilities of the State must be viewed as being in the nature of an interim measure. I remain of the view
that immediate action must be taken to consolidate the reporting of all long-term liabilities of the inner and outer
Budget sectors, to provide Parliament with the means of monitoring the financial viability of the State.

The Government has been remiss because that allegation has been repeated in four reports
by the Auditor-General; is it remiss in not actin~ on the Auditor-General's reports? The
Auditor-General says that it is impossible for hIm to report to Parliament on what the
debt really is.
I believe the House knows that I have been a member of the Economic and Budget
Review Committee for some time. The Opposition has continually asked that committee
to address this problem, but so far it had failed to do so. Mr Henshaw is the new chairman
of the committee and perhaps under his chairmanship something will be done but we will
be lucky if it is because the committee still does not have a director of research some eight
months after it has started its deliberations.
This is one of the most important issues that Parliament has to deal with, and what has
the Government done?
The Hon. J. H. Kennan-Why are you sitting in the gallery? Why don't you come down
into the House to make your speech?
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD-Shortly, we shall be taking over where you are sitting, Mr
Attorney-General.
This is one of the most fundamental issues on which the Government has failed.
Perhaps it does not want us to find out what the debt is. Perhaps it does not want the
Opposition to find out the real situation. It has been proven by other economists that the
Commonwealth of Australia is virtually bankrupt and I believe the State is virtually
bankrupt also.
I should like to be in the position, as a member of Parliament, of being able seriously to
dress the issue of where the Government has failed, as the Auditor-General suggests. It is
about time that Parliament did something about this situation. Perhaps we might have to
form a special committee of the Parliament to examine these issues, which form one of
the reasons why the Government is getting headlines in the press. The Australian Financial Review of Wednesday, 6 November 1985 contained the headline "Australian dollar
hits record low. Exporters get the jitters and desert the market." For the Government, that
is the worst possible news. The article states:
The Federal Government is facing a serious setback in its economic and political strategy through the unexpectedly rapid decline of the $A in the wake of the latest inflation result and an expensive national wage case.

Wages have increased by 3·8 per cent! That is the reason why the dollar has hit a record
low. It is one of the reasons for the decline of our rural exports and one of the reasons for
the decline in manufacturing exports. Victoria and Australia will fail because of that.
The Hon. ROSEMARY VARTY (Nunawading Province)-I am not sure how I can
follow on from the speech of my colleague, Mr Connard, which has carefully detailed the
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impact of the Budget. Perhaps I should follow on from the comments made earlier by Mr
Guest on the presentation of the Budget. I can see that honourable members on the other
side of the House are a little concerned about that, too.
Having come into Parliament from the private sector, where one of my tasks was to
prepare budgets and reports to management, I have to admit that I have a great deal of
difficulty in working out what the Budget Papers are on about.
The Hoo. M. J. Saodoo-Y ou'lllearn after a few years.
The Hoo. ROSEMARY VARTY-I might learn, but I shall have to learn carefully. I
acknowledge that there is a distinct difference between Government and private sector
accounting but there should still be some elementary and basic matters of similarity. The
fundamentals surely have to be the same in any reporting, in that they should be timely,
accurate, and allow accurate decisions to be made. In my view, these documents fall short
of those criteria on a number of accounts.
I acknowledge that the documents presented now are a vast improvement on what they
were, but in comparison to what is done in the private sector and what is done in relation
to Government accounts overseas they certainly fall behind.
What should the Budget Papers tell us about financial compliance and accountability? I
suggest that they should tell us a lot, but I also suggest that they do not. What are we
talking about when we mention financial accountability and compliance?
This involves using the minimum amount of money for the maximum output, whether
it relates to manpower, equipment, materials or any other matter that is required to
produce either services or ~oods. That sort of information is not available. It is possible
for departments to be effiCIent and economic in spending their funds but many of them
fail to achieve the test of being financially accountable.
We should also be looking for a comparison of actual expenditure to budget. That is not
provided in any meaningful way nor are there any periodic reports that would give an
indication of how things are progressing.
The Budget, of course, should give some basic detail on how monetary resources are
being used and the movement of those resources during the year. That is just not happening. There should also be some form of accrual base accounting. That is one of the main
areas where we are having the wool pulled over our eyes on the real amount of outstanding
debt. It is apparent from a number of questions that have been asked in the House that
many departments are not paying creditors for long periods and are incurring vast debts
that are not disclosed.
There is also a large undisclosed liability for deferred debts to contractors where contractors work for Government departments. Contractors factor amounts out to finance
houses who accept them as normal debts. However, that is not disclosed anywhere. The
sugge'stion has been made that organizations such as the State Electricity Commission
may have amounts in the range of $170 million on deferred contracts that have not been
paid.
Departments should have better reporting of their financial stewardship by presentation
of accounts that show assets and the depreciation of those assets and fund statements.
Another practice is the netting off in departments where amounts of revenue are offset
against payments that are made so there is no true picture of expenditure.
Other measures that should be examined are efficiency and effectiveness. What is efficiency? In the health area, for instance, is it the number of visits that a certain staff member
may make in the delivery ofa health service? What is quality and how is it defined? In my
view, no real attempt has been made to come to grips with those issues. It is not really
possible to know whether a department is efficient or effective in the objectives that have
been set?
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I turn to two areas of the Budget with which I have concern. The first relates to deficit
financing and this was touched on by Mr Connard. This area is the level of deficit financing
that is currently occurring. In 1980-81, the deficit financing in Victoria was $1078 million.
In 1984-85, that figure had risen to $2152 million, an increase of 99·6 per cent. For
Australia in 1980-81, deficit financing was $3407 million and in 1984-85 it was $6173
million, an increase of 81· 2 per cent. Victoria has had a greater increase of 18·4 per cent in
deficit financing than the total Australian figure.
The total figures for the period 1980-81 to 1984-85 of State deficits totalled $22 813
million. The Victorian figure was 35 per cent of that, or $8007 million, whereas New
South Wales in comparison was $5170 million or 22·7 per cent.
Another real area of concern is the long-term liability of the State as mentioned by the
Auditor-General. He expressed grave concern about the forms of reporting. At page 57 of
his report he states:
In my last three reports on the Treasurer's Statement I have expressed the view that consolidated information
on the long term liabilities of the State, comprising both the inner and outer Budget sectors, should be included
in the Treasurer's statement.
The 1984-85 Treasurer's statement identified the capital liability of the State to the Commonwealth and the
contingent liability in respect ofthe borrowings by most public bodies. The Treasurer's statement, however, does
not disclose the total public debt of the State covering both the inner and outer Budget sectors; the total annual
debt servicing charges of the State comprising both interest and loan redemption; and the extent to which various
State revenues are supplied to debt servicing.
I must emphasize that presentation in my report of additional and consolidated information on the long term
liabilities of the State must be viewed as being in the nature of an interim measure. I remain of the view that
immediate action must be taken to consolidate the reporting of all long-term liabilities of the inner and outer
Budget sectors, to provide Parliament with the means of monitoring the financial viability of the State.

Mr Connard touched on that with a fair amount of detail.
Others areas of concern include the foreign debt. Again this was touched on by Mr
Connard. Overseas borrowings on an interest cost efficient basis cannot be justified. With
foreign exchange rate fluctuations and the present instability and weakness of the Australian dollar, any benefit which may have accrued because of the low interest rates that these
loans were originally borrowed on have been swallowed up.
The increase of total liability to the Commonwealth from 1983-84 to 1984-85 was
$4·204 million to $4·385 million or 4·3 per cent, whereas the increase in the public debt
due to variations in exchange rates was $6000 to $76 000 or approximately 1266 per cent.
That is because of the problems with the instability of the Australian dollar.
I am also concerned about lease transactions. Much has been said about the selling off
of assets and lease commitments. Very little detail has been provided of the long-term
implications of those lease commitments. The Auditor-General has included a schedule
in the Budget which is short on details of interest rates and those lease commitments and
what the residuals, ifany, are and how they can be coped with.
Much more information is needed because, as at 1 July 1985, the lease commitments
were $1211 million. In anybody's language, that is a huge amount. Those matters are of
grave concern to me and should be of concern to everyone.
How are we to reduce the level of our debt? I su~est that it can fairly obviously be cut
only by cutting the cost of government. I tend to think most politicians on both sides· see
that as perhaps too hard, but, in view of the current economic climate, we must come to
grips with that issue.
.
In its most recent publication, the Institute of Public Affairs talks about cutting the size
of government and says:
. . . the task is too difficult and because of past mistakes we are now stuck with big government.
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Ifthe growth of government outlays could be held to around 2 per cent per annum then, assuming the economy
expands at levels similar to the last twenty years, the share of government in GDP in the year 2000 would drop
from the current level of around 43 per cent to 32 per cent.
If, however, government outlays in real terms follow the trend of the last twenty years ... then outlays will
absorb some 55 per cent of the nation's product.

That is something about which we all need to think carefully.
The other point I make is that Governments are fuelling inflation. The Institute of
Public Affairs Review puts it fairly succinctly:
Public sector inflation is rising at significantly faster rates than inflation in the private sector.
Unless the government is prepared to exercise tight fiscal and monetary discipline, Australia may well be
heading towards double digit inflation in twelve months time.
The public sector's direct contribution to the increase in the CPI in the past twelve months was one and a half
times that of the private sector-6·Q per cent against 3·9 per cent.
Even after adjusting for the impact of the introduction of Medicare, the increase in the public sector's
contribution to the CPI was substantially higher than that of the private sector.

As a new member in this House, I should like to hope that, over the next few years,
honourable members will see better reporting and more meaningful presentation of accounts in this House, and I hope that will be one area in which I can be involved.
The Hon. D. E. HENSHAW (Geelong Province)-I wish to comment on a point made
by both Mrs Varty and Mr Connard in relation to the Auditor-General's report and his
comment on the public sector debt figure.
The Economic and Budget Review Committee had an informal meeting with both the
Auditor-General and the Director-General of the Department of Management and Bud$et
only last week. I think it would be fair reporting of that meeting to say that a commonahty
emerged in the views of the two gentlemen, something to the effect that there is a question
about the public sector debt. That question requires a lot of work to establish the mechanisms and standards of reporting, but the Government is moving rapidly towards reporting the magnitude of the debt and an analysis of it.
I think it would be dangerous to make assumptions on the face value of the AuditorGeneral's report at this stage, and it is perhaps a little premature to do so. The Economic
and Budget Review Committee will meet further with those two gentlemen to consider
that question.
I raise that matter to suggest to the House that care should be taken in bringing that
matter into the debate at this stage.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-I shall speak first about the purpose
of the Appropriation debate. It is the most important debate that Parliament undertakes;
it is the debate that founds Parliament. The power of Parliament goes back to the very
roots. It is more important for Parliament to have control over expenditure than it is even
for it to have control over taxing; for, if expenditure is properly controlled, taxation will
automatically be lower. The levels of expenditure determine the levels of taxation and the
levels of borrowing. The levels of expenditure authorized by Parliament determine the
burden on the citizens here and now and the burdens that are being stored up for the
future for our children and our grandchildren.
Honourable members have in recent times participated in debates about how the whole
power of Parliament to legislate arose from its control over the purse, the way in which
that control enabled Parliament to lay down conditions for the monarch of the day and
the way in which the laying down of conditions led to the power to legislate. So this is
basic. It goes to the very fundamentals and the very framework of representative democracy.
Honourable members have heard in recent debates how earlier it was certainly never
regarded as a privilege but as an onerous duty to go to Parliament because one had to
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scrutinize the expenditure and then justify to one's local communities the taxation to meet
the expenditure that had been approved. Until very recently this scrutiny was done in two
parts: the Appropriation Bill, and later in the year the Supply Bill dealt with the Current
Account; and the Works and Services Bill which dealt with capital expenditure. Now we
have it in one Bill, the Appropriation Bill.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-It is no easier to understand, either.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-The one Bill covers both Current Account expenditure and
Capital Acccount expenditure. Although we in the Opposition have agreed on two successive occasions and with two successive amendments to make the amalgamation of the
process effective and have agreed to the flexibility that this creates, nevertheless a dangerous feature of it has been a blurrin~ of the lines between living within one's income and
the debts that are stored up. The dIfference between Current Account expenditure-that
is the day-to-day expenditure for the purposes of government-and expenses of a capital
nature-that is, new works, new buildings and so on-has disappeared. That is no longer
understood by journalists who report the proceedings of this Parliament; it is no longer
understood by the public; and, indeed, is fudged by members of Parliament themselves.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-You supported the move.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-I have accepted that, and I am not attacking what has been
done. I am pointing out that there has been a by-product in which the divisions between
Capital Account and Current Account expenditure have become blurred and disappeared.
Hence, members of Parliament have not been inclined to hold the Government strictly to
account and make it live within its income, with the result that the Government has
resorted to the use of capital funds of one kind or another to defray what would otherwise
be a Current Account deficit, a deficit that could not have existed under the previous
system, because the Government had to live within its income.
When the Capital Account and Current Account items are consolidated, the income
includes the procedures ofloan raising and the sale of assets, so Capital Account funds can
be used to hide current deficits, and that is what has been happening. Victoria has been
getting more and more into debt.
The House should be grateful to the previous speakers in this debate for bringing that
matter to the notice of the House, because it is the vital issue, the issue that not only the
taxpayers of the State have to face, but the issue that our children and probably our
grandchildren will also have to face. When the Government took office the admitted debt
was just under $5250 million-a lot of money. What is the debt going to be at the end of
the current year? The admitted debt as set out in the Budget Papers will be almost $8660
million-that is an increase in four years of 65 per cent. The total debt raised over 150
years of responsible Government is to be increased by two-thirds. That is an enormous
increase in terms of the time scale.
What has emerged from what Mrs Varty and Mr Connard have said during the debate
on this motion is the fact that it is merely the tip of the iceberg. The real debt is far greater.
Victoria has been selling off assets and leasing them back. That is a hidden way of
increasing the debt. The Government pretends it is a lease-back; it is mortgaging State
assets in a way that does not receive the strictures of the Australian Loan Council and
avoids those controls. Incidentally, it avoids the subsidies, of the genuine borrowings
through the Loan Council. If the Government mortgages the State's assets to get extra
money, it really is costing Victorians a lot more than would legitimate borrowings through
the Loan Council.
When the Government uses legitimate borrowings authorized by the Australian Loan
Council, for every $2 the Government borrows it receives another $1 by way of cash grants
from the Commonwealth Government. For example, if the Government builds a school
from money authorized by the Loan Council and the school costs $3 million, the Government borrows $2 million and receives a $1 million grant from the Commonwealth Gov-

Appropriation (1985-86, No. 1) Bill

13 November 1985

COUNCIL

959

ernment. If money is received outside the Australian Loan Council in a way occurring
from the sale and lease-back of assets, it is costing the Government one and a half times
as much because it is not receiving the $1-for-$2 ratio that it receives through the Loan
Council. It is a very expensive process in the long run.
Mr Connard told the House that the total debt now outstanding on the sale and leaseback incurred solely since the Government came to office is approximately $1200 million.
That amount has to be added to the amount that I mentioned earlier, the starting point to
which I referred of $8660 million. Again, it is money taken by the Government from the
Works and Services Account and does not normally show up as additional borrowings.
Ifhonourable members look at the Auditor-General's report they will see that the funds
taken from the Works and Services Account last year consisted of borrowings by the
transport authorities and by the Capital Works Authority, to which I have previously
referred on several occasions. That was a body set up by a phony Order in Council to
borrow money without the consent of Parliament and constructed behind Parliament's
back in a way that was never intended to be known, but that is referred to in the AuditorGeneral's report. It is a body for which no adequate accounting procedures exist. They do
not exist for a simple reason Parliament was not meant to know about it, but the House
found out. That is going to happen again this year.
The Budget provides for funds coming from the Works and Service Account. If moneys
in the Works and Services Account are there from the sale of assets or from certaIn
Commonwealth grants or loan raisings that are otherwise taken into account, they do not
increase the debt over and above the ostensible accounts. If moneys are taken from the
Works and Services Account, which exists to provide for projects of a capital nature, and
if those funds go into the Consolidated Fund for ordinary purposes it is obvious that, to
the extent they are not already taken into account under other items, they increase the
debt. That ought to be self-evident and I do not believe a single member of the House
would challenge what I am saying, because it is a self-evident principle. It is an accounting
fact-hidden increases in the debt.
Mrs Varty referred to the way in which trust funds have been used. A few years ago all
the money held on trust for one purpose or another was in trust accounts. Their existence
neither added to nor subtracted from the total debts of the State. Several thousand million
dollars of trust funds have been moved into the Consolidated Fund.
The fact that they have been moved there has hidden the deficit that otherwise would
have been apparent, yet the purposes for which those trust funds were created must still
be met in the future. The money has simply defrayed the deficit and the fact that the
purposes for which those moneys were raised must still be met-there is a separate account
for it-means that the State really owes those purposes for money that has been set aside.
I do not know the exact figure, but honourable members saw the exact figure when the
trust funds were transferred. No honourable member knows what that figure is at this
moment and it is almost impossible to find out from the Budget Papers, if it is possible at
all, because it would take weeks of work to find out what those figures are. It is thousands
of millions of dollars and it is hidden.
Several honourable members have mentioned the non-payment of accounts. It is a
matter I have raised previously. The House has heard how the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands could not pay its motor car registration fees. It had 10 000
creditors at 30 June and the House knows that is multiplied department by department.
Nobody knows just how much has been stored up in the way of hidden debt.
I acknowledge that under any Government there has tended to be a slowness in May
and June in the payment of accounts. That happened under our Government and it has
happened under the current Government. I would only say that the deferment of accounts
has increased vastly, as evidenced by the fact that every member of this House is approached in May, June, July and August by a greatly increased number of contractors and
suppliers who have not been paid the amounts due to them.
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The Hon. Robert Lawson-It is deficit financing.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-It is deficit financing, as the honourable member interjects,
but there is a huge increase in the debt owed by Government; a deferment from one year
to the next that is hidden, it is not shown in the Budget Papers.
The Auditor-General's analysis shows that there are other hidden payments in relation
to Alcoa of Australia Ltd and guarantees that create substantial contIngent liabilities that
we hope will not be called upon, but they are there.
There are guarantees and loans by the Victorian Economic Development COq><?ration
that do not come through the Budget proper; there are debts by public authonties not
serviced by the community which, again, are not shown. I have no objection to a debt of
the State Electricity Commission, for example, which is financed through the tariff charged
for electricity, not being shown. I do not think that should be shown.
An Honourable Member-You don't?
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-No, I do not, because that is a matter that is self-financing.
However, debts that are not self-financin$-the debts that will be met by the public as a
whole-ought to be shown and are not beIng shown.
In addition, there is a vast hidden debt for superannuation, for insurance of one type or
another and for the increasing liabilities of the State Insurance Office and, prospectively,
for the new WorkCare system. Nobody knows how much these total. I started with a figure
from the Budget itself that showed almost $8860 million of debt as at the end of this year.
The true debt is probably something like treble that amount; it is probably something like
$25 billion. That means $6000 for every, woman and child in this State.
The vast increase to which I refer will be a legacy bequeathed by this Government-a
short-term Government-to the people of this State, to the next Government and, more
particularly, to our kids and to our grandchildren.
The worst features of it are, firstly, that it is hidden and that it cannot be accurately
ascertained in total and, secondly, that no assessment of future liabilities for meeting these
commitments has been made.
Mr Henshaw refers to a meeting at which the Director-General of the Department of
Management and Budget was present. I have heard about that meeting. I have heard about
the fact that he said nobody knew what the total debt of this State was. All I can says is
that we are entitled to know; Parliament is entitled to know, the people of Victoria are
entitled to know and the Auditor-General is entitled to know. He should be given the
information to enable it to be verified to Parliament and to the people of this State.
Parliament and the people are entitled to an accurate assessment of what this is going to
cost, year by year, in the future.
We do not have such an assessment and that is the biggest deficiency of all in the Budget
Papers. This deficiency ou$ht to be sufficent to justify the Opposition voting against the
Bill. However, the OppositIon has decided not to do so at this stage but merely to ask the
Government to ensure that the true facts are provided so that Parliament and the public
will know where they stand.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time, and it was ordered that it be committed later this day.

LAND TAX (AMENDMENT) 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.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-I move:
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That this Bill be now read a second time.

It will implement the Government's Budget initiatives regarding land tax for 1986.

Under the Land Tax Act as it stands, land tax liabilities in respect of 1986 for most
taxable land, including all taxable land in the metropolitan area, will be based on the
recent municipal valuations.
The Bill indexes the land tax rate scale and the general exemption level by 6·93 per cent
at an estimated cost to revenue of$3·2 million in 1985-86 and $5·8 million in a full year.
The weighted average increase in land values in Victoria in the twelve months preceding
the date to which the recent municipal valuations relate, that is June 1982, is 6·93 per cent.
Accordingly, indexation by this factor will result in land tax revenue in respect of 1986
being 6·93 per cent higher than land tax revenue in respect of 1985. That is to say, under
the indexation arrangements, land tax revenues increase in line with average land values.
Individual taxpayers will, of course, experience increases in land tax that are above or
below average depending on the change in the values of their particular land holdings.
It should be remembered that land tax is paid only by a small minority. Land tax iSfaid
by about 80 000 of the State's 1·8 million landholders. More than 60 per cent 0 the
revenues are raised from the 1000 biggest taxpayers.
All landowners with land holdings having a total unimproved value not less than
$58 950 will be excluded from land tax for 1986. As the most recent valuation is based on
1982 land values, the exemption level is also expressed in terms of 1982 land values. Less
than 5 per cent of principal residences in the State are taxable.
Individual taxpayers who experience above average increases in land tax will be owners
of-quite valuable land that has increased rapidly in value. They will generally be able to
afford the tax and they stand to realize substantIal capital gains when their properties are
transferred.
However, for those who have difficulty meeting land tax oblieations because their
incomes do not match their assets, there are hardship relief provisIons in the Land Tax
Act.
As well as providing relief to taxpayers by indexation, the Bill also provides for an
increase in the land tax threshold. For many y,ears the minimum amount of land tax
payable for anyone year has been $1. The Bill wIll increase the threshold to $20 and avoid
the necessity of sending out accounts that are not economic to collect. This move will free
some 10 500 taxpayers from land tax at a cost of $1 00 000 a year. I commend the Bill to
the House.
On the motion of the Hon. H. R. Ward, for the Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash
Province), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until the next day of meeting.

PAY-ROLL TAX (AMENDMENT) 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.

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (PLANNING SCHEMES)
BILL
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Planning and Environment)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The Bill makes provision with respect to the operation and validity of certain planning
schemes amending or proposing to amend the Melbourne Metropolitan Planning Scheme,
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which applies to the 50 municipalities in the metropolitan area as defined in the Town
and Country Planning Act.
This action is considered necessary following a recent Supreme Court judgment which
established that there had been a failure by the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of
Works, as the responsible authority under the Town and Country Planning Act, to comply
with certain provisions of the Act and the regulations made under the Act. The procedures
adopted were in accordance with long-established practices of the Board of Works.
Honourable members will recall the passage of the Town and Country Planning (Transfer of Functions) Act earlier this year. This Act was deemed to come into effect on 1 July
and transferred the land use plannin~ functions of the Board of Works to the Minister for
Planning and Environment. The Minister is now the responsible authority in respect of
the Melbourne Metropolitan Planning Scheme and amendments thereto, and by the Act
is deemed the responsible authority. for the Act and matters and things done by the Board
of Works in its capacity as responsible authority prior to 1 July 1985.
Following the transfer of the powers and functions from the Board of Works, procedures
have been changed to overcome the perceived deficiencies exposed by the judgment.
However, an effect of the judgment has been to call into question the validity of other
amendments prepared by the Board of Works where similar procedures had been adopted;
therefore these other amendments could be open to challenge on the same ground of
failure to comply with the requirements of the Act and regulations.
The consequential effect is growing uncertainty about the status of those amendments,
a relevant development carried out thereunder, and the delay and expense were it found
necessary to abandon the amendments to allow proper procedures to be followed or
alternate statutory processes adopted.
Having regard to the number and content of the amendments which could be at risk of
challenge, the Government believes the proper course of action is to move to validate
such amendments to the extent of the failures identified in the judgment. Clause 3 (1)
gives effect to this.
Where amendments not yet finalized incorporate procedures with any failures of the
kind referred to in the Bill, those procedures are to be validated by the Bill. The amendments may be processed throu$h subsequent procedures to finality, even if this is not
achieved until after the legislation is passed. However, the protection afforded by this
measure will not extend to procedures carried out after it is passed, but as has been pointed
out, procedures have already been changed to overcome the identified defects.
In accordance with accepted practice, this measure will not apply to that matter in the
amending planning scheme which was the subject of the judgment. Clause 3 (2) refers to
this. I commend the Bill to the House.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-I move:
That the debate be now adjourned.

I am tempted to go on with the Bill because it has such a simple, basic principle. However,
the Leader of the House will appreciate that it does need to be considered by the Liberal
Party.
The motion for the adjournment of the debate was agreed to, and it was ordered that
the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 19.

PAY-ROLL TAX (AMENDMENT) BILL
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The Bill implements two initiatives announced in the Budget. The measures are des~ed
to provide further assistance to small business in Victoria, to prevent larger firms mOVIng
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into higher pay-roll tax brackets because of increases in average weekly earnings only and
to facilitate employment throughout the Victorian economy. The adjustments are in line
with the Government's commitment to index pay-roll tax so that there is no real increase
in the pay-roll tax rate and to reduce the burden of pay-roll tax as available resources
permit. Combined with the Government's WorkCare reforms this action results in employers in Victoria benefiting from significant reduction in real on-labour costs in 198586.

a

Firstly, in line with the Government's policy of assistance to small business, the Bill
increases the basic exemption level from $215 000 to $230 OOO-an increase of 7 per cent.
This will benefit more than 5000 employers with pay-rolls within the range of $215 000
and $518300.
Secondly, the Bill increases the threshold at which the 6 per cent pay-roll tax rate begins
to phase in from $1·1 million to $1·2 million. This concession will provide additional
assistance to some 300 larger employers, with pay-rolls of between $1·1 million and $1·3
million.
The measures proposed will provide increased assistance to thousands of Victorian
firms, at a total full-year cost of$7·6 million. As honourable members will be aware, the
Government has given top priority to the creation of new jobs. Since the trough of the
economic recession in Australia in April 1983 there has been a 14·1 per cent increase in
employment in Victoria compared with an increase of9·1 per cent for the rest of Australia.
This record reflects the fact that the Government has undertaken a series of significant
economic policy changes which have all combined to improve the performance of the
economy. The changes being introduced in the pay-roll tax area have been complemented
by the following range of economic policy measures:
the Government's economic strategy, which has already led to the go-ahead of major
employment generating projects in the Portland aluminium smelter, ESSO-BHP oil and
gas development, the National Tennis Centre, the Convention Centre, and the Victoria
Project;
the new WorkCare system which will cut workers compensation for employers by $600
million per annum in a full year; and
significant capital works effort in the public sector of over $4 billion, which is now well
outstripped by the expected growth in real private investment of 12 per cent.
The upshot of these initiatives will be a 2-5 per cent growth in employment or about
45 000 extra jobs this year. I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of the Hon. H. R. Ward, for the Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash
Province), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until the next day of meeting.

APPROPRIATION (1985-86, No. 1) BILL
The House went into Committee for the consideration of this Bill.
Clause 1 was agreed to.
Clause 2
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-Mr Guest raised the question of the
level of borrowings as at 30 June 1985, as did a number of other honourable members
from the Opposition and the National Party during the course of their speeches on the
Bill.
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The level of debt for the State Government public sector has been set out in Budget
Paper No. 2 on page 113. There has been an increase in the level of net debt from $11
billion in 1982 to an estimated $17·2 billion in 1986.
The net debt as a proportion of the State non-farm gross domestic product is now 27·9
per cent, which is less than the 28·3 per cent of the previous year; less than the 28· 3 per
cent in the last year of the former Government; less than the 37 per cent in 1974; and less
than the 33·1 per cent in 19J5. Therefore, the level of net debt as a proportion of State
non-farm gross domestic product is falling, as it has done over the past four years.
Mr Guest also raised the question of the National Gallery of Victoria debt by claiming
the gallery is borrowing to finance its debt. It is correct that in 1984-85, $8 million was
borrowed in addition to a grant of $15 million to finance the debt and construction costs
of$23 million. Construction of the National Gallery was completed on 30 June this year.
In 1985-86 the debt in construction costs associated with the Victorian Arts Centre will
be fully funded through the works and services contribution. There will be no borrowing
in 1985-86, as Mr Guest suggested, to finance the debt associated with the Victorian Arts
Centre.
If there is a fiasco associated with the construction of the Victorian Arts Centre, it could
only be in respect of the problems associated with its method of construction, that is, the
experiments on the creek bed to construct an electromagnetic field to stop the chemical
qualities in the water destroying the foundations, which was a tribute to the work of the
previous Administration. Indeed, it was work undertaken in the life of the previous
Administration which led to the significant e~calation in costs of the National Gallery.
Mr Dunn described the Budget as a lost opportunity. The Government looks forward
to the Opposition reviewing the capital works expenditure of the Government and its
capital works program at Loy Yang.
Mr Dunn said that the State is hell-bent on utilizing its borrowing capacity but that
someone has to pay; there are charges and taxes on everything; the Government has caved
in to teachers; the Minister for Transport in another place will soon cave in to the transport
unions; all Victorians know that there will be a day of reckoning and that the Government
is living beyond its mea~s.
As has been customary in the Budget debate over the past three years, members of the
Opposition and the National Party have not put any considered strategy in respect of the
areas in which either a Liberal or National Party Government would reduce expenditure.
The major areas in which increases in the numbers of public servants have occurred
have been in health, education and the Police Force. The Opposition has consistently
sought increases in expenditure in those areas.
The Hon. M. A. BirreD-Nonsense!
The Hon. D. R. WHITE-Mr Birrell had an opportunity to speak on the Budget debate
but he chose not to do so. In his contribution, Mr Dunn said that the National Party
would reduce expenditure by eliminating the Media Unit and removing Ministerial advisers. I doubt whether such reductions in expenditure would provide the opportunity for an
alternative tax strategy.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-He said that was just a start.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE-Over the past four years during the Budget debate, Mr Dunn
has been asked consistently to nominate the areas where he would reduce expenditure. On
no occasion has he been able to identify such areas. Moreover, throughout the Committee
stages of the Budget debate and debate on many other topics, he has sought an increase in
expenditure in many areas.
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Mr Dunn went on to say that he would eliminate the public authority dividend at a cost
of$4·5 million and the 6 per cent increase in freight charges. However, he failed to identify
in any sense the areas in which he would cut expenditure.
Neither the Opposition nor the National Party has put forward any considered strategy
on a reduction in expenditure. That is not surprising because, when the Liberal Party was
in government and now when it is in opposition, its members have shown little understanding or capacity to understand how the public sector operates and where opportunities
for a reduction in expenditure may occur. Members of the Opposition and the National
Party are not vigilant either in committee work or in debate in identifying such opportunities. There has not been one example put forward by any member of the Opposition or
the National Party in the Budget debate .or in any other debate on where expenditure cuts
should occur.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-What about my example of the Mount Buffalo chalet?
The Hon. D. R. WHITE-There was one feature about Mr Baxter's contribution on
reductions in railway expenditure and overmanning: on every occasion when the previous
Administration attempted to close a railway line on economic grounds, Mr Baxter and his
party opposed it.
The Hon. M. A. Birrell-So did yours.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE-Mr Birrell should note that the opportunity for reductions in
the expenditure that Mr Baxter referred to are in an area in which he has consistently
opposed reductions. Indeed, Mr Baxter has failed to provide a considered approach to
reduction in expenditure in the entire area of transport.
Mr Lawson endeavoured to make the point that two separate documents had been
produced publicly by the Government, one which said there was a 7·1 per cent increase in
the level of revenue and another which said there were no new taxes. He endeavoured to
draw the conclusion that there was some inconsistency between those two documents. Mr
Guest drew to my attention the fact that there was a gross inconsistency in Mr Lawson's
contribution, namely, that there is no evidence of any new taxes and that there has been
no indication by the Government of any increase in revenue, beyond the fact that there
would be no increases in excess of movements in the consumer· price index, which is
unique in the first year of the life of a new Parliament.
Mr Hallam, interestingly, introduced a number of new issues to the Budget debate, and
I am grateful for his contribution in that regard because it improved the quality of the
debate, which is beneficial. He raised certain matters concerning accounting structures
inherent in the Budget.
For example, he said the Budget does not cover accrual of expenditure, asset levels, and
the valuation of assets, including depreciation, and incurred liabilities for long service
leave.
I direct the attention of Mr Hallam to page 5 of the Budget speech, which states:
To ensure that the existing framework for resource management is not itself an impediment to productivity
improvement, I can inform the House that a review of the State's financial legislation has commenced under the
direction of the Comptroller General. The review will include the Public Account Act, the Audit Act and related
legislation. I expect that a new legislative framework will be introduced to the Parliament in 1986, and will result
in a positive stimulus to management initiative and accountability.

I, like Mr Hallam, am looking forward to that legislation, which will address some of the
matters that he raised, as further contributions are made to the development of improved
methods of reporting.
With respect to his comments about accrual of expenditure, I point out to him that
wage costs of public servants, teachers and police are accrued to ensure that 365 days
direct labour costs-366 days in a leap year-are brought to account. This is not specifically mentioned in the Budget, but has been the practice for at least twenty years. Wages
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cover about 60 per cent of the accrual of expenditure. Other expenditures are not accrued.
This matter has been considered but no change is proposed at this stage. Further opportunity of discussing this matter will occur when the new legislation on the Public Account
Act becomes available. I look forward to that.
On the assets levels and value of assets, the Government is conscious of the need to
manage both the financial and non-financial assets of the State. Financial assets management has been significantly improved with the establishment of the Victorian Development Fund and improved cash management techniques in the Department of Management
and Budget. The Government has taken steps to establish improved management of the
physical assets of the State and to maximize their utilization. I look forward to further
details on financial management being made available in the years to come.
No steps have been taken to establish valuations on all lands owned by the State,
including Crown lands. The Government looks forward to the opportunity of implementing asset realization.
Mr Hallam raised the issue of depreciation and incurred liability for long service leave.
The calculations for this are not made on an annual basis in the public sector. The concept
of such calculations and their accounting treatment has not been addressed, but this does
not mean that that will not occur in future. The points raised by Mr Hallam have been
noted, and I look forward to continuing debate on those issues in years to come.
Over the past four years there has been a significant improvement in the development
of reporting processes. From the interjections made by Mr de Fegely, it would appear that
he was not aware of the significant impro-yement in the trust fund form of accounting.
There are further opportunities for improvements in accounting procedures, some of
which can be made along the lines suggested by Mr Hallam and, again, I welcome continuing debate on that issue.
Once again Mr Baxter attacked Sir John Moore of the Australian Conciliation and
Arbitration Commission. That was a major point in his contribution to the debate and he
chose not to withdraw the comments he made about Sir John Moore. That was unfortunate.
Mr de Fegely said that there should be further restraint in Government spending, but
did not indicate in which way this should occur. That continues to remain a feature of the
contributions made by members of the Opposition. For example, on one day the shadow
Treasurer in another place, the honourable member for Brighton, spoke about expenditure
restraint while at the same time Mr Birrell put out a press release urging the expenditure
of$80 million in the health sector. That is extraordinary!
Mr Connard claimed that the Government does not have public debt data. He was
relying on comments that were made by the Auditor-General about the accounts of the
Department of Management and Budget. I point out to him that, with regard to the
criticism by the Auditor-General of the lack of debt data, the net debt figures for the
Budget sector and public authorities are provided in the Budget Papers. That is not the
case in other States and it was not done in Victoria prior to 1982-83.
The details of that data are spelt out in Budget Paper No. 2, chapter 6, pages 112 to 116.
Those figures have been referred to by members of the Opposition. Again, it is odd that
on the one hand members of the Opposition have referred to those figures while on the
other hand Mr Connard claims that they do not exist. The information has not been
published in the Treasurer's financial statement. The Treasurer still has some disagreement with the Auditor-General on the definition of debt and, therefore, the matter continues to be pursued.

The Hon. M. A. Birrell-It is lucky you cannot silence the Auditor-General!
The Hon. D. R. WHITE-The Government is not seeking to silence the AuditorGeneral.
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The Hon. M. A. Birrell-But you disagree with him.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE-That fact is known and understood. Mrs Varty raised questions on particular issues being omitted from the Budget Papers-mainly issues such as a
statement of objectives for departments, efficiencies and effectiveness of programs of
departments and performance measures. I refer Mrs Varty to Budget Paper No. 4, which
indicates in some detail a number of activities in various departments. They are set out
on a program basis.
Mrs Varty referred to the annual reports of each of the departments, which are increasingly attempting to report in a similar fashion to that which currently exists in the State
Electricity Commission, the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works and the Gas
and Fuel Corporation, namely, that there be presented a role statement setting out the
objectives of the department, which is followed by a set of programs that are relevant to
and consistent with the outlined objectives.
The Government is progressively moving towards achieving the presentation of an
annual report, which is not only similar to the normal financial statement but also similar
to that which is produced by the statutory authorities. A similar expectation will be placed
on regional health inspectors and, in addition, on each of the institutions that make up the
health portfolio by means of a new contractual arrangement.
At present a contractual arrangement exists, but it is unsatisfactory. It has existed for a
long period but merely provides cash to the institution in return for the effective employment of full-time staff. The Government is in the process of developing hospital agreements and hopes to make progress, particularly in the major teaching hospitals, during the
calendar year. This will be run in tandem with existing contractual arrangements.
There is strong support for this in the field because of the corollary that emerges for each
of the institutions in the health portfolio. That is the removal of day-to-day control of
public servants in the activities of those institutions and increased dele~ation by entering
into proper and effective contractual arrangements which are not dlssimilar to those
arrangements with major statutory authorities. I look forward to further developments in
that area and in the areas of the other departments which are consistent with the New
South Wales Public Accounts Committee report of June 1985, which clearly states that it
ought to be an obligation on each Minister to insist that each department and statutory
authority has a set of objectives which is clear cut and identifiable; programs relevant to
those objectives, reports which reflect the objectives, and relevant performance indicators.
I look forward to development in the departments of the State public sector.
Mrs Varty also made the point that the inner and outer debt of the State public sector
was not consolidated. In response to that I merely say that the inner debt is indicated in
detail on page 113 and the outer debt for the major statutory authorities can easily be
obtained from the relevant annual reports. I take note of the suggestion that they ought to
be consolidated.
In respect of comments made by the Leader of the Opposition in this place, there has
been no change of management of the Consolidated Fund. On the amalgamation of
recurrent expenditure and works and services appropriation, the Government has a Budget
strategy and has clearly kept the Current Account and the Works and Services Account
expenditures separate. It has always been possible to transfer between recurrent and capital
funds and this has been done in the past to a limited degree, as it is now possible with
short-term transfers.
Revenue previously paid to trust funds is now paid directly to the Consolidated Fund
as shown in the Budget Papers. Mr Hunt was endeavouring to make the point that it was
not what was expressed in the Budget Papers. They are all the notes I have on the
contributions during the second-reading debate. I look forward to contributions in the
Committee stage.
The clause was agreed to, as was clause 3.
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Clause 4
The ACTING CHAIRMAN (the Hon. M. J. Arnold)-I inform honourable members
that they may discuss the programs shown in the table that forms part of clause 4 appearing
on pages 9 to 299 of the Bill. I ask honourable members to nominate the particular
program to which their remarks are directed.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-I shall comment on education and
cover three areas that need attention by the Government. The first matter relates to
consolidated and higher elementary school staffing schedules in Victoria. As a representative of a number of those schools I am aware that there are quite a number of them around
the State and that they have different staffing schedules from those of small high schools
of comparable size.
A week or so ago I visited Manangatang Consolidated School in the central Mallee area
and discussed the staffing situation. At present the school has a staff of approximately 13·2
and has been given an establishment of 11 for next year.
An Honourable Member-Do you want more money spent on this?
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-Let us be fair about staffing. If honourable members listen,
they will realize that schools of this kind are being discriminated against. A smaller high
school is entitled to fifteen staff members for the same enrolment for which a consolidated
or higher elementary school is entitled to eleven staff members. There is a reason for this.
The department claims that a lesser administrative factor is involved in running a consolidated or higher elementary school. The Manangatang Consolidated School is listed under
the primary classification of schools, not the secondary section. Even if one takes that into
account and adds one person on to the establishment of eleven, it is still three teachers
fewer than in the high school establishment.
If those schools are to provide the same service in curricula as smaller comparable high
schools, they need three extra staff and should be entitled to that extra staff. The Manangatang school believes it is being severely disadvantaged compared with high schools.
Manangatang also has other problems. As it is so isolated, children must travel long
distances on school buses. They lack the opportunity of being able to undertake programs
and activities away from school because it is isolated, especially in comparison with
Melbourne schools or schools near Melbourne from which pupils can visit libraries, the
stock exchange, Parliament House and so on in the course of half a day or a day.
The Manangatang Consolidated School maintains that it requires an absolute minimum
of thirteen teachers to allow it to operate. It offers a balanced curriculum right throu~ to
Year 12. It is a unique concept. I think it is a $ood idea for smaller towns to use the higher
elementary school concept or P-12 system as IS used in places such as Birchip and Wycheproof. In the P-12 system, the primary school and high school share a common site with
library facilities, sporting facilities, sporting stadiums and so on combined. It is of value
for the department, but the fact is a P-12 staffing establishment has never been agreed to,
and one does not know whether this school belongs to the secondary school division or
the primary school division. This problem has existed for as long as I can remember with
higher elementary schools or consolidated schools. No one in the Ministry of Education
wants to know about the problem because it falls into a grey area between the rigid
guidelines that exist in the Ministry.
The effects on this school will be significant. In 1983 the school was entitled to thirteen
teachers. In 1985 it was entitled to only twelve teachers with an administrative factor of
two. In 1986 its establishment will be cut back to eleven.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-What is the number of students?
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-As I said earlier, the comparable staffing establishment of a
high school would be fifteen. I do not know exactly what is the population of the school. I
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shall give that information to the Minister shortly. The Small Schools Working Party
made an inquiry into the problems of smaller schools and presented a report.
The Manangatang Consolidated School falls into that category as it has 83 students. A
smaller high school with 82 students has fifteen teachers, yet the Manangatang school with
83 students has only eleven teachers.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-That is not a bad ratio by anybody's standards. It is one
teacher to 7·5 students.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-That is an accepted factor. I am not complaining about the
ratio, but I am saying that it discriminates against the small higher elementary or consolidated schools that need more teachers in places like Manangatang because only a very
small number of students are in Year 11 or Year 12 and it is not feasible to bus those
students over long distances. At page 10 the report of the Small Schools Working Party
stated:
Nearly all the Higher Elementary Schools and Consolidated Schools argued that the Administrative factor of
two was incompatible with the range of tasks that these schools were expected to undertake and was seen to be
incongruous compared to High Schools of similar size.

At page 13 it states:
A more appropriate formula needs to be determined to meet the curriculum needs of Year 11 and 12 in small
schools. With more than ten students at each year levels 11 and 12 there is generally the need to run a full
curriculum. To offer 12-14 subjects at Year 12 a school would require the equivalent of 3 to 3·5 teachers. To offer
14-18 subjects at Year 11 a school requires the equivalent of 3·5 to 4·5 teachers.
Variations to the administrative factor for higher elementary schools and consolidated schools should be
negotiated. Whilst small high schools have an administrative factor of five, higher elementary schools and
consolidated schools are viewed as carrying a comparable administrative load with an administrative factor of
two.

It affects the general running of the school. I raise that matter with the Minister in the
hope that he will do somethin~ about it. I brought the matter to the attention of the
Minister for Education because It needs to be corrected.

I refer to another two points relating to education. As I visit schools in the province I
represent and meet with school councils, I am continually met with the view of why can
they not have a moratorium or temporary hold on changing new directions and the new
policies that are being thrust on the schools.
Most teachers want to be in the class-room and teach and most school councils want to
get on with the job of running the schools, but they are constantly being hit with report
after report. Surveys, reports, studies and new directions are being churned out by the
people in the education headquarters and that is severely disrupting the process of education. It is occupying the time of the teachers. For example, take the Blackburn report: how
much teacher time was involved in responding to that report? How much time was
involved for school councils and the community to respond to that report?
The situation is clear. There have been enough changes for a while so let teachers get on
which teaching and consolidate the present position. I put that view because it comes from
the school councils with whom I have met.
Another matter I raise involves the rationalization of school bus services and the affect
that is having on students allocated to various schools. Students have a right of appeal
against the school to which they have been allocated, but I understand that in most cases
the appeals are not upheld. My colleague, Mr Ken Wright and I have received numerous
complaints from parents in Bendigo whose children travel from the rural area to a central
point and are then transported to various high schools and secondary schools in Bendigo.
Due to rationalization, many of these students have been allocated to high schools they
do not wish to attend.
.
Session 1985-33
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Students and their parents have preference for a particular school because many of them
had a past involvement with the school and favour it above another school. This creates a
difficult position regarding the rights of parents and students to choose in a situation where
they have a number of options. The parents and the students need to be taken into account.
Both the parents and the students must be happy about the education the students are
receiving and the school they are attending. This policy is inflexible.
Mr Ken Wright has met deputations on the subject and discussions have been undertaken with the regional director of education with little result. We will continue to work
on that matter because some degree of flexibility is needed with that policy because the
views of the parents and students must be considered. At this stage, it appears as though
the decisions are being made by the Ministry and appeals are being cast aside and there is
very little flexibility.
I now wish to refer to agriculture and rural affairs, with particular regard to the importance of the poultry and egg industries in Bendigo. The egg industry is a significant industry
which involves a number of efficient egg producers who are enthusiastic and prolJd of their
industry. They have their own industry organization, the Commercial Egg Producers
Association, and that organization has been to the forefront in putting the views of egg
producers forward in Parliament and the district. The Minister would be aware of some
of those representations and more will be made with respect to a Bill to be debated in this
place.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-Which they support.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-I have asked them to comment and give their considered
view. The industry has had some difficulty with the fowl plague problem. The industry
has recently been advised that Mr Greg Parkinson, the poultry extension officer of the
department is to be transferred from Bendigo to be located at the Attwood Veterinary
Research Laboratory, along with other research and diagnostic staff. That was a recommendation of the department. I brought this to the attention of the Minister who said he
would review it; he recognized the importance of the poultry industry in Bendigo and the
value Mr Parkison was to that industry. However, the Minister still stood by the recommendation that Mr Parkinson should be transferred.
The egg producers in the district have expressed concern about this move. They believe
it is important that, in view of the fact that a fairly intense section of the egg industry is
located in and around Bendigo, a poultry extension officer located in the area is of great
value to the industry. Mr Parkinson has been accessible to the industry and its members
believe, and rightly so, that if the staff are located away from Bendigo there will be
difficulties in obtaining the direct and good service they have enjoyed in the past from this
person.
All I want the Minister to do is to examine the matter and, it is hoped, review the
decision and, if possible, leave a research officer located in Bendigo. Those are the only
comments I wish to make at this stage.
The Hon. HADOON STOREY (East Yarra Province)-I wish to speak on the education program and to cover a number of items in that program. The over-all figures for
education show an increase of 5·7 per cent against the consumer price index estimate in
the Budget of7·5 per cent, so that on the face of it there is a real decrease in the amount of
money provided for education. The Minister for Education explains this away by saying
that the Budget does not provide for increases in salary and that those will be met out of
the Treasurer's Advance when there are wage increases as a result of decisions of the
Conciliation and Arbitration Commission.
If one analyses the figures provided in the Budget, there is no doubt that there is a
decrease in real terms in the allocation provided for education. That was not explained in
the Budget speech but it became apparent when one examined the figures regarding the
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strikes that have taken place in this State throughout the whole of the education system. I
shall refer to some of the figures relating to that at a later stage.
I shall now refer to that part of the education allocation that deals with the administration of the Education Department, now the Ministry of Education. The Budget does not
accommodate any change in the nature of the administration of the former Education
Department. The figures in Program Nos 281 and 282, education Ministry services and
corporate services, do nothing more than reflect a continuation of the existing state of
affairs. However, yesterday, the Minister for Education announced a far-reaching change
in the administration of education services in the State.
That change can only take place through a massive change in the administration of the
former Education Department. That will inevitably cost enormous amounts of money. It
is not possible to have a far-reaching change with the provision of officers, units and
sections of the former department and with the consequent changes in personnel-the
introduction of new personnel and, regretfully, the shedding of old personnel-without
considerable expense being involved. However, the Budget shows nothing that takes that
expense into account. It is clear that the education program is not designed to meet what
is actually occurring.
Yesterday, the new administration arrangements for the Ministry of Education were
outlined by the Minister for Education. He produced a chart showing the revised Ministry,
but gave little explanation in the press release that he issued. The Minister refused to
provide any briefing for members of the opposition parties about the reorganization of the
Ministry.
It is extraordinary that a reorganization of a department that employes 60 000 people
and has a budget allocation of $2·6 billion-it is the biggest spending department in this
State-and which wiU have massive consequences upon the whole population has not
been explained. The Minister is not prepared to explain how the reorganization will take
place nor to give any explanation or briefing to members of the opposition parties.

The Hon. B. A. Chamberlain-He did not brief the teachers.
The Hon. HADDON STOREY-Not only was the Minister not prepared to provide
an explanation to the teachers, but also he failed to give any briefing to the teachers before
the changes were announced. The Minister failed to engage in consultation with the
teachers. Consultation was undertaken by a previous Minister of Education, Mr Hunt,
who consulted with the teachers re~rding rearrangements to the administration of education services. The previous Mimster of Education, the present Minister for Industry,
Technology and Resources, consulted widely with teacher unions and all other areas of
the education administration before he introduced any changes.
Today I have been informed that members of the teacher unions have indicated to
anyone wishing to speak with them that they believed Mr Hunt was more concerned to
consult with them and explain what he was doing than is the present Minister for Education. That is an indictment on the present Minister. One would expect Mr Hunt to have
consulted and to have ensured that people understood what he was doing. What the
present Minister is doing is an insult to members of Parliament and members of the public
who are entitled to know how the $2·6 billion allocated for education services will be
spent.
The Budget allocation for education falls down in the beginning because it does not take
into account the massive reorganization that has been announced by the Minister. Is it
that the reorganization will not take place until the next financial year? What is the
position; when will it occur; what has the Minister in mind?
The Minister has not been prepared to inform honourable members of what he is doing.
Perhaps the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs will be prepared to inform honourable members what are the plans of the Minister for Education and whether it is possible
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to provide a briefing by officers of the former department to members of the opposition
parties.
The rearrangements that the Minister for Education has announced are apparently
based on a report of the Public Service Board. However, the Minister and the Premier
have denied the Opposition access to that report. Great changes are being introduced with
much fanfare and trumpetin$, and yet members of the opposition parties have not been
~ven the opportunity ofheann~ a full explanation of the changes or the rationale proposed
In the report of the Public SefV1ce Board.
Is it that the changes are not based on what was contained in the Public Service Board
report or do they depart from important aspects of the report? The Minister must explain
whether there is something to hide if not why does he not explain the changes to the
community. I hope the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs will pass on those
comments to the Minister for Education and seek an explanation from him.
Item 2801 allocates $688 000 to the Victorian Teaching Service Conciliation and Arbitration and Teaching Service Appeals Board.
The Hon. B. A. Chamberlain-That is a very busy body!
The Hon. HADOON STOREY-That body met on one occasion approximately two
years ago. It gave a decision which has been taken on appeal to the Supreme Court, which
set aside the decision and which is now being appealed by the Government and teacher
unions.
The Hon. D. M. Evans-The body has been helpful in the Latrobe Valley.
The Hon. HADOON STOREY-If the body had been properly constituted and if the
Minister had taken action to enable it to operate, Victoria may not have suffered the
teacher's strikes that have occurred over the past two months.
The body was established by legislation passed by Parliament to deal with those types
of industrial disputes. Because of the ineptitude of the Government and the failure of the
previous and current Ministers responsible for education to take steps to ensure that the
body could operate properly, Victoria has not only experienced industrial disputes in the
education area but also more than $500 000 a year has been allocated to pay salaries and
other expenses of the body, which has been unable to meet.
In recent times, members of the body have been seconded to other organizations, but
all the appropriate apparatus has been established and the Budget piously sets aside an
amount of money for the body which will not meet for a considerable period, if it meets
at all.
Item 2807 provides funds for the Victorian Institute of Secondary Education, which are
almost in line with last year's allocation, except for an increase in salaries. For the past
month the recommendations of the Blackbum report have been discussed in Victoria.
The Blackburn report proposed substantial chan$es to the curriculum accrediting procedures for the final two years of schooling in Victoria. Some of the recommendations
accepted by the Government involve the creation of a new body to take the place of the
Victorian Institute of Secondary Education, which will be known as the Victorian Curriculum Assessment Board.
The Minister for Education announced that he will appoint the executive director, or
whatever the title is, to head up the new board by the end of this year, although he will not
introduce proposed legislation to establish the board until the autumn sessional period.
That is another example of the way the Government ignores Parliament and the public by
announcing a new body and pre-empting Parliamentary debate.
A significant amount of additional expenditure will be required to pay the salary of the
senior officer and the establishment costs of the new board. The Victorian Curriculum
Assessment Board will be larger than the Victorian Institute of Secondary Education if it
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is to be responsible for the accreditation of subjects for Years 11 and 12 instead of only
Year 12 as currently covered by the institute.
The Budget makes no allowance for that. Again the Budget bears no relationship to
what is happening in practice in the educational field in Victoria. Honourable members
might believe either the Minister had no idea of what he would do when the Budget was
arranged or he simply chose to ignore the changes he would inflict upon the community
over the next few months.
The most significant item in the education budget dealing with schools is the allocation
for salaries, wages, allowances, overtime and penalty rates. That allocation has increased
from approximately $1·2 million to $1· 3 million, which is an increase of only 2·7 per cent.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-What is that item?
The Hon. HADDON STOREY-It is item 1100 under Program No. 283, school education, which is the most significant item in the whole education budget because it provides for the salaries of teachers. Even if one were to allow for wage increases that will be
met out of the Treasurer's Advance, it is clear from those figures that it is proposed that
there will be a decrease in the number of teachers in the education system next year.
Recently strikes have been instituted by the three teacher unions because they believe
the Government wants to reduce the number of teachers, and that has been confirmed by
the Minister. However, the Budget was introduced without a word in the second-reading
speech, or in the Budget Papers, about a reduction in the number of teachers. It is almost
as if the Minister thought he would be able to sneak it through without anyone realizing
what was occurring. orcourse, that is not the case.
The Minister for Education has been forced to the negotiating table and he has now
settled his differences with the Victorian Teachers Union and the Technical Teachers
Union of Victoria. Apparently he has not settled his differences with the Victorian Secondary Teachers Association. The Minister agreed to additional numbers of teachers beyond
those he was originally prepared to allow for next year. Again the Budget provisions are in
absolute tatters because no allowance has been made for additional teachers.
The Minister proudly and dogmatically said the Government would not be moved; it
had a Budget strategy and it would stick to it. However, he soon changed his tune because
he has now settled up with two of the three teacher unions. Honourable members do not
know what will happen with the third union. The Minister has not bothered to tell
Victorians the terms of those settlements. Victorians do not know what they will cost, but
a greatly increased allocation will be made for teachers' salaries next year above what was
provided for in the Budget.
This is an amazing contrast to what the Minister for Transport and the Premier have
said. The Minister for Transport stated that the Government has a Budget strategy on
which it will not be moved and the transport unions can do what they like. The Minister
said, "If the money runs out before the end of the year, so be it. The services can stop".
The Minister for Transport has a different attitude from that displayed by the Minister for
Education.
The Budget has not been honest in clearly showing what is proposed for the staffing of
Victorians schools next year. Honourable members do not know the terms of the settlement with the two teacher unions. They do not know what will be the outcome of
negotiations with the third union. Honourable members are not aware of the requirements
of schools in Victoria next year.
I have been informed that the Government will restrict the flexibility of the formula
applied in schools this year when it allowed 1·5 teachers for each group of 25 students.
The Minister has decreed that the ability of schools to obtain the additional 1·5 teachers
for 25 students will be restricted and that they will receive 1·5 teachers only if they have
an additional group or class created within the school.
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In the past, a school could have nine teachers available for 125 students and could split
them into five groups, which would provide a number of additional options within the
school. However, in future schools will receive that number of teachers only if they divide
the students into six groups, which will lessen the options for students in the latter years
of school. That appears to be contrary to everything that has been said by the Government
in favouring the Blackburn report which recommended that there should be a broadening
of curriculum in Years 11 and 12.
Under Program No. 283 the allocation for new schools has been reduced from approximately $40 million to $36 million. The figure for maintenance is virtually static.
Earlier this year, the Australian Teachers Federation carried out a survey of the state of
schools around Australia and concluded that Victoria had one of the worst maintenance
records in schools. That is not the view of the Liberal Party or some politically biased
source; that is the view of the Australian Teachers Federation.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-That is the first time you have admitted that. I shall take that
down in writing and use it against you.
The Hon. M. A. Birrell-It is not politically biased in our favour.
The Hon. HADDON STOREY-The Australian Teachers Federation is not politically
biased in any way except towards the left.
Anybody who knows anything about the Australian Teachers Federation or education
would understand completely what I meant by that statement, including the Minister for
Conservation, Forests and Lands.
That such friends of the Labor Party should come out and point out that maintenance
of the Victorian schools is so deplorable and that the Budget provides no additional sums
at all with no explanation provided, no program announced by the Minister on what he is
going to do about this and no way of dealing with the problems in our schools is abysmal.
One could keep on going through the Budget.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-Don't feel that you have to.
The Hon. HADDON STOREY-After all, a large amount of money is involved and it
does deserve some words. One tends to discuss individual schools in this place, but the
matter does deserve an over-all analysis of what is happening. Certainly I do not propose
to take up the time of the Committee on all of the issues of concern to people in the
education community. Suffice to say, there is such an air of crisis and concern in the
education community with a drop in the morale among teachers and administrators and
it is a shame that the Budget is not presented in a way to reassure teachers and pupils that
the main emphasis of the Government is to ensure quality of education in our classrooms.
Over the past three years, one has found that there has been considerable increases in
spending in education but that is not so in this Budget. In the three previous Budgets very
little of the funds found their way into the class-room and we find that the education
administration is burgeoning, that there is a plethora of bodies being created to examine
all manner of things with a myriad of reports. There has been a large increase of paper
being consumed by the education area and yet in the class-room teachers are feeling
increasingly beleaguered and forgotten.
I mentioned the increasing amount of paper being used. One of the few items in the
education bud~et that has any appreciable increase is the amount for office requisites and
equipment, pnnting and stationery, which has increased by 20 per cent and which contrasts with most items in the education budget.
People have realized that the Budget is virtually meaningless in terms of what is happening in our schools and what will happen over the next twelve months. The former Director-General of Education has been forced out of that position. There is a rearrangement of
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the former department, which inevitably will mean that other senior officers in the Ministry will be reshuffled or pushed out of the system. One can imagine the feelings that they
have at present; their concern and apprehension of what may happen and yet the Minister
is not prepared to come clean and explain what will happen.
I turn to the non-Government section of education to mention one or two items about
that. It is of some significance that the Government has always been against non-Government schools. Originally its policy was to simply cut out funding for non-Government
schools altogether but last year, under pressure and realizing the concern of the community
as a whole about that policy, the Government revised it and announced that it would
continue funding for non-Government schools. Of course that is under a changed formula
which has been adopted following the Federal Government adopting the schools commission formula under which there are twelve categories of schools. Many schools are now
seriously disadvantaged by that formula.
Education allowances and maintenance allowances for non-Government schools have
remained static. There has been no increase despite the fact there is an increase in educational allowances for Government schools. That represents a cut-back on the amount
available for non-Government schools, which is purely arbitrary because it has no relationship to cost although expenses of non-Government schools have increased as they
have in Government schools and this allocation represents a section of the Government
acting to the disadvantage of a quarter of the children in Victoria who go to non-Government schools.
It is interesting also that the figure for the grants to non-Government schools has
increased by 5·8 per cent, which reflects basically the increased figures for that area of
schooling including the fact that it is estimated there will be another 3900 students in
secondary non-Government schools in the coming year. In other words, one does not find
anything in the figure in the Budget Papers; this emerges from an examination of a
departmental paper. It is estimated that there will be an increase in the number of students
in non-Government secondary schools next year. By way of contrast, there will be a drop
in the number of students in Government schools, both in primary and secondary levels
next year. As the Minister is always pointing out, over the next few years there will be
dramatic drops in the number of students in Government secondary schools from about
250 000 down to 190 000. In other words, the trend is reversed in the non-Government
sector and clearly many parents are electing to send their children to non-Government
schools instead of Government schools.

Enrolments are falling in Government schools and they will increase in non-Government schools and when one allows for the decrease in the school population at present
that represents an even greater increase in the proportion of students attending nonGovernment schools.
That is a reflection upon the education being offered by Government schools. It is a
deplorable situation because Government schools ought to provide the best possible
education for those students who attend them. If parents are electing to send their children
to non-Government schools rather than Government schools that represents a perception
within the community on the part of parents and the students that the Government
schools are not providing the kind of education they want.
When one considers the additional funding that has been put into the Government
system over the past three years leading up to but not including this Budget, it suggests
that funds have not been properly spent.
The suggestion is that the wrong emphasis has been adopted, that insufficient thought
has been given to the class-room experience of students-which is, after all, a critical
factor for students attending schools.
I hope the Minister for Education and the Government will reflect on this fact. It is no
good simply to adopt an ideological stance and say, "We are against non-Government

976

COUNCIL

13 November 1985

Adjournment

schools. We are for Government schools. Therefore, it is all wrong that all these students
are going to non-Government schools". One has to stop and ask the question: why are
students electing to go to non-Government schools in such numbers? What is it about the
Government school system that is causing them to attend non-Government schools? That
is an absolutely critical question that the Government has to face up to.
There is nothing in the Budget which suggests that any consideration is being given to
that question. That is an indictment on the Government, and it really illustrates the fact
that a Budget had been presented to honourable members which has the figures, but which
does not really attempt to answer any of the real education questions that are raised.
One can only hope that the Minister at the table, the Minister for Agriculture and Rural
Affairs who represents the Minister for Education in this place, will elect to take up the
matter in such a way that will reflect what ought to be the concern of all honourable
members in this House, that students who go to Government or non-Government schools
should receive a maximum opportunity of making the most they can of themselves in
their lives.
Progress was reported.

ADJOURNMENT
Alpine Resorts Commission-Women In Industry Contraception and Health organization-Pre-school funding-Ferry se"ice from Sorrento to Queenscliff-Casterton abattoir-Protection of native birds-Experimental farm at Horsham-Bayside pollution
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for A&riculture and Rural Affairs)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province}-I raise a matter with the Leader
of the Government who was the Minister in charge of handling the Alpine Resorts Bill
when it was passed through the House some time ago. It concerns safety on Mount Buller.
I have received a letter from a constituent whose daughter was severely injured at Mount
Buller on Thursday, 29 August. The letter suggests that the weather conditions on that day
were such that Mount Buller should not have been open for public use. He said that there
were reports that some 40 to 50 stretcher cases were taken off the slopes of Mount Buller
on that day, and also that some have been killed.
His letter states that there were reports that the slopes were so dangerous that they
should never have been opened and that the lift operators' pleas to close the slopes were
ignored by the superintendent. That information has come to my constituent second hand,
but these incidents happened on the same day that his daughter was severely injured on
Mount Buller.
The questions he has put to me are: $iven that much of this information was not
publicized, does the Alpine Resorts CommIssion ensure that accident statistics for individual resorts are recorded; what action is taken on resorts where the accident rate exceeds a
yardstick which has been set by a Or Sherry at 3·8 accidents for every 1000 skiers; and
what investigations are made after all accidents involving the injured person being admitted to a hospital?
My constituent makes the point that, as the Government is making a lot of noise about
industrial safety, it would be ironic if a commission, which is sponsored by the Government, were not observing the safety practices that it has set. I ask the Minister to have
those matters investigated with a view to supplying that information.
The Hon. M. J. SANOON (Chelsea Province)-I raise with the Minister for Community Services a matter relating to an organization called Women In Industry Contraception
and Health, which is a migrant women's organization that does some magnificent work in
the trade union movement.
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In the past, the organization has had difficulties in obtaining funding, and I understand
that an inter-departmental committee has been convened under the auspices of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet to examine funding in view of the work that that
organization carries out.
The issue I raise with the Minister pertains to whether any decision has been made on
that funding and, if a decision has been made, whether she will indicate the likely outcome.
The Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Ballarat Province)-The matter I raise with the Minister
for Community Services follows on the question that I raised with her yesterday regarding
a review of pre-school funding.
Following further discussions, I understand that the pre-school education teachers are
refusing to co-operate in answering the questionnaire that has been sent out on the basis
that they believe the questionnaire is slanted. In fact, I understand they have two primary
concerns: firstly, that there is a hidden agenda; and, secondly, that they were led to believe
that there would be consultation in the review process but were presented with a fait
accompli, the questionnaire that has already been sent out.
Those teachers are concerned that the questionnaire is biased in the sense that great
emphasis is placed upon income and the sources from which income is derived for the
operation of pre-schools, but that there is no examination of the expenditure that is
undertaken to actually allow the kindergartens to operate. They are concerned that the
information the questionnaire will provide will be biased, or at least inadequate, and will
not allow for an over-all examination of the options involved in pre-school education
funding.
I seek from the Minister for Community Services an assurance that either the questionnaire will be withdrawn and a fresh questionnaire will be prepared following realistic
consultation with all those involved; or, alternatively, that a supplementary list of questions covering those other aspects relating to expenditure will be sent out, so that there
can be a review involving all those who have an interest in pre-school education, which
will allow a realistic assessment of the options based on adequate information.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-The issue that I desire to raise for
the attention of the Minister for Planning and Environment relates to the proposal to
provide a vehicular sea ferry from Sorrento to Queenscliff. It is a matter that I have
discussed with the Ministry over a period of some time and upon which I have provided
information to the Minister and his officers.
The Minister will be aware that, although there are many who oppose the project in
toto, the majority view in the area is that the principle ought to be supported-although
everybody reserves the right to have his or her say on the question of detail.
The Shire of Flinders in particular believes it has a very important role to play in
working with the Ministry for Plannin~ and Environment and the Ministry of Transport
in determining the conditions which WIll enable this ferry service to operate.
I might say that the shire takes the realistic view that the economics of the system is not
for it but for the private entrepreneurs who are proposing it.
Recently, a tribunal decision rejected the detailed proposal put forward in that it used
the Sorrento pier. Although in no way criticizing the broad thrust of the tenders, the shire
happens to agree with that decision although it appears that the Ministry of Transport
currently is seeking to circumvent the decision of the tribunal. I would hope that is not
right and I would certainly trust that the Minister for Planning and Environment would
use his endeavours to ensure that that does not occur.
The Shire of Flinders believes any service needs to be well co-ordinated between the
shire and all Government departments, that the details need to be decided on the basis of
the fullest possible consultation and that any conditions of licence need to be determined
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with full consultation with local bodies, taking into account local knowledge, local expertise and local experience.
In particular, full consideration will need to be given to the traffic generation and
provision for parking and to the circumstances under which works will be undertaken. It
is important to know whether the works that will accompany the provision of the ferry
will be properly co-ordinated with the marina proposal and whether they will be undertaken by the developer in the name of the ferry owner, or the Shire of Flinders. The shire
believes that any works relating to the vehicular ferry provision should be undertaken by
the promoters of that proposal rather than by the shire.
I mention in passing that the shire is concerned that, as of last Friday, it had not seen
the recent Planning Appeals Board decision. I hope that that will be conveyed to it quickly.
I am certain that before any final licence is granted, the Minister for Planning and
Environment will take the normal course adopted in respect of all major public projects
and ensure the viability of all of the parties involved. He knows that I am not suggesting
there is any lack of viability; I am raising the matter with normal prudence and all
concerned can stand behind any obligations that they are required to meet. It is particularly important to a municipahty to know that all participants will be able to meet the
obligations imposed upon them under any vehicular licence.
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-I raise a matter with the Minister for
Agriculture and Rural Affairs on behalf of a constituent of mine who operates an abattoir
in Casterton. It concerns compliance with the Australian code of practices of abattoirs.
His operation is relatively small; the kill is 60 to 70 cattle a week and 1000 sheep and
lambs.
Because of the dimension of the operation, the question arises as to his ability to
withstand the cost involved in complying with that code, and I emphasize that the abattoir
does comply with the current code.
The problem arises because part of the output is going interstate and the operator must
meet the deadline of July 1986 rather than the deadline of October 1988 that would apply
if the operation did not involve interstate trade.
Mr Sutton has compiled some figures for me on the cost estimates of complying with
that code and they amount to something like $62 000, based on the assumption that he
does the work himself as distinct from employing contractors. I point out that the operator
took over the facility when it was operating one day a week and servicing only the
immediate locality and it is now working five days a week.
It is an important industry in a small community and I ask the Minister to examine the
case with a view to relieving the operator of that earlier deadline.
The Hon. F. J. GRANTER (Central Highlands Province)-I raise a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands. I understand that an article
appeared in the Herald about a fortnight ago regarding feral cats that are killing lyrebirds
and other native birds. The demise of these birds is a serious matter and I have been told
by people that a fence has been suggested to help solve the problem, but that is not a
practical solution.
Has this problem been brought to the attention of the Minister for Conservation, Forests
and Lands and, ifso, can she inform me whether any action has been taken?
The Hon. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-I raise with the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs an issue dealing with the development of an experimental farm
at Horsham to work in conjunction with the Victorian Crops Research Institute. Some
time ago, the Minister announced that the Government would be purchasing a property
in Horsham that would utilize some of the excess water from the sewerage treatment plant
there and be able to complement the research bein~ done at Horsham by experimentation
with varieties that, for instance, could be suited to migate land and so on.
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Many people in the area are wondering whether this will really come to fruition. I
understand that the Government has had an option on some land for a time-I think it
might be seven months-and most people are wondering what is happening with this
important project.
I might add that I believe the program, ifit can be achieved, would be an excellent one
and would solve a number of problems in the disposal of that water and provide a
tremendous long-term advantage to research work being done because not only can research be done on the irrigation varieties, but also on varieties that can be used in high
rainfall districts and all sorts of other improvements.
Therefore, I think it is of value. Can the Minister indicate very soon, if not tonight, the
situation in regard to that program?
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD (Higinbotham Province)-I direct my remarks to the
Minister for Planning and Environment, but perhaps the Minister for Conservation,
Forests and Lands may care to take note also because they affect her portfolio.
My attention was directed to a letter in the Age of 9 November signed M. Peters
concerning pollution in bayside areas. I subsequently checked on the situation, and there
is a fairly severe case of pollution in the areas of Brighton, Sandringham and Black Rock.
There is a fairly large white, frothy slick on the seashore that has an obnoxious smell. In
the morning it appears to be caught near sandbanks but during the day it is dispersed into
millions of large bubbles, but it does not dissolve over the bay area.
When I inspected the same area subsequent to November 9, I noticed that the bird
life-and this is where the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands might take
note-the gulls and small birds in the area, are being affected.
I have been told that fishing on the foreshore is also affected. I do not have any
knowledge of it but I am concerned that it could be rubbish from ships.
It is a serious issue and I direct it to the Minister'S attention as I do not know whether
he is aware of the problem. I have asked him in the past about the Coastal Management
Committee and I have not been entirely satisfied with the responses the Minister has made
about the efficacy of that committee.
The Minister may like to assure me in response to my concern about .pollution whether
the Coastal Management Committee is policing this kind of problem. I would be delighted
if the Minister could respond and ascertain the cause of this pollution.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-Mr Chamberlain raised a matter with me that is more appropriately handled by my colleague, the
Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources.
The Hon. B. A. Chamberlain-Because of your previous interest.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER-It relates to a matter brought to his attention about dangers
at Mount Buller on some days of the year, and he mentioned 29 August this year. Mr
Chamberlain has handed me a letter and I indicate to him that I will transfer the matter
and the letter to the relevant Minister for a response. It is an important issue that should
be addressed.
Mr Hunt raised with me the Sorrento sea ferry proposal and he pointed out that the
Flinders shire plays an important role. He made a series of comments and I cannot
respond precisely to each of them. However, he was good enough to speak to me earlier
today and I have had an officer from the Department of Planning and Environment come
to Parliament to brief me today. I have sent that officer back to the department to look
into a number of issues that Mr Hunt brought to my attention.
In regard to conditions to be established in consultation with local bodies, particularly
the local council, on matters of traffic, parking and co-ordination with the marina pro-
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posal, I assure Mr Hunt that these matters have been discussed and I shall obtain reports
on them. Mr Hunt made a final comment about his concern that the Government should
be assured of the viability of all parties to the whole program. It is a valid point. I have
asked for work to be done in that regard and I am not in a position this evening to respond
in detail. However, I accept the burden of his comments and concern.
I shall make it my business to speak in some detail with Mr Hunt in the next week or so
in response to the comments that he has made. It is better not to comment in detail
tonight.
Mr Hallam brings a matter to my attention that is not unlike a matter brought to my
attention recently by Mr Dunn regarding a code of standards applying to small abattoirs.
The Hon. B. P. Dunn-I am still waiting for something to be done.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER-You did not ask me; I have the answer here. Perhaps I
shall speak to Mr Dunn later because I do have a response for him.
Mr Hallam is concerned about the costs involved in complying with codes, especially
those codes which must be complied with by July 1986. He mentioned a conservative
figure of $62 000 in relation to a small abattoir in the Casterton region. I consider that is a
significant amount for that abattoir to be facing.
Mr Hallam asked whether I would consider the case, and I think he probably means by
inference whether I would consider cases of a similar kind. I have indicated to Mr Dunn
that I will do so in his instance and I will also do so in respect of the case brought to my
attention by Mr Hallam.
The Government has no intention of making life difficult or impossible for small
abattoir owners in regard to codes of standards. It is a timing issue as much as anything. I
shall be happy to take the matter up and respond in some detail as soon as I can.
As I have indicated, I have had some conversation with my counterpart in New South
Wales, Mr Jack Hallam, in regard to abattoirs that Mr Dunn mentioned. I shall be
speaking to him later in the week, as a result of which I hope to be able to assist with what
I consider a reasonable request.
Mr Dunn also mentioned the purchase of a Horsham farm. He points out it is an
important project. On 28 October the Department of Property and Services wrote to
Dalgety Farmers Ltd offering an amount of money to purchase a property from a family
in Horsham-I shall not name that family-for use by the Victorian Crops Research
Institute and my department.
The department received advice on the price of the property from the Valuer-General,
which is normal practice. The vendors initially indicated through their agents that their
high asking price was not negotiable. They also suggested that some difficulty might be
experienced in gaining access to the property for soil testing. I indicate to Mr Dunn that
the soil samples have now been obtained and those samples are being tested.
I also indicate that there has been some success in recent days in coming to the negotiating table on price. My officers now indicate that they are optImistic about the possibility
of an agreement on a final price. It is of interest to Mr Dunn that the assessment of
groundwater which was done on the property is satisfactory in relation to using the
property for effluent disposal. It is now clear that the property is satisfactory for the
purposes for which it is required.
It is understood that a few more weeks' work will be required to complete the testing,
including the sinking of some shallow bores that have been positioned at this stage. The
project generally looks promising and I expect the matter to be successfully resolved before
too long.
Mr Connard brought to my attention pollution in the Sandringham-Brighton area-or
apparent pollution, was his description. He asked if I was aware of the pollution. I am not
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aware, but I shall certainly follow up the matter. He gave an extremely graphic description
and it will not be too difficult to find out what it is with both the Coastal Maintenance
Committee and, more particularly, the Environment Protection Authority.
Mr Connard expressed some doubts about the Coastal Management Committee. I can
assure him that it is functioning extremely well now. It took some time to get under way
because of changes, but its role is now clear and the staffing is organized. I expect some
positive action from that unit in the future. If Mr Connard wants any details about the
unit, I shall be happy to supply them to him.
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-With reference to the
query by Mr Sandon about Women in Industry Contraception and Health, known as
WICH, my understanding is that the interdepartmental committee chaired by Mary Draper
from the Department of the Premier and Cabinet was established probably twelve months
ago with representatives of what was then the Health Commission, the Ethnic Affairs
Commission and the Federal Department of Immigration and Ethnic Affairs.
I understand that WICH was guaranteed interim funding until a more permanent
funding solution was worked out by that committee. It has not been brought to my
attention that a solution to WICH's funding has been found, but I am pleased that Mr
Sandon has brought the matter to my attention so that I can check on it.
It is well known to some honourable members of this House that WICH does extremely
important work. It was boosted at a formative time by receiving a Community Employment Program grant that allowed WICH to employ up to twelve bilingual women who did
pioneering work in factories a couple of years ago.

I thank Mr Sandon for bringing the matter to my attention. I shall seek information
from the department on whether WICH is in trouble with a funding application and
whether a permanent answer to its perennial funding problems has been found. I shall get
back to Mr Sandon on that matter.
In reply to Mr Knowles, the questionnaire to which he referred tonight and yesterday
was sent out to committees of management of kindergartens and was to be answered by
those committees of management.
In many cases, the committees of management will probably not give all the answers
and will pass the questionnaires on to the pre-school teachers. Although the questionnaire
is supported by the Victorian Employers Federation, which is encouraging committees of
management to comply with the request to complete it, it is not supported by the relevant
teachers association, the Kindergarten Teachers Association of Victoria.
The interdepartmental committee met once at a brief meeting yesterday morning. It is
aware of the problem and is considering the next step, which involves maximizing consultation with teachers. I assure Mr Knowles that, for my part, there is no hidden agenda. I
understand that the questionnaire is slanted towards income, because the expenditure side
of it is to be followed up at a later stage.
In terms of the other assurance that Mr Knowles seeks, I shall meet on Friday with
several members of the interdepartmental committee and discuss with them the possibility of withdrawing the questionnaire and sending out a supplementary list of questions, or
a third course that would satisfy what we are both trying to do to achieve maximum cooperation from all parties.
I take the opportunity of thanking Mr Knowles for the way in which he has followed up
this matter. I think we may be able to work through the matter of the questionnaire and
the examination of pre-school services.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I thank Mr
Granter for his question. However, the matter of domestic cats is one for the Minister for
Agriculture and Rural Affairs, and it is unclear whether the cats that are attacking live
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birds in the Sherbrooke Forest area are domestic cats having a night on the town or
whether they are feral cats.
I noticed the article in the Herald and asked my department to report on the matter.
The question proves to be difficult in terms of containment because the area is a semiurban area that contains beautiful bush land, but it is gradually becoming surrounded by
residences.
A fence has been suggested, but fencing would be prohibitively expensive and would
not be much use in keeping out cats, especially if they were determined. Another possibility is trapping, but trapping is not really useful in an area where there is a lot of wildlife.
The third alternative is poisoning, which can be targeted but, again, in an area that is
heavily used by humans, poisoning must be used carefully.
Although my department has investigated the matter, it has not come up with a quick
solution. However, we are continuin~ to work with the Friends ofSherbrooke Forest in an
attempt to work out ways of containing the matter, if not solving it. I share the concern of
the honourable member.
The motion was agreed to.

The House adjourned at 11.23 p. m.

