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Tuesday, 30 September 1986
The PRESIDENT (the Hon. R. A. Mackenzie) took the chair at 3.2 p.m. and read the
prayer.

WATER (MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) 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.

URGENCY MOTION
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-I move:
That Standing Orders be suspended on the ground of urgency to the extent necessary to enable me forthwith
to move:
That this House condemns and repudiates the failure of the Government to act openly. honestly and with due
concern for people and the environment in relation to changes of arrangements concerning the Thc,.nson dam
and river system. and calls upon the Government to withhold implementation of those changes until their impact
has been subjected to a proper process of assessment and public consultation.

Honourable members interjecting.
The Hon. A. J . HUNT-The Attorney-General does not want to hear. The Government
has been trying to sweep this matter under the carpet; it just does not want to hear.
The PRESIDENT-Order! I ask the Attorney-General to come to order, and I suggest
the Leader of the Opposition ignore interjections.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-It is a little hard to ignore interjections when they are at such
a volume. The grounds for urgency are as follows:
I. On the day on which this House last met the Government made an announcement
in another place of changes to the arrangements concerning the Thomson dam and river
system.
2. The form of the announcement was concealed, and was designed to divert attention
from, the real effects of the changes. In particular, it was designed to conceal, and did
conceal, the fact that the changed arrangements meant the loss of 71 000 megalitres of
regulated flow from the Thomson River to the Gippsland Lakes with a great threat to the
ecology and future of those lakes. That fact has been consistently swept under the carpet
by the Government ever since.
3. There was no reasonable opportunity to appreciate, analyse, discuss and pUblicise
the overall effects and hidden implications of the announced changes before this House
last rose.
4. The implications of those announced changes are urgent and serious for public
bodies and organisations, and for people-in the metropolitan area, Gippsland and the
Mornington Peninsula-and also for the future of the Gippsland Lakes, as I have
mentioned.
5. The implications are both environmental and financial, and need to be adequately
made known to the public for its information and response before it is too late. It is an
urgent matter for the public to note; it is an urgent matter for the public to respond and it
is an urgent matter for the public to bring pressure to bear on the Government before it
acts irrevocably.
6. The changes are of a significant nature which should have entailed a full and proper
assessment of all impacts in association with a frank and open process of public consultation
in accordance with established procedures and the Government's own stated policy, which
it ignored.
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7. The motion is directed towards making the facts known, and enabling that
reassessment and consultation, so that any errors or omissions in the procedures to date
can be rectified while there is still time. I point out that the Government is likely to move
quickly on this matter and put itself in an irrevocable position. It is important for the
House to act now and the public to know now.
8. This is the first occasion on which this urgent issue can be brought before the House,
and the only way in which specific action can at this timely stage be urged upon the
Government by the House as a formal body.
It is important, indeed, that the Government know immediately the attitude of this
House and that the public know the facts so that it can take action before it is too late. It
is a most definite and urgent matter of vital public importance.

The PRESIDENT-Order! The Leader of the Opposition has proposed an urgency
motion and he gave me the courtesy of some time to consider the matter and also the
arguments that he has put forward.
I have given a great deal of consideration to the matter and also to the points raised by
the honourable member in the House. Although I agree that it is a matter of importance,
it is my view that it is not a matter of urgency, so far as the urgency motion is concerned.
There is ample opportunity for the honourable member to raise the matter tomorrow
when time is made available for Opposition business under Notices of Motion, General
Business, on the Notice Paper. I am not aware, through the media or elsewhere, of any
immediate public concern about the consequences. Although it is a matter of importance
and should be brought forward for debate by the House, I do not believe it to be a matter
of urgency and I therefore decline to accept the urgency motion.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-May I suggest, Mr President, that
under Standing Order No. 309A, the question of urgency is a matter for the House to
decide. Your role, Sir, is to decide no more than whether it can reasonably be regarded as
a matter of urgency. Your view that it is not a matter of urgency is not the real issue.
The PRESIDENT-Order! Standing Order No. 309A states:
When the question of urgency arises in relation to the application of the foregoing Standing Orders numbered
20A, 290, and 309, or any of them, such question shall be decided by the Council upon motion without notice or
debate other than in statement by the mover of the particulars claimed to establish urgency: Provided that no
other motion should be allowed where the President decides that in his opinion the case could not resonably be
regarded as one of urgency.

In my view, a case has not been made for this matter to be regarded as one of urgency.

THOMSONDAM
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-I wish to move the adjournment of
the House for the purpose of discussing the failure of the Government to act openly,
honestly and with due concern for people and the environment in relation to changes of
arrangements concerning the Thomson dam and river system.
Approval of the proposed discussion was indicated by the required number of members
rising in their places, as specified in Standing Order No. 53.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

Last Friday morning the Minister for Water Resources had breakfast with senior officials
of the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works, including public relations officers.
The purpose of the meeting was to explain Government policy on the changed arrangements
for the Thomson River. One would have thought that those senior officers would have
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known that policy in advance, but they did not because the board had not been taken into
confidence; only the chairman had.
The Minister warned those officers to be ready for a major Opposition assault on this
issue. Why did he do that? Why did the Minister expect that assault? He had already seen
an Opposition press statement, upon which he misled the journalists and the public so
that the issue was apparently put to bed. Why did the Minister expect a major Opposition
assault? Why did he tell that to senior board officers?
The Minister told senior board officers to expect the assault for a simple reason: he knew
that the Government had a lot to hide'on the issue. The Minister knew that the Government
was vulnerable on this issue and he knew that the Government's decisions were suspect
and would be questioned. In fact the Government's decisions are far more than suspect;
they are outrageous. They have amounted to an outrageous confidence trick upon the
people of Victoria. They have amounted to taking away 71 000 megalitres of water needed
by the Gippsland Lakes system each year to maintain its ecology by diverting that water
to Melbourne.
Not a word was said about that in the Government's announcements. Not a word was
said about that by the Minister in seeking to rebut the press statement made a week ago
by the Opposition. The Minister rebutted that with misleading and incomplete information
so that the statement received little pUblicity.
The Minister for Water Resources at his breakfast meeting at the Board of Works was
marshalling his troops to defend the indefensible, ensuring that they toed the Government
line.
When decisions were originally made concerning the Thomson dam, they were made in
the fierce glare of publicity. The public was taken into account at every stage and given the
opportunity of participating in every decision and in the impact statement prepared by
the Board of Works. Public submissions were made to that impact statement. Assessments
were made by the then Department of Conservation.
The Hon. B. W. Mier-Why did they link it with that waterway?
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-I will deal with that in due course. Departments and the public
openly contributed to the assessment by the then Department of Conservation. The public
knew what was going on and guarantees were given to the people of Gippsland, to the
conservation movement and to those concerned for the protection of the Gippsland Lakes,
that there would be a discharge of 149 000 megalitres per annum regulated across the year
from the Cowwarr diversion weir down the Thomson River, into the Latrobe River, Lake
Wellington and the Gippsland Lakes. That discharge was a fundamental condition of the
acceptance by the public and the conservation movement of the decisions made years ago
concerning the building of the upper Thomson dam.
The Government of the day decided that 121 000 acre-feet, or its equivalent of 149 000
megalitres, would be provided on a regulated basis for downstream users, for the freshening
, of the river flows and for the flushing out of the Gippsland Lakes.
I should point out that the Gippsland Lakes were already in a delicate state of balance.
Their ecology was under threat. In fact, at the time the Australian Conservation Foundation
argued that the balance had already tipped against the lakes; that they had passed the point
of balance and were in a state of decline. The foundation argued strongly for the maximum
possible inflow in the lakes to help restore and maintain the balance.
The first stage of the Thomson dam was simply a diversion weir that brought water into
the Upper Yarra dam. The second stage was a tunnel through the mountains, and the
third stage was the building of the dam itself. It was widely agreed that before the building
of the dam itself was authorised, environmental studies should be undertaken and they
were. Those studies confirmed the need to provide water flowing downstream for
downstream users, for the freshening of the streams and for the flushing out of the
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Gippsland Lakes. It was on that basis that the project of building the dam itselfwas finally
approved. It was on that basis that the Government of the day agreed to meet approximately
one-third of the cost and to pay annual payments of the Board of Works in relation
thereto.
This is because the Thomson dam was impounding waters, roughly a third of the total
of which would never be used by the people of Melbourne. Of course, it was unfair that
they should be saddled with the full cost of the dam when it was partly used to protect the
waters for Gipplsand, the Mornington Peninsula and the Gippsland Lakes.
Innumerable inquiries have taken place. The first was by the Public Works Committee
in 1967. That committee recommended that 21 000 acre-feet, in other words, 14900
megalitres, go downstream. In 1975, prior to authorisation of the building of the Thomson
dam, the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works carried out a detailed environmental
impact study. It is a thick two-volume statement, a copy of which I have with me.
There were some 700 participants in the study and there were 107 written submissions.
It may surprise honourable members to learn that it was not part of the board's original
brieffor this study to determine the effects upon the Gippsland Lakes; but the public input
made that an issue.
The public demanded that that be a consideration and a great number of the submissions
received by the board spoke of the need to maintain an adequate flushing flow down the
rivers to flush out the Gippsland Lakes to maintain their delicate balance.
Thus it can be seen that public participation, which is what is engendered whenever
there is an impact statement, fulfilled a valuable role. By that stage, the need for irrigation
waters did not appear to be as great as originally envisaged by the Public Works Committee
of this Parliament in 1967. That was offset, however, by a much wider recognition, in
1975, of the need to maintain flows in the rivers for the freshening and flushing of the
lakes themselves.
In its impact statement, the Board of Works acknowledged the problem with respect to
Lake Wellington, and I am quoting from page 198 of volume 2 of the impact statement:
With the wide range of salinities occurring within the lakes system and the apparent dependency for low
salinities in Lake Wcllington on the inflow of freshwater, it is reasonable to assume that any reduction of
freshwater inflows into Lake Wellington could be expected to increase the salinity in this lakc. Any increase in
salinity will increase the danger to salt intolerant plants that inhabit the littoral zone and destruction of these
plants could lead to increased silting of the lakes by bank erosion. Further, reduction of flows and hence reduction
of water available for the dilution of nutrients in Lake Wellington could cause an increase in the rate of
eutrophication of the lake.

What is now being proposed, albeit slyly and without direct acknowledgement of the fact,
is a substantial reduction in the flow. It is equivalent to 90 square miles of land covered
with water to the depth of 1 foot. That is the amount that the board is going to take away
from the Gippsland Lakes system and transfer to Melbourne. It is a significant amount,
indeed.
The Government has made the decision on narrow financial grounds to get it out of a
hole in its Budget without any consideration whatever of the environmental effects. It has
made its decision without an environmental impact study of those effects.
It has made its decision without any assessment whatever of the environmental effects
and without consultation with the Ministry for Planning and Environment, the Latrobe
Valley Water and Sewerage Board or the Latrobe Regional Commission, which was in the
course of completing an environmental assessment based on the maintenance of the
previously guaranteed flow of 149 000 megalitres.

They did not know that this decision was even in the offing-neither did the public. The
Labor Party has done this in defiance of its own policy. Every honourable member knows
that in 1982 the Labor Party said that the environmental impact assessment system was a
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sham and that as part of its policy, the Labor Party would make the system a reality and
ensure that an environmental assessment was carried out.
Mr President, you know that because in another capacity you wrote that policy. The
Labor Party said that it would ensure that there was a thorough environmental assessment
and an opportunity for public participation before any major decision was made-not
after it; before it. That is what the Labor Party said, yet look at what the Labor Party has
done in this instance.
The 1975 Board of Works environmental study to which I have referred also contains a
summary of the many excellent submissions that the board received. A very large number
of those submissions was directed towards the need to protect and preserve the lakes and
to maintain an adequate water flow. One prescient group, the East Gippsland Water
Utilisation Committee, pointed out that, properly directed, the Thomson dam might well
improve the situation by providing regulated flows throughout the year and, indeed, I may
say, that is the view that the then Government later adopted.
I have referred to the Australian Conservation Foundation's submission. The
Conservation Council of Victoria made similar submissions. Not only the conservation
movement of Victoria but also tourist interests and a whole range of citizens concerned
for the lakes-university professors among others-made submissions. The board's impact
statement was then assessed by the then Ministry for Conservation and the Ministry very
clearly stated:
Downstream effects are also of particular significance due to the high value of the Gippsland Lakes and
associated wetlands. However, a degree of flexibility in water allocations downstream of the dam can be provided
to help protect this resource.

Again the Ministry for Conservation in this public process received 74 written submissions
and commended them on their high quality. Those submissions included submissions
from departments and divisions such as the Fisheries and Wildlife Division which, of
course, drew attention to the importance of an adequate water supply for the Gippsland
Lakes system. So again did the Australian Conservation Foundation. In the table to the
environmental assessment by the Ministry for Conservation dated 10 November 1985 the
submissions are summarised and they are available in the document. That led directly to
Cabinet consideration and to an announcement by the then Premier, Mr Hamer, on 2
February 1976.
By that stage it was abundantly clear that, on the one hand, the need for water for
irrigation purposes would be less than originally envisaged but, on the other hand, the
public at large was far more educated about the need to protect downstream users and the
Gippsland Lakes.
On that basis and on the basis that the Public Works Committee had some years before
recommended the reservation of 121 000 acre-feet equalling 149 000 megalitres per annum
of regulated flows, and that the Board of Works had been prepared to accept that figure,
the Government gave a firm guarantee upon which the public and all parties involved
were entitled to rely-and have in fact since relied-that for all time there would be a
guarantee of 149 000 megalitres to be released by way of regulated flow downstream from
Cowwarr weir each year. Incidently, Cowwarr weir is a diversion weir some miles below
the Thomson dam. It provides diversion for irrigation and township purposes and it
enables the supply of water in the river below the weir to be regulated.
I have prepared a table, copies of which I have supplied to the President and to the
Leader of the House, showing how changes in arrangements now made affect the supply
at Cowwarr weir, and I seek leave to incorporate the table in Hansard.

Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
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Changes in-\rrangements Analysis
Commitment to date, for regulated annual release ;i[ Cowwarr
Made upoL
Appr,;ximate downstream release from upper Thomson, until now
guaranteed
Estimated regulated release from tributaries

*94000 MI
55000 MI

Changed Arrangements
Regulated release from upper Thomson, until now guaranteed
Less reduction now proposed

*94000 MI
71000 MI

149000 MI

Future downstream release from TholTlson

149000 MI

23 000 MI

*1983 Report, Thomson River Wat~r Resources Joint Committee assesses this item at approximately 100000
MI rather than 94000 MI.

The Hon. A. J. HUNT-The table shows that the 149 000 megalitres at the Cowwarr
weir are made up of approximately 94 000 megalitres of regulated release from the upper
Thomson dam and 55 000 megalitres from the tributaries that join the Thomson River
between the upper Thomson dam and the Cowwarr diversion weir. Implicit in the
announcement made in another place on 17 September was that the regulated release
from the upper Thomson dam of94 000 megalitres would be reduced by 71 000 me~alitres,
so the future downstream release from the Thomson dam would be only approxImately
23 000 megalitres per annum. That represents a huge cut indeed.
One can hardly imagine that the brunt of this cut will be borne by irrigators or by the
City of Sale, which relies on the use of this water for township supplies. The whole burden
of the cut falls on the Gippsland Lakes.
The severity of a cut of this magnitude is shown in a document entitled HResources Use
and Environmental Management in Gippsland" published by the Ministry for Conservation
in April 1982. This dealt with the environmental effect of stepping up the winning of coal.
The undertaking of major coal projects was found by this assessment to require some 4000
megalitres per annum. What this report said about that was:
The major impact at the high level of development would be the reduced inflow to Lake Wellington representing
an increase from 20 per cent in 1980 to 50 per cent in 2010 of the total input. At the low level this figure would
be 34 per cent. The main dangers arising from this decrease have been identified as the risk of an increased
salinity range leading to a less diverse and less stable ecosystem, insufficient inundation of the wet lands resulting
in a significant decrease in the waterbird population. and increased concentrations of nutrients, suspended solids
and other pollutants. The Gippsland Lakes are recognised as being one of the major recreation areas in the State
and therefore this impact is rated of State significance.

That is from the loss of 4000 megalitres per annum of water to the system.
The Government is now depriving the system of eighteen times that amount. That did
not warrant to this Government an environmental assessment of the kind given to the
coal project; it did not warrant taking the public into its confidence, nor did it warrant
discussion with the Latrobe Valley Water and Sewerage Board and the Latrobe Regional
Commission!
That is an utter disgrace and it shows that the Government was engaged in a confidence
trick by endeavouring to slip this past the public and the people of Gippsland.
What did the Minister for Planning and Environment do about it? He did nothing. He
had no assessment made in his department about the shocking decision taken without
proper environmental considerations. That decision was narrowly based on saving the
Government money.
On 2 February 1976, the former Government announced that a committee would be
appointed to consider all aspects of the usage of the 149000 megalitres of guaranteed flow
below Cowwarr weir. That committee produced a report-a copy of which I have with
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me-which dealt with the distribution of that amount of water. It did not consider any
possibility of a reduction of the amount.
The report mentioned in passing the need for 9000 megalitres per annum in the Thomson
below Cowwarr to keep the river fresh. On 17 September, the Minister for Water Resources
used that figure, which relates only to the maintenance of aquatic life in the river, as if it
were a rebuttal of the need for a much greater inflow of water than that to the Gippsland
Lakes. He either did not understand his own report or he deliberately misled the public
and the journalists and lulled them into a sense offalse security in believing that everything
was okay.
Clearly it is not. The report shows that that 9000 megalitres per annum is for freshemng
the river below the Cowwarr weir. My colleague, Mr Long, may deal with that aspect later
in the debate.
The Cabinet decision in 1976 also directed ongoing environmental studies. Those
studies have continued and contain a wealth of material that is available to the Government,
had it but asked.
I now indicate to honourable members the "Gippsland Regional Environmental Study
Overview Report" dated 1984. That report lists approximately 30 to 40 major studies into
one aspect or another of the environment of that area. Many of the learned papers to
which the report refers relate directly to the Gippsland Lakes. I produce some of the papers
as an example. The first is listed as "A Report to the Environment Studies Section of the
Ministry for Conservation, Forests and Lands on the Hydrochemistry of the Gippsland
Lakes and Streams". It is dated 1979 and it was compiled by Messrs Bek and Bruton of
the Caul field Institute of Technology. It is a most learned paper dealing with the factors
that affect the Gippsland Lakes and that have contributed to the creeping salinity which
already exists there and which will be greatly worsened by the current decision of the
Government, ifit proceeds.
The authors assume the maintenance of a flow of 149 000 megalitres. They did not
assume any reduction. The authors state:
,Three major problems arise from a decreased or altered pattern of flow to Lake Wellington:
the risk of an increased salinity range leading to a less diverse and less stable ecosystem (see sections C.5.6 and
C.5.7),

insufficient inundation of the wetlands resulting in a decrease in biota, particularly birds,
increased concentrations of nutrients, suspended solids and other pollutants.

That is what they said quite clearly, and they make it clear later, that:
Reduction offlow in the streams will result in less flushing, high BOO, fluctuating dissolved oxygen, increased
temperature range, increased materials concentrations (certainly of dissolved solids and probably of total suspended
solids) and ecological instability caused by the loss of sensitive species.

That report is mirrored by a number of others, summaries of which are set out in the
overview which I have produced.
There is a very recent report submitted to the Ministry for Conservation, Forests and
Lands, as yet unpublished, which comes to similar conclusions. It is a report prepared by
Mr Graham Pooley and Ms Zeena Helman, and known as the "Report on the Aquatic
Ecosystems Project". It has not yet been printed but I invite the Minister to read that
report and the many others referred to in the overview report of 1984 to which I have
already alluded.
What the decision amounts to is a public disgrace; a deliberate evasion by the
Government of the need for an impact statement; of the need for an environment
assessment; of the need for public participation in defiance of its own stated policy. That
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policy was clearly outlined at the 1982 State election and has often been rePeated since
then. What the Labor Party said then was that:
Victoria's environment assessment legislation had been misused in the development of major projects, such
as Alcoa at Portland and wood chipping in East Gippsland. The decisions have been made first, the assessments
came later.

That is what it claimed.
What has happened here? A decision has been made of huge and fundamental
implications without prior assessment. The policy continued that:
Under Labor the legislation will be improved and properly used. Assessments will become the basis of decision
making ar.~ public participation will be encouraged and taken seriously.

The Government did not want public participation in this case. That was the last thing
that the Government wanted.
The Government was making a financial decision and a financial decision only to
balance its books. It was not concerned about the effects of the decision upon the people
or the environment. Those effects upon the environment to which I have referred will be
further developed later by my colleague, Mr Long.
I should briefly refer to the effects upon water bodies and their ratepayers, for that, too,
is hidden in the Budget. I have done an analysis of figures from the Budget and from
further information available to me from the Mornington Peninsula and District Water
Board, and I seek leave to have the analysis relating to the metropolitan water supply area
incorporated in Ha nsard. A copy has been supplied to you, Mr President, and to the
Leader of the House.

Leave was granted, and the analysis was as/ollows:
MMBW-WATER SUPPLY AREA
Impact of 1986-87 State Budget
Loss of annual Government contribution
Annual payment required to Government
Total annual costs
Less expected recoupment in first year from Mornington Peninsula and district
Net additional burden imposed on MMBW in 1986-87
Current number of water assessmentsA verage additional cost per ratepayer for 1986-87

$27
$35
$62
$9
$53

million
million
million
million
million

less than 980 000
=

$54

Notes:
I. The above assessment deals only with changes made by the Budget. It makes no allowance for inflation or
increases in operating costs.
2. The above assessment also excludes $65 million public authorities dividend tax imposed on metropolitan
ratepayers by the Budget. If this item is included. the average cost of Budget imposition per metropolitan
ratepayer rises to more than $120 per year.

The Hon. A. J . HUNT-The analysis that I have produced shows at a glance what the
impact of the decision will be upon the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works.
The board is losing an annual contribution, which it has received from the Government
in consideration of the water that was going to Gippsland and the Mornington Peninsula.
However, the Budget requires the Board of Works not only to do without that $27 million
a year which assisted to defray its operating costs but also to repay those past contributions
to operating costs which it has received, and the repayment is at the rate of $35 million a
year. It is a repayment of contributions to operating costs. So, the Board of Works has to
find $62 million gross, less roughly $9 million which it will recoup from the Mornington
Peninsula and District Water Board.
That means that the net burden imposed upon the Board of Works is $53 million a year.
That is an annual addition to its operating costs, partly by taking away moneys that it has
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received and partly by direct outlay. It is not a capital expense; it is an annual ongoing
expense.
There are fewer than 980 000 water assessments for the metropolitan area; in actual fact
it is not much more than 978 000 at the moment but, at 980000, that represents an
average additional cost per ratepayer per annum of$54.
When the Leader of the Opposition issued a press statement on that issue last week he
made it clear that that did not necessarily mean a rate rise of $54, but $53 million to less
than 1 million ratepayers represents a cost of $54 one way or another to each ratepayer.
The Leader of the Opposition made it clear that he expected that the cost would probably
be hidden-quite wrongly-by borrowings.
All honourable members should know that borrowing to meet operating costs is a recipe
for bankruptcy; a recipe for disaster. It is trying to do things on the never-never but the
cost catches up sooner or later. It appears that Mr Van Buren does not agree.
The Hon. C. F. Van Buren-When we took over, the State was bankrupt. Victoria had
had 27 years of rubbish, and you talk about bankruptcy!
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-It appears Mr Van Buren does not agree with me on that issue,
but let me refer him to the second report of the Auditor-General for 1984-85.
The Metropolitan Transit Authority had been doing the same thing; it has been borrowing
for some years to meet operating costs. Before 1984-85 the Auditor-General had pointed
out that that was an unwise policy.
On page 112 of the Auditor-General's second report for 1984-85 it said:
Audit considers that the practice of borrowing moneys to cover operating costs, if continued in future years,
will eventually lead to financial difficulties and affect the overall financial viability of the organisation.

What the Auditor-General said about the Metropolitan Transit Authority is equally
applicable to the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works, to the Mornington
Peninsula and District Water Board or to any public authority. He should not have to say
that. Every honourable member knows that.
The Hon. R. J. Long-Ought to know!
The Hon. A. J . HUNT-Yes, every honourable member ought to know that borrowing
to meet operating costs is a foolish financial approach, a recipe for financial irresponsibility
and ultimately for bankruptcy yet this is the way the Government operates. It operates on
the never-never.
Public authorities are feeding the Government with extra money and are being forced
into the same position. One way or another that annual cost represents $54 for every
ratepayer in the metropolitan area. There is no avoiding that fact. The Government has
tried to put forward the argument that the new arrangements will postpone the need for
additional dams. The reaction from Gippsland has yet to hit the Government.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-Where is Mr Murphy?
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-Yes, where is Mr Murphy? As a representative of Gippsland
he is too embarrassed to be in the House. It will be interesting to note whether he votes
and on which side of the House. The reaction from Gippsland will be enormous. The
reaction from the conservation movement and from all in the State concerned about the
future of the Gippsland Lakes is likely also to be enormous.
I predict that ultimately the Government will back away from diverting the water
promised to Gippsland for the best reasons in the world.
An Honourable Member-It has no choice!
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The Hon. A. J. HUNT-The Government will be forced by debate, public opinion,
electoral reality and the voice of the conservation movement to reconsider and restore the
water that was provided to Gippsland for the best of reasons.
The possibility of that happening has already emerged. The first sign that the Government
is running scared came at the end of a media release last week by the Treasurer in another
place, Mr Jolly, to rubbish the Opposition's claims. He sought to brush them aside.
Obviously he realised the potential for backlash against the Government. He said:
The new agreement guaranteed the existing downstream commitments to Gippsland.

We know that is untrue! The media release continued:
Additional water would be available for irrigation and urban or industrial needs on a commercial basis.
He said Cabinet had agreed the water allocation for Gippsland would be adjusted if need be after completion
ofa study of the local aquatic environment.

I repeat, "would be adjusted if need be". This is the first chink in the armour. The
Government is beginning to realise that it may have made a mistake. It will be forced by
the pressure of public opinion to rectify that mistake and to protect Gippsland and the
Gippsland Lakes.
If the Government thinks there has not been much reaction, let it just wait. It is starting
to occur now in Gippsland. Mr Long will deal with that issue a little later in the debate.
The Save the Gippsland Lakes Committee will hold a major seminar on the future of the
Gippsland Lakes on Thursday and Friday, 6 and 7 November.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-That is supported by my department.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-It is a pity the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands
was not in the Chamber earlier when I referred to the excellent work done by her department
on this issue. I suggested that the Minister read some of the reports which certainly do not
justify the Government's decision on the issue. I hope the Minister will read Hansard to
find out what reports they are.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-Even I do not ring up department officers without letting the
Minister know first!
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-Listen to the Minister whose departmental library was closed
this morning-allegedly due to lack of staff.
The statement by the Treasurer at least shows that Cabinet is beginning to realise what
it has let itself in for. I predict the Government will be forced to back away from that
decision.
The Hon. F. J. Granter-As it did on the amalgamation issue.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-Yes. If that occurs, the Board of Works will get nothing for its
net outlay of$53 million a year. I repeat: nothing! This is because the spin-off which was
supposed to exist for the board was that it would get extra water without providing extra
dams, yet the Government envisages moving away on that issue.
The reality is that the Government is likely to be forced to reconsider and to restore the
guarantee to Gippsland and the Gippsland Lakes. Then the Board of Works will have
obtained nothing; $53 million a year for nothing and $54 a ratepayer per annum for
nothing.
The Mornington Peninsula is also hit by this decision which will increase the costs on
the peninsula by $2·1 million in the first year. That represents $19 for each rate assessment
in the Mornington Peninsula and district water supply system. By 1990-91 the projected
increase resulting from this Budget decision will be $3·7 million, the anticipated water
assessment will be $135000 with an average additional cost for each ratepayer of $27.40.
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Mr President, I have shown you an assessment of the figure and I now ask for leave to
have that assessment incorporated in Hansard.
Leave was granted. and the assessment was asfollows:
MORNINGTON PENINSULA AND DISTRICT WATER SUPPLY AREA
Changes affected by 1986-87 State Budget
1985-86 Position
Local contribution to head works and allied costs
Contribution to MMBW operating costs

$m
13·5
0·3
13·8
12·0

Less Government subsidy
1,\'1:'1'

1·8

1986-87 Position
Fixed annual contribution to capital costs
Anticipated water usage from Cardinia-20 000 megalitres @ $200

4·9
4·0
8·9
5·0
3·9

Less Subsidy

NET
Increase resulting from Budget
Current number of water assessments
A verage additional cost per ratepayer
1990-91 Position
Fixed annual contribution to capital costs
Anticipated water usage from Cardinia-28 000 megalitres @ $200

$2·lm
110000
$19+
4·9
5·6
10·5
5·0
5·5

Less Subsidy
SET

Projected increase resulting from Budget

$3·7m

Anticipated number of water assessments

135000

A verage additional cost per ratepayer

$27.40

Note: This table set out changes resulting from Budget only. It makes no allowances for inflation or changes in
operating costs.

The Hon. A. J. HUNT-In five years that will represent for each ratepayer in the
Mornington Peninsula the sum of $27.40 per annum. This has happened as part of a
manoeuvre to save the Government what it describes as a net $60 million per annum.
Therefore, ratepayers of Melbourne are disadvantaged as are ratepayers of the peninsula
but most of all the people of Gippsland have been let down. The people of the Gippsland
Lakes are under the severest threat they have ever faced as a result of the decision made
on financial grounds and made, to be charitable, without recognising the extent of the
environmental damage and the dangers it would cause.
It is, not too late for the Government to recognise the enormous damage that it is
creating, to reconsider and withhold that devastating reduction in water for Gippsland
and the Gippsland Lakes. It is an enormous reduction. It is a reduction that should never
have been made and it should certainly never have been made in the circumstances in
which this reduction was announced.

The Government ought to be ashamed of itself and it ought to recognise that an error
has been made. We call upon it to stop now before it is too late and to restore the
guarantees upon which Gippsland and the Gippsland Lakes have relied, and which have
formed the basis of all the environmental assessments that have taken place to this day.
There can be no possible justification, other than financial, for the Government's decision.
It ought to be sensible enough to reverse it immediately while there is still time.
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The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-The National Party supports the
motion moved by Mr Hunt, although I would have to say, without in any way reflecting
upon your ruling, Mr President, that we are disappointed that we have had to use a motion
for the adjournment of the House as a mechanism to highlight this abhorrent decision
made by the Government.
I believe, more than anything else, this move by the Government highlights and
demonstrates the extraordinary difficulties that the Government has got itself into from a
budgetary point of view and the fact that Gippsland is being denied water to which it is
rightfully entitled and for which it has planned for many years is incidental to the
Government's requirements and that it is an absolute necessity, from a budgetary point of
view, to engage in these accounting gymnastics and sleight of hand to transfer some of its
debts over to the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works.
It is, in fact, shelving its financial responsibility and in the process severely disadvantaging
metropolitan ratepayers, Mornington Peninsula ratepayers and, more particularly, the
people of Gippsland. The subterfuge that the Government has resorted to in order to try
to hide this rather shoddy decision is extraordinary. Of course, there are many other
shoddy decisions in the Budget, which I expect and intend will be highlighted in the
Budget debate later in the sessional period.
Certainly, the Government by no means has got away with this shoddy decision. This
was immediately highlighted by the National Party spokesman on water, Mr Steggall, in
another place, on the day following the presentation of the Budget, when he questioned
the Minister for Water Resources in another place and, as the media noted the next day,
the Minister for Water Resources, Mr McCutcheon, seemed to be somewhat unsure of the
extent of the involvement of the Rural Water Commission and his own department in
this deal.
The Hon. B. A. Chamberlain-He was out of his depth.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-As Mr Chamberlain says, he was out of his depth, but
obviously it was a budgetary measure taken by the Treasurer, out of necessity because he
had to go some way towards balancing the Budget by palming off'some of the accumulated
debt to other instrumentalities and the Minister for Water Resources just happened to get
caught up in it.
The honourable member for Swan Hill in another place, Mr Steggall, pointed out that it
was a cooked-up scheme to make the debit side of the Budget look more healthy.
The Australian Financial Review on 18 September was not fooled either, and indicated
in an article that it certainly was a shonky financial deal simply to transfer the debt from
the Government over to the Board of Works and thereby extract some more money out
of the Board of Works ratepayers.
There certainly has been some innovative accounting, as one sees if one looks at page
13 of Budget Paper No. 2, Budget Strategy and Review 1986-87, which states:
(c) In recognition of the historical nature of the previous arrangements and ofthe Government's commitment
to downstream users, the Government will write off 30 per cent of the present value of past payments to the
Board ...

The present value of these payments is about $135 million in 1986-87.

It is interesting to note that it is not requiring the Board of Works to pay to the State

Government the amount the Government has paid over the years; that figure would have
been much lower. The Government has gone into the business of present-day value and it
has assessed that at $135 million. It would be interesting, and I wish I could utilise the
same mechanism when I lend money to people so that the debt owing to me, regardless of
inflation and the like, would be repaid in present-day values. That is an interesting form
of accounting but one which really has no basis in fact and is simply symptomatic of the
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types of devices that the Government is prepared to resort to when it comes to runmng
the Budget of this State.
I believe the people of Gippsland have once again seen how Governments are ready to
plunder the resources of Gippsland for Melbourne. We see coal, oil, gas, timber and
primary production all being taken from Gippsland and used to prop up Melbourne with
little return to Gippsland.
The Hon. L. A. McArthur interjected.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-The point I am making, Mr McArthur, is that Gippsland
has been used as a great resource quarry for the development of Melbourne in the past
and here is another example of the Government taking from the people of Gippsland the
very resources that they need to sustain their economy.
I shall give another typical example of what has happened over the years to the resources
of Gippsland. Some years ago prior to the Thomson dam being constructed there were
five members of Parliament from the Gippsland area who warned that Governments, and
particularly city-based Governments, could not be trusted, and that in due course the
water resources of the Thomson River were likely to be commandeered for Melbourne.
One of those members of Parliament, the honourable member for Gippsland East in
another place, is still a member of Parliament. No doubt the honourable member for
Gippsland East would be reluctant to say, "I told you so", but he would be quite justified
ifhe did make that comment because here is the very thing he prophesied back in the midI 960s, which was that city-based Government would commandeer the water resources of
the Thomsom River for Melbourne. We are seeing this happen, albeit incidentally to the
budgetary need of the Government to transfer its debts to another instrumentality.
Of course, we recall that the formula that was arrived at in the announcement made by
the then Premier in 1976 about the construction of the Thomsom dam came only as a
result of the most searching inquiries. I do not intend to canvass the ground that Mr Hunt
has gone over because he set out in detail the number of inquiries that took place including
the extensive inquiry by the Public Works Committee in 1967.
The Government made the decision in secret without any consultation with any of the
users. It appears that it did not even inform its own departments. The Rural Water
Commission had an inkling of it, but knew nothing of the details. I do not believe the
Latrobe Regional Commission had any indication of it. Irrigator organisations in Gippsland
knew nothing of it. It was a decision made in secret and announced in the Budget, but in
such a fashion that other people were unaware of its true implications.
The Hon. B. A. Chamberlain-And compounded by the later cover-up by the Minister.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-Indeed. Not only are irrigators and urban consumers of
Gippsland put at risk because of this transfer of water to Melbourne, but it is worth noting
that the decision will not add one litre of water to the amount of water stored in Victoria.
There will be no addition to the total quantity of water; it is just a transfer from one user
to another user. Not only are the direct users seriously affected, but also the Gippsland
Lakes will be put at risk once again.
The Government, for all its talk about environmental considerations and the like, seems
intent on downgrading and destroying the Gippsland Lakes. Firstly, it wanted to establish
a toxic waste dump adjacent to the Gippsland Lakes. Fortunately, the Government backed
away from that decision, largely because of the outcry that was generated from Gippsland
and the outstanding representations by people such as the honourable member for
Gippsland South, notwithstanding the decision to go ahead was made before making any
inquiries. The Government is now proposing to have the Gippsland Lakes either die of
thirst because of insufficient water to flush out the lakes, or be poisoned by pollution, again
because of insufficient water to flush out the lakes.
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It is an indication that the Government, for all its rhetoric, does not really concern itself
with the Gippsland Lakes and their future. The most alarming feature of this whole sad
story is the future implications. I refer to Budget Paper No. 2, which states:
In return for acquiring full responsibility for the dam, including the right of benefit from future augmentation
and the substantial increase in its water yield from the system, the MMBW will assume all the debt payments in
respect of the Thomson system from 30 June 1986.

In terms of the future augmentation of the Thomson dam, the document states that the
MMBW will have the right to acquire all that water for Melbourne as well.
Future augmentation from the Thomson dam can refer to only one thing, and that is
harnessing of the Alberfeldy River, which rightfully belongs to Gippsland. That means
that, if the water is harnessed, it will go to Melbourne at whatever time in the future
Melbourne might require additional water supplies.
Not only is Gippsland being robbed of its present entitlement, but also it is being robbed
of its future entitlement. One has only to hark back to a previous attempt by the Board of
Works to cede to itself water supplies to which it was not entitled, and that was the attempt
in 1964 by the board to tap into the Big River, a river which runs to the north of the divide
and is part of the Eildon system. Fortunately, the then Premier, Mr Bolte, stamped on
that proposal in no uncertain terms and prevented the Board of Works from getting its
hands on the water which was running in completely the opposite direction and which
was fully committed to servicing the important irrigation industries of northern Victoria
upon which the State relies so heavily for its economic well-being.
A similar situation is arising in terms of the augmentation in the Thomson system
where water is being garnisheed to Melbourne by this decision. In return for shelving its
responsibility and passing over the debts to the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of
Works, the Government has said, ··Yes, in future you can have all the water out of any
augmentation project that might take place in that catchment". That is daylight robbery
of the people of Gippsland. When the people of Gippsland realise it, and I am sure they
will following its highlighting in this House today by the motion moved by Mr Hunt, there
will be an overwhelming rise in opposition to the proposal.
I do not want to forget about the poor metropolitan ratepayer who is being hit to leg by
the Government. Not only has there been a change to water pricing and rating as it applies
to metropolitan ratepayers-I say at the outset that I am in favour of reducing per capita
consumption of water in Melbourne and encouraging people to use water carefully-but
also the result of the changes and the limitation to 150000 kilolitres of water before people
start paying excess water rates means that of the 980 000 assessments many thousands of
people in metropolitan Melbourne will be paying excess water rates for the first time, quite
unexpectedly. It will come as a shock to the people concerned.
People will now find, either directly or indirectly, because of the borrowing costs that
Mr Hunt highlighted and the cost of financing operating costs by borrowing, that their
bills will increase quite substantially because of the sleight of hand financial arrangements
of the Government.
If the average bill increases by $54-we have no reason to doubt Mr Hunt's calculationseither directly or indirectly, that is a heavy percentage increase on the average water rate
in Melbourne. The Government will suffer drastically when people in the electorate
receive their water rates.
Honourable members should alert the people of Melbourne to the fact that this deferred
debt is being stored up for them by shoddy financial arrangements to which the Government
is likely to require the Board of Works to resort. The ratepayers of Melbourne should be
made to realise that, because of shonky financial arrangements, they will incur substantial
water rates in the foreseeable future. It is not that far down the track that an incoming
Government will need to arrest the rot.
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On all counts the motion ought to be supported. The Government stands condemned
for its financial accounting, which I was about to describe as "novel", but that is far too
generous and kind.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-Shifty and shoddy!
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-Yes, it is shifty and shoddy; even ··dishonest" is a more
apt description of what the Government has resorted to. In the process, it has denied
Gippsland a resource that rightfully belongs to Gippsland. To say that Gippsland has been
robbed of its heritage is not putting it too highly. The motion ought to be supported by
everyone in this House who is concerned for equity and fair play for the people of
Gippsland and the ratepayers of Melbourne.
The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-I would have thought that, at this stage,
some member of the Government would have been prepared to defend the action of the
Treasurer of this State. After all, it was the Treasurer's decision and his decision aloneand the Opposition will prove that fairly conclusively at a later stage.
In my opinion, this is the most important motion to come before this House for some
considerable time. The Opposition views it very seriously. Of course, as has already been
pointed out, the motion refers to the ··changed arrangements" announced by the
Government in the Budget with respect to water allocations from the Thomson dam,
which were lauded by the Government because they will improve the Budget position by
about $60 million in this financial year, without any regard to the consequences of its
actions.
It is interesting to note that this afternoon in another place, the Government tabled the
second annual report for 1985-86 of the Department of Water Resources. At page 14,
chapter 2.7, under the heading ··Protection of Freshwater Environments", the report
states:
There has been an increased popular appreciation of the values of 'non-consumptive' uses of water: the
protection of aquatic ecosystems, the protection and enhancement of streams and water bodies for recreational
use. and the general improvement of the aesthetic qualities ofYictorian freshwater environments. This appreciation
has been coupled with the growing concern. already mentioned, about the degree of degradation of the State's
water environment.

I could not agree more. I agree entirely with those words, but the report goes on to state in
chapter 2.7.1, under the heading, ··Environmental Allocations Policy":
A strategy for allocating water to support in-stream uses will be developed over the next two years in recognition
of the need for reflecting environmental requirements and values in al\ water allocation and resource-development
decisions.

They are very interesting words in view of what the Treasurer has done. The Treasurer
has not waited two years; he has jumped the gun. The report goes on to state:
The department has adopted a two year program which will produce:
agreed uniform techniques for evaluation of environmental flow requirements for rivers and wetlands;
a clear and systematic set of guidelines for decision making on water resource allocation in relation to instream uses: and

-and listen to this onea detailed plan for staged implementation of an environmental flow strategy for the State.

That is all extremely interesting. I only wish the Treasurer had read it! In chapter 2.7.2,
the report talks about the Thomson River allocations. I draw the attention of the House
to the following words:
The question of how the waters of the Thomson project are to be allocated have been discussed since
construction of the dam was authorised in \976. The question was first considered by a committee chaired by
the then Director of Water Resources, Mr John Mann and serviced by the Ministry of Water Resources and
Water Supply.
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A broad consensus now exists that there is a need for environmental flows in the Thomson River to protect
the long term environmental values of the river.

I shall repeat that section just in case honourable members did not hear it. It states:
A broad consensus now exists that there is a need for environmental flows in the Thomson River to protect
the long term environmental values ofthe river.

That is an alarming statement. It also states:
While the Thomson dam has been filling allocations for environmental flows have been decided on a year by
year basis. The dam is expected to reach the 500 000 ML level late in 1986. Discussions are continuing to
determine the allocations after this date.

Who should honourable members believe--this report, or the Treasurer, who has already
made the decision? The report also states:
Of particular concern to the conservation of fish and invertebrates is the control of the temperature releases of
water downstream of the reservoir.
A post-dam monitoring study of the Thomson River is being undertaken to provide information on the effects
of the present flow releases on fish and invertebrates. Temperature is controlled by the choice of the level from
which water in the reservoir is released.

Surely that proves conclusively the hypocritical attitude of this Government, which has
already made the decision on diverting the water from Gippsland.
There is no doubt that the Budget announcement of the decision was the greatest hit in
the stomach that Gippslanders have received for some time. The scheme, as outlined,
perpetrates a fraud on all Gippslanders. We are tired of Government decisions which
pinch our water without any consultation at all.
As Mr Hunt has already said, one should refer back to the history of the Thomson dam
and the report of the Public Works Committee of 1967. It obviously became apparent to
the committee, because it actually referred to the interest of Gippslanders in its
investigations.
That committee devoted a whole paragraph of its report to local interest. In fact, at that
time, Gippslanders set up a special committee called the Gippsland Water Utilisation
Committee to look after the interests of all people in Gippsland in this inquiry. That
report rightly states that the Gippsland spokesman asked that the committee consIder the
rights of a locality to be meted a fair share of the wealth of its natural resources. I believe
that is a fair comment. Of course, Gippslanders are rightly entitled to be meted a fair share
of Gippsland's resources.
Of course, the idea of building the Thomson dam was a proposal that came through the
Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works to make available to the metropolitan area
two-thirds of the flow in the Thomson River and Talbot Creek and to leave one-third for
Gippsland. Two-thirds was to go to Melbourne, or to the Mornington Peninsula and
Western Port, and one-third was to remain for Gippsland's use.
If one examines that report one will find, from the information that was then available
to the committee, that the 149 000 megalitres at Cowwarr was roughly one-third of the
water that was available.
Therefore, it was not surprising that, when the then Liberal Government announced its
decision to construct the Thomson dam on 2 February 1976, a condition to such an
approval, as stated in the press release, was that:
Regulated releases downstream from Cowwarr are to be guaranteed at the increased level of 121 000 acre-feet,
i.e., 149 000 megalitres.

The press release went on and pointed out that the Thomson dam would:
(a)

provide for flood mitigation;

(b) provide for a 3: 1 ratio of storage to annual consumption and a reliability of 95 per cent of the system to

be maintained;
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(c) ensure the increase in the regulated releases downstream from Cowwarr to 121 000 acre-feet.

Being a Gippslander, I assure honourable members that there would have been violent
opposition from the people of Gip psi and if that guarantee had not been included.
The Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works stuck to its part of the bargain in the
lead-up to the building of the dam. I have the information brochure issued by the board
which was handed to me when I visited the dam on 2 March 1976 with the then Minister,
Mr Granter. On the first page of the brochure, the board points out that the Thomson and
Aberfeldy rivers had been considered as future sources of water supply for Melbourne
since as early as 1915 and says:
In its final report issued in 1967, the PPWC recommended that the Thomson River development snoulU
proceed as a multi-purpose project providing(i) an additional source of water for Melbourne.
(ii) regulation of the Thomson River which could initially supplement and later expand the existing irrigation
scheme of the Macalister River and lower Thomson.
(iii) a base flow in the river downstream of the dam to maintain it in an environmentally acceptable state.

My Leader has already referred to the environment study that was done on the river before
the announcement.
Page 5 of the board's brochure says:
4. Diversion of Stream flows.
Present studies show that the construction of the Thomson dam will provide a regulation of approx. 88 per
cent of the average stream flow above the diversion points and will ensure at full utilisation a total reliable yield
to Melbourne of 211 000 megalitres per annum.

Thereafter the dam proceeded to be built and, as stated in the initial press release
concerning approval of the dam, it was announced that a committee would be set up to
study the needs and the allocations from the dam. That committee was entitled the
Thomson River Water Resources Joint Committee. It issued a report in March 1983
stressing the guarantee that Gippslanders had been given of receiving 149 000 megalitres
downstream of the Cowwarr weir, and at page 2 of the executive summary it said:
Additional water will not be available from the Thomson project until the reservoir is declared operational . . .

The dam has not yet been declared operational, even at this stage.
The Hon. B. W. Mier-Why not?
The Hon. R. J. LONG-In fact, it has not even filled properly. That is why it has not
been declared operational. Despite that, the Government, through the Treasurer, has
announced that more water is to be pinched from Gippsland. Honourable members have
already been told by Mr Baxter that Gippsland's share of this water is to be reduced from
149 000 to 78 000 megalitres; and there is no guarantee of even the 78 000, as Mr Baxter
pointed out.
As Mr Baxter rightly said when alluding to the reference in the Budget Papers to future
augmentation, if the Aberfeldy River is taken from us, we will not even get the 78 000
megalitres.
No environment study was undertaken of the effects on the downstream part of the
Thomson River or the effect on fish or the Gippsland Lakes. There was no consultation
with the Ministry for Planning and Environment, the Latrobe Valley Water and Sewerage
Board, the Latrobe Regional Commission, any municipality in the area, the Save the
Gippsland Lakes Committee or any other conservation group concerned with the protection
of the Gippsland Lakes. The Budget decision, as Opposition speakers have all said, was
based purely on financial grounds.
The Treasurer has obviously not heard of the Save the Gippsland Lakes Committee.
That committee was formed across party lines to protect the Gippsland Lakes. It is true
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that the Government's decision to locate the radioactive dump at Dutson triggered the
formation of the committee, but it was formed for a much more important purpose.
Gippslanders could all see the way in which the Gippsland Lakes were going. They are
suffering tremendous degradation and Gippslanders do not want that to happen at any
price, so they formed this committee and donated large sums of money to it to save the
lakes. It is important for this House to realise that the shores of Lake Wellington will be a
desert within a few years unless something is done about the situation. That to me is a
crying shame; we in Gippsland do not intend to allow it to happen.
It must be understood that we face two problems with the lakes. The first is the ingress
of sea water. In periods oflow flow, seawater has reached as far along the Latrobe River as
Rosedale, and that is a long way. Consequently talk has gone on for many years as to
whether a barrier should be built at Metung to stop the ingress of sea water. On top of that,
we have the problems associated with irrigation, the salinity runoff and the inputs that
come down the Latrobe River-which, for the benefit of Mr Mier also flows into the
Gippsland Lakes-and those problems must be dealt with. Gippsland wants more water
to enable it to deal with those problems, not less. These lakes have to be flushed regularly.

What does the Government do? In an attempt to balance its Budget, it takes Gippsland
water, to which Gippslanders are justly entitled, and diverts it elsewhere. The Budget
Papers state that this new arrangement has been agreed to by the Melbourne and
Metropolitan Board of Works. However, at a meeting in Rosedale the other day, a
commissioner of the Board of Works denied that he knew anything about it. If a
commissioner knows nothing about it, how can the Board of Works know anything about
it. That is as far as the agreement went.
I am convinced that only the consent of the Mornington Peninsula and District Water
Board was sought for this purpose and that the decision by the Treasurer was made before
the dam was declared operational.
It is true that irrigation has not been fully explored because of the present economic
situation; but what will happen when prices for our primary products increase and irrigation
is required? When water is required for irrigation purposes, will a person residing near
Sale have to approach the Board of Works before obtaining water for irrigation? If that is
the intention of the Government, it is a gross insult to Gippsland.

The Cain Labor Government does not care what happens to the Thomson River above
Cowwarr. It is not concerned about tourism, bushwalking, canoeing or picnicking. The
Government does not care about the wetlands along the Thomson River or about the
Gippsland Lakes. It is obvious that the Government does not care about Gippslanders.
These water flows are more important during drought periods. The Government cares
only about fiddling with figures so that it can balance its Budget. The situation is not as
reported in the Age of 19 September under the heading "More water, less worry for
Melbourne", which stated:
After years of negotiation and speculation, the State Government appears to have drastically improved
Melbourne's drought security and shed its costly responsibility for the $1000 million project with one masterly
manoeuvre.

Not one word about Gippsland! The Government is not interested and neither is the
newspaper. The Age would not even allow a contrary view to be printed. It was not a
masterly manoeuvre. That idea was canvassed by the former Public Works Committee. It
was canvassed by members of the former Labor Opposition over many years and it was
rejected for one good reason: the protection of the Thomson River and Gippsland Lakes.
It is obvious that the Department of Water Resources did not know anything about it. It
is also obvious that the Rural Water Commission and the Minister for Water Resources
did not know much about it. They were not consulted.
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On 1 September this year-sixteen days before the Budget was announced-I received
from the Minister for Water Resources a document entitled "Water Law Review Discussion
Paper".
The Minister states in the foreword:
These further papers will address the following issues:
Transferablc Water Entitlements
Water Law and the Individual
Riparian Rights
Dam Safety
Flexibility in Major Water Allocations

I should have thought that allocations from the Thomson dam would qualify as major
water allocations. I wonder whether Victorians will ever see that discussion paper released
by the Minister or the department.
The Government has spoken over many years about public consultation, but what does
the Minister have to say?
He states:
The Government is committed to a program of consultation with all interested individuals and agencies to
ensure all views are taken into account prior to the finalisation of any proposals. The consultation program will
encompass information sessions, discussions and the review of any submissions from groups or individuals.

What a joke! How can the Government talk about consultation in view of the decision
contained in the Budget? Page 18 of the document states:
Recently, a working party was set up to report to the Minister for Water Resources on feasible options for a
framework to make bulk allocations of water. The terms of reference of this group are to:
I. Oocument existing arrangements for the bulk allocation of water to authorities and for transfers between
authorities including(i) mechanisms for arriving at bulk allocation
(ii) financial arrangements.
2. Review those arrangements and identify their deficiencies and strengths.
3. Develop and analyse options for overcoming deficiencies identified in the existing arrangements, and
prepare the way for future management of water allocation arrangements.
4. Test the options in a series of representative case-studies of'reallife' situations.
The working party is drawn from officers of the Department of Water Resources, the MMBW, the RWC and
the Geelong and District Water Board.

The only reason that a member of the Board of Works is involved in that working party is
to deal with the Thomson dam and that allocation has already been made by the7reasurer.
The discussion paper is conclusive proof of the hypocritical attitude of the Goverhment.
Mr Baxter in his contribution referred to augmentation from the Aberfeldy River. I
warn the Government that if the Board of Works wants to divert the Aberfeldy River into
the Thomson River, it will face the might of Gippsland. The Government is so
untrustworthy-and I am not a person who would normally do that-that I shall lie down
with others in front of bulldozers to prevent that occurring. If the Government wants civil
disobedience, it will have it. I note that Mr Murphy is not in the Chamber at present.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-Where is he?
The Hon. R. J. LONG-I am interested in discovering whether Mr Murphy will support
the motion moved by Mr ~unt and what he will say about this matter.
On past performance the Government will have little hope of retaining its seat in
Gippsland Province and this decision might put the nail in the coffin. IfMr Murphy were
here and supported the motion, he might have some hope. I shall wait and see whether he
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is prepared to justify the Government's decision because no other Government member
has attempted to do so.
This is an important matter; I do not reflect on your decision, Mr President, but it is
unfortunate that the Opposition could not discuss it without resorting to moving an
adjournment motion. The motion is so important to Gippsland that it must be supported
and I urge every honourable member to do so.
The Hon. M. J. SANDON (Chelsea Province)-The motion moved by the Leader of
the Opposition cannot be supported because it cannot be sustained. Sufficient argument
has not been presented to the House today to justify it. The Opposition has presented only
innuendos, misleading statements, untruths and half-truths.
The main thrust of Mr Hunt's argument related to two specific areas: firstly, that the
Government had adopted a narrow economic decision and, secondly, that environmental
issues are involved. I wish to take up those two matters because they are particularly
pertinent.
The comment that the Government is taking a narrow economic decision probably
reflects, if one wanted to home in on the matter, the major difference between the
Government party and the Opposition party. The Opposition is criticising a decision that
was based on a rational, equitable approach towards a State resource and the Government
has been condemned-as the motion does-for taking account of the economic impact of
that decision.
Clearly, the Liberal Party in opposition has not learned about the approaches that are
required by Governments, and that is that they have to be decent managers and take into
account the economy of the State as a whole. As I said, the attitude of the Opposition
highlights the major difference between the Government and the Opposition.
I feel proud to be part of a Government that has an economic strategy that takes into
account and believes in the primacy of economic decisions because they are necessary for
the creation of jobs for Victorians, to ensure the State has a viable private sector and to
ensure that we contribute to and build the infrastructure so necessary to the running of
this State.
We have a Government that is prepared to stand up and contribute to tough economic
decisions. It does so not only in its inner Budget area, but also in the outer Budget area, as
this case illustrates. It is imperative for Governments, whatever their make-up, to ensure
a strong economic base in their States. A narrow economic consideration of the issue has
not been made. Indeed, it was incumbent on the Government to examine what it was
receiving in return for the funds invested in the dam. Clearly, from a utilitarian principle,
and given the basic economic consideration, the Government was not achieving adequate
returns. The Government was paying for water that was not being supplied.
It is not true to say-as was suggested by speakers this afternoon-that water will not
be used by people in Gippsland. Indeed, it will. The people of Gippsland will be able to
obtain more water and will have better security as a result of these arrangements than the
arrangements which existed previously. The water was not being used by the majority of
Victorians in the interests of Victorians.
It is incredible to hear, as honourable members have heard this afternoon, members of
the Opposition suggesting that the water should be used only by a segment of Victoriansby those people in Gippsland. That dam belongs to the State and the people in the State;
it does not belong solely to Gippsland. It should not be used solely by Gippslanders. That
water should be used by and on behalf of Victorians, not a narrow minority, as has been
suggested.
It is important for the State's resources to be used by all Victorians, not just some
Victorians. I suppose that argument clearly emphasises the difference between the two
parties in respect of access to and equity considerations of the State's resources. The
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Government does not resile from that approach; it believes it is right and appropriate, and
endorses the decision on those grounds.
Clearly the Gippsland irrigators will not be disadvantaged. Indeed, the Minister has, in
a number of statements, suggested that, where the irrigators can demonstrate need, that
need will be met. Ifit is economically justifiable that greater amounts of water are required,
those needs will be met. For honourable members opposite to suggest that the water
supply will not be provided is completely incorrect.
At present, in Gippsland, the need does not exist in comparison with the storage
capacity of the dam. Yet there is a need for water in other parts of the State. Surely it is
right and proper that a water resource in one part of the State is made available to another
part of the State provided the people in the areas from which the resource originates are
not disadvantaged. The Government gives that assurance.
The Hon. R. J. Long-What about the Gippsland Lakes?
The Hon. M. J. SANDON-The demand at this stage is in Melbourne, not Gippsland.
By giving the Board of Works access to the Thomson dam, greater flexibility is provided
for the operations of the board. It emphasises the effectiveness of this Government in
ensuring that the State's resources will be made available for the majority of Victorians.
Where one pays for large volumes of water, as in this case, and where it will not be used,
clearly it is not efficient management of those resources and the Government should step
in to ensure that the resources are used effectively. Only the potential for future irrigation
use has been transferred to Melbourne. That potential demand is currently not needed in
Gippsland. That is the only part to be transferred, and existing demand by irrigators will
be met.
It is right and proper that an economically justifiable assessment should have been
made, and was made, in relation to the use of water. It is a significant amount of water
and the State needs it in other areas. Clearly the Government has taken hold of an underutilised resource.

The Hon. A. J. Hunt-Without an environment effects statement.
The Hon. M. J. SANDON-It is right and proper from an economic point of view that
that decision was made. I mentioned earlier that I would refer to the environment effects
statement, and I ask Mr Hunt to hold his breath for a few moments and I shall respond
accordingly.
The decision of the Government means that the need for new dams can be deferred. I
should have thought the Opposition would have welcomed that move. It is not necessary
to continue building dams and spending vast amounts of public money in duplicating
dams when existing dams are not utilised in the most effective, efficient way. The decision
is right because it will mean an increased water supply for Melbourne. It will mean a more
overall utilisation for the benefit of all Victorians.
Honourable members opposite have raised criticisms about increasing the debt of the
Board of Works and the debt of the Mornington Peninsula. I shall make some pertinent
comments on those issues. The question has been asked: does this agreement mean that
ratepayers of the Board of Works can expect an increased debt? Clearly the answer is,
'"No" .
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-How do you work that out?
The Hon. M. J. SANDON-Thank you for your timely interjection, Mr Baxter. I shall
go through the reasons.
Clearly the new arrangement is a cost-effective way of providing additional water to
Melbourne for, under this scheme, the funds for purchasing the greater share of the
reservoir will be borrowed in the same way as funds for all the board's major capital works
are borrowed as part of the board's loan allocation.
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Full operational and financial responsibility for the Thomson-Cardinia system will pass
to the Board of Works. The allocation of water to Melbourne will be virtually doubled. I
should have thought that honourable members opposite would have seen that point as
significant. Resources that are available in one part of the State should be redirected to
those areas where those resources are scarce and, in this case, the majority of Melbourne
will have access to that resource.
As to the need for large amounts of capital for augmented projects for Melbourne, I
indicate that they have been deferred and that the large storage capacity of the dam will
allow future augmentation of Melbourne's water supply to be by diversion rather than by
the establishment of new storages.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-So you have pinched it from the Aberfeldy!
The Hon. M. J. SANDON-That remark reflects a one-sided telescopic view of the
resources of the State. I would have thought that Victoria's resources belonged to all
Victorians and not just a few.
Another question raised by the Opposition regarding the decision was whether it affects
the Mornington Peninsula and District Water Board in a negative way. Again, the answer
to that question is, "No". Under the previous arrangements, the payout to the Board of
Works for water supplied to the Mornington Peninsula was based on securing an annual
allocation of the total Thomson dam resource irrespective of the quantity used. The new
arrangements are based on. a pay-for-use system and is directed at conserving a valuable
resource.
..
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-It will still cost the Mornington Peninsula and District Water
Board a net $2·1 million extra this year!
The Hon. M. J. SANDON-The actual figures are not as Mr Hunt suggests. The fixed
allocation prior to the new arrangement was to be $14 million. Under the new arrangement,
the actual figure is $4·9 million plus $200 a megalitre. People who live on the Mornington
Peninsula are delighted with that decision because it reduces the amount of overheads
that the Mornington Peninsula and District Water Board will have to pay. The new
scheme introduces the user-pays principle, which the Government believes is right and
appropriate.
That leads to the concern that some people have of whether Melbourne ratepayers will
subsidise the Mornington Peninsula. The answer is, "No" because the system wi11 be
based on the user-pays principle.
The Opposition has presented little data to support the motion. Some of the information
that was presented has been of a confusing nature. I refer to a document supplied by Mr
Hunt under the heading, "MMBW-Water Supply Area, Impact of 1986-87 State Budget".
Mr Hunt found the document confusing because in his opening lines he confused recurrent
expenditure with moneys raised by loans. Clearly he does not understand the figures.
The first line of the document indicates that the loss of annual Government contribution
is $27 million based on recurrent expenditure, but, in terms of the annual payment
required to Government, the $35 million referred to by Mr Hunt is money raised by loans
with a repayment period of five years. Clearly, that document must be excluded as it is
incorrect and confusing. Mr Hunt does not understand the difference between loan moneys
and recurrent expenditure.
There is an increase in recurrent costs, but the gain for the Board of Works is a doubling
of the water available to Melbourne from the Thomson dam. As a result, large capital
investments for future augmentation will be deferred. The new agreement is a costeffective measure to supply water to Melbourne. It is a measure that should be endorsed
and not condemned by this House.
The second major thrust of the Opposition's criticism related to environmental impact.
Like some members of the Opposition, I am also concerned about the environment. What
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the Government will do regarding environmental arrangements will be based on scientific
studies on the impact ofa certain action on the area. Ifit can be demonstrated on the basis
of proof and not emotion, the volume of water will be increased. However, the current
volume of water is based on a decision made by the previous Liberal Government. Why
did not that Government carry out an environmental impact study?
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-It did!
The Hon. M. J. SANDON-Was the decision made in relation to the volume of water
in harmony with the environment?
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-Yes, it was.
The Hon. M.J. SANDON-All the Government is doing is continuing that.
The Hon. B. A. Chamberlain-You are cutting it by 75 per cent.
The Hon. M. J. SANDON-The volume of water that will go down the system is
exactly the same as the volume decided by the previous Liberal Government.
The Hon. A. J . Hunt-That is not true!
The Hon. M. J. SANDON-That is true; the decision is exactly the same. Mr Hunt
clearly does not understand the volume of water.
A large volume of water is in the dam and the water will not be used by irrigators in a
small part of this State. There is a large demand for the water in Melbourne and the
Opposition is attempting to suggest that the majority of Victorians should be denied access
to that water. I do not accept that approach in terms of equity. The resources of the State
should be utilised by all Victorians and not a minority. Insufficient material has been
presented to support the motion; therefore, it should be defeated.
The Hon. REG MACEY (Monash Province)-It is with a great
give my support to this motion. The concern of any ratepayer in
about the recently announced decision of the Treasurer should
Government can deliver the goods-the goods being the water
claims will, in the future, be available to the people of Melbourne.

deal of pleasure that I
the metropolitan area
relate to whether the
that the Government

I say Hin the future" because it certainly is not available now. As yet, the Thomson dam
is not at an operational level. For some years it has, by a tunnel, added water to the Upper
Yarra dam, but the full allocation as originally agreed to by' the previous Liberal
Government has never been made available to the people of Melbourne.
The previous speaker suggested that additional water has been available to the people
of Melbourne, but that water is not available-it simply is not there.
This issue is not new; there is a sense of deja vu involved in it. I am pleased to be sitting
opposite the former Minister of Water Supply, the present Minister for Health. Some
years ago he was involved with me and other groups in vehemently arguing with the
previous Liberal Government that funds should be made available by the Government to
recompense the Board of Works and, through the board, its ratepayers for works that had
been carried out to the Thomson and Cardinia dams for improvements that benefited
people other than the people of Melbourne.
If honourable members examine the material and press releases that were available at
that time they will see the dishonesty, the duplicity and deviousness of the Government
in misrepresenting the real issue involved in this motion to the people of Melbourne. The
real issue is whether the amount of water the Government claims can now miraculously
be made available to the people of Melbourne will be there when the time comes. That is
the real thimble and pea trick. No further studies have been undertaken since documented
studies indicated the matters of real concern and the volumes of water that should be
available to the people of Melbourne and the users of water in Gippsland.
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The issue confronted by the ratepayers of the Board of Works is that they are about to
be burdened with extra charges for a resource that may not be available to them. The
Government has not conducted a feasibility study that demonstrates that the Thomson
dam can have the amount of water diverted for metropolitan purposes that the Government
now asserts it will. The Government asserts this will happen despite the absence of
environmental research studies or examinations by multi-disciplined committees with
representation from the various Government departments involved. The studies in this
area are as recent as 1983.
A week ago I received a document from the Office of the Minister for Water Resources
dated 11 September 1986 titled, The Department of Water Resources Victoria Report No.
1, Water Law Review Discussion Paper. The discussion paper points out that an overhaul
of the existing framework for allocating resources and planning for future water allocations
. is well overdue. No honourable member will argue with a rational, reasonable and thorough
documented evaluation of this issue. As recently as 11 September the Government
established a working party to report to the Minister for Water Resources on the feasible
options for a framework to make bulk allocations of water. The terms of reference include
the sort of things that the Government has now done ad hoc; to document existing
arrangements for the bulk allocations of water to authorities and so on. No report is
available from this committee, yet the Government is asserting, miraculously, that
Melbourne's water supply capacity was doubled.
I refer honourable members to the Age of 18 September where the headline was, ""More
water, less worry for Melbourne". The article states in part:
Melbourne's water reserves will be doubled and future dam construction deferred after a Budget decision to
give the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works full control of the huge Thomson-Cardinia water supply
system.

What a lot of nonsense! What a despicable sham is being foisted upon the ratepayers of
Melbourne!
Upon reading the document to which I have referred already, one finds there is no
doubling of Melbourne's water reserves. What a disgraceful example to the people of
Melbourne who have endured drought after drought during the past decades and who
have met the burden of expanding the water supply resources to meet future needs through
their rates. Those people, the ratepayers, now read that the Government, by some magical
manoeuvre, has doubled Melbourne's reserves.
An attachment to the 1986-87 Budget Paper No. 2 states:
The MMBW will acquire full responsibility for the management and development of the Thomson-Cardinia
system and the balance of the yield from the system will be available to the MMBW to supply the metropolitan
area.

It goes on to state:
This will mean that the supply of water to the MMBW will approximately double to about 130000 ML per
annum from that implied in existing arrangements.

When one refers back to the original documents relating to the Thomson dam, one finds
that the total reserves of Melbourne's water supply have not doubled but that the domestic
component of Melbourne's water supplied by the Thomson dam has doubled. This is a
substantial difference, because it is referring to an additional allocation of approximately
70 000 megalitres whereas the Thomson dam has a far larger capacity.
According to the report of the Thomson River Water Resources Joint Committee of
March 1983 the total reserves of water in Melbourne at the time the Thomson dam is
declared operational will be 950000 megalitres, so another 70000 megalitres is hardly a
doubling of Melbourne's reserves.
The media has an obligation to the people of Melbourne to correct the despicable
distortion and the clever propaganda strategy put out by the media unit of the Government.
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As has been the case with so much of the voodoo economics of the Cain Government, it
will not escape the public's wrath when the truth is made known, and that will not take
long.
I now refer the House to the recommendations of the Thomson River Water Resources
Joint Committee of March 1983, the last report that is available on the Thomson dam.
The members of that committee consisted ofMr J. N. Mann, Chairman, Director of Water
Resources; Mr J. H. Anderson, local government representative; Mr G. T. Coulson,
Latrobe Valley Water and Sewerage Board; Mr I. A. Cumming, Ministry for Conservation;
Mr I. A. Gibson, conservation groups representative; Mr N. H. Howard, Melbourne and
Metropolitan Board of Works; Mr D. Langmore, Department of Planning; Mr B. McInnnes,
Gippsland Water Utilisation Committee; Mr F. G. Taylor, State Rivers and Water Supply
Commission; Mr R. H. Taylor, Department of Agriculture, and Mr R. B. Johnson, Ministry
for Water Resources and Water Supply.
That committee's important task was, in part, to ensure that proper and balanced
releases for both downstream users and Melbourne users are achieved and so on. The task
was carried out by representatives of authorities that had a real interest in this issue and
who had the necessary expertise. In reporting to the Government, the joint committee
stated as its first recommendation:
That the Thomson reservoir be declared operational by the Minister for Water Supply in the first year in which
on 30 November the total available contents ofstorages in the MMBW water supply system, including Thomson
reservoir, reach 950000 ML or the total contents in storage at some other time of the year are equivalent to this
figure. (This volume should include not less than 630000 ML in the MMBW storages other than Thomson
reservoir. At this limiting condition the total volume in Thomson reservoir would be 500000 ML).

That operational level has not been reached. The Minister has made no such announcement.
If he had done so, one can be sure that the media unit, with the appropriate fanfare and
the backup propaganda machine, would have had the Minister for Water Resources
making such an announcement.
The report goes on to recommend that until the reservoir becomes operational, no
additional water allocations will be made. This Government has proceeded, in the Budget
statement, to make that water allocation. The allocation has been made to Melbourne
alle~edly, and I say allegedly, because until a thorough-going environmental impact study;
until a thorough analysis of the actual effects and needs of the areas below the Thomson
dam are carried out-the needs of the Gippsiand Lakes in relation to requirements for
flushing the lakes-no such allocation can be made, and this committee recognised that
because it said:
That consideration be given to allocating water after the project is operational. on specific short term basis say
for periods of 10-15 years, for the purposes of making better opportunity use of available waters.

That is a totally reasonable statement and the Board of Works ratepayers would applaud
such an arrangement because clearly, when that is done, the appropriate funding and
compensation could be made to the Board of Works ratepayers for such allocation.
However, this Government, instead, has said, ··No, we will not worry about such
reports. We will allocate the water to Melbourne right now and we will attempt to bluff
the people of Melbourne and say, with a snap of the fingers, we have doubled the water
that will be available to you. Of course, you are going to have to pay for it." What does
that actually mean? The Government has said to the Board of Works, "You will pay back
to this Government the funds that have already been paid to you in compensation for the
additional works that you carried out, for the service areas other than Melbourne, and you
will also take over the interest payments on those works-some $35 million a year
repayments for five years to the Government plus $27 million a year interest payments."
That has been done without any evaluation of whether it is a reasonable decision to
make, without being able to give any guarantee-this Government's guarantee will be
worth nothin~ any way, because it will not be on the Treasury benches when the crunch
comes, when It has to be determined whether Melbourne ratepayers will get that water.
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In fact, looking back, as I said earlier, there is a feeling of deja vu because on Sunday, 3
February 1980, the Minister for Health, who was then in opposition said, in pointing out
why the Board of Works rates were going up:
The State Government is using Board of Works rate money to finance projects outside the board's area, e.g.
water from Cardinia for the Mornington Peninsula and irrigation water from the Thomson dam for Gippsland.
The amount involved is in excess of$40 million,.

That was in February, 1980. He went on to say that what was really needed was:
The State Government to repay the $40 million it owes the board immediately.

The then State Government had, in fact, acknowledged responsibility but it was rather
tardy in paying it.
Many people were concerned about the fact that the Government, although
acknowledging responsibility, had not moved to pay the bills. The Opposition was led on
this issue by the now Minister for Health, who jumped into the fray as indeed did an
organisation in which I was and still am involved in called the Boards of Works Ratepayers
Association. That particular organisation was successful in raising the issue to public
attention to the extent that it undertook a publicity campaign threatening to call upon the
ratepayers of Melbourne to refuse to pay their bills until the State Government paid its
bills.
It was not necessary to go that far because, as I said, the then Government had
acknowledged its responsibilities-but it was rather tardy in actually presenting or providing
the funds.

Eventually, the then Treasurer, Mr Lindsay Thompson, announced on 18 May 1980
that the Government would make the funds available and it entered into an agreement
with the Board of Works.
A number of bodies were involved in arguing with the Government about that issue
and one of the bodies was the Board of Works itself. I refer again to the press release of the
now Minister for Health issued on 3 February 1980, where he said:
The Government-appointed members of the board including the chairman, have not been vigilant on behalf
of the ratepayer and have not been prepared to fight vigorously on behalf of the ratepayer in the media to prevent
the Government using rate money for other purposes for fear of embarrassing the Government.

In fact that was untrue. The Board of Works Ratepayers Association recognised that this
argument was with the Government and not with the board itself. The board, in its official
publication ""Living City, Spring-Summer, 1979", drew public attention to the debt that
was owed by the then Government to the Board of Works ratepayers.
In the editorial, the much critisised and often unreasonably criticised Alan Croxford
said:
The board welcomes the Government's establishment of a committee to determine the means of payment to
this board of the amount due to it by the Government. The amount concerned has been spent by this board as
part of major projects for the benefit of the metropolis but which also benefit areas outside the metropolis.

He then proceeded with an article entitled, ""Where your Dollar Goes", and included in
that article, Mr Croxford's organisation proceeded to outline for the benefit of the ratepayers
of Melbourne, what the actual facts were:
Non-Melbourne services
Still another factoi adding to the Board's costs is that part of the water and sewerage capacity provided in its
recent and current works programs is for the benefit of people outside the Melbourne metropolitan area. Yet the
board is required to pay the entire costs of those projects, at least initially.
The Thomson dam. for instance, has been declared to be of benefit to irrigation and Melbourne consumers in
the ratio of 56 to 171 plus a loading of 5 per cent for flood mitigation. On the estimated cost of$260 million for
the project. this means that $67 million of the project's cost will be for the benefit of Melbourne consumers.
Although the Government has stated that a contribution will be made to the board, it has given no indication of
when.
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Even the urban part of the cost of the Thomson scheme is not solely for the benefit of Melbourne ratepayers.
The board was directed by the Victorian Government to provide capacity to supply water in the future to the
State Rivers and Water Supply Commission for use in the Mornington Peninsula. Cardinia reservoir and the
Cardinia conduit. and the Yarra Valley conduit also have a share of their capacity earmarked for this purpose.
A1\ this will involve an extra capital cost to the board of about $150 million.

The chairman of the board in those days did take on the State Government in an attempt
to defend the interests of the board's ratepayers. Where does one see the present chairman
attempting to defend the interest of those ratepayers?
I assure honourable members that with the certain advent of the next Liberal Party
Government immediately an election is called, Board of Works ratepayers will be calling
for the replacement of Mr Marginson. Certainly, as a member of the then Government I
shall be encouraging the Liberal Party Government to do exactly that.
Members of the present Government have completely reversed their attitude towards
protecting the interests of Board of Works ratepayers. They have done a complete backflip
for reasons not associated with the actual reports that have been made available to them
but to cover up their financial problems in the Budget because by this sleight of hand the
Government will move to the Board of Works ratepayers a charge that would otherwise
fairly accrue to the Government.
The concerns of the Board of Works ratepayers are not the only concerns that I shall
draw to the attention of the House. In a letter to a member of this House the Shire of
Rosedale has pointed out that at the Gippsland Municipalities Association conference,
attended by more than 30 municipalities and held on 19 September 1986, the following
motion sponsored by the Shire of Rosedale was adopted unanimously:
That the Gippsland Municipalities Association deplores the decision by the Government to hand over the
Thomson River dam to the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works and to reduce the guaranteed allocation
to Gippsland water users from the Thomson River dam to about 78000 megalitres per annum without public
consultation with affected parties. without consideration offuture irrigation requirements and without addressing
the impact of the decision on the environment of the Gippsland Lakes and requests that any decisions regarding
allocations of water to Gippsland be deferred until the impacts of this decision have been fully assessed through
public consultation.

Is not that what this motion is calling upon the Government to do? It is not an unreasonable
request. This issue will become bigger and bigger in the coming weeks and months. It is
one of those issues where the original propaganda of the Government will fail because it
cannot be sustained by any rational evaluation.
The economic argument is unsustainable on the information that is available now. I am
not saying that it is impossible for such a decision to be made subsequently to work but
the Government cannot say right now that it will work. What one can be sure of is that if
this unresearched decision is not reversed and if it is proceeded with in the form of the
scheme announced by the Treasurer in the Budget, Board of Works ratepayers will bear a
growing burden.
No doubt, this Government will direct the board to do what it has been directed to do
in recent years, that is, not to pay that recurrent expense. It is a recurrent expense. It is
payment of interest of$27 million and repayment ofa debt allegedly that this Government
claims is due to the Government. It will capitalise those interest payments which the
Government has been forcing the board to pay for some years. The Government has been
forcing the board to do something which the Auditor-General has pointed out is improper
no matter where it is done.
The burden will fall on the Board of Works ratepayers in the future even if it is deferred
this year, the next year and the year after. The burden will grow and the responsibility for
that burden will be sheeted home to this Government and this Government will pay the
electoral penalty for it.
The Hon. ROBERT LA WSON (Higinbotham Province)-As was foreshadowed by Mr
Hunt, my part in this debate is to say something about the conservation values that will
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be endangered by the reduction of water released from the Thomson dam. Before I do so
I must join Mr Macey in castigating the confused and confusing speech we have heard
from Mr Sandon.
It is extraordinary that Mr Sandon has just discovered the Thomson dam. It was begun
in 1975 and since completion of the dam it has been filling gradually with water. It was
intended that, when the dam was full, the water was to be made available to the people of
Melbourne except for a certain amount to be reserved for the river system downstream.
Apparently, Mr Sandon was not aware of that fact. I shall put the record straight.

The tunnels that will carry the water from the Thomson dam were built first and will
carry water as required from the dam to the Upper Yarra reservoir. From that reservoir it
can then be moved if required to Silvan and then to Cardinia.
This information is contained in a leaflet produced by the Melbourne and Metropolitan
Board of Works giving a brief history of Melbourne's water supply. One discovers that the
total full capacity of the reservoirs serving Melbourne is 705 000 megalitres, but the
Thomson dam will be the daddy of them all because, when full, it will have 950000
megalitres available for the City of Melbourne.
Nothing new has happened. The 950000 megalitres when the Thomson dam is full will
more than double the capacity of Melbourne's water supply and there was never any
question of this water not being available to the metropolis.
The whole purpose of building the dam was that the water would be available to the
City of Melbourne-950 000 megalitres-when full. In the meantime, 149000 megalitres
are draining out annually and if people care to view the Thomson dam they will see an
outlet at the foot of the wall pouring this immense amount of water into the Thomson
River; partly to flush out the Gippsland Lakes and partly for the use of irrigators further
downstream.
That amount will be reduced by 71 000 megalitres a year, leaving an amount of 78 000
megalitres to go downstream instead of the 149 000 megalitres that is stated in an
environmental statement as being the minimum amount required.
The Government has decided that 149 000 megalitres is not the minimum amount
needed, and that the Gippsland Lakes and the irrigators downstream will have to make
do with 78 000 megalitres.
The waters of the Thomson storage can be moved to the Upper Yarra reservoir, from
there to Silvan, on to Cardinia and thence to the eastern suburbs as required. In spite of
anything we have been told by the Government, it is not new. We have known about it
for years but it is now being treated by the Government as something new.
The Age, that powerful organ of public opinion, had this to say on 18 September:
After years of negotiation and speculation. the State Government appears to have drastically improved
Melbourne's drought security and shed its costly responsibility for the $1000 million project with one masterly
manoeuvre.
The Board of Works will assume full managerial and financial responsibility for the system, complete with an
extra 60 000 megalitrcs of water and a debt load of$135 million, to be paid to the Government over five years.

The only thing that is true about that statement is that the Board of Works now has a debt
that it did not have beforehand. That debt has been transferred from the Treasury to the
Board of Works. Despite our reverence and esteem for that journal, we must say that if
the Age falls for that line, it will fall for anything.
The Board of Works has been managing the Thomson dam for years. It was responsible
for its construction, for the environmental impact statement and for ensuring the water
flows downstream beyond the wall of the dam. Now by some convoluted course of
reasoning, the Age reports that the Government has discovered all these megalitres of
water that are available to the City of Melbourne. It has been there all the time!
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It is a sleight of hand by the Government, a mere juggling of the books. The only result
of this entire exercise has been a change in responsibility for the debt. That is the basis of
this story in the Age titled: "More water, less worry for Melbourne".

I now speak about the Gippsland Lakes and the area downstream from the Cowwarr
weir. As mentioned previously, water flows downstream from the Thomson dam and is
joined by the Aberfeldy River and flows to the Cowwarr weir. From there it is distributed
down the Thomson River and, after the irrigators have taken their portion, the remainder
goes into the Gippsland Lakes.
The Hon. A. J . Hunt-The irrigators return a lot too.
The Hon. ROBERT LA WSON-Mr Hunt mentioned that the irrigators return some
water. According to the figures I have here, about 20 per cent of the irrigated water finds
its way back into the system. After the water has been used by the irrigators it is full of
nutrients that have a pollutant effect on the Gippsland Lakes.
A number of rivers flow into the Gippsland Lakes. The Latrobe River provides 60 per
cent of the flow; the Avon River 3 per cent; the Mitchell River 28 per cent; the Nicholson
River 1 per cent~ and the Tambo River 7 per cent. Most of these irrigation rivers are
polluted because of the nutrients they acquire through irrigation and the run-off from
farms. The only two clean rivers in that sense are the Thomson and Aberfeldy rivers.
These rivers come from high upstream in the alps from around Mount Baw Baw and
Mount Whitelaw. They have not been touched by irrigators on their way to the Thomson
dam.
Nevertheless, the Government is now proposing to halve the amount of clean water
flowing into the Gippsland Lakes. Not only are the Gippsland Lakes losing 71 000
megalitres of water that was helping to flush them out, but it is also 71 000 megalitres of
clean water. The problem is more serious than it actually appears-and it is serious
enough.
Prior to 1890, the lakes were cut off from the sea. During times of inundation, a channel
would be cut through the sand somewhere around the Lakes Entrance area. Because of
this occasional connection with the sea, the lake waters were rather brackish.
In 1890 an entrance was cut through to the sea. Since then, Governments have been
labouring to keep the entrance open because winds and currents from the south-west
would quickly seal up the entrance if it was not maintained. Over recent years, the dredge
April Hamer has been busy around the entrance keeping it clear. It has been a losing battle
as classified by the news media this morning in the story of a fishing boat that ran aground
on the bar at Lakes Entrance. If the entrance were neglected for any period, the persistence
of the waves and the wind would once again seal the lakes from the sea.
The entrance of the sea to the lakes has caused salt-water pollution. The ecology of the
lakes have been altering over the years because salt water is getting further and further
into the lake system.
When the Thomson dam was first projected, it was made clear by all concerned that it
should release enough water to have a flushing effect on the lakes to counteract the process
ofsalination. The Government has stated in Budget Strategy and Review 1986·87:
A regulated flow of almost 75000 ML per annum will be provided to meet existing irrigation and river
freshening requirements.

We maintain 149000 megalitres is the minimum that should flow from the Thomson
dam into the lakes.
Earlier I referred to the various rivers that flow into the system. Although I referred to
the Latrobe River, I did not point out that that river is also quite polluted. The Macalister
River flows into the Thomson River which in turn flows into the Latrobe River and the
Latrobe River flows into Lake Wellington. The Latrobe River flows past a paper
Session 1986-8
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manufacturing plant, which emits some effluent into that river. That effluent finds its way
into the lakes system and exacerbates the problems to which I have just referred.
The dam on the Thomson River was originally recommended by an all-party committee
in 1967. It was not an invention of the Liberal Party Government at the time. Prior to the
construction of the dam, the Board of Works undertook an environmental impact study.
The report of that study is dated July 1975.
The Thomson River rises on the north-west slopes of Mount Whitelaw and then flows
north and east and eventually finds its way into the Thomson dam. After the water leaves
the Thomson dam it flows through a steep gorge. The Aberfeldy River flows on the other
side of a ridge and eventually joins the Thomson River farther downstream. These two
rivers flow into the Cowwarr weir and from the weir the water is released farther
downstream. The Macalister River also joins the Thomson River at a point halfway
between the township of Maffra and the City of Sale. The confluence of the Thomson
River with the Latrobe River is some 5 kilometres south of Sale.
The Board of Works study conducted in July 1975 is the basis upon which the figure of
149000 megalitres has been calculated for the release of water from the dam into the lakes
downstream. It is not an imaginary figure that someone thought up; it is a figure that has
been carefully considered by a full committee of the Board of Works on the
recommendation of the various departments that made submissions. The report states:
Effect ofThomson Dam on Gippsland Lakes.
General
The Gippsland Lakes are to be the subject of a major environmental study to be carried out by the Ministry
for Conservation. Undoubtedly that study will consider, amongst other things, the effects of freshwater inflows
into the lakes in detail and, therefore, this section will be limited to a general discussion on the effect of the
reduction of the Thomson River flow on Lake Wellington.
The Gippsland Lakes are a series of shallow interconnected lakes situated in south-eastern Victoria. The lakes
receive inflow from several rivers of which the Latrobe River system is the largest contributor. The Thomson
River is a tributary of the Latrobe River and joins the Latrobe near the City of Sale.
Before 1890. the lakes were freshwater. being separated from Bass Strait by a narrow strip of land. This strip
was broken by dredging and other methods at Lakes Entrance and seawater entered the system, resulting in a
saline gradient from Lakes Entrance through to Lake Wellington. This saline gradient is influenced by tidal
movement and by the inflow offreshwater into the system.

That study highlights the vital necessity of maintaining the present flow offresh water into
the lakes otherwise disaster will follow due to the very nature of the lakes themselves and
their importance not only to the ecological systems which they support but also the
importance of the lakes as a tourist destination.
Some years ago the people of Gippsland decided to call the lakes area the Riviera of
Australia to entice tourists to visit the area. They had an idea that if they called the area
the Riviera of Australia some of the European tourists will make a wrong turn at the Paris
airport and visit the Australian Riviera instead of the French one.
If the ambience of the water is changed from a slightly brackish water to a very salty
water many of the birds, animals and plants that grace the area will disappear.
It has been estimated that for every 1 metre rise in the tide 3250 megalitres of salt water
will flow into the lakes. That is greater than the amount of fresh water that is flowing into
the lakes from the other end.

We need a constant effort to keep the sea water out of the lakes. The battle will be lost
even more quickly if less fresh water flows into the lakes. I refer now to two publications
issued by the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands. One is called "Conservation
of Victoria". It is a discussion paper on the State's conservation strategy and is dated
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August 1983. At page 53 the paper speaks about the Gippsland Lakes and the development
of the Gippsland basin brown coal and states:
... increasing demands for water will require an increasing commitment of water from the streams flowing
into the Gippsland Lakes. The main effects of this decreased flow would be increased salinity in the lakes leading
to a less diverse and less stable system, insufficient inundation of wetlands and increased concentrations of
nutrients, suspended solids and other pollutants.

The paper highlights the importance the department places on the flow of fresh water into
the Gippsland Lakes. The other discussion paper is dated December 1984 and is a draft
conservation strategy for Victoria. Under the heading "Long-term directions" it states:
Any proposed works affecting watercourses, including flood mitigation, river management, mineral extraction
or dam construction should be carefully assessed for their environmental effects.

There has been no assessment of the environmental effects of the decision by the Treasurer.
If the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands knew about the decision beforehand,
she was obviously rolled in Cabinet. The Minister would never have countenanced
something like this happening, especially in the light of what the draft conservation
strategy has to say. The Minister is not present, she cannot face the House. Mr Murphy,
the other member for Gippsland Province, is also absent. He cannot face up to the realities
of what I am talking about because he knows of the immense damage this decision will
cause the Gippsland Lakes. Maybe Mr Murphy is hiding at the moment from all the
greenies who will try to deal with him ifhe agrees with this proposal.
The draft further stated:
The full range of conservation values of wetlands should be surveyed and identified to provide a basis for
protection and management. Wetland conservation depends not only on public land management, but also on
protection on private land and provision of water in the volumes, quality and seasonal patterns that approximate
the natural regime.

That is not happening and the Government of Victoria ignores its own State conservation
strategy. The words are meaningless. On page 26 it says:
Allocation of water each year from Dartmouth and Thomson reservoirs to maintain flows necessary for the
conservation of native flora and fauna downstream.

These words are meaningless also because the Government has spent our money on
producing very expensive publications that state what it will do, but when the moment
comes, the Government ignores those words and treats them with contempt. The
Government is contemptuous of the conservationists of Victoria and the Department of
Conservation, Forests and Lands.
I can almost guarantee that the officers of the department were never consulted about
the Government's decision. No doubt the Government consulted the department about
creating this draft statement, but it would not have consulted them about the decision. On
page 27 the draft strategy says:
A feasibility study into catchment-wide assessments of the environmental effects of existing water abstractions
from rivers. New applications for abstractions will be assessed for the effects on flow regime and other
environmental effects.

That is what I am talking about; 71 000 megalitres will be abstracted. It further states:
New applications for abstractions will be assessed for the effects on flow regime and other environmental
effects.

That has not happened; the 71 000 megalitres will be abstracted and no assessment will be
made; disaster will result unless the Government has a change of heart.
To further illustrate my point, I shall quote from another handsome document-this
one produced by three Government departments, the Department of Water Resources,
the Ministry for Planning ctnd Environment and the Department of Conservation, Forests
and Lands.
.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-What is the date of the document?
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The Hon. ROBERT LA WSON-It is dated June 1986. The document means nothing~
it isjust so many words. Section 5.104 is headed "Supply of Water to Wetlands" and states:
Wetlands require an adequate water supply in order to reach their full potential and in many cases to achieve
their reserved purpose.
Where a stream system is proposed to be regulated, the requirements of associated wetlands for a secure water
supply should be assessed, recognised and, to the maximum practicable extent, incorporated into the operating
rules for the regulation. In all other cases the requirements of wet lands for a secure water supply will need to be
negotiated on a case by case basis.

No negotiation has taken place.
The Treasurer made that announcement and said that this would happen. The section
continues:
The Management Plans ... for specific wetlands should identify the need for an agreement with the appropriate
authority on the supply of water. These arrangements should specify (in general terms) the quality, quantity and
timing of flows required to meet the management objectives for the wetlands, and specify responsibilities for
funding such water supply.

Section 5.1.7 is headed "Encouragement to Owners of Private Wetlands" and states:
Landowners need greater encouragement to protect wetlands for mUltiple use to provide broad community
benefits.

What encouragement has been given to private landowners in the decision made by the
Government? Private landowners have received no encouragement, and the Government
is jeopardising one of the major wetlands in Victoria.
In the draft wetlands conservation statement, section 9 deals with the Gippsland Lakes
system and describes it as follows:
Location: Eastern Victoria; a system of lakes and swampland extending from Sale eastward to their outlet to
the sea at Lakes Entrance.
Wetlands specifically included are
Clydebank Morass (State Wildlife Reserve)
McLeod Morass (State Wildlife Reserve)
Blond Bay (State Wildlife Reserve)
Jones Bay (State Wildlife Reserve)
Heart Morass (State Wildlife Reserve)
Sale Common (State Wildlife Reserve)
Dowd Morass (State Wildlife Reserve)

ha
640
520
812
110
300
308
1 500

All these areas were reserved either by this Government or the previous Liberal
Government. They are freshwater or brackish water morasses that need the supply down
the Thomson River to keep them viable.
If these morasses dry out, the birds will flyaway. Those birds might be replaced by sea
or estuarine birds that can tolerate brackish water. The freshwater birds will die or fly
away. That is all there is to it.
The morasses are important parts of the conservation system, not only because of the
species of wildlife that they sustain but also because of their tourism potential. I have put
tourism second because the conservation aspect is the more important. We have the power
of life or death over these creatures. The Treasurer's decision could very well condemn
them to death. It is monstrous that the Government should make a decision like this
without considering the consequences to the creatures of the State. Any Government that
contemplates such an action is to be utterly condemned.
I direct the attention of honourable members to the final recommendation on the
Gippsland Lakes hinterland area. It also discusses conservation and states:
The Gippsland Lakes ... covers approximately 30000 ha and, together with surrounding land, has very high
values for recreation and nature conservation.
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The Gippsland Lakes attract approximately 400000 visitors annually and as such must be included in the
State's major recreational resources. These visitors help support the local tourist industry, which represents a
significant part of the region's economy.
The Gippsland Lakes and surrounding low-lying land constitute one of Victoria's most important wetland
areas. The large expanses and wide variety of wetlands-ranging from deep freshwater marshes to salt flatshave particular significance as water-bird habitat. Indeed, they constitute a crucial Australian drought refuge for
water-birds.

The lakes are an important drought refuge for the birds. The Government is proposing to
provide a man-made drought. Where will the birds go? The recommendation continues:
It also includes shallow sections of the lakes that have particular importance for water-birds-that is, Poddy
Bay, Tucker Swamp and the Dardenelles in Lake Wellington, Jones Bay and Blond Bay in Lake Victoria, and
Jones Bay at the head of Lake King.

Its great diversity of habitat types ranges from dry open woodland to some of Victoria's most important
wetlands. These wetlands, which include existing State game reserves at Macleod Morass, Jones Bay, Clydebank
Morass, Heart Morass and Blond Bay, support large numbers ofa wide variety of water-birds.

The reserve includes important breeding colonies of little tern, pied cormorant and straw-necked ibj::,.

I noticed when I went through Terang that it claimed proudly to be the ibis capital of the
world-perhaps that is an exaggeration, but if the ibis disappear from the Gippsland
Lakes, Terang will be the ibis capital of the world by default.
Another recommendation is:
Adjoining portion of the reserve is part of the existing Macleod Morass State game reserve within the town of
Bairnsdale. While council recognises that this land is outside its jurisdiction, it suggests that it be included within
the Gippsland Lakes Reserve.

I believe I have demonstrated to the House today the importance of the adjournment
motion. We all realise, that Melbourne should have an adequate water supply and our
water supply, because of the actions of the previous State Government, taken with the
agreement of an all-party committee, will more than double. The 905 000 megalitres in
the Thomson River is far more than the contents of the other dams combined. I should
think that would be sufficient.
I represent an area of Melbourne and believe that so far as water is concerned Melbourne
should consider living within its means-it cannot go on taking more and more water
away from the State of Victoria-and this can be done by conservation; the Government
would agree with this, I am sure, and it should continue with its advertisements urging
people to conserve their water.
There are any number of means by which water can be conserved because, as honourable
members know, Australia is the driest continent in the world and the amount of water we
have in Victoria-which is one the most favoured parts of the continent-is finite. We are
coming to the end of the water that can be harvested for the City of Melbourne. It is time
to call a halt.
Honourable members recall that it was the late Mr Croxford who was anxious to have
the Aberfeldy River submerged in the Thomson dam-I believe that to be wrong. It
should flow past the Thomson dam and into the Thomson River further downstream and
then into the Gippsland Lakes for the reasons that I mentioned earlier.
I believe in the importance of conservation to the State of Victoria and to the nation
itself, and the thought of more than half or nearly half of the supply of water flowing over
the Thomson dam being cut offfrom the Gippsland Lakes is too terrible to be contemplated.
I am aware that it is not the principal source of water for the lakes, but it is a vitally
important part. The Aberfeldy River and the Thomson River are the two cleanest rivers
in the area. All the other "rivers have been polluted and they carry their pollutants into the
lakes.
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I hope that the pressure that the Opposition has brought to bear and that is being
brought to bear by the conservation groups and the people of Gippsland will be sufficient
to make the Government change its mind on this vitally important matter.
The Hon. F. J. GRANTER (Central Highlands Province)-A little bit of history has
been created tonight because this is the first time I have participated in a debate on a
motion for the adjournment of the House from this side of the House. Usually, my party
has not used this form of debate to bring forward a motion as it usually uses this opportunity
on Wednesdays, which is the time allotted to it, but the party felt so strongly about the
motion that it chose to bring it up today.
I support the motion moved so adequately by my Leader, the Honourable Alan Hunt,
and supported by Mr Baxter, Mr Long, Mr Macey and Mr Lawson. I feel strongly about
the motion for the simple reason that I was a Minister of the Cabinet when the Thomson
dam project was presented to the Government. I well remember the debate that went on
before eventually it was agreed to, and I remember especially the environmental study
that was conducted by the Board of Works, presented to the Ministry for Conservation
and scrutinised by it and especially its then Minister, Mr Borthwick.
I( it had not been for the allocation of water to the lakes from the Thomson River the
dam would never have been built. It is a magnificent structure, as the Minister for Health
will know. It is a great piece of engineering.
I was the Minister when the project was started. Mr lenkins was the Minister for a short
time and then the Honourable David White was the Minister at its completion. It is an
engineering feat in that the water is diverted by the portals at swinglers 1 and 2 and
brought to the Cardinia reservoir.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-"Swindlers" would be a very appropriate name, as it has turned
out!
The Hon. F. J. GRANTER-Yes, it was brought to the Cardinia reservoir via the
Upper Yarra dam and also the Silvan dam.
In those days, and no doubt still, the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works had
a good engineering team-especially in the tunnelling section of the board-who are
experts in that field.
Mr Lindsay Brack was the chief engineer after Mr Robertson, and they were great
engineers, in my opinion. Victoria has been blessed with great engineers in the Board of
Works and the State Rivers and Water Supply Commission, as it was then known, who
have made great contributions to the water supply for Victoria, whether it be for domestic
or irrigation purposes.
I mentioned earlier the swingle diversion and Mr Hunt interjected that this is a swindle.
I guess it is, because when I was the Minister and I presented the papers to Cabinet,
121 000 acre-feet were to be diverted, that is 149000 megalitres. That was to serve the
lakes and the irrigators. Although we appreciate that irrigation is perhaps not as important
today as it was then, I still believe irrigation in that area will return.
The loss to the lakes has also been exemplified by the building of the Blue Rock dam for
the State Electricity Commission for cooling purposes at Willowgrove, and this water has
been harnessed from the Latrobe River and also taken from the flushings of the lakes.
As I said earlier, Mr Borthwick would never have allowed the dam to proceed ifhe had
thought that the allocation would eventually be taken away and so, what one Government
giveth another Government taketh away, it appears to me.
The Hon Robert Lawson interjected.
The Hon F. J. GRANTER-Mr Mier was complaining about the Melbourne water
supply and that the Thomson dam should be used entirely-I believe he meant for this
purpose.
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Mr Baxter highlighted this in his address to the House regarding the Big River. For
some time the Board of Works-the late Mr Croxford in particular-was keen that the
Big River supply should be used for the Melbourne water supply. That would only have
taken water from the Goulburn system-a system that is important to the irrigation of
northern Victoria.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-I was at school at the time but I remember it well.
The Hon F. J. GRANTER-I well remember that Sir Henry Bolte said that not one
drop of water would come from northern Victoria to the metropolitan area, and that
promise has been kept. We have had many inquiries by the Public Works Committee on
water supply in Victoria.
The committee set out in its reports the allocations that should be made available to
Melbourne. Although I commend the Government for its water conservation program in
endeavouring to make the metropolitan user aware of being careful with water supplies,
this is something that country users are always aware of because they have experienced
difficult times with shortages of water. It is difficult to make Melburnians aware that there
is or may be a water shortage because they seem to like to wash their cars and water their
gardens at will.
The Labor Government has always preached and upheld that environment effects
statements should be presented to the people. In this case, no environment effects statement
has been presented to the people concerning the proposal to take away the waters of the
downstream lakes.
One should recall the environment effects statements that the Honourable Alan Hunt
presented today. I am sure one Minister in particular, the Minister for Conservation,
Forests and Lands, will be concerned about what is happening. I am rather staggered that
she has not had something to say about the matter in the media or in the House. Perhaps
she had a lot to say in Cabinet, but no doubt the Treasurer, with his sleight of hand trick
in providing money for the Department of Management and Budget out of the Board of
Works allocation has overruled her.
It is the same sort of thing that happened in the Federal Government's Budget Papers
when the Treasurer made available $66 million from uranium sales to France, which
seemed to be against Labor Party policy. If Mrs Coxsedge were here now, I am sure she
would agree with me, ifno one else will agree with me.

The Hon. W. A. Landeryou-What does that have to do with it?
The Hon. F. J. GRANTER-In my opinion it is a sleight of hand trick by the Treasurer,
in much the same way as the Federal Treasurer acted.
When one considers the history of the Thomson River one realises that diverting water
. back to Melbourne is quite an engineering feat. If Alan Croxford were alive today he would
be thrilled with the allocation of water to the metropolitan area. However, I assure
honourable members that he would not be happy at being asked to pay for it and having
the payment levied on the ratepayers of the Melbourne metropolitan area, because they
are the ones who will pay in the end, as Mr Hunt has demonstrated.
I was concerned that the Government did not consult, so far as I know, with the councils
of the area, the Latrobe Valley Water and Sewerage Board and the Latrobe Regional
Commission. Although Mr Murphy is not here to defend himself or say that I am wrong,
I am sure that he would not agree with the decision. He must live with the decision and I
am sure that he is shivering in his shoes now that the Government has done this to him. I
cannot believe the Treasurer would do this to Mr Murphy because he is the one
representative of the Labor Party in that area, and I thought the Government would want
to retain him.
The Government should stand condemned for its actions. I trust that the people of the
Gippsland area will rise in protest as Mr Hunt and Mr Long have said. Mr Long is
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definitely concerned with the area because he has represented it for so long. He knows the
value of water supply in the area and he knows the value of the lakes to tourism. Like the
proposed amalgamation of municipal councils, I am sure the Government will repeal its
actions and allow the flow of water to the Gippsland Lakes. I am delighted to note that the
Minister for Conservation, Lands and Forests is in the Chamber now.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-I am Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands.
The Hon. F ..J. GRANTER-I would always put forests before lands! Forestry is an
extremely dear Issue to me, and I always thought is was a great Ministry.
I impress upon the Minister, whom I have just named, to have a close look at this
allocation of water in the light of conservation issues concerning her Ministry, especially
in the lakes, because I believe it will be detrimental to the Ministry which she administers
and certainly detrimental to the lakes.
I hope the Government will see the wisdom, especially after this debate and the
representations it will receive from the Gippsland area, in allowing the water to flow to
the lakes as it has in the past.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-In 1984 the honourable member for
Narracan, Mr Delzoppo, in another place said that the Thomson dam would collapse and
that there were cracks in the wall. Two years later, the Opposition has not resiled from
that view and the arguments it is putting forward today are no better than the rubbish put
forward two years ago.
Mr Hunt is claiming that 149000 megalitres were committed to flush the Gippsland
Lakes. Of the 149000 megalitres per annum, 140000 megalitres per annum were allocated
to irrigation and 9000 megalitres per annum was for the flushing of the Thomson River
and eventual flow into the Gippsland Lakes.
The figure that honourable members are talking about is 9000 megalitres. The large
winter flows from the large catchment downstream of the dam will continue to flow into
the lakes and there will be no change in the environmental allocation.
The previous arrangements for allocations were based on the 1967 Public Works
Committee inquiry. A commitment ofa regulated supply of 149000 megalitres per annum,
largely for irrigation diversion at Cowwarr, was made.
The 149000 megalitres per annum was based on the supply of water to that land which
could potentially be irrigated from the Thomson River in the long-term future. The
current requirement at Cowwarr is 41 000 megalitres per annum, made up of 32 000
megalitres per annum for irrigation and 9000 megalitres per annum for river freshening,
which water also flows into the Gippsland Lakes.
The current release of78 000 megalitres at Cowwarr is well in excess of the requirement
of 41 000 megalitres. There is no evidence that these large volumes of water for irrigation,
149 000 megalitres, are required or can be justified in the medium-term future.
The effect of the original commitment was to lock up large volumes of water. In the
meantime, Melbourne and the Mornington Peninsula are growing; Melbourne added
19 000 houses to its water supply system in 1985-86.
It would not be good management of overall water resources to build new works to
supply this growing demand when there was a large volume of unutilised water in the
Thomson dam. It should be recognised that the existing irrigators have been well catered
for. A regulated flow of 71 000 megalitres per annum can be made to Cowwarr compared
with the existing requirement of 41 000 megalitres per annum. The security of supply is
also enhanced by the dam itself. The additional environmental requirements, if any, are
being identified by detailed ongoing environmental studies.

The sitting was suspended at 6.31 p.m. until 8.5 p.m.
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The Hon. D. R. WHITE-As I was indicating before the suspension of the sitting, there
is a commitment to the existing requirements in respect of the needs of the irrigators and
there is a commitment in respect of the needs for river freshening.
The current release at Cowwarr is 41 000 megalitres per annum. The current need for
irrigation is 32 000 megalitres per annum. The current need for river freshening is 9000
megalitres per annum. The current release occurring from the Thomson dam, which is
78 000 megalitres per annum at Cowwarr, is well in excess of existing requirements.
We are dealing with a multipurpose resource and, quite clearly, the Government does
have confidence in the Board of Works working, as it already is, in conjunction with the
Rural Water Commission to assess the continuing needs of the irrigators; to assist the
continuing and any additional needs for environmental flow, as well as the growing
demand for water in the Melbourne metropolitan area, and particularly in the province of
the Leader of the Opposition in this place, on the Mornington Peninsula. Of course, in
dealing with a multipurpose resource, one has to be sensitive to the effective management
of that resource and the new arrangements provided for in the Budget will assist in that
area.
The new arrangements do not change the environmental flows; the environmental flows
agreed to by the previous Government will continue to be maintained. The current
environmental flows will be reviewed when the results of ongoing scientific studies are
available, to see whether there is a need for additional flows.
Quite clearly, the commitment of 149 000 megalitres was in a quite different context,
and not related to the existing needs of either the irrigators or the environmental flow.
The environmental releases have not been changed by the new agreement. The
environmental flows in the Thomson River will be maintained at the same level as in
recent years. An environmental study of the Thomson River will continue and, when
completed, there will be a review of environmental flows, which will be based on scientific
evidence, not hearsay or casual remarks.
The releases from Thomson dam will continue to be made to meet environmental flows
above and below Cowwarr weir and into the Gippsland Lakes, as well as meeting the
existing irrigation demand. The 149 000 megalitres per annum was the long-term estimate
of potential irrigation use prepared twenty years ago by the Public Works Committee.
This irrigation water is unlikely to be required in the medium-term future. Holding
water-The Hon. A. H. Hunt-It is not required for irrigation, but is required for the Gippsland
Lakes.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE-As I have already indicated to Mr Hunt, the existing
requirements, the requirements necessary for the Gippsland Lakes, are 9000 megalitres
per annum.
The Hon. A. H. Hunt-No. That is rubbish.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE-The requirements are 9000 megalitres per annum for both
stream freshening and for the Gippsland Lakes. That commitment is being met.
The 149000 megalitres to which Mr Hunt referred was for both irrigation purposes and
for river freshening. It was made up in the 1967 report of 140000 megalitres for irrigation
purposes and 9000 megalitres for river freshening and the Gippsland Lakes.
The current requirements are substantially less than that. The current requirements are,
in fact, 32 000 megalitres for irrigation and 9000 megalitres per annum, which is the
estimate made in 1967 and which is being met, for river freshening. Holding water for
possible long-term needs when there is a growing water use in Melbourne and the
Mornington Peninsula is not sound, good management.
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It should be emphasised that existing irrigators are being well catered for under the
existing annual arrangements. They are receiving a regulated flow of78 000 megalitres per
annum compared with the existing requirements of 41 000 megalitres per annum.

That means effectively that irrigators in an area that is currently experiencing difficult
rainfall patterns are receiving well in excess of the minimum amount that has been made
available to irrigators. Should a large demand for irrigation water emerge in the future, all
potential water resources will be studied and the most cost-effective sources will be
identified. There are still large volumes of un utilised water arising from the Thomson.
I make it clear that, under the old arrangements, $14 million was paid on behalf of the
Mornington Peninsula for a fixed allocation of60 000 megalitres per annum. The payment
was made whether the water was used or not.
Under the new, more efficient "pay for use" arrangements, which are part of the new
water conservation pricing policy, the Mornington Peninsula will pay a fixed annual
charge of $4·9 million, plus $200 a megalitre for all water used. Working on the current
rate of 18 000 megalitres per annum, for water to be supplied to the Mornington Peninsula
from the Board of Works in 1986-87, a total payment of approximately $8·5 million will
be paid, contrasting with the existing $14 million. That is much less than under the old
arrangements.
The Leader of the Opposition tabled a document and, if one uses the figure that he used
of $13·8 million, less a Government subsidy of $12 million, the net impact on the
Mornington Peninsula and District Water Board will be $1·8 million; and one must then
contrast that with the new position that will occur in 1986-87.
Looking at the figures the Leader of the Opposition has produced, in which he takes the
fixed annual contribution of $4·9 million, with which the Government agrees, and an
anticipated water use of 20 000 megalitres at $200 a megalitre, that makes $4 million, so
the total is $8·9 million, if one relies on the Opposition's document, less a subsidy of $5
million.
On the basis of the current subsidy arrangements, which are related to domestic water
consumption on the Mornington Peninsula, I am advised by the Department of
Management and Budget that the subsidy for 1986-87 will not be as stated by the Leader
of the Opposition. The figure of$5 million is incorrect.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-That is what the Mornington Peninsula and District Water
Board was told, anyway.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE-The figure provided to me by the Department of Management
and Budget is well in excess of$5 million, so that the net impact will be no more than $1·8
million.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-That will be a great improvement on the figures conveyed to the
Mornington Peninsula and District Water Board.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE-That being the case, it is quite clear that the arrangements
that are being made for the Mornington Peninsula will not represent a rate impost on the
ratepayers of the Mornington Peninsula in 1986-87.
It is also clear that the Thomson River Water Resources Joint Committee defined the
Thomson reservoir operational level as 500 000 megalitres. The full capacity of the
Thomson dam is 1·123 million megalitres. Because the Thomson dam has not had to be
used for metropolitan purposes over the past three years, its current level is some 520 000
megalitres and rising. So it has now reached effectively, in terms of the Thomson River
Water Resources Joint Committee, its operational level. By the end of this year, 1986, the
Thomson dam will contain enough water to supply Melbourne for a whole year. In effect,
we have in recent days reached a circumstance where the Thomson dam can be deemed
operational for metropolitan purposes.
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We are, as I have said, dealing with a multipurpose resource that will be managed
efficiently and effectively by the board, and the board will in turn, from time to time, take
into acc0unt advice from the Rural Water Commission about the needs of irrigators in
the Macalister River district.
The matters raised by the Opposition in this motion have already been addressed. There
will be no diminution in terms of environmental requirements or environmental flows to
meet the needs of freshening the Thomson River and the Gippsland Lakes. The needs of
the irrigators are more than being met. The needs of the metropolitan area will be enhanced.
The needs of the Mornington Peninsula will be enhanced because people on the Mornington
Peninsula will have an improved quality of water supply and they will be charged only on
a water by usage basis. The Thomson dam will be effectively managed by the Board of
Works, which is an efficient and effective organisation capable of managing the resource
for and on behalf of metropolitan water users and, also, on the advice of the Rural Water
Commission, managing it in such a manner as to meet the needs, which are already more
than being met, of the Macalister River district irrigators and the needs of environmental
flow.
This is a significant resource which can now effectively be made operational. I am sure
an announcement to that effect will be forthcoming in the very near future when the
board's annual report is disclosed.
There is no substance in the matters raised by the Opposition any more than there was
substance in the claim made in 1984 by Mr Delzoppo, the honourable member for
Narracan in another place, that the Thomson dam was about to collapse. There is no basis
or foundation for supporting this adjournment motion.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-It is pleasin~ to see that Joseph
Goebbels is alive and well. He happens to be in this House tonight In the form of the
Honourable David White, the Minister for Health, and it is good to see that the Minister
has taken over Goebbels's title of Minister for popular enlightenment and propa~nda,
because that is what honourable members have seen tonight-a Goebbels exerCIse, an
exercise of disinformation. Goebbels's main task was to persuade the German people
inside the country and the outside world to believe what the Government of the day
wanted them to believe.
Honourable members saw that tactic used very skilfully by the Minister last week, and
used also by the Treasurer. They use every tactic, every means, every lie and every
distortion to have their view accepted.
Honourable members know that the Goebbels tactic is being carried on in eastern
Europe and the aim is to tell a big lie and tell it often enough, so that people start to believe
it. Our armchair socialists in this State, of course, have copied their brethren in eastern
Europe. In fact, they have even refined the method because their major tactic is to accuse
the Opposition of doing exactly what they are doing; accuse the Opposition of fiddling
with the figures or misusing reports and so on. I must say that the Government is extremely
good at this.
Honourable members saw these tactics last week and they have been repeated by the
Minister tonight. The totally inadequate Minister for Water Resources was able to confuse
and befuddle the press on this important issue last week. That has probably been his only
success as Minister. As honourable members know, he is a Minister who was unwanted
by the Premier, the Minister who got into Cabinet by mistake. The Premier is on record.
He did not want the present Minister for Water Resources in his Cabinet, but the Minister
is the man who is presiding over this absolute farrago oflies, this tissue of disinformation.
The residents of the Mornington Peninsula, of Gippsland and, shortly, of Melbourne
will recognise that they have been stabbed in the back by the Government. It will soon be
apparent what the Government has done.
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I now turn to the tactic of disinformation used by the Minister for Health this evening.
He informed the House not once but several times that environmental reports indicated
that a flow of 9000 megalitres a year would be sufficient not only to freshen the streams
but also to replenish the Gippsland Lakes.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-Not at all.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-That is what the Minister said not once but five
times.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-You weren't listening.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-Members of the Opposition were listening to every
word. The Minister provides a little bit of truth and fudges the edges. He referred to a
1978 report, but I refer the House to a report of March 1983 produced by the Ministry of
Water Resources and Water Supply. Page 22 of that report makes it clear that the allowance
of 9000 megalitres a year is for river freshening and no more. There is a huge difference
between freshening the river and providing the continual flush that the lakes require. That
is the first item of disinformation.
The second item of disinformation presented to the House by this inadequate Minister
again attempted to fudge the figures produced by the Leader of the Opposition last week
in an attachment to his press release.
The Treasurer subsequently released a statement on that matter and did not contradict
any of those figures. However, this evening the House has been told that these figures are
wrong in that there will be an increased allocation of funds to the Mornington Peninsula
and District Water Board. The Opposition is pleased that that has been placed on the
record so there can be no doubt about what the residents of the Mornington Peninsula can
expect.
I now turn to the figures produced by the Leader of the Opposition, which have been
recorded in Hansard. In dealing with the 1986-87 position, the fixed annual contribution
to capital costs is $4·9 million. The anticipated water usage from Cardinia of 20 000
megalitres at $200 per megalitre is $4 million. That is a total of $8·9 million, and the
Minister agreed with that. The $5 million subsidy which is anticipated.by the Mornington
Peninsula and District Water Board has then to be deducted. The Minister stated that it
would be at least that amount, and that the net effect of what will occur will be a cost of
$1·8 million. The only way one can arrive at that net cost is to increase the subsidy, so I
am pleased to put on record that the subsidy from the Government to the board will be
$7·1 million not $5 million, because that is the only way those figures will balance.
I remind the House that those figures were distributed by Mr Hunt last week and were
not contradicted by the Treasurer in his press release of 24 September. The Treasurer
rubbished the conclusions of the Opposition but not one sentence of his statement queried
the figures that were used.
I now turn to the third item of disinformation. The Minister for disinformation, or the
Minister for public enlightenment and propaganda, informed the House that there will be
a review of environmental flows-although he does not understand that-based upon
scientific data.
All the information produced by the Opposition this evening had been obtained from
Government departments. It has been obtained from the Department of Conservation,
Forests and Lands, the Department of Water Resources and the Melbourne and
Metropolitan Board of Works. All the documentation produced by the Opposition was
provided by Government departments, yet the Minister has the cheek to inform the House
that it is not scientific data. Perhaps that is an indication of what is being produced by the
Government!
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The Opposition is prepared to accept those documents, which it believes were produced
by scientists and other qualified public servants. However, the Opposition is not prepared
to accept the claptrap of the Minister for Health this evening.
The Minister said that the Government would act on scientific data. Volumes of scientific
data demonstrate that the Government is making a terrible mistake. Not once did the
Minister deal with the principal issue of the diminution offlow into the Gippsland Lakes
of 71 000 megalitres, nor did he contradict those figures.
There are four items of disinformation produced by the Government. The half-truths
and distortions-not quite lies, but getting close-are part of the process which the
Government has used throughout the Budget, and the truth will be revealed tomorrow.
The fudged figures and the shifting of accounting methods will be revealed tomorrow, but
honourable members have witnessed another example this evening.
I am glad that the Minister for Planning and Environment has entered the Chamber
because he has not contributed to this debate which concerns environmental issues. It is
ridiculous that the Minister who is pledged to protect the environment has not been
present.
It appears that the Minister does not know anything about this issue. If he read and
understood the Acts for which he is responsible, especially the Environmental Effects Act,
he would recognise that he should be at the forefront of this issue. It is his job to provide
public assessment of the environmental impact of any major works carned out by the
Government.

In this case the work carried out by the Government will be involved in diminishing
the flow of water into the Gippsland Lakes by 71 000 megalitres a year. It appears that the
so-called Minister responsible for protecting the Victorian environment is not interested.
He does not care that the Gippsland Lakes will be poisoned by this program. If the
Minister were to turn around and sit down, he would learn that he should take more than
a passing interest in the debate. However, on past performance that is a pious hope and I
shall not hold my breath.
The Leader of the Opposition informed the House of the environmental policies of the
Government. The Government was elected on a policy of consultation and environmental
assessment before action. The words of that policy were read aloud by Mr Hunt tonight.
Mr Hunt should have symbolically torn that policy into shreds because the policy of the
Government on consultation, not imposing decisions but talking to people before final
decisions are made, has been found wanting time and again.
The Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs brought in the new regime of jackboot
planning. He has been responsible for treading on the little people. That was evident with
the Melbourne Cricket Gound lighting and Lara prison episodes. The Opposition knows
about the Government's jackboot planning.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-You voted for them.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-The Government had already ordered and paid
for the lights.
The hallmark of this Government is treading on the little people. Mr Sandon made it
clear in his remarks that he was not concerned about the people of Gippsland or the
environment. He said that the Government would look after the majority and forget about
the others. He did not say it once; he said it twice. The Government is not concerned
about the so-called minority interests.
Although this environmental-minded Government keeps telling us that the environment
is important and the question of the health of places like the Gippsland Lakes and the
Grampians and so on are of concern to all Victorians, Mr Sandon says quite the opposite.
He says that it affects only a few people down there and that the Government is not
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interested. It is called jackboot planning. It is called "prerogative" by the Leader of the
House. If the Leader of the House were still the Minister for Planning and Environment
the Government would not be in the mess that it is in at present on this issue because it
has clearly acted contrary to all specialist advice that it has received from its own Ministry
for Planning and Environment, the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands and
the Board of Works. In each case the Government has moved against that advice.
Mr Hunt produced a report dated 19 April 1982 of the Department of Conservation,
Forests and Lands which said that even a small interference in the stream flow of the
Thomson River would have disastrous effects on the Gippsland Lakes. It is not the Liberal
Party saying that; it is a departmental report dated 19 April 1982 which was released when
the Government was in power. I am not saying that it was its document, but it was
released at that time and it said that even a small inte"rference with the flow of the
Thomsom River would have a disastrous and poisoning effect on the Gippsland Lakes.
What we are speaking about is not a minor interruption; we are speaking about 90
square miles of water, 1 foot deep. That represents 71 000 megalitres flow a year denied to
the Gippsland Lakes.
The Minister for Health said that it would not have an impact; in fact he studiously
avoided reference to the Gippsland Lakes except to hint at the 1967 report which said that
9000 megalitres would be sufficient for stream flow and sufficient for the Gippsland Lakes.
It is clear that that report does not say that at all.
Who will miss out with respect to the 71 000 megalitres interruption or diversion? The
City of Sale will not miss out; it will get its needed water supply. The irrigators will
probably have sufficient water for their purposes. However, 71 000 megalitres will be
denied to the Gippsland Lakes. Therefore, the assessment made in April 1982 by the
department, that a small interruption would affect the lakes adversly, is magnified eighteen
times!
This is a Government that is concerned about the environment. This is a Government
that has wept crocodile tears about this and other environmental issues. The most sensitive
body of water in this State, the Gippsland Lakes, with various problems-and there are
problems-is going to be the "fall guy", if honourable members like, in this episode.
One would have thought that an issue as monumental as this and an issue that will have
far-reaching effects into the next century would have been subject to intensive consultation.
The Government pretends to consult. Some Ministers are good at it. Some Ministers
involve themselves in consultation. However, that is not so for the Minister administering
the water resources of the State. He is not interested in what happens to the Gippsland
Lakes. He has been told by Treasury, "We need money; this is the price-just shut up and
support the system". It is indefensible, but, as the Minister who was not wanted in
Cabinet, and who was not wanted by the Premier, whose only achievement was to fool the
press last week-but that will not last long-has no clout in Cabinet, so he has to take it.
It does not matter if the Gippsland Lakes are poisoned-the people will not forget .

.

Where is the consultation? Who has gone along with it? Is it the municipalities? The
answer is, "No", because no one has spoken to them. Is it the Latrobe Valley Water and
Sewerage Board? The answer is "No", because its report pointed to the dangers. Was it
the Latrobe Regional Commission-the body set up by this Government that was to be
the powerful consultative body that will have a great say in all things Gippsland? The
answer is that that commission did not know about it. The Government did not even tell
the commission what it was on about.
What about the conservation bodies-the bodies this Government feels so warm about,
hugs to its chest and says, "We belong to you"? Did the Government discuss the matter
with the Conservation Council of Victoria or any of its arms? The Government did not
give it a thought. It is a classic case of jackboot planning. The Government is treading on
the views of the little people. The policy of the Government is to fudge the position until
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a final decision is made and there is no turning back. Then the Government says, "Bad
luck, fellows".
What the Opposition should do is place on record in point form the actual impact of
the 1986-87 Budget changes so that it is clear what the Government is on about.
The Government is on about ripping off money from the ratepayers of Melbourne and
the Mornington Peninsula and also ripping off water required for the environmental
protection of the Gippsland Lakes.
The 1986-87 Budget is a fiscal measure that was brought together without consultation
with anyone other than the inner reaches of Government. Therefore, it does not have toI say that it does not have to; it mayor may not-look at the impact on water users.
However, the Budget does not have to look at environmental effects.
The Budget decided first of all to cancel the current annual payments of$27 million by
the Government to the Board of Works without prior consultation. It was an entrenched
decision made some years ago and it has been going on for five years. Now-finito-that
is the end.
The second thing the Budget did was to require the $135 million so far paid by the
Government to the Board of Works to be paid back over the next five years by instalments
of $35 million. What we have is a retrospective repudiation of the commitments of the
previous Government. That is a new trick. It is one thing to overturn the views of a
previous Government, but what the Government has embarked on is retrospective
repudiation. The Government has said, "OK, the Government paid $135 million for five
years and we do not like it". The Board of Works and its ratepayers have to pay back the
money.
The third thing the Budget did was to cancel the arrangements enjoyed by the Momington
Peninsula and District Water Board and replace them by a requirement that the board pay
$4·9 million a year to the Board of Works towards the capital cost of the Thomson-Cardinia
system together with $200 a megalitre for water supplied by the system.
The fourth thing the Budget did was to cancel the guaranteed outflow from the Thomson
dam of 149 000 megalitres and substitute a figure of 78 000 megalitres, ostensibly-and I
stress "ostensibly "-to give the board extra water capacity for the additional funds being
outlaid. In fact, there is no extra water capacity-is there? There is no dam; there is no
augmentation of the dam. The board will be losing out on the $27 million a year and
required to pay annual payments of$35 million to repay the $135 million which had been
paid for the past five years.
The fifth thing that the Budget did was to give the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board
of Works the right to future augmentation in that area. That can only mean the Aberfeldy
River, which meets the Thomson River immediately above the Cowwarr weir. We are yet
to discover what that will lead to, but that is the scenario.
It should be noted that absolutely everyone except the Government loses out under that
arrangement. That is not a bad trick. The Government gets at ratepayers of the Board of
Works and it gets at the ratepayers on the Mornington Peninsula. The Government has
put a cloud over supplies to the irrigators and has denied the Gippsland Lakes the
lifegiving waters required to maintain a viable ecosystem. The only winner from that
arrangement is the State Government.
It is the view of the Opposition that when the people of this State realise this confidence
trick, when they look throughout the disinformation, when they get rid of the half-truths
and when they get rid of the distortion, enormous pressure will be built up on the
Government that will make it irresistible to drop this whole arrangement.

The same thing happened with local government. The Premier was in there saying, "We
are a Government of tough decisions: we are going to fight this through". The next week
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he was on his knees saying, .. It was not really me; we did not really mean it". We have the
prospect of the same thing happening again.
However, that is not the end of it because the Board of Works will still be up for the $27
million a year on which it is missing out, plus the payment of$35 million a year. That is
$62 million less cross credit, which was explained by my Leader, of$9 million. That is an
additional impost on the ratepayers of Melbourne of$53 million, with no result. That is a
pretty clever trick!
The worrying factor is that the message has not sunk in. The House has heard from the
Minister for Health. If it hears from another Minister defending the Government, the
worst fears of the Opposition will be realised-that the Government is still prepared to go
ahead despite the environmental disaster facing the State.
If the proposal is unchecked, it will destroy the Gippsland Lakes. The problem will not
stop at the Gippsland Lakes as hints of the flow-on impact have been seen in the reports
that have been tabled. The environmental impact will be felt not by this generation but by
the next generation and the generation after that.
The Government is on a disaster course. The only honest thing it can do is to admit v
that it has made a mistake. If it goes on with the proposal it will maintain the big lie that
it put out last week through the Minister for Water Resources and tonight through the
Minister for Health; the lie which fudges all the figures; the lie which distorts the expert
reports; and the lie which misinforms the House on the ultimate impact on the Gippsland
Lakes. I support the motion and trust that it will be carried unanimously.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I wish to
place on record the importance of the forward planning of the Minister for Water Resources
in terms of the management of water resources not only in an economic sense but also in
the environmental sense. There are a number of examples of his contribution and they
relate to the development of an environmental policy in the Board of Works and the work
being done on the Latrobe River. Members of the Opposition have spent a lot of time
tonight talking about the environment of the Gippsland Lakes without acknowledging
that the major contribution to the pollution of the lakes was the pollution from the Utrobe
River. Little was done by the previous Liberal Government to control that pollution.
The Opposition kept talking about misinformation from the Government. The reverse
is the truth. It would appear from the contributions of the Opposition that the only river
involved in the environmental condition of Lake Wellington was the Thomson River
when, in fact, members of the Opposition well know-and all the environmental reports
the Opposition was busy quoting state-that the Latrobe, the Thomson, the Macalister
and the Avon rivers all have an important contribution to make to the health of Lake
Wellington. When referring to misinformation or disinformation, I indicate that it was
the contributions of the Opposition that left out three-quarters of the argument.
Members of the Opposition obviously forgot to read a report produced by its own
Government dated January 1976, which was, no doubt, endorsed by the Premier of the
day. The report stated that in approving the Thomson dam, the then Government was
fully mindful of the vital importance of the Gippsland Lakes although the diversion of the
120000 acre-feet for use in the Melbourne, Western Port and Mornington Peninsula areas
would not be more than 6 per cent of the total annual average flow from all sources into
Lake Wellington.
Our Government's decision means that the diversion will be no more than 3 per cent of
annual average flow into Lake Wellington.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-Do you think that is not important?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-Ofcourse it is important and the issues of the environmental
effects on Lake Wellington are important, but, honourable members are using
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misinformation to put a nicely constructed environmental argument because they certainly
could not argue on the basis of the impact on irrigation.
The Minister for Health who is the representative in the House of the Minister for
Water Resources made two things quite clear: there will be a continuing flow of 9000
megalitres to the lakes and, if a situation arises where a greater flow is required, that will
be available on the basis of the scientific study that is now proceeding. That scientific
study has available to it all the information that Mr Hunt quoted, and it will be used.
The Government has taken on a Gippsland Lakes study; it has a commitment to the
preservation of the Gippsland Lakes and a commitment to the community groups
concerned about the environment of the Gippsland Lakes. That group has a real
understanding of the issues and does not need what the House has had tonight-a beat up
of environmental concerns for political reasons rather than a proper analysis of the future
of Lake Wellington.
It would have been nice to have had a real debate about environmental concerns for the
Gippsland area. If the Opposition were genuine, it would have included in the debate
discussion on the proposed alpine national park.

The Hon. A. J. Hunt-Come on!
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-Come on, indeed! The Opposition's environmental view is
so limited it has no view on the headwaters of the rivers; the Opposition is not worried
about that issue. It is only concerned with this issue on which someone has advised the
Opposition it can use the environmental argument for a political beat-up of what is a
serious issue.
The Liberal Party's environmental record on East Gippsland is not good. It will take
more than this debate to convince the community that Mr Hunt's party has any real
environmental concern.
The Hon. R. S. de FEGELY (Ballarat Province)-It is extraordinary that the Minister
for Conservation, Forests and Lands can make the claim that the reduction of 71 000
megalitres of water running into the Gippsland Lakes will have absolutely no effect.
I do not wish to elaborate on that issue because I cannot understand how a reduction of
that amount of water will not affect the ecology of the Gippsland Lakes and that is what
this debate is all about.
The House divided on the motion (the Hon. R. A. Mackenzie in the chair).
Ayes
20
18
Noes
Majority for the motion
AYES
Mr Baxter
Mr Birrell
Mr Chamberlain
MrConnard
Mr Dunn
Mr Evans
MrGrimwade
Mr Hallam
Mr Hunt
MrKnowles
Mr Lawson
Mr Long
MrMacey
Mr Miles
Mr Reid
Mr Storey

2
NOES
Mr Arnold
Mrs Coxsedge
Mr Kennan
Mr Kennedy
Mrs Kirner
Mr Landeryou
Mrs Lyster
Mr McArthur
Mrs McLean
MrMier
Mr Pullen
MrSandon
MrSgro
Mr Van Buren
MrWalker
MrWhite
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AYES
Mrs Varty
Mr Wright

NOES

Tellers
Mrs Dixon
Mr Henshaw

Tellers
Mrde Fegely
MrGranter
PAIRS
Mr Guest
MrWard

The House adjourned at 8.57 p.m.
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Wednesday, 1 October 1986
The PRESIDENT (the Hon. R. A. Mackenzie) took the chair at 11.3 a.m. and read the
prayer.

ANNUAL REPORTING (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.
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

KINDERGARTEN ENROLMENTS
The Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Ballarat Province)-I refer the Minister fpr Community
Services to circular No. 6 dated February 1985 from Community Services Victoria to
kindergartens which was received by many of them only during the past fortnight regarding
enrolment procedures for 1987. What is the status of the circular? Is it a direction to
kindergartens that their continuing subsidy is dependent upon meeting the specified
enrolment procedures or is it only advisory?
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-I thank Mr Knowles for
his question and his continuing interest in the subject of preschools. A great deal of work
and consultation went into the document known as circular No. 6. Next week I shall make
a statement to the House about preschools and the planning mechanisms that the
Government proposes to adopt for making certain that four-year-old children in this State
have access to preschool services.
On a number of occasions I have made the Government's intention clear. Honourable
members should, therefore, look on circular No. 6 as an advisory document, and further
clarification of the circular will be forthcoming in the near future.

INFANT WELFARE SESSIONS
The Hon. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-I direct a question to the Minister
for Community Services regarding a letter sent to town clerks and shire secretaries from
the Director of the Family Health and Support Branch of Community Services Victoria
proposing that future sessions of infant welfare be based on birth notifications over the
previous year.
In view of the acceptance of this service, which is almost 100 per cent in most country
areas, is the Minister aware that fluctuating sessions will destabilise this extremely important
service and may lead to resignations of valued infant welfare sisters because of reductions
in sessions? In the case of the Shire of Warracknabeal, the move would reduce sessions
from eight to 4·5. Will the Minister immediately review the circular of Community
Services Victoria and will she consult with councils and other people involved in this vital
infant welfare service to discover what changes, if any, are necessary to the service?
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-I give Mr Dunn all the
assurances that he seeks and I indicate that substantial steps have been taken to clarify the
issue of additional sessions for infant welfare.
I strongly support the remarks Mr Dunn made about infant welfare. I regard it as the
best universal service that is provided by the State Government and local government. In
the Budget, an amount of $200 000 is allocated to provide an additional 240 sessions of
infant welfare. Th~t will be sufficient to make up the number needed in most cases.
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I have been through the list of shires and councils that have requested additional
sessions. I examined the Government's figures to ascertain which shires and councils the
Government believes need additional sessions. With no further redeployment of staff at
all, I believe something like 45 shires and councils can be offered additional sessions.
The additional sessions will be mostly in the following regions: northern, the western
region-which is the western suburbs-Ballarat, Bendigo and in various other rural areas
of high growth. I appreciate the point Mr Dunn made about infant welfare services in
country areas. That point was made tellingly by the Shire of Glenelg when I was at
Casterton approximately ten days ago.
I understand that it is extremely difficult for an infant welfare sister who is established
in a centre to have reduced the number of sessions she conducts. The Government has no
intention of destabilising existing infant welfare centres. However, I insist on the fact that
there may be some capacity for redeployment of staff within metropolitan Victoria
particularly.
It is quite obvious that some areas that have ageing populations may not need the full
number of infant welfare sessions that they currently have. No decision about redeployment
will be made without the agreement of the council concerned, without full consultation
with the Municipal Association of Victoria and without full consultation with the infant
welfare special interest group. Those assurances have been given several times already.
No such step would be taken without taking into account the following factors: the
composition of the population, the availability of services generally, questions of distance
and isolation and the way in which the infant welfare service functions.

PRISON SUICIDES
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD (Templestowe Province)-I refer the Attorney-General to
the report in last Monday's press that statistics of deaths in Australian prisons indicate
that, during the five-year period between 1980 and 1985, Victorian prisons had the second
highest suicide rate in the Commonwealth.
I ask the Attorney-General whether he will outline to the House the measures which he
has initiated to ensure the factors and conditions which contribute to suicides or attempted
suicides by prisoners are addressed.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I thank Mr Arnold for his question.
Suicide in prisons is always a matter of real concern because it is a population group
which, by its very definition, is most prone to suicide and attempted suicide due to the
fact, of course, that those persons are often in trauma, are suffering loss of liberty in
difficult conditions and, in many cases, may be suffering from drug addiction of one kind
or another. Therefore, the community is dealing with a group of people of whom some are
more likely to suicide than people in other groups.
During the past ten years or so, a number of suicides have occurred in Victorian prisons.
Suicides averaged two or three during the late 1970s and, in 1983-84, the number of
suicides rose to twelve, which was a high figure.
Following that high suicide rate at that time, my predecessor, the Honourable Pauline
Toner, initiated a study, as well as other steps to address the issue. The Institute of
Criminology, which undertook that study, has not yet completed it and what appeared in
the press was, in fact, a leak of an uncompleted study.
Following my predecessor's action, in 1984-85 no suicides took place in Victorian
prisons. Last year, because I was dissatisfied with the rate of progress of studies conducted
elsewhere, I initiated a study which I made public yesterday. It was conducted by Mr
David Sime, a consultant forensic psychiatrist, Mr Tim Watson-Munro, a consultant
forensic psychologist, and a number of other people. Its purpose was to examine the
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problem of suicide in prisons and to indicate other steps that the Government can take to
ease this problem.
Steps have been implemented and changes have been made during the past two years
so that only one suicide occurred in each of the last two financial years in our prison
community. As a result of that, the Government has substantially implemented the
recommendations made in the Sime report, including the implementation of better welfare
and orientation programs; to extend after-hour welfare sevices; to establish the joint
Health Department Victoria-Office of Corrections drug treatment program, as well as a
new reception block.
In particular, a complaint has been made about conditions in which women prisoners
are held in "8" Annexe at Pentridge. Only 20 to 22 women are now held there. The
Government has implemented extended welfare services and extended out-of-cell hours
and instituted provisions to ensure that prisoners exhibiting signs of suicidal tendencies,
depression and/or withdrawal symptoms are held in the Pentridge Hospital, which is an
excellent facility, until the causes for concern are removed.
It is important that in addition to the other initiatives my department has taken,
including the abolition of large dormitories in the remand section of Pentridge Prison,
which are now happily closed, progress will be made on the siting and development of a
low-security women's prison in the next few months. Only when the department has that
facility, which will hold approximately 20 to 25 prisoners in a low-security area, will I be
satisfied.

In conclusion, the steps taken by my predecessor, Mrs Toner, and those steps that I
have put into place to address the suicide problems in our prisons, will lead to the suicide
rate in Victoria's gaols being much lower than in other gaols~

WESTERNPORT REGIONAL PLANNING AND CO-ORDINATION
COMMITTEE
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-I direct my question to the Minister
for Planning and Environment, which is based on four facts that I will relate to the House.
On 29 October last year the Minister's predecessor, the Minister for Agriculture and
Rural Affairs, gave an unequivocal undertaking to the House that the number of members
appointed to the Westernport Regional Planning and Co-ordination Committee would be
reduced from the eleven contemplated to ten so that they would not outnumber the
municipal representatives.
On 15 September this year, the present Minister for Planning and Environment indicated
that he had, in fact, chosen eleven names.
A formal breach of the undertaking was avoided because of the unfortunate death of
one of the eleven committee members. On 18 September, I phoned the Minister's office
and drew attention to the need to honour the undertaking and suggested that Mrs Meredith
Hayes, who had already been nominated as a member representing rural industry, could
represent conservation interests as well.
Will the Minister for Planning and Environment take that course to avoid dishonouring
the undertaking of his predecessor?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Minister for Planning and Environment)-I regret that Mr
Hunt continues to attack the Western Port committee. It is nice that Mr Hunt is wanting
to participate in the proceedings today. On the first day of the session, he had to make a
personal explanation at the end of question time. On the second day of the session, he
adjourned a Bill for the entire session and on the third day he adjourned the House.
The PRESIDENT-Order! The Minister will address the question.
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The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-I am pleased that Mr Hunt is apparently participating in
the appropriate way but it is a pity that he is continuing to attack the Western Port
committee. I attended a meeting of the committee last Thursday and heard the proceedings,
and I was pleased to see the amount of participation taking place there.
Mr Hunt had, as I explained to the local press at that time, endeavoured to undermine
the position of chairman during one ofhis-The Hon. A. J. Hunt interjected.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-Perhaps he wants to make another personal explanation or
perhaps he might like t.o adjourn the House or call someone to the Bar of the House.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-Do you care about the undertaking? That is the question.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-It is .unfortunate that Mr Hunt is continuing to try to
disrupt the functioning of this committee because the Western Port committee is very
important and I am pleased with the way it has commenced its work.
The matters that Mr Hunt has raised will be given further consideration. However, I
urge Mr Hunt to try to support the important work being done by the Western Port
committee rather than trying to move from one point to the other. Last week, it was a
vicious personal attack on the chairman and this week he has jumped on to another issue.
This behaviour is most unfortunate and I ask Mr Hunt to consider his position and give
consideration to, at the end of question time, making a personal explanation to the House
saying that he has now recanted and that he is prepared to give proper support to the
operation of the Western Port committee.
It is not satisfactory to have a committee being run down like this, and Mr Hunt
continues to interjec~. I find that very offputting.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-How many people are you appointing? Are you appointing
ten or eleven? That is what I want to know.
.
The l:Ion. J. H. KENNt\N-If the question were asked by someone sensible like Mr
Baxter, rather than Mr Hunt, it would be easy but it is difficult when Mr Hunt interjects. I
will give consideration to the other matters that Mr Hunt has raised, provided that he is
prepared later to make a personal explanation to the House, and to give the House his
fullest support to the operation of the committee.

FISHING IN COASTAL PARK RESERVES
The Hon. D. M. EVANS (North Eastern Province)-My question to the Minister for
Conservation, Forests and Lands relates to the issue of fishing and other recreational
activities in coastal park reserves. I understand that already a number of marine reserves
have a prohibition on fishin~-both professional and amateur or recreational fishingand other recreational activitIes in certain parks, including Wilsons Promontory .
. Is it intended to widen that prohibition to a number of other reserves? Are a number of
other reserves currently under consideration and is it intended to move towards the
MacDonald recommendations of 1982 and declare a further section of marine parks and
marine reserves off-limits to recreational fishermen and professional fishermen?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I thank Mr
Evans for his question because it gives me the opportunity of clearing up some of the
nonsensical statements that are being circulated about this Government's policy on marine
parks and reserves.
As Mr Evans correctly states, a number of marine parks and reserves have been created.
These include the Harold Holt reserve, that was created by the previous Government, the
Point Cook reserve, and recently I created a marine park and reserve at Wilsons
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Promontory. The impact of those reserves on both commercial and recreational fishing is
very limited indeed.
In the Wilsons Promontory area only 100 metres of the coast is excluded from recreational
and commercial fishing. The question that Mr Evans asks as a follow-up is whether the
Government will be accepting the MacDonald report, a report by an officer of my
department that was written some time ago and has no official status.
The creation of marine reserves and parks is related to Land Conservation Council
recommendations, of course, which the Government would treat on their merits or on a
policy decision of the Government. The program for the Government on marine parks
and reserves is clearly set out in the Government's election policy of 1985, which included
the creation ofWilsons Promontory parks and reserves and one other-Anderson's Inlet.
I have made it clear that the Government will not proceed on the Anderson's Inlet
reserve until it has properly planned and resourced the Wilsons Promontory marine park
and reserve; then it will be moving on to Anderson's Inlet. They are the only marine parks
and reserves planned for this term of government but there is a set of Land Conservation
Council recommendations on the Melbourne area which will come to the Governmentat
some stage and will have to be considered in the normal Land Conservation Council
process.
The other comment that I should make is that an extraordinary story is floatinf about
that the Government intends to close to recreational fishing 300 rivers in nationa parks.
That is absolute nonsense. The Government is well aware of the significance of recreational
fishing as a most important pastime. I have a Statewide advisory committee to advise me
on these matters and we shall not be closing rivers in national parks to recreational fishing
except in the case of Wilsons Promontory where it is important, as the opposition parties
will agree, to create a situation in which the breeding of native fish can be protected.

NURSES FROM OVERSEAS
The Hon. JOAN COXSEDGE (Melbourne West Province)-I ask the Minister for
Health: will the importation of 500 nurses from the United Kingdom and Ireland prevent
local registered nurses from taking up positions of their choice in Victorian public hospitals?
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for HeaIth)-1 am pleased to say that overseas nurses
have commenced to arrive. They will be allocated to the six major metropolitan teaching
hospitals. It is clear that of the 500 who are arriving, 305 will represent a net addition to
the nursing establishment of Victoria's major teaching hospitals. Currently there are about
900 vacancies in public hospitals throughout the State and, therefore, several vacancies
are still available to be filled by local recruits.
Further, overseas recruits have been allocated only to registered nurse positions and not
to charge nurse positions or more senior positions in clinical, administrative and
educational fields.
It is pleasing to note that those overseas nurses who have arrived have found both the
pay and conditions in Victoria's public hospital system much more attractive than in
Britain and Ireland.

BUSH NURSING HOSPITALS
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-Is the Minister for Health
aware of the concerns of the Victorian Bush Nursing Association that the combined effect
of the removal of the bed subsidy from the Commonwelath Government and the reduced
number of people being covered by health benefit funds will inevitably lead to the closure
of a number of bush nursing hospitals and the consequent transfer of patients from lowcost bush nursing hospitals to high-cost public hospitals?
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What action are the Minister and the Government contemplating to prevent this
unfortunate situation from occurring?
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-Prior to the Federal Budget, the decision
had been made to refer the issue of the ongoing operations of bush nursing hospitals to an
all-party Parliamentary committee, and that has occurred.
In addition to that, the Bush Nursing Association has made clear its concern about the
removal of the day bed subsidy from 1 October. That was a Federal Budget decision on
the day-to-day operations of hospitals.
The association is awaiting the decision of the health insurance funds on how they will
deal with the matters arising from the removal of the day subsidy. It has also indicated a
willingness and a wish to have separate discussions with the Federal Minister.
I have indicated to the representatives of the Bush Nursing Association that, subject to
the outcome of discussions with the Federal Minister, I shall remain available to see those
representatives and, if necessary, pursue further issues with the Federal Minister.

EMERGENCY RELIEF GRANTS
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT (North Western Province)-I refer the Minister for
Community Services to the issue of food vouchers to welfare clients and also to the large
increase in alcohol offences in the electorate I represent.
Is the Minister aware that community agencies are forbidding welfare groups from
issuing vouchers endorsed "not for alcohol, tobacco, food for pets" and so on? Upon
inquiring, I was told that the reason was the alleged attack on the dignity and freedom of
choice of the recipients. However, the public is appalled at this explanation.
Does the Minister propose similar rules in her State department as have been
implemented in the Commonwealth department?
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-I thank the honourable
member for his question. The only grants made by Community Services Victoria, which
are similar to emergency relief grants, are family support grants. Those grants are for
amounts up to $500 and are available when it appears that a situation might occur
involving family breakdown, child maltreatment or the possibility of children coming into
care.
Those grants of up to $500 each are made payable as a cash cheque or, more likely,
directly to the agency involved, for example, the landlord or creditors. That is the grant
for which my department is responsible.
I confirm the Commonwealth guidelines to which Mr Wright has directed my attention.
I direct his attention to the fact that any agency distributing emergency relief must sign
those guidelines and is then in full knowledge of the guidelines when agreeing to provide
emergency relief.
No restrictions apply to agencies dispensing aid from their own resources. Underlying
Mr Wright's question is a further question about the dignity of clients. I take that matter
seriously because one must respect the rights of an applicant for assistance. Sensitivities
always surround the problems associated with the families or individuals applying for
emergency relief.
Any agency with specific difficulties can apply for specific dispensation from that guideline
and I should have thought that that would be check and balance enough. I support the
Commonwealth Government on this matter.
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COMMERCIAL FISHING LICENSING
The Hon. B. A. MURPHY (Gippsland Province)-I direct a question to the Minister
for Conservation, Forests and Lands who last week released the review of commercial
fishing licensing that had been chaired by the very capable Mr Michael Arnold, MLC.
During that review, Mr Arnold showed the wisdom of Solomon and the patience of a
trout fisherman.
Now that the review has been released, what steps will the Minister take to ensure that
the recommendations of the review are implemented?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I am delighted
that Mr Murphy has returned to the House to ask an important question on a matter
which is of immense importance in his electorate. I should like to thank both Mr Murphy
and Mr Mier for the contribution that they made as members of the reference panel for
the Arnold review and to compliment Michael Arnold for the excellent report both in
terms of its forward thinking recommendations and its very thorough process. It was
certainly not an armchair exercise. Mr Arnold did have some interesting experiences
working with the fishermen. The report represents an excellent standard of research, on
which my department, especially Ross Winstanley and David Molloy, have to be
congratulated.
The actual review is now available for comment until mid-December, and I am looking
forward to receiving both industry and community comment. The Government will make
its decision after those submissions are received.
The underlying principle of the report is that it is crucial to take as one's first base of
planning in the fisheries industry the management of the resource. The Government
endorses that principle, which is being used to bring sanity into the operations of the
fisheries industry. That is not to say that commercial interests will not be served.
There are a number of recommendations in the report which will move the fisheries
industry into the 21 st century and will be consistent with the economic strategy of the
Government.
In particular the recommendations on licences and the reconstruction oflicences should
be welcomed by the industry, and will be considered with great care because licences are
the basis of fishermen's access to the resource.
In addition, I particularly welcome the recommendations of Mr Arnold that there
should be separate industry committees on the resource side and a single and adequately
funded industry association. With respect to the departmental structure, the report
recommends the establishment of a separate fisheries division. Mr President, I am sure
you would be well aware of discussions on this issue over the past few years.
Although I am prepared to examine that recommendation, the only recommendation
which I have rejected is the recommendation that the enforcement activities of fisheries
should be recentralised back into the centre of the department. It would be much more
appropriate to leave that activity in the regions and, as Mr Arnold suggests, upgrade the
performance, especially of regional cooperation.
Honourable members interjecting.

The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-It would have been nice if members of the Opposition had
read the report and one member of the Opposition had asked the question himself.
There are several comments in the report on the need to upgrade staffing in the
department, especially in the area of licence management and statistical collection, and
that will be done.
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The industry itself will be pleased to know that Steve McCormack, who is one of the
leading people in terms of industry liaison, has been appointed to head the licencing
branch.

RED MEAT TRADING HOURS
The Hon. F. S. GRIMWADE (Central Highlands Province)-I direct a question to the
Leader of the Government and the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs. Having
regard to the fact that the House has passed legislation lifting the restriction on the sale of
red meat and the fact that farmers, consumers and, indeed, the vast majority of Victorians
have now been joined by both the Miller report and the Prices Surveillance Authority in
supporting a change in shopping hours, when will the Government allow red meat to trade
on equal terms with white meat in the shopping place?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-As I pointed
out when this vexed question was discussed earlier in this House, the issue is a matter for
determination by my colleague, the Honourable Robert Fordham, the Minister for Industry,
Technology and Resources in another place. I shall be happy to transfer the question to
him and obtain an answer for Mr Grimwade as soon as possible.

BROADCASTING OF PROCEEDINGS
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs) (By leave)-I
preface the moving of the motion by pointing out that certain meetings have been held
involving Leaders of the parties in this place, you, Mr President, and the Clerk, and the
matter has been discussed on a number of occasions. Therefore, I move:
That this House authorises the broadcasting and rebroadcasting on radio and television stations of recorded
excerpts of proceedings in the Legislative Council during 1986, subject to the following conditions1. Audio excerpts may be taken(a) from the question time proceedings; and
(b)

from other proceedings provided the President, after consultation with the party Leaders, has so approved.

2. Television video or film of a particular proceeding may be taken provided the President, after consultation
with the party Leaders. has so approved.
3. Audio excerpts shall be recorded from the signal transmitted by the House monitoring system only by
representatives of accredited media organisations. No alteration to the sound relay equipment is to be undertaken
unless approved by the President.
4. Excerpts are not to be used for the purposes of satire or ridicule.
5. Excerpts shall not be used for the purpose of political party advertising or in election campaigns.
6. Fairness in reporting with reasonable balance between both sides ofthe House is to be achieved by avoiding
undue concentration on anyone member.
7. Excerpts must be placed in context. Commentators should identify members at least by name.
8. Media personnel are required to obey any instruction given either generally or in a particular case by the
President. or through him by the Clerk of the Legislative Council, the Usher of the Black Rod or the Housekeeper.
9. Any breach of these conditions may result in the immediate suspension of the privileges by the President.

This matter arose after an approach by members of the Parliamentary Press Gallery and
the media to see whether practices that occur in other Parliaments and elsewhere might
not occur in this House. The matter has been taken up in the Assembly and a decision
made there to allow for certain recordings to be made.
The discussions between the Leaders and myself were productive. I foreshadow that
even though there was agreement with this formulation in its entirety, the Leader of the
Opposition in this House has approached me since that time to suggest an amendment,
which I believe he will speak to in a moment. I indicate that there was a strong agreement;
if there was any disagreement between us it was only in the matter of timing.
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The formulation that I have read out suggested a trial period for the next three months
when as-of-right question time could be recorded and any other matter only with your
approval, Mr President, after consultation.
The Leader of the Opposition will move an amendment to which I do not take major
exception. I do not intend we should divide on the matter; I shall listen to his argument
and to hear what the Leader of the National Party has to say. All in all, I believe proper
negotiation has occurred.
We are moving into an area where the public will know more and better what is being
said in this House, and that is as it should be. If in time to come there are moves for a
visual recording of the proceedings of this House, that will require further discussion
between the parties. This motion, as honourable members will understand, relates only to
an audio recording of what goes on in the House. It can be used on television with a still
photograph of the honourable member speaking or of the House itself.
We are moving ahead in that regard, and it is good and proper that we do so. The public
should know what is occurring in a House such as this. I hope the procedure will be used
responsibly by the press and the media generally. The conditions that I have outlined in
this motion simply suggest that the press should treat the matter as one of some privilege
and leave you, Mr President, quite properly in the position of having to determine if any
misuse occurs, whether these privileges should continue. I am sure that that will be well
handled by you or any of your deputies, under your direction.
With those comments I have great pleasure in moving this motion because I believe it
represents a step ahead in the activities of this House and of a proper understanding by
the people of Victoria of what occurs in this House.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-I appreciate very much the
opportunity to have been involved in the productive negotiations between the Leaders
and yourself, Mr President, on this issue. Those negotiations have resulted in all conditions
other than condition No. 1 being agreed to.
In. th.e case of condition No. 1, we disagreed with that provision because it is unduly
restnctIve. T~ confine the taking ofas-of-nght excerpts in question time only, in the view
of my party, IS unnecessary and unduly restrictive upon freedom of information. Once we
accept the principle that excerpts of proceedings may be taken then, in the view of my
party, that ought not to be confined to question time.
There are a great many issues that the media may consider newsworthy and noteworthy.
There are matters that arise without warning, that are of particular and great importance
to Parliament and to the people of Victoria. Just as the written press are able to report the
debates on those matters, so in today's modern age the electronic media ought to have the
same right of reporting.
Earlier we looked at the formulation that was taken back to the parties in a different
form. After consideration by my party a more restricted version was found to be simply
unacceptable and I, therefore, move, as an amendment:
That all the words and expressions in condition No. I after "Audio excerpts" be omitted with a view to
inserting "of proceedings may be taken for the above purposes only".

That means that there will be a full right of the pressto record the whole or such parts as
they think fit of any proceedings of this House for rebroadcast, providing that rebroadcast
on television or radio complies with the rules offaimess and equity and the other rules set
out in the conditions.
There is, of course, by condition No. 8, an overriding right to you, Mr President, to take
such actions as you deem necessary to ensure compliance with those conditions offairness
and equity. We believe the motion is an important advance in any event, but we believe
we might as well go further and ensure true freedom of information as we are making this
move at this stage.
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After all, it is a trial period for the balance of this sessional period. The press and the
media are put on their honour to exercise this new right fairly. I am sure they will do that
and we trust that the result will be that the people of Victona will be better informed on
the proceedings of Parliament and of this House.
In disagreeing with the Leader of the House on this one issue, I do not derogate from
the great cooperation he has shown in ensuring that we have an agreed formula on every
other aspect. It is a pity we could not get agreement on every aspect.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-Both the motion by the Leader of
the House and the amendment moved by Mr Hunt are a great step forward in making the
proceedings of Parliament more open to the public and more available to the various
forms of media which wish to report the proceedings of the House.
Frankly, the National Party looks at it as being the people's Parliament and our view is
that it should be open for people to examine and be made more aware of what is occurring
here. The National Party supports the extension of this right. This is a trial period only,
but I envisage that the trial period will lead to an ongoing use of electronic recording and
the use of excerpts, as proposed by the motion and the amendment.
The National Party took part in the discussions between Leaders and we have an open
mind on the issue. We were quite happy to proceed with question time only for the
remainder of this sessional period but our objective was that the whole of the proceedings
of Parliament should be available to the electronic media to enable the recording of
excerpts.
Obviously, we have times for our business, such as on Wednesdays, which we believe
should be available for recording just as question time is and that was our objective right
from the word "Go". The Leader of the House summed it up when he said that it is a
matter of time. I do not believe there is anything between us so far as principles on this
issue are concerned, but it is a matter of time whether we have question time only recorded
in this sessional period or whether we open up the whole proceedings.
The National Party has considered both aspects and, if there is to be a trial for the
remainder of this sessional period, it is the National Party's view that it should be a trial
of the whole proceedings. What is the use of having a limited trial when there are only
four or five sitting weeks of the sessional period remaining? It should be a trial of all the
proceedings, which will possibly be a move at the appropriate time anyway. Doing so
would give honourable members a clear assessment of how broadcasting is proceeding.
The National Party will support the amendment and thanks the Leader of the
Government for the opportunity of discussing the matter. In supporting the amendment
my party is not in grave conflict with the motion.
I am aware that one aspect of the use of excerpts worries some honourable members.
Excerpts may be only a small part of a total debate. Considerable responsibility and
discretion must be exercised by media people in the use of excerpts. Honourable members
should have the right to view a transcript of the excerpts to be used. I understand it is
possible that a transcript may be available, but very often honourable members will not
see or hear the excerpt. It should be available from the various reporting services available
to the Government.
I do not envisage any grave difficulties with the proposal. The debates are open to the
print media and the Parliamentary Press Gallery is able to report every aspect of the
proceedings of this House. The National Party does not know of any reason why that
opportunity should not be available to the electronic media as well.
On that basis, the National Party has agreed to support the amendment moved by Mr
Hunt. It will watch the operation of the proposal over the remaining weeks of the sessIOnal
period. I hope it will work :successfully; I have no reason to doubt that it will not work '
successfully. Ifit is successful it will be able to become a permanent feature of this House.
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The amendment was agreed to, and the motion, as amended, was adopted.
The PRESIDENT-Order! I shall briefly comment following the passing of the motion.
I have some concerns about its possible effects. Although I do not believe members of the
Parliamentary Press Gallery, who fully understand the guidelines, would abuse the privilege
that has now been given to them, it concerns me that their reports and/or recordings will
be taken out of their control and be subjected to editing by people who are not involved
in the Parliamentary Press Gallery.
I point out to members of the Parliamentary Press Gallery that I am concerned that
excerpts may not be used in a responsible way. We will be monitoring the situation and I
should like members of the Parliamentary Press Gallery to pass on the guidelines that
have been laid down to their colleagues in other sections of the media who control the
editing, so that they are fully aware of their responsibilities and also the privileges that
have been granted to them.

PETITIONS
Child care services
The Hon. D. E. HENSHAW (Geelong Province) presented a petition from certain
citizens of Victoria seeking an assurance that child care and kindergarten programs will
continue to be provided and funded by Government. He stated that the petition was
respectfully worded, in order, and bore 83 signatures.
It was ordered that the petition be laid on the table.

Estate Agents Act 1980
The Hon. B. A. MURPHY (Gippsland Province) presented a petition from certain
citizens of Victoria praying that difficulties with the restrictive nature of legislation
governing the licensing of estate agents highlighted by proven practical experience be
recognised by reviewing certain sections of the Estate Agents Act 1980. He stated that the
petition was respectfully worded, in order, and bore 23 signatures.
It was ordered that the petition be laid on the table.

Planning (Brothels) Act 1984
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province) presented a petition from certain
citizens of Victoria praying for the immediate repeal of the Planning (Brothels) Act 1984.
He stated that the petition was respectfully worded, in order, and bore eighteen signatures.
It was ordered that the petition be laid on the table.

HOSPITALS (POWERS) BILL
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health), by leave, moved for leave to bring in a
Bill to make further provision with respect to the powers of certain hospitals, to amend
the Health Act 1958, the Cancer Act 1958 and the Hospitals and Charities Act 1958 and
for other purp9ses.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

238

COUNCIL

Pre-school Teachers and Assistants Bill

1 October 1986

PRE-SCHOOL TEACHERS AND ASSISTANTS (SICK LEAVE)
BILL
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services), by leave, moved for leave
to bring in a Bill to amend the Pre-School Teachers and Assistants (Portability of Long
Service Leave) Act 1984 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:
Auditor-General's Office-Report and financial statements for the year 1985-86.
Education Ministry-Report and financial statements for the year 1985-86.
Ethnic Affairs Commission-Report and financial statements for the year 1985-86.
Industrial Relations Commission-Report of the president for the year ended 31 October 1985.
Industry, Technology and Resources Department-Report and financial statements for the year 1985-86.
Library Council-Report for the year 1984-85.
Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works-Report and financial statements for the year 1985-86.
National Tennis Centre Trust-Report for the year 1985-86.
Police Service Board-Determination No. 464. Determination No. 3 for police recruits.
Premier and Cabinet Department-Report and financial statements for the year 1985-86.
Public Works Department-Report and financial statements for the year 1985-86.
Small Business Development Corporation-Report for the year 1985-86.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts of Parliament:
Adoption Act 1984-No. 253.
Annual Reporting Act 1983-Nos 249 and 250.
Companies (Acquisition of Shares) (Application of Laws) Act 1981-No. 240.
Companies (Application of Laws) Act 1981-No. 237.
Dried Fruits Act I 958-No. 234.
Evidence Act 1958-No. 236.
Extractive Industries Act 1966-No. 245.
Farm Produce Merchants and Commission Agents Act 1965-No. 231.
Fisheries Act I 968-No. 251.
Forests Act 1958-No. 252.
Futures Industry (Application of Laws) Act I 986-No. 238.
Health Act 1958-Nos 242 and 243.
Juries Act 1967-No. 239.
Land Tax Act 1958-No. 255.
Lotteries Gaming and Betting Act I 966-No. 248.
Mines Act 1958-No. 244.
Mining Development Act I 958-No. 246.
Motor Boating Act 1961-No. 254 ..
Petroleum Act 1958-No. 247.
Post-Secondary Education Act 1978-No. 241.
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Public Service Act 1974-PSD No. 35.
Stock Medicines Act 1958-No. 235.
Technical and Further Education Board-Report for the year 1985-86.
Town and Country Planning Act 1961Benalla-Shire of Benalla Planning Scheme I 953-Amendment No. 24.
Bulla-Shire of Bulla Planning Scheme-Amendment No. 104.
Cranbourne-Shire ofCranbourne (Western Port) Planning Scheme-Amendment No. 32, 1985.
Geelong Regional Planning Scheme-Amendment No. 160, Part I, 1986.
Melbourne Metropolitan Planning Scheme-Amendments No. 227, Part 3 (with map): No. 280, Part 4; No.
317. Part 4 (with map); No. 379, Part I (with ten maps); and No. 380, Part I (with twelve maps).
Moe-City of Moe Planning Scheme 1966-Amendment No. 88.
Rosedale-Shire of Rosedale Planning Scheme, Part 2-Amendments Nos 19 and 20, 1985.
Shepparton-City of She ppart on Planning Scheme 1953-Amendment No. 103, 1986.
Sherbrooke-Shire ofSherbrooke Planning Scheme 1979 (Rural Areas)- Amendment No. 36.
Traralgon-City ofTraralgon Planning Scheme 1957-Amendment No. 48.
Water Resources Department-Report and financial statements for the year 1985-86.

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. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-I move:
That the consideration of Notices of Motion, General Business, and Orders of the Day, General Business, Nos
I to 72. be postponed until later this day.

The motion was agreed to.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENTS

St Albans Community Health and Resources Centre
The Order of the Day for the consideration of the Ministerial statement, made by the
Hon. D. R. White (Minister for Health) on September 17, was read.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for A~riculture and Rural Affairs)-The Leader of
the Opposition indicated to me that he had Intended that when this matter was brought
on, he would move that it be debated cognately with Orders of the Day, General Business,
Nos 29 and 30.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-By leave, I move:
That this House authorises and requires the Honourable the President to permit discussion on Order of the
Day, General Business. No. 73 to be taken concurrently with Orders of the Day, General Business, Nos 29 and
30, which were previously ordered to be debated concurrently by the House on 16 April 1986.

Both those Orders of the Day have already been debated concurrently. They cover similar
ground to Order of the Day, General Business, No. 73. It would be for the convenience of
the House that all three items should be dealt with together.
I might further indicate that I have spoken to the Minister for Health, who has the call
on Orders of the Day, General Business, Nos 29 and 30, and he has indicated to me that
he will waive his right to speak on either of those motions at this stage so that he can hear
at least part of the debate before he contributes.
The motion was agreed to.
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The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-To enable debate on all aspects
authorised by the previous motion to proceed, I move:
That the Council take note of the Ministerial statement of 17 September and further report to the Minister
dated 9 August 1986.

The motion was agreed to.

ST ALBANS COMMUNITY HEALTH AND RESOURCES CENTRE
AND COMMUNITY HEALTH CENTRES IN VICTORIA
The debates (adjourned from April 16 and authorised earlier this day) were resumed on
the motion of the Hon. M. A. Birrell (East Yarra Province):
That the Council take note of the Ministerial statement of2 April and the report on the St Albans Community
Health and Resources Centre; and
that this House records its serious concern about the bad management and administration of many community
health centres in Victoria.

and on the motion of the Hon. A. J. Hunt (South Eastern Province):
That the Council take note of the Ministerial statement of 17 September and further report to the Minister
dated 9 August 1986.

The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-In order to further enable the House
to canvass all the issues properly that are involved directly and indirectly in the three
Orders of the Day which the House is now debating, I move, as an amendment to the
motion referred to in Order of the Day, General Business, No. 30:
That the following words be added at the end of the motion: ... and condemns the Government for failing to
implement policies that rectify improper or inefficient activities of many community health centres.

The motion would then read:
That this House records its serious concern about the bad management and administration of many community
health centres in Victoria and condemns the Government for failing to implement policies that rectify improper
or inefficient activities of many community health centres.

I do not propose to speak to the amendment. I have moved it formally for the purpose of
opening up the debate.
The PRESIDENT-Order! I advise Mr Birrell, before I call him, that he is confined to
making his remarks specifically on the amendment and Order of the Day, General Business,
No. 73. He has previously spoken to the other two motions.
The Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (East Yarra Province)-I wish to take this opportunity of
discussing the growing public concern about the mismanagement of many community
health centres within Victoria. The Cain Government has failed miserably to ensure that
all the State's community centres are managed in the public interest and it has failed to
ensure that taxpayers' funds are used by all those centres in a responsible and principled
manner.
Public resources and taxpayers' funds held by many community h~alth centres are being
wasted, stolen or grossly mismanaged.
The Government has displayed total duplicity and has failed miserably to correct these
problems while, at the same time, it makes the claim that it is managing a lean and efficient
health system. Many people involved in those community health centres are receiving
favoured treatment because of their relationship with the Australian Labor Party.
In this address, I wish particularly to refer to the St Albans Community Health and
Resources Centre, the Collingwood Community Health Centre, the Brunswick Community
Health Service, the Whittlesea-Lalor Community Health Centre, and the Melton
Community Health Centre.
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Today, almost six months after I raised substantial allegations of fraud, impropriety
and mismanagement against the St Albans Community Health and Resources Centre,
Victorians are still waiting for the Government to implement policies that: firstly, prevent
the illegal, incompetent or simply wasteful management practices of the St Albans
Community Health and Resources Centre from occurring in other centres in Victoria;
and, secondly, for the Government to undo the massive rorts and acts of nepotism at the
St Albans centre, which still remain to be corrected at that centre.
For the first part of this speech, I wish to dwell on the activities and the lack of response
to the allegations raised in regard to the St Albans centre.
The failure of the Cain Government to act decisively on the St Albans issue is based
entirely on its reluctance to pursue the reprehensible abuses and wrongdoings of senior
Labor Party personalities.
On every occasion when this matter has been raised, the Premier, the Minister for
Health and Health Department Victoria have tried to divert public attention away from
this embarrassing topic.
This ongoing cover-up has to be exposed and Parliament is the proper place for it to be
exposed. On 16 April 1986, the Minister said about the St Albans Community Health and
Resources Centre that:
Victorians cannot in any way conclude that the committee of management or the officers of the centre have
been involved in fraudulent, improper or illegal practices.

In other words, the Minister for Health gave the St Albans Community Health and
Resources Centre an effectively clean bill of health. What a sham! To use the terminology
that nurses use about the Minister, was it another "White" lie?
Only 22 days after the Minister gave the St Albans centre a clean bill of health, the
Minister came back into this House wiping the e~ from his face and announced that he
had changed his mind. He had sacked the commIttee of mana~ement of the St Albans
centre-the committee of management that was made up entIrely of members of the
socialist left or strong activists within the Labor Party-and had replaced the manager of
that health centre, who subsequently resigned.
However, now the cover-up goes on into another stage of deception. The Minister would
have us quietly accept the third report of Deloitte Haskins and Sells on the St Albans
Community Health and Resources Centre, which we are debating today. The Minister
wants honourable members to accept the fact that the report is tabled and the issue is
dead.
As I said on the other two occasions that I have debated this issue in the House, this
matter will not go away because it reflects on the Minister, his department, and the
inability of the Cain Government to scrutinise the improprieties of some members of its
own political party.
The public interest demands that more be done to right the wrongs being committed in
many community health centres, especially St Albans and other community health centres,
which I shall mention later in this debate.
The Ministerial statement of 16 September is totally inadequate and falls well short of a
credible answer to a recognised health services scandal in this State.
I invite honourable members to examine individually each of the St Albans issues. They
are not ranked in order of priority, because they rank themselves as being equal in terms
of disgrace and in terms of an affront to public decency.
The first issue of St Albans that needs to be canvassed relates to nepotism, cronyism
and patronage. The St Albans Community Health and Resources Centre has been used
like a job-creation agency for cronies of the Labor Party; Labor Party members like George
Seitz, a socialist left member of Parliament who was sacked as chairman of the centre;
Session 1986- 9
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members such as Cr lan Mill, also a socialist left activist, who is a director of St Albans
Health Services Pty Ltd, and who was a member of the crooked Sunshine City Council;
and members such as Howard Brown, another socialist left operator and former health
centre employee-those three people all used the St Albans centre as a vehicle to provide
jobs for their mates. All the money involved, public money, was wasted on the mates of
the Labor Party.
If it had not been for the Liberal Party pursuing this issue after the initial cover-up, no
one would know anything about it. What has been done to correct all of these abuses?
Nothing has been done.

Page 2 of the third report of Deloitte Haskins and Sells talks about nepotism and
patronage at the St Albans Community Health and Resources Centre and states.
We would like to strengthen our earlier comments in this matter and express the clear view that such practices
occurred in a number of instances. This view is not denied by the former manager or the former chairman of the
committee of management. If the management recommendations of our 2 April report are implemented, then
such practices will not recur.

So the Government's advisers reached two important conclusions. The first was that there
was massive nepotism and patronage, something that the Minister had previously not
agreed to as having occurred and something that Deloitte Haskins and Sells had glossed
over in its earlier reports. This reveals not only that the Opposition was right, but also that
nothing has been done to correct the situation; no single action has been taken to overcome
the nepotism and patronage.
The recommendations mentioned by Deloitte Haskins and Sells in their first report,
which is almost six months old, have still not been implemented. No action at all has been
taken by the Government, and I shall comment on that in detail in a moment.
The other important point that comes out of that consultants' report, which the Minister
now calls his own, is that, if certain changes are introduced, such practices "will not
recur". What about righting the wrongs of the past? It is, of course, convenient for the
Government to ignore the past and to try to divert attention away from that issue. The
Opposition will not forget the past, and it wants to know what the Government proposes
to do to correct the patronage and nepotism that occurred at the St Albans centre. The
Labor Party hacks are still on the payroll.
I invite honourable members to consider one family that is employed at the St Albans
Community Health and Resources Centre, the Cini family. Until recently Mrs Carmen
Cini was a member of the centre's committee; she was sacked from that committee. Mrs
Cini is a member of the socialist left and holds her membership card at the St Albans East
branch of the ALP. She was sacked, but what has happened as a result? What about the
rest of the family? I refer for my guide to the annual report of the St Albans Community
Health and Resources Centre for 1986, which was presented on 22 September, to ascertain
whether the Government and the "lean and efficient" Health Department have done
anything to correct the nepotism and patronage of the past.
The answer is quite simply that they have not, because the annual report lists the staff
of the centre. I remind honourable members that Mrs Carmen Cini, a member of the
socialist left, was a member of the committee and was sacked. What happened to the
family? They are all still there: George Cini is employed by the centre as a social welfare
worker although he holds no qualifications in social welfare; Marie Cini is a receptionist
cashier there; John Cini is employed as a bus driver; Sue Cini is a child care worker; and
Marie Gilbert, who just happens to be John Cini's daughter, is another child care worker
at the centre. They are all still employed there; no change has occurred.
I first raised this issue in Parliament in April, and no change has occurred. No action
has been taken on the beneficiaries of the nepotism and patronage within this community
health centre. Its 1986 annual report provides stunning evidence of the inactivity of the
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Government in fixing up the mess. The Minister has failed to review these positions. Are
we to live with this glaring case of cronyism forever? That is a fair question to ask.
It is especially relevant, given the comment by Deloitte Haskins and Sells at page 11 of
its third report where it says that the community health centre is "overstaffed for the
limited services provided". The Government's own advisers said that the centre had too
many staff and that there was cronyism and patronage, but the Government has done
nothing to rectify the position.
I turn now to the second issue concerning the St Albans Community Health and
Resources Centre; that is the private health company that is being run by the centre. On 6
May Deloitte Haskins and Sells recommended to the Government that:
... the private company should be wound up.

The accounting firm stated that the company had been "expressly designed" to "avoid the
accountability process of the Health Department".
The recommendation to wind up the company was made on 6 May. What has happened?
Yesterday I conducted a company search of St Albans Health Services Pty Ltd and that
search indicated that no change has been made; the company still exists. The primary
recommendation of Deloitte Haskins and Sells has not been implemented almost six
months to the day after it was directed to the attention of Parliament! One can only ask:
why not? No action has been taken; the company has not been struck off the register of the
Corporate Affairs Office.
It makes a mockery of the bold statement in Parliament by the Minister on 16 April
that the company would be wound up and that he had:
... directed that an implementation process begin at once.

Honourable members know that the Health Department moves slowly. When it takes half
a year to do a simple act, one can understand that it has not got its heart in the task. This
incident alone is symbolic of the lethargy and insincerity of the Cain Government in
implementing even the most mechanical and simple change to the St Albans Community
Health and Resources Centre.
In case the Minister says that aJl other vestiges of the company are gone, I suggest that
he should look at the envelopes in which the notices of the 1986 annual general meeting
of the centre were sent out. Whose facilities were used to send out those notices? The
company's. What was the name on the envelopes? The company's. To all intents and
purposes, the Government has not done what it promised to do.
The third issue with which I shall deal is the takeover likelihood of this community
health centre.
The Cain Government has been negligent in failing to annourrce strict measures to
ensure that community health centres, including the St Albans centre, will not be taken
over by pressure groups that act against the public interest.
The St Albans Community Health and Resources Centre is set to be taken over again
by the socialist left, and by the idiot fringe of the socialist left at that. The community
harbours a very real fear that the St Albans Community Health and Resources Centre will
once again be lost to a group of extremists.
Page 2 of the third report of the Government's own advisers absolutely confirms that
fear when it states:
We are concerned that when in due course the centre is returned to elected local management, control may be
sought by a particular interest group-political or otherwise. We recommend that the role, composition and
method of appointment of the management committee be reviewed prior to that date.

The Opposition suggested action to fix that, too. The Opposition joined with the Minister's
accounting advisers in saying, "Let us get the Act into gear", but, once again, nothing has
happened.

244

COUNCIL

1 October 1986

Community Health Centres in Victoria

The potential for community health centres across this State to be taken over by
extremist groups is real, and the Government's response is a vacuum.
The Government certainly cannot say that it did not have notice of a real alternative to
the current seam. At page 1185 of Hansard of 8 May, I made the following recommendation:
The Opposition suggests that the Government properly research the changing oflaws as they relate to community
health centres. In particular, the Government should introduce the public hospital style system of appointing
boards of management and no longer allow members to be elected by so-called $2 contributors. That system was
removed from the public hospital area and should be removed immediately from the area of community health
centres. Those boards of management should be appointed by the Government on the advice oflocal people, as
occurs in the public hospital system.

On 8 May that positive alternative was put forward, but today we still await a response
from the Government. Honourable members should recall the importance of this matter.
A Government report has stated that a' community health centre is likely to be taken over
by an extremist group. Yet, there is no response from the Government! Why is there a
delay?
Perhaps the Government is worried about disturbing members of the broader Labor
Party family. If the election system for community health centres were cleaned up, the
Government might also have to do away with the committee of management of the
Brunswick Community Health Service, for example. It might then discover that committees
of management of other community health centres should be sacked because of their
political bias.
The question I raise is whether the Government is waiting because too many political
hacks would have to bite the dust.
I now turn to another issue: who will come back to haunt us if the system is not changed?
Will we see the return of George Seitz, the honourable member for Keilor in another
place? Let us look at George.
The Hon. R. I. Knowles-Do we have to?
The Hon. M. A. BIRRELL-Perhaps we should analyse George Seitz. George is not
someone the Cain Government ean be proud of, although in his election campaign brochure
the Premier said, "We are fortunate to have a man of the calibre of George Seitz", and,
"My Government needs a man like George Seitz in Parliament".
Not long after George Seitz was elected, the Age ran a front-page article about how he
was elected. An article by Philip Chubb, who has since gone on to other things, of 5 August
1983 under the heading" Allegations of irregularities in two branches" stated:
The Victorian branch of the ALP has begun a special investigation of allegations of branch-stacking in the
Keilor electorate.
The allegations, which concern two branches, have led to a bitter factional fight in the area. The preselection
ofthe MLA for Keilor, Mr George Seitz, who is a member of the socialist left faction, could be at stake.

I refer to that matter so that honourable members will understand that George has an
interesting track record and he could return to a position of management.
A title search was conducted yesterday on properties with which George Seitz is involved,
and I welcome the response of the Minister for Health on this issue. It is an obligation
under Victorian law for members of Parliament to register all their interests on what is
known as the pecuniary interests list.
In the summary of returns for October 1985 George Seitz stated that he had a beneficial
interest in land at 12 Lois Street, St Albans, and 106 Oleander Drive, St Albans. In the
summary of returns for September 1986 George Seitz put down the same two dwellings.
In a subsequent amendment to those summaries of returns George Seitz did not change
any of his property holdings but he did admit that he was sacked from the board of
management-he was good enough to put that in his pecuniary interests return.
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However, a recent title search indicates that George Seitz has not told the whole truth.
Certificate of title volume 8247 folio 493 stands in the name of George Seitz, Carmen
Cini-honourable members should remember her-and Dennis Carabott.
The Hon. K. I. M. Wright-What is it a title of?
The Hon. M. A. BIRRELL-It is a property of land operated by the Malta Star of the
Sea company. Honourable members might recall that company because I devoted a fair
amount of time in an earlier debate to its operation, as did Deloitte Haskins and Sells in
its report. Malta Star of the Sea was a recipient of a bus owned by the community health
centre but which it did not really have to buy from the centre. However, that bus was
provided to the organisation and is now being driven around by one of the Cinis.
It is important that a member of Parliament should be honest and I should have thought
that all honourable members would ensure that a pecuniary interests register would be
thorough and complete. George Seitz does not seem to share that view; yet he is the type
of man the Minister will return as a member of the committee of management of an
important public health facility.

George Seitz might say that he has that landholding only on behalf of the Malta Star of
the Sea company and that there is nothing to worry about. If there is nothing to worry
about, why did he not declare it? I declare everything on my register and follow the James
Guest model: everything one can possibly think of should be put on the register so that no
one will have the opportunity, as I am now doing, of standing up in Parliament and
criticising another honourable member.
George Seitz does not believe in those same high standards. It is likely that George Seitz
will return! I look forward to the Minister defending him; the Mimster may say that
George Seitz is a man of good character. Perhaps he assists Health Department Victoria
with its modern money management!
The fourth issue involving the St Albans Community Health and Resources Centrehow could honourable members forget it-concerns the international oil company that is
operated from the centre. The St Albans centre stands out as being a touch unusual because
not many community health centres run oil companies!
In an earlier debate I informed the House that Ultramar Oil Co. Pty Ltd operated from
the centre during working hours. The Minister denied that and so too did Deloitte Haskins
and Sells in its first report which stated:
We could not find any evidence to support this allegation.

However, the third report of Deloitte Haskins and Sells on this centre stated:
In our opinion Mr Roach was involved in the affairs of the oil company on more than the casual basis he has
advised.

The accounting firm confirmed that the manager of the centre used the telephone number
of the community health centre on Corporate Affairs Office documents which listed his
private company. Deloitte Haskins and Sells called on the manager to reimburse the
community health centre for his private calls. Even if honourable members were to accept
for a moment that it was all right to operate an oil company from a community health
centre-The Hon. R. J. Long-I find it difficult to accept.
The Hon. M. A. BIRRELL-It is difficult to accept, but one has to tolerate extremes at
St Albans. This man should reimburse the State Government for all his private telephone
calls, but has he done so? According to the report he has not.
These are not fresh allegations because they occurred in 1984 and 1985. A telephone
printout obtained under the Freedom of Information Act reveals that the St Albans
Community Health and Resources Centre was used as a base for this major private
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international oil company. During a six-month period in 1985, an incredibly high number58-of international telephone calls were made from the centre. It is difficult to imagine a
more blatant use of public funds. Those ISD calls were made between May and December
to such bodies as the Indian Oil Corporation, Grindlays Bank in India, a legal firm in
Malaysia and a string of international hotels.
It is obvious that those calls should not have been made but the Minister has not said
anything about the propriety of that and whether the Government has attempted to recoup
the money. The Government should have some policy on this issue.

The Opposition believes access to ISD facilities in community health centres should be
banned. Members of Parliament do not have access to ISD facilities at public expense;
departments do not have access to ISD as a matter of course. However, the St Albans
Community Health and Resources Centre was allowed to run up an enormous bill by
telephoning the Indian Oil Corporation, Grindlays Bank in India and a string of
international hotels.
It is alarming that the Minister has not done anything to rectify this problem and it is
indicative of the lack of credibility of the Government.

On page 6 of the Deloitte Haskins and Sells report of 6 May the accounting consultants
had to advise the Minister that:
We are not aware of the Health Department's view as to whether community health centre managers may
participate in other private ventures...

The accountants did not know whether the Government disagreed with running oil
companies from the community health centre and they put it in writing. They still do not
know. The Government has said nothing.
The fifth allegation at St Albans involves the $10 000 of community health centre
money allegedly used for a bribe. On page 5 of the first report that the Minister tabled the
allegation was outlined in detail and, to refresh the minds of honourable members, I shall
read it:
That on Friday, 21 September 1984 a cheque for $10000 was drawn and cashed on the instructions of the
committee chairman, Mr Seitz, and that this money was fraudulently misapplied by Mr Seitz in assisting Mr
Andrew Theophanous gain ALP preselection for the Federal Parliamentary seat ofCalwell.

Deloitte Haskins and Sells, along with the Minister, said in response at that time, UWe can
find no evidence to support this allegation". What happened? The Opposition said, ULook
a little further-get your act together and do a proper inquiry". What did they come up
with?
At page 6 of the third report Deloitte Haskins and Sells said, in effect, that "There seems
to be something in this allegation about the misuse of $10 000". The report completely
dismisses the alibi of the community health centre that the money had been used as some
kind of floating deposit to buy a piece of land. It concluded, "A cash deposit would not
have been required for such a sale" .
The report then pointed out that it was hard to work out where the money went. It
noted that all the evidence had been removed from the files of the centre. I shall quote
again from page 6 of the report, which states:
The September 1984 minutes of the health centre have been removed from the file and there is no mention in
any earlier minutes of any proposal to acquire the property.

The report further states in an important part of its findings:
We cannot be satisfied from our investigations as to the reasons for the cash funds being withdrawn from the
bank.

The Hon. D. R. White-Go on; what is the next sentence?
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The Hon. M. A. BIRRELL-It states:
However. we are satisfied that the funds were held in the safe over the weekend in question and that they were
rebanked on the following Monday. If any new evidence is produced to support the view that the funds were
intended to be used improperly we would recommend that this information be referred to the Victoria Police.

Does the Minister want me to quote further? I can read it again. It is a damning statement.
It says that a firm of professional accountants does not know where the $10000 went.
They believe it was kept in the safe. On what do they base that conclusion? On discussions
with the staff and management?
I have spoken about the staff and management before and if one were to rely on them
to give the full story it would be a bit thin.
The sum of $1 0 000 went missing and there is deathly silence from the Cain Government
as to what it will do. The Minister said, "Yes, if there is further evidence, we will refer it
to the police". The Opposition wants to know why there was no further pursuit of the
evidence. It is a gross misuse of money.
I remind the House that the money disappeared over the weekend of Saturday, 22
September and Sunday, 23 September and was back on Monday, 24 September. What was
also happening that weekend? The ALP preselection that Mr Theophanous won. What a
coincidence!
The Hon. W. A. Landeryou-Doctor!
The Hon. M. A. BIRRELL-I should have said "Dr Theophanous"-doctor, nonmedical. The sum of $10 000 went missing on the Friday and came back on Monday.
What an absolute coincidence that it was the same weekend as the preselection. One might
ask how it happened.
If one examines the constitution and the by-laws of the St Albans Community Health
and Resources Centre, one sees that such action really cannot happen. The constitution
states that all accounts shall be paid by cheque and no payment shall be made without the
authority of the committee. However, the $10 000 cash movement did take place and the
Minister simply does not want the matter to be raised again. The answers must be
provided in the public interest.
The sixth issue concerning the St Albans Community Health and Resources Centreand the final issue I wish to canvass in respect of that centre-is the financial position of
that centre as it now stands. Deloitte Haskins and Sells stated at page 2 of the first report:
The financial and human resources required to implement these changes-

that is, the reforms they proposed... should be made available from the sale of two houses owned by the centre and by using staff resources
made available by the presently proceeding computer installation project.

These are key points. The first report said that the centre should sell the houses that it
owns and use the computer so that the staff can be made more efficient.
Let us see what happened to that idea. Page 8 of the community health centre annual
report states:
The sale of the two houses in Andrea Street owned by the centre. is being considered. It may be advisable, in
view of the shortage of space within the centre, to make use of them for programs and community activities.

Page 9 of the annual report states:
The computer installation will not release staff for the development of programs in the immediate future as it
is not yet operational.

In other words a key recommendation of the first report has been completely negatived in
the annual report of the community health centre which was tabled a little over a week
ago. There was no comment at all from the Minister. The first report is in tatters. The
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concept has been blown up. The Minister is really saying, "Let us forget about St Albans".
That is his secret hope-who would want to defend it? Perhaps George Seitz might want
to defend it, but he is not the best advocate for himself.
Page 23 of the annual report of the centre is also rather enlishtening. What is the bank
overdraft for the community health centre? Its total budget IS about $500 000 and the
bank overdraft of the centre IS now $173 558.
That is an extraordinary sum to have as an overdraft. It represents approximately onefifth of the total amount of money with which the centre deals. It must be paying an
extraordinary interest rate and creating a long-term liability. In addition, the annual report
refers to a lease and bank loan amount of$89 948. Is that for the mythical computer which
does not work? Is it for the computer that the first report said could free up the staff and
which the annual report of the centre says cannot be used?
Mr Bill Newton reported at a health centre staff meeting on 13 August that, at best, the
computer would not be operational until December.
I raise these matters to show that the financial strife of the centre is severe and ongoing.
A final point about the finances of the St Albans centre is rather notable. In the annual
report ofSt Albans Health Services Pty Ltd there is a note at the bottom which states:
We present this report for the information of contributors. It is an interim report which has not been finalised
as the company is in the process of being wound up.

In other words the reports have not been audited for the second year in a row! Ifl were an
auditor I would run clear of this case because there would be plenty of statements saying,
"We will have to qualify these accounts". For two years in a row the accounts were not
audited.
.
In conclusion about the St Albans Community Health and Resources Centre, at page
479 of H ansard of 16 April 1986, the Minister for Health promised action. He said:
It is my intention to ensure that all community health centres set clear and measurable objectives and that
they hold themselves accountable to Health Department Victoria and their local communities. Projects are in
progress to achieve this aim.

After all that I have outlined, honourable members can clearly understand that nothing
has been done of any substance. At page 478 of Hansard the Minister also said that the
proposals would be Implemented "before 31 August". Now we are holding the Minister
for Health to account and we want to know what he is going to do.
Let us not forget the St Albans Community Health and Resources Centre. This is a mad
episode of a public health facility being used for greedy political purposes. It is unique!
The life governor of the centre is Dr Jim Cairns. Its chairman, until sacked, was a
socialist left member of Parliament. Its treasurer, until sacked, was a socialist left member
of the ALP Administrative Committee. Every other member of the sacked committee was
linked to the Australian Labor Party. Its key employees were either socialist left activists,
close mates of sacked board members or tame apologists for the Labor Party.
This situation is tragic but it is an important reminder of why one should never let the
Labor Party take over any of Victoria's community health facilities. The St Albans
Community Health and Resources Centre is not the only example. I shall move on to
other community health centres about which we are particularly concerned.
The Collingwood Community Health Centre and Brunswick Community Health Service
are two other centres of significance. Serious doubts have been cast over the management
of the Collingwood Community Health Centre. Questions have been asked about the
appointment of the manager, Mr Bruce Hurley, who used to work for the Brunswick
Community Health Service yet who now works at Collingwood.
Mr Hurley's de facto wife was a member of the board of management at the Collingwood
Community Health Centre at the time the vote was taken on whether Mr Hurley should
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become the manager of the centre. Mr Hurley won the position. His de facto wife, Meredith
Kefford, has now taken up the position, as Mr Hurley's replacement, as the manager of
the Brunswick Community Health Service. What a delightful swap of jobs! That is a very
cosy arrangement, as I said when I first raised the issue on 16 April 1986. The Minister
has not responded since then.
Obviously one must ask whether there is a conflict of interest not only because of the
vote taken, but also in a general sense. Was that conflict of interest declared?
I am not the only one who is concerned. Health Department Victoria has also expressed
grave concern about the appointment ofMr Bruce Hurley as the manager of the community
health centre.
Under the Freedom of Information Act I obtained a letter from the Health Commission
of Victoria, as it then was, to the Director of the Hospitals Division, dated 28 February
1985, which said:
The Interim Manager, Collingwood Community Health Centre has sought commission approval to the
appointment of Mr Bruce Hurley (Manager Brunswick Community Health Centre) as Manager of Coilingwood
Community Health Centre.

Finance Division officers and myself recently conducted a routine inspection of the books of Brunswick
Community Health Centre. That inspection revealed that the accounting procedures adopted by the centre
(manager) were deficient in many respects especially in respect to accounting for petty cash.

It is of concern, that the manager of a centre that appears to have "accounting" problems is now recommended
for appointment to another centre which is in major financial difficulties.

In other words the Health Department was expressing doubts about the ability of this
fellow to manage the Brunswick health centre and was questioning whether it should
appoint Mr Hurley as manager of another health centre that was already in trouble.
That concern was reflected in a memorandum from the Secretary of the Hospitals
Division, David Webb, on 6 March 1985:
By letter dated 20 February 1985, Mr Colin McKeith, Interim Manager, Collingwood Community Health
Centre advised that at a meeting of the selection committee for the manager's position, it was unanimously
agreed to recommend to the committee of management that Mr Bruce Hurley be invited to fill the vacant
position.
Mr Hurley is the present Manager of the Brunswick Community Health Service.

Commission officers recently conducted a routine inspection of the books of Brunswick Community Health
Service. That inspection revealed that the accounting procedures adopted by the service's manager were deficient
in many respects especially in respect to accounting for petty cash.
You may be aware of the circumstances surrounding the resignation of the previous manager and the fact that
the Collingwood Community Health Centre was some $200 000 in debt at time of his resignation.
Discussions have taken place on whether appointment should be consented to in accordance to the centre's
by-law 57, and it has been indicated by the Minister's adviser in consultation with the Minister that consent
should not be granted to this appointment.

The then Health Commission wanted to veto Mr Hurley's appointment as manager.
There is a gap in the file and then there is a letter dated 22 March 1985 to the Collingwood
Community Health Centre from the same person, David Webb, who was the then Secretary
of the Hospitals Division of the Health Commission of Victoria. The letter says:
I wish to advise that this matter has been reconsidered and approval is given for the appointment ofMr Hurley
to your centre as manager.
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What happened in the intervening period? The Australian Labor Party got to work! The
correspondence shows the opposition to this man's appointment, because the Collingwood
Community Health Centre was in real difficulty and the Brunswick Community Health
Service, which was previously managed by Mr Hurley, was also in real strife and, therefore,
Mr Hurley was probably not the most suitable person to run a community health facility.
In case honourable members think Collingwood Community Health Centre is in good
hands, I direct their attention to the 1986 annual report of the Collingwood Community
Health Centre, which was tabled last night. One could talk at length about the annual
report but I shall refer to one issue that I briefly examined. That is the statistics of the
health centre. Health facilities are under a proper obligation to explain how they have
performed throughout the year. Under the heading, "Statistics" in the annual report it
says:
A statistical report for the 1985-86 year is not available. The computing service which the centre used to
analyse its statistics has closed, making our statistics temporarily inaccessible. The evidence we have suggests
that our 1985-86 statistics were similar to our 1984-85 figures.

Simply, the community health centre does not know what happened over the past year!
We have a reason to ask whether that type of activity is acceptable.
The Collingwood Community Health Centre is under a cloud just like the St Albans
Community Health and Resources Centre.
Another trouble-spot is the Whittlesea-Lalor Community Health Centre, which has a
budget of around $500000. There are two issues of grave importance regarding this
community health centre: the first is theft and the second is incompetence.
Under the Freedom of Information Act I obtained documents that show there has been
substantial theft at the community health centre and this has not resulted in police
prosecution, largely through a lack of evidence because of the poor accounting methods of
the community health centre and because it was unsure what the man had stolen and how
much.
A memorandum dated 1 October 1985 from the then Director of the Finance Division
of the Health Commission to the then Assistant Secretary of the Hospitals Division stated:
I refer to your request for guidance on the matter of a defalcation at the above mentioned community health
centres.
Audit Reports
The department directed that extended audits be undertaken for the 1984-85 financial year to ascertain the
extent of the alleged defalcation. To date audit reports have been received in respect of the Whittlesea-Lalor and
Broadford community health centres. I understand that the Craigieburn Community Health Centre audit report
is expected shortly.
I have reviewed the audit reports received and wish to inform you of the following assessments.
Whittlesea-Lalor Community Health Centre
The audit report identifies $14 067 as having been misappropriated during the 1983-84 and 1984-85 financial
years with several other additional irregularities unexplained such as:
• disposal of certain motor vehicles
• disappearance of equipment
• irregularities with orders and petty cash, sales tax exemption certificates and fuel.

The memorandum goes on to state that the authority cannot be sure how much has been
stolen because of the poor nature of the information available to it. The man who was
involved in the theft was at that time the manager of the Whittlesea-Lalor Community
Health Centre. There has been poor scrutiny of this man's activities. Even the local
member, the Honourable Jim Kennan, the Attorney-General, obviously could not be
aware that this man was a thief because he wrote a letter to the then Minister of Health on
21 September 1984 singing the praises of the community health centre and stating:
The current staff are very thorough in their work but the centres are very understaffed.
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The manager had been very thorough in stealing money. The bottom line is that little has
been done because there is not enough evidence.
To the credit of Health Department Victoria the matter was raised by the chief general
manager with the Acting Crown Solicitor on 21 November 1985. The letter stated:
In August 1985, the Health Department Victoria learnt that there was strong evidence to believe that the
manager of our community health centre was misappropriating funds.
Staffat one of the centre's had believed for some time that misappropriation was taking place and began noting
the actions of the manager.

The letter goes on to state:
Audit reports received indicated that there was sufficient evidence to initiate proceedings and a course of
action was recommended.
In accordance with those instructions the manager was summarily dismissed on II October 1985, and the
matter referred to the Criminal Investigation Bureau of the Victoria Police.
It is at this point that I would greatly appreciate your guidance and advice.

The president, treasurer and auditors of the Whittlesea-Lalor Community Health Centre, the centre which
reported the alleged defalcation, met with CIB officers on Thursday, 7 November 1985, to present their evidence
and instigate proceedings.
The police, while acknowledging that there could be in the vicinity of 80-120 charges (which would need to be
handled separately) believe it would be difficult to prove many of them as they relied on hearsay with no
indisputable evidence.
•
The police have also advised that the centre would have to provide comprehensive documentation in respect
of each charge. The centre's auditors have advised that the preparation of the documentation would take
considera~.Ie time and, as a consequence, the centre would incur additional charges of approximately $3000. This
is in addition to an amount of $2000 already charged for the extended audit.
In the interim the department has received a "without prejudice" amount of $9500 from Vorrath Davis and
Abercrombie, solicitors, on behalf of the former manager.
While the Police Department is willing to instigate proceedings it would appear they are inferring that
becauserestitution has been made;
the person is 58 years old and now unemployed;
charges may be difficult to prove;
the courts would be extremely lenient and may only impose a small fine with a suspended sentence.

The Chief General Manager of Health Department Victoria further stated:
On the other hand, it seems clear a crime has been committed and an appropriate course of justice should be
followed.

Nothing was done to pursue the matter further because of lack of evidence.
The Crown Solicitor, in an opinion that I have received, stated, in part:
The total deficiency (so I am instructed) may amount to approximately $15 000.

On 13 February 1986 the Whittlesea-Lalor Community Health Centre approached Health
Department VIctoria indicating that it did not want to proceed with the charges. One of
the reasons it gave was that it "would be harmful to the public image of the centre". Of
course, that is so, but perhaps clearing the air would be a better way of showing that only
the manager was crook and not the rest of the staff.
The documents show indisputably th~t there has been poor oversight of community
health centres and that poor records have been kept at those centres. I did not think it was
that bad, but it is so bad the police cannot arrest the crooks because there is not enough
evidence to pin these crimes on them. There is no doubt that Health Department Victoria
knew from the correspondence it had that the manager of the health centre was a thief, but
it did not have enough evidence to ensure that he was brought to justice.
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The theft is the first issue surrounding the Whittlesea-Lalor Community Health Centre.
The second issue is that, through incompetence, the community health centre failed to
renew its lease. Documents released to me under the Freedom of Information Act prove
that. The old lease cost the taxpayer $15 600 per annum, but the centre forgot to take up
its option to renew the lease. Any person who has had an option to renew a lease cherishes
and uses that option, because if the lease is not renewed the person who owns the property
is likely to believe the manager is incompetent and increases the lease payments. The
centre was so poorly managed it forgot to take up its option.
As I indicated, the old lease was for $15 600 per annum but the new lease was $36 400
per annum with eighteen-month rent reviews! If tHe centre had behaved with even a
modicum of professionalism, it would have renewed its old lease, but it did not do that
and taxpayers are now paying over 100 per cent more for the new lease.
That is not an isolated example and the reason I have raised so many cases today is to
indicate that the overview of community health centres by the Government is lacking-it
is non-existent.
The final community health centre I want to raise is the Melton Community Health
Centre. Serious doubts have appeared about the management practices of that centre as
well. The centre has a budget of approximately $450 000. Once again, documents released
to me under the Freedom of Information Act indicate that there should be a proper public
inquiry about what is going on at that community health centre.
The minutes of an extraordinary meeting of the centre held on 20 May 1986 state:
Allegations of mismanagement were discussed and copies of a report to Or Yeatman and special audit were
distributed.

Doctor Yeatman is the regional director. The minute goes on to say:
: Following an update by the president on recent developments, that all committee members await a reply from
the Minister for Health before taking action on allegations.

Further on the minute states:
That inwards correspondence be received with the addition of item 35-copy of internal memo from the
Minister to regional director re: complaint.

The full nature of these complaints and allegations cannot be detailed to the House for the
simple reason that Health Department Victoria refuses to release all the documents.
I have had a freedom of information request for some time seeking the documents and
over the past four days have constantly been speaking to Health Department Victoria
officials asking for the release of the documents and stating, "What have you got to hide?H,
because legally under the Freedom of Information Act, the documents should have been
released some time ago. Unfortunately, only parts of the documents have been released,
because the minutes of the centre indicate that many of the incriminating documents have
not been released.
The only document that has been released which is of relevance is a memo dated 27
May from the Health Department's budget officer, who talks of allegations concerning the
community health centre and makes it quite clear that those allegations have not been
properly addressed.
The Minister for Health should come clean on the Melton Community Health Centre
and clear the air, just as the Minister should provide a full explanation about these other
community health centres.
There could not be a more documented case, more glaring examples of impropriety
within the health system.
I make the point on which I started: some community health centres which are so poorly
managed and which have seen a great deal of incompetence and illegality have got away
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with it because of their closeness to the Labor Party. If it were not for that, the Minister
would be crowing about the fact that he had corrected wrongs within one part of the health
system.
Money is being wasted in those community health centres that could be used for the
public good. However, instead, it is going to a few tame hacks, and Health Department
Victoria is doing nothing to correct the situation.
The sitting was suspended at 1 p.m. until 2.4 p.m.

The Hon. G. P. CONNARD (Higinbotham Province)-Before the suspension of the
sitting for lunch, my colleague, Mr Birrell, made very damning statements about the
Government and its tardiness in attending to matters that the Opposition raised much
earlier this year. As Mr Birrell indicated, there has been no genuine action from the
Government to attend to those details at several community health centres.
In support of Mr Birrell's remarks, I should like briefly to comment upon the situation
of community health centres in this State, which this Government has failed to look after,
develop, or indeed, do anything with.
I should refer back to the annual conference of Sub-Division 4B, Council of the Victorian
Hospitals' Association Ltd, which dealt with community health program policy and
practice. The then Minister of Health, Mr Tom Roper, indicated the difficulties being
experienced in coming to grips with the general policy and philosophy of community
health centres. He commented quite rightly that the development of community health
centres was an incentive of the Whitlam Labor Government, which introduced the program.
However, that followed the philosophical approaches that had been developed by the
Liberal Party prior to 1972.
The Hon. M. J. Sandon interjected.
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD-It was an intitiative of the Liberal Party, and I could
prove it ifMr Sandon wants me to do so-but he could be here all night. In his address to
the conference, the former Minister of Health, Mr Roper, said the community health
program sought to address the problems of imbalance in a system of health services based
primarily on treatment in large institutions, which showed a lack of concern for the
broader aspects of community health. The former Minister went on, ad nauseum, talking
about the difficulties and he indicated that he had put in place recently a Ministerial
review of community health. That review was begun on 20 June 1983.
It took almost two years of work to reach the stage of producing a report. That report
has been sitting around in Government offices since May 1985. I have no doubt that
anyone who has read it would consider it an interesting paper, but there is no design in it
of what the Government and the community would hope to achieve from community
health. The community health system has grown topsy-turvy: different programs operate
in different areas, and there seems to be no real achievement of objectives.
I suppose one can easily understand that because, represented on this committee, which
was headed by Gary Henry-whom I commend to this House as a very fine administrator
ofa very large hospital-was also the philosphy ofDr Moss Cass. Several of the participants
on that committee were members of the Australian Labor Party and of ALP policy
committees. Like all things associated with the Labor Party, the subsequently released
report contained 350 pages of rhetoric. It contained seventeen pages of recommendations,
but it did not address the real issue of community health, nor develop a philosophy or
policy on community health. The Government is failing.
However, when that report was presented to the Minister in May 1985, the present
Minister for Health was probably so aghast at it that he formed another committee to
examine that report. The review committee consisted ofMr Bill Newton, Ms Pam Jenkins,
Mr Gwynn Edwards, and reported to Dr Stephen Duckett, who is the acting director of
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the planning division. That committee is commonly known in Health Department Victoria
as the CHIMP committee.
The Hon. G. A. Sgro-What does he look like?
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD-Probably aspgly as Mr Sgro.
The CHIMP committee, the Community Health Implementation Committee, was
formed on 26 June 1985, more than twelve months ago. What has happened since then?
Nothing! That committee has been agonising over the report of the Ministerial Review of
Community Health of May 1985. However, nothing has occurred as a result.
Therefore, in his wisdom, the present Minister for Health has formed yet another
committee, called the Health Department Policy Committee. I understand that it is
headed by Dr Stephen Duckett, and that other members are Dr David Legge, Ms Jenkins,
Mr Edwards, Mr Newton and Mr Goode. That committee-known as the "Gorilla"
committee-has been trying to get the CHIMP committee to come to conclusions on the
report of the Ministerial Review of Community Health.
Six months later, nothing has happened. The Community Health Implementation
Committee-the CHIMP Committee-is not working. It is not coming to any conclusions,
it has not been able to achieve, through the Ministerial Review of Community Health,
any fundamental policy on community health, and the same remarks apply to the "Gorilla"
Committee.
What is community health supposed to achieve and what are its aspirations? That is a
perfectly simple question yet the Minister for Health sits there and "looks forward" to
something happening. When he presented the report of the Ministerial Review of
Community Health, something was happening. When he told us that he was going to
appoint the CHIMP Committee, he looked forward again to something happening. He has
not yet made a statement on the Health Department Policy Committee, the "Gorilla"
committee, but I am sure that when he does, he will look forward to something happening.
All he is doing is looking forward to somebody else doing something when Opposition
members demand action from the Minister to direct his department to adopt a proper
philosophy for community health.
Coming back to the Ministerial review document, I refer to one or two major items of
expenditure in it. When the document was produced, the expenditure on community
health was $97 million. What was advocated in the document was the further expenditure,
within ten years, of $206 million. Incidentally, the Minister has ignored the
recommendations of the review committee which also looked into the appointments to
boards of management.
If the Minister addressed that problem, perhaps the problems that Mr Birrell has been
outlining on the incompetency of the boards of management would not have occurred.
The Minister has failed, since 1985, to adopt that initiative that was included in this
particular report. However, an explosion of expenditure is occurring. When one tries to
examine the current Appropriation Bill and establish how much has been spent on
community health this year, the diverse range of programs that appear make it impossible
for an ordinary person or an ordinary member of this House to understand. It is typical of
the Department of Management and Budget. It has set out the various programs under
different titles and it is impossible to find out what the real expenditure is and what the
department hopes to achieve for community health this year.
One could go on for a long time exploring the various issues, but regrettably, time and
the forms of the House preclude me from doing that, but the Minister for Health, like his
previous colleague in the area of community health, has failed the community.
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No policy directions are coming from him or Health Department Victoria and I would
like him to indicate when the CHIMP committee will make a report to him and to
Parliament, and when the "Gorilla" committee will report to him and to Parliament.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-In response to the matters raised today,
I make the following comments: firstly, to the matters raised by Mr Birrell, he spoke about
the issues of nepotism, cronyism and patronage that were raised by him and also mentioned
in the report into the St Albans Community Health and Resources Centre.
He commenced by naming three people-George Seitz, lan Mill and Howard Brown.
George Seitz has been sacked from the committee of management. The committee of
management has been sacked. That is known and understood, and those matters have
been dealt with.
Howard Brown left the St Albans Community Health and Resources Centre at the time
when the administrator was appointed. lan Mill was never a member of the committee of
management, he was a director of the company and, since 30 June, all activities of the
company have ceased.
Advice has been sought from the Corporate Affairs Office regarding striking the company
off the register and the department has asked the Corporate Affairs Office to indicate what
steps need to be taken to do so and steps are being taken to put that into effect.
In terms of public information, it is important to know and understand that no activities
have been undertaken by the company since 30 June, consistent with the recommendation
in the report. So, in respect of the first allegation of nepotism, cronyism and patronage,
Seitz, Mill and Brown now have no association with the centre.
The Hon. M. A. Birrell-They were the patrons, not the recipients!
The Hon. D. R. WHITE-In respect of the Cini family, Mrs Cini has been sacked.
George Cini is currently not working at the centre; I understand he is on some form of
WorkCare. I understand that Mr George Cini will not be returning to the St Albans
Community Health and Resources Centre. In respect of the other employees, Maree Cini,
John Cini, Sue Cini and Maree Gilbert, I will be seeking advice in the context of the
review of staff being undertaken by the administrator about their future employment.
In respect of the second matter raised by Mr Birrell, the winding up of the company, all
activities ceased on 30 June and steps are being taken, in conjunction with the Corporate
Affairs Office, to wind up the company and have it struck off the register, this is consistent
with the recommendations. The company has ceased to operate.
In respect of the third matter-the St Albans Community Health and Resources Centre
being taken over again-that is quite clearly a hypothetical and spurious claim being made
by Mr Birrell. It is clear that an administrator has been appointed. There is no evidence to
suggest that there was an election about to be held or that steps had been taken to resurrect
the old committee of management.
When the Sunshine City Council had an administrator, and when the Richmond City
Council had and continues to have an administrator, the Government has always taken
steps, as the previous Government did with the Keilor City Council, not to reappoint the
councils until a sufficient time had elapsed to ensure that one would not see the reemergence of the same generation of personnel at the council. Certainly, it would require
a decision of the Governor in Council for the administrator to be removed and that step
will not occur until there is sufficient evidence to suggest that there would be no reemergence of a similar generation of people running the health centre.
I do not wish to make any further comment about George Seitz. The items in the
Register of Members' Interest or any land holdings are matters that he is perfectly fit and
proper to answer.
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In respect of the business of the oil company being conducted from the centre, there
have been a number of matters documented by Deloitte Haskins and Sells in respect of
the use of ISD telephone facilities. It has been made clear that Mr Newton, the
administrator, has already called for and Mr Roach has undertaken to repay the cost of
any private calls that were made using ISD telephone facilities. The repayment has not
been received from Mr Roach at this time; I understand Mr Roach is overseas.
In respect of the matters, raised by members of the Opposition about the provision of
ISD telephone facilities in community health centres, I will be advising the chief general
manager to take steps that are consistent with the views expressed by the Opposition. A
community health centre should not have access to ISD telephone facilities.
In respect of the $10 000, I am pleased that I was able to persuade Mr Birrell to read the
whole of the paragraph on page 6 of the report-I am sure he was quite intent on avoiding
reading the second sentence in paragraph 2.8!
Paragraph 2.8 at page 6 of the Further Report upon Investigation into St Albans
Community Health and Resources Centre, by Deloitte Haskins and Sells, dated 9 August
1986, states, inter alia:
We cannot be satisfied from our investigations as to the reason for the cash funds being withdrawn from the
bank. However we are satisfied that the funds were held in the safe over the weekend in question, and they were
rebanked on the following Monday.

Without referring to Mr Birrell specifically I point out that it is quite fit and proper for any
party at St Albans to take the steps suggested by Deloitte Haskins and Sells-that is, if
anyone has evidence to suggest that there is any other matter arising in relation to the
$10 000, this information should be referred to the Victoria Police. In fact, there is a
responsibility on any of the parties who has come forward in the past, including Mr
Cameron, to refer any evidence he or they may have to the Police Force, and anyone
would be negligent in his public responsibility ifhe did not do that.
Concerning the overdraft and financial situation, the bank overdraft as at 30 September
1986 is $104 000, which is significantly down from the $173 000 quoted by Mr Birrell. I
indicate that there were specific reasons associated with the winding up of the company
that led to the overdraft being higher at 30 June-those which related to funds-and,
suffice to say, that having been dealt with, the overdraft is now approximately $100 000.
Quite clearly, the community health centre is being managed well now it is in the hands
of the administrator, Mr Newton.
It is also true that an audit is being conducted by an audit firm headed by Mr Charles
Nicholls; that audit will be completed when the company is wound up. In respect of the
matters that he has raised, I indicate that the Government is in the process of implementing
the recommendations of the Deloitte Haskins and Sells report.
It is fair to say that none of the parties previously associated with the St Albans
Community Health and Resources Centre had anything to do with the day-to-day
management of the institution and steps will not be taken to conduct an election for a new
committee for the centre until such time as the recommendations have been implemented.
It is clear that there is no possibility of a similar generation of personnel running the
community health centre.
In relation to other areas, such as the Collingwood Community Health Centre, I wish
only to report that steps were taken by Health Department Victoria to provide improved
financial practices at the Collingwood Community Health Centre and that at Whittlesea
the former manager has now restored the funds previously misappropriated.
I am advised that the committee of management of the Whittlesea centre decided, with
the agreement of Health Department Victoria, not to pursue legal action after advice was
received from the Police Force on the difficulty in obtaining a successful prosecution.
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There are more than 80 community health centres in Victoria. They are relatively small.
They provide an excellent service to the community. I believe they have an important and
ongoing role complementing general practice as well as both the public and private hospital
systems. This Government looks forward to continuing to provide that support.
The matters raised by Mr Connard are being attended to by Health Department Victoria
and I look forward to presenting a paper in the near future on the work being undertaken
by Mr Duckett and his team on the ongoing and emerging role of community health
centres. The motion should be negatived.
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT (North Western Province)-I am speaking to both the
motion and the amendment; nevertheless, I do not propose to speak at great length
because Mr Birrell has more than proved his case of corruption and maladministration.
Mr Birrell's motion refers to community health centres generally and it expresses concern
about bad management and administration. The amendment to the motion condemns the
Government for failing to implement policies that would rectify improper or inefficient
activities of many-and I emphasise the word "many"-community health centres.
Although Mr Birrell may have done so on previous occasions, on this occasion he has
not indicated the general high level of approval and reputation of community health
centres in country areas.
The Hon. M. A. Birrell-I agree.
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT-Mr Birrell has confirmed that country community health
centres have not been faced with the maladministration and scandal that has affected
metropolitan centres. On that subject, I point out that the province that I represent
contains several community health centres, including Inglewood, which is run on very
proper lines and is well supported by the community, and Merbein.
Last week I attended the annual meeting of the Merbein Community Health Centre. I
commend the dedicated board of management and the efficient management of Mr Jeff
Pay and his staff. I was able to play quoits and some other games at the centre with clients
of the centre who were very pleased to see one of their local members of Parliament there.
I deliberately noted the comments of Mr Birrell and Mr Connard and the response of
the Minister for Health before addressing the House on this issue so that I could weigh up
the arguments for and against community health centres. I have concluded that this issue
is one of the worst scandals and cases of maladministration that has been brought to light
in Parliament this session, and I congratulate Mr Birrell on the case that he has made.
There is no doubt that incidences of nepotism and patronage have occurred. It is a shame
that they have gone undetected for so long and that it has taken so long for any action to
be taken.
Mr Birrell has referred to cases of private international telephone calls being made from
the St Albans Community Health and Resources Centre. It has been stated that these costs
have since been reimbursed. Nevertheless, the case of the St Albans centre is particularly
bad. Incompetence of the highest order occurred with the non-renewal of the lease, for
example. The annual rental was $16 000 and, owing to the decision not to take up the
lease, the rental increased to more than $30 000. Of course, the taxpayers of the State are
paying this money. If an ordinary person did something like that in his private business
or in his personal affairs he would be bankrupted and whipped out of the scene in no time.
Like Mr Birrell, I reach the inescapable conclusion-and I am speaking on behalf of the
National Party-that the closeness of the ALP to members of the administration and the
committees of management of these community health centres has been a major factor in
the matter and the fact that these matters have escaped detection and correction for so
long.
There is no point in my saying anything more than that the case has been well and truly
proved.
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The Hon. G. A. Sgro-Hear, hear!
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT-Even Mr Sgro agrees with me. The National Party
supports the motion and the amendment.
The PRESIDENT-Order! The motions moved by Mr Birrell and considered
concurrently by the House are: that the Council take note of the first and third reports to
the Minister on the St Albans Community Health and Resources Centre and the related
Ministerial statements, and that this House records its concern about the bad management
and administration of many community health centres in Victoria, to which Mr Hunt has
moved to add the words ", and condemns the Government for failing to implement
policies that rectify improper or inefficient activities of many community health centres".
The debate having concluded, it is necessary for some questions to be proposed
separately.

COMMUNITY HEALTH CENTRES IN VICTORIA
The PRESIDENT-Order! In relation to Order of the Day, General Business, No. 30,
the question is that the words proposed by Mr Hunt to be added to the motion be so
added.
The House divided on Mr Hunt's amendment (the Hon. R. A. Mackenzie in the chair).
Ayes
21
Noes
20
Majority for Mr Hunt's amendment
AYES
Mr Baxter
Mr Birrell
Mr Chamberlain
MrConnard
Mrde Fegely
Mr Dunn
Mr Evans
Mr Granter
Mr Guest.
Mr Hunt
Mr Knowles
Mr Lawson
Mr Long
MrMacey
Mr Miles
Mr Reid
Mr Storey
Mrs Varty
Mr Wright

NOES
Mr Arnold
Mrs Coxsedge
Mrs Dixon
MrHenshaw
Mrs Hogg
MrKennan
Mrs Kirner
Mrs Lyster
Mr McArthur
Mrs McLean
MrMier
MrMurphy
Mr Pullen
MrSandon
MrSgro
MrVan Buren
MrWalker
MrWhite

Tellers

Tellers

MrKennedy
Mr Landeryou

MrGrimwade
MrHallam
PAIR
MrWard

I

MrCrawford

The motion, as amended, was agreed to.

ST ALBANS COMMUNITY HEALTH AND RESOURCES CENTRE
The PRESIDENT-Order! In relation to the Ministerial statements and reports referred
to in Orders of the Day, General Business, Nos 29 and 73, the question is that the Council
take note of the Ministerial statements and reports.
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The motions were agreed to.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-I move:
That the following Order of the Day, General Business, be read and discharged-No. 44. St Albans Community
Health and Resources Centre-Ministerial statement and further report to the Minister-Motion to take note of
statement and report-Resumption of debate.

The motion was agreed to.

TIMBER INDUSTRY STRATEGY
The Hon. D. M. EVANS (North Eastern Province)-I move:
That this House notes the release of the Victorian Government timber industry strategy and resolves that the
document fails to meet all the reasonable needs of the Victorian economy and fails to fully provide for a viable
timber industry.

The attractively produced document, Victoria Timber Industry Strategy, which was released
two or three weeks ago by the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands, is an
important document. It sets out the dimensions of a major industry in Victoria. It is also
an honest document because it contains a great number offacts that spell out clearly issues
that are of importance within the timber industry and statistics that are relevant to the
case that I wish to present to the House.
The report draws on a number of different sources, especially the Committee of Inquiry
into the Timber Industry under Professor lan Ferguson, which was commissioned on 18
July 1984 with the report presented to Parliament twelve months later. The strategy has
taken into account numerous submissions from opposing groups, including, on the one
side, the unions and the timber industry supported by the National Party and, on the other
side, conservation groups, including such organisations as the National Parks Association,
the Australian Conservation Foundation and so on.
There is a common ground in the middle and there are a number of good ideas
propounded in the timber industry strategy.
Rew.etfully it does not get its priorities right, unlike the Premier, who did get his
prionties right when he said he has three priorities: jobs, jobs and jobs.
The timber industry strategy recognises the importance of timber in providing jobs for
the whole of Victoria. At page 4 the strategy states:
.
In regard to the economic future of the State the forest resource is one of its main competition strengths.

It is a renewable resource that it uses.

I turn now to examine some of the reasons why the timber industry strategy recognises
the importance of timber to the State. I take those reasons direct from the strategy because
all of the statistics I will use today are drawn straight from the strategy document. There
can be no argument on those statistics. Approximately 8 per cent of the total manufacturing
industry of Victoria is represented within the timber industry; 6500 jobs in the primary
section of the industry; 21 000 jobs in a further section of the industry; and 42 000 jobs
directly and indirectly depend upon timber production and further processing.
The annual value to the State economy is $2·3 billion. East Gippsland, which features
largely in the timber industry strategy and to which the Government has displayed a
certain sensitivity, is 49 per cent dependent on timber through its manufacturing industry.
Approximately 31 per cent of the manufacturing industry of central Gippsland is dependent
upon timber. I am sure Mr Murphy would be interested in those facts-I wish he were
here to listen to them.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-He is listening in his room.
The Hon. D. M. EVANS-Barry, wherever you are, friend, please come back!. For
good measure, $1·3 billion worth of timber and timber products is imported into Australia
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every year. That represents 10 per cent of the total overseas deficit of $15 billion or
thereabouts which is causing so many problems at present for the Australian economy and
which is a major factor in the reduction of the Australian dollar to around about US61
cents or US62 cents.
The Ho.n. W. A. Landeryou-It is US64 cents today.
The Hon. D. M. EVANS-Obviously we are producing a few more trees! The fact is
that imported timber is a major contributor to Australia's overseas deficit. The woes and
problems of the Hawke Government in Canberra are caused in part by the need of the
natiQIi to import timber and timber products to the value of$1·3 billion, which represents
40 per cent of Australia's timber requirements, offset only slightly by somewhere in the
order of $250 million worth of timber and timber products exports-mostly woodchips
from the southern areas of the New South Wales. The net loss in overseas income to
Australia is in excess of$1 billion each year.
That net loss could be turned around to a net profit. It will take some work, and the
timber industry strategy does not address the issues correctly.
A timber industry cannot grow to meet Australia's needs without the growing and
harvesting of trees. Sometimes I am concerned that there are people in the community
who do not understand that; for example, the mindless edge of the conservation movement.
That is epitomised by the television advertisements that the timber industry put on
recently featuring a scruffy looking fellow tied to a tree and saying, "I don't know and I
don't care". The advertisements are pretty tough; some people do not like them. Some
people in the conservation movement say, "We do not have that sort of money to spend" .
For the first time in ten years they are having some of their own medicine served back to
them, and perhaps the pIcture is becoming a little more balanced.
Perhaps the timber industry advertisements go a little too far but they make the point.
Perhaps some sense will be achieved in the community when there is a proper
understanding of how much the timber resource means.
I am not sure that everybody understands that if one is to have houses, paper to write
on and beautiful furniture, somewhere in the nation someone, somehow, is going to have
to cut down trees and process them. Incidentally, if one is going to do that and still have
trees for future generations, one is also going to have to plant trees. Mr President, you and
I and the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands know that, even if the community
does not.
It is our responsibility, and specifically for the next two and a half years the responsibility
of the Government, to make decisions that will allow the timber industry to flourish and
to produce more than $2·3 billion for the State's economy and 42 000 jobs and perhaps
cut back on that $1 billion net deficit that Australia currently has.
I hope that within two or three years the National Party will have a major role to play
in the management of the affairs of the State, and even of the timber industry. I assure the
House that there are many aspects of the timber industry strategy that are attractive to the
National Party. Provided that the right set of priorities are put forward within the timber
industry strategy, it will work.
I want to speak about some of the things that need to be done for Victoria and for
Australia and to examine some of the inconsistencies that are currently contained in the
timber industry strategy.
For example, I do not believe the Government can continue to pour $10 million on the
ground every year in east Gippsland and forgo $50 million worth of export income by
leaving forest residue on the ground when there is a market for that residue, namely,
woodchips.
Woodchip material is being wasted. It is providing and creating an environmental and
physical hazard for years and years to come. It is recognised in the timber industry strategy
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that leaving that unused residue is costing the State many hundreds of thousands of dollars
each year.
A tree that is not used but is felled, is paid for by the State Government and not by the
timber industry. If that log were taken away and chipped, as it should be, the Government
would not have to pay for it. The State would receive log royalties of$10 million and $50
million of export income.
What does the strategy recommend? It does not recommend a half-hearted approach to
deal with the problem-it recommends a one-third approach to deal with the problem. It
suggests sending a third of the timber away and leaving the other 600 000 cubic metres on
the forest floor and wasting most of the money.
The strategy does not deal with the residues in other parts of Victoria. The additional
income that can be gained by the sale of the timber residue is not dealt with because the
Government is afraid of the clamour from the conservation movement. To be fair, I
believe the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands agrees with me. One of the
things I am hoping to do today, as I have done in previous years, is to put pressure on by
the use of this House so that the Minister will move in the direction that she knows very
well is the right and correct way. I shall not look at the Minister to see whether she winks
at me to indicate that I am right.
Leaving residues on the forest floor causes problems of access for people to get into a
forest and it is wasting money. The timber industry strategy of the Government does not
recognise the value of the timber infrastructure, that is, the road system and the facilities
that are provided by the timber industry. Those facilities are er major assistance to tourism,
fighting fires and general forest management. People would not be able to get into many
of Victoria's forests, especially i1tthe more remote areas, ifit were not for the infrastructure
provided free of charge as paIJ of the development of businesses by the timber industry.
It may appear from my first comments that this is a motion in favour only of the timber
industry and that the National Party's view is, "Cut the trees down if they have value and
hang the rest of it". That is not true.

I state clearly that the National Party's views are rounded. I would be appreciative of
anyone studying the remarks I have made on this issue to bear in mind the comments that
I made in this House a little more than a year ago on a motion regarding trees and their
value in the community; they round out the picture. However, today the House is
specifically dealing with the timber industry.
In the foreward of Victoria TIS the Minister states:
Victoria has never had a timber strategy.

One needs to be accurate, because that is an ungenerous comment. Page 31 of the same
document shows a photograph of a timber area, including the different types of timber
used and the various stages at Murrindindi going back to 1973. That document indicates
a complex and sensitive approach to timber harvesting, forest management and
regeneration. It shows inherently that, for many years, Victoria has been working with
people with great silvicultural expertise and that it has immense knowledge on how to
manage its forests.
The statement in the document is ungenerous in the extreme and it is not fair to the
experienced foresters who have worked for many years in Victoria's forests. It is also
unfair to previous Ministers who have had the responsibility for forests, including the
Honourable R. A. Mackenzie, who worked very well in that portfolio for some years. It is
not fair to those people to say that there was no strategy; it is just not true.
The document fails because it is too sensitive to the conservation view; it is not fair to
the timber industry and the way in which it has developed. I shall refer to a document that
was sent to me and other honourable members during the past few days entitled, Towards
a Balanced Policy-Conservation and Development. The document is from the Pulp and
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Paper Workers Federation of Australia and sets out the union~s approach to Victoria~s
forests. The union has taken a specific stance on this issue. It took that stance in a
submission to the Ferguson Committee of Inquiry and the National Party is happy to
support its view.
The document notes that the Australian Conservation Foundation, one of the leaders
in the conservation debate in this State advocates that:
Wood production should be transferred from native forests to areas of new forests and plantations outside the
current forests. Such areas could not be used for 40 or 50 years, and, as the document notes, there would be a loss
of jobs.

The document states:
Under the prices and incomes accord, Australian Governments and the trade union movement are committed
to maintaining existingjobs and creating new ones.

The opportunity is certainly there if the resource is available. The document goes on to
state:
The declared policy of the Australian Conservation Foundation is totally incompatible with this commitment.

If the Government allows the timber industry strategy to be influenced too much by the
conservation movement, it will run against the desires and expressed opinions of the trade
union movement. That is my summary of the situation, and I should be happy to hear
any honourable ,member who is prepared to challenge that view.

I shall now refer to the matter of softwoods and pine plantations, which is an extremely
sensitive issue for many people. If one believed many of the things stated in the papers,
we would have a cultural desert, a moonscape or a monoculture. They are some of the
dreadful statements made about pine trees. Honourable members should get a few facts
straight about that variety of timber, generally, Pinus radiata.
. I understand that the production of timber in the volume per hectare ~r annum of
pines is at least three times that of mountain ash, Australia's quickest growlng hardwood
timber species, and seven to eight times that of Australia~s mixed species, Australian
hardwood.
If Australia had to become self-sufficient and take up the opportunities for export
income without using too much of its scarce land resources-we do not have much, as
Australia is only the fifth or sixth biggest nation in the world-clearly the variety that will
produce the greatest crop per hectare per annum should be used. In that case, one can
produce more timber from a smaller area more quickly provided that the product is
suitable for the purposes for which it is intended.
Pinus radiata is suitable for the purposes for which it is required-it is suitable for
paper. There' is a major p~per installation of the Australian Newsprint Mills just north of
Albury which produces approximately 25 per cent of Australia's newsprint. If it were
upgraded with adequate resources, it could produce 50 per cent of Australia~s newsprint
and make Australia self-sufficient.

The Hon. J. E. Kirner"':"'Where would they get the pine from?
The-Hon. D. M. EVANS-We are not growing it, and that is the point-we must grow
it. That is where the timber strategy falls down; it wants to restrict Australia's ability to
grow pine.
If Australia could grow the necessary amount, it could become self-sufficient in paper
products. That would save something of the order of$250 million a year-one-quarter of
the net deficit of timber trading from which the country suffers. That would be achieved
simply by producing enough of our own newsprint.
If Australia had adequate pine-and the House will perhaps debate some other proposed
legislation regarding this matter shortly, as a year or two ago it debated a Bill to deal with
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an agreement with a certain company-it would be in the business of providing highvolume, world competitive industries in the sawmilling trade. Pine sawmills thrive on
high volume. There must be adequate resources. Pine produces a demand product not
only in the structural timber area but also in the areas of added value timbers, the furniture
trade and so on.
Pinus radiata is an effective raw material resource, and it is a renewable resource for the
timber industry. We need to grow more of it, and if we do we will feel the economic
benefits in our country and in our overseas trade. To listen to some people talk about
pines, one would think the whole State was covered with them.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-Especially the farmers in your area that you supported on the
ABC program!
The Hon. D. M. EVANS-In fact, I did not support those farmers on the ABC program;
I did not know about it until somebody told me.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-I bet!
The Hon. D. M. EVANS-I know that the Minister is sensitive but the Minister did
not make public the letters I wrote to her.
The PRESIDENT-Order! Order!
The Hon. D. M. EV ANS-There were some points made that were concerning the
Minister and I should hate to think that at the end of the speech she did not understand
the subject properly and could not take direct action, so I am taking a bit of trouble with
her, because I know she needs some help.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-Come on!
The Hon. D. M. EVANS-I really thought this strategy was going to be the great white
charger that carried St Joan to victory or, in the vernacular, to use her words "to knock off
education", but I am afraid that after the committee stage, it has turned out a camel and
so ugly that only its mother could love it.
One would consider the way some people speak of the situation that the whole of this
State was covered with pines, and yet the document itself, the Victoria Timber Industry
Strategy, spells out that the total of public and private land devoted to pine growing in
Victoria is less than 1 per cent. Less than 0·5 per cent of public land and less than 0·5 per
cent of private land is covered with pines in the State.
I commend and agree with the proposals in the Victoria Timber Industry Strategy to
lease, and I understand 22 000 hectares of public land is currently leased. I fuess that was
leased by successive Governments to private individuals to grow pines. know it was
done by successive Governments because some of the pines are already harvested in my
area. That procedure needs to be encouraged and brought on as quickly as possible because
I agree there is a real need for investments by the private sector in the timber growing
industry.
The House may recall my concern expressed here in the form of questions about a
proposal that now has been fortunately shelved by the Federal Government, under which
guaranteeing of income would have made it less attractive to private investors to invest in
timber growing in this State and in this nation.
Fortunately, that proposal by the Federal Government has now been set aside and so
we agree, applaud and approve and will support the growing of timber on leased land by
private companies.
We also believe and support the "risk spreading" that is proposed in the document, that
is, those who have private pine plantations have the risk spread by Government action so
that if there is destruction of the plantation by fire and so forth the companies would get
some compensation for that.

264

COUNCIL

1 October 1986

Timber Industry Strategy

That was one of the ideas that I, as the National Party spokesman on this matter, have
spelt out in this House. I do not believe that was a new idea, but I spelt it out and one can
go through the record to point out that spelling out if one wishes. I believe it is a good
principle and it is one with which the National Party completely agrees.
Partnership between the State and private individuals is an effective way to maximise
timber production. It is certainly the method used by those efficient producers and efficient
business people, the Americans, and I understand there is some degree of similar approach
used in another major timber-producing country, Canada. Certainly, proper control of the
growing of timber by private individuals, whether hardwood or softwood, has enormous
possibility and needs to be encouraged, but the land must be made available to do this.
This is another problem that we have in the strategy. One thing that is spelt out very
clearly is that no further public land should be used for pine plantation, despite the fact
that approximately 36 per cent, or one-third, of the land in Victoria is publicly owned; it
shall not be used for pine timber production.
The National Party also agrees with the proposal in the document that plantations of
pine, whether on public land or on privately-owned land, into which the Government has
some input, should be concentrated near large and integrated industry. That is
commonsense; grow it where it is going to be manufactured, provided the soil types are
right. Let us face it, one should not set up that sort of industry unless it is within reasonable
distance of the resources one requires.
That segment of the document is one with which the National Party agrees and that is
why we can work within that document of strategies in government, provided the priorities
for setting land aside are properly addressed-and they are not properly addressed in the
document at present.
One might say if we are so fearful of pines and so concerned about what the
conservationists may say, and if we are so concerned about public opinion on this issue,
there must be an awful lot wrong with pines. Apart from being a monoculture, they are
not Australian trees, but most of the trees around Melbourne streets are not Australian
trees. Most of the flowers in the gardens are not Australian flowers but, thankfully, there
are a few more natives being grown, and I applaud that also, but the majority of them are
not. Apparently, when it comes to pine trees we should not be growing them because they
are not Australian. Wheat and vegetables that we grow and the things we eat are imported,
and that is all right, but pine trees are definitely not on, so they must be pretty dreadful
and they must be doing something terrible to our country.
On page 54 the strategy document states:
Softwood pla~tations can be designed and planned to protect water catchments, wildlife habitats and the visual
resources of forest landscapes.

It says this on page 54, so they are not so dreadful. Why do we not use public land? I am
not sure; perhaps we will get an explanation. Further down on page 55 it states:
Mature softwood plantations offer varying opportunities for recreation which are increasingly popular with the
public and compare favourably with other opportunities in native forests.

It does not sound as though they are all too bad. They have wildlife in them; they protect
watercourses, all the things that have to be done-the reasons we need forests-pines do
them. They are 3 or 4 times or even 6, 7 or 8 times as efficient as anything we grow in this
country, and yet there is an inhibition against growing pines on public land, so it suggests
that what must be happening -the last possible opportunity for objection- is that we
have too many of them growing everywhere. We have 5·8 per cent of the area of Victoria
in national parks, State parks, and similar reservations. That is approximately 18 per cent
of the total of public land, and that is not sufficient! We are told that we need more
according to the Government and there is less than 1 per cent of the total area ofland that
is planted to pines-less than one-fourteenth of public land! That is a disaster.
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What does the strategy suggest we do? It suggests we buy marginal farmland. I do not
know whether it will then be cleared of the native trees. One of the things about marginal
farmlands, and I am sure the Minister understands, is that if there is low rainfall, the
country will not grow timber, or will not grow pines or it is steep and difficult to harvest,
or it is not terribly good soil and is covered with native vegetation. We are not even sure
that the farmland purchased will be cleared of native vegetation to grow pines on. So
maybe a very substantial percentage of what is proposed for the growing of pines, for
various restrictive reasons, will prove unsuitable and we will not plant it to pines so we
will buy a heap of land that we do not need.
We will waste a little more money instead of using some of our public land resources.
Again, is the market for pine timber going to be overrun by overseas imports? There has
been some concern expressed that there is a downturn in the timber industry at present
and one of the causes of it is imports, particularly from New Zealand and, perhaps to
some extent, other countries throughout the world.
I guess so far as the United States of America and perhaps other areas are concerned,
the fall off in the value of our dollar will not assist imports much; it will make the locally
produced timber much more competitive.
I am also well aware of a document prepared by McLennan Magasanik Associates Pty
Ltd for the timber industry task force. Some statistics produced in the document are also
reproduced in the timber industry strategy, so it seems there is no argument that the
world's timber resources are not in as good a shape as some people may be prepared to
believe.
A number of factors are included in the document. For example, it indicates that in
Europe there is a major problem with what is known as acid rain. Honourable members
have no doubt seen television programs highlighting the problems that acid rain is causing
for private and public forestry, particularly in the Black Forest of Germany where
substantial damage is being done to trees by noxious emissions not only from Germany
but also from Great Britain, France and other countries.
McLennan Magasanik Associates Pty Ltd referred to the problem by saying:
... the acid rain problem in Western Europe is likely to lead to substantial sanitation falling over the next few
years, resulting in a significant supply increases to the mid-nineties.

There will be extra for a year or two.
Beyond that period Western Europe's self-sufficiency will decline until replacement plantings have matured.

That is presuming that acid rain stops as well. Although there will be a short-term additional
supply from Europe, in the long term there will be a shortage, and this will have an imf-act
elsewhere as it will soak up some of the surplus that may be available in other areas 0 the
world and will create markets. The report refers to the development of markets.
In North America the annual wood availability will be 85 million cubic metres less by
the year 2020 than previous projections had implied. The reason for that is that suddenly
statistics have indicated that in the southern areas of the west coast of the United States of
America, for various reasons, including environmental considerations, development
considerations and so forth, there is not the amount of timber that people thought there
was. That area will be short of timber by 85 million cubic metres by the year 2020. Unless
that shortage can be overcome, there will be a new import requirement in the United
States of America in the long term. There will certainly not be the competition on the
overseas market that currently comes from that area.
Japan imports an enormous amount of timber. It is also an efficient producer in its own
right and produces considerably more timber and timber products than Australia. Even
though Japan is often described as greedy in taking woodchips, it does the job better than
Australia. Japan has problems, too. Although there is an adequate quantity of housing in
Japan, McLennan Magasanik Associates Pty Ltd points out that it is not of good quality.
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The housing in Japan will require upgrading, which will produce a considerable and
continuing demand, particularly for better quality housing-grade timber.
China is a huge nation, bigger in land mass than Australia, and with many more people.
Its domestic production capacity is limited and its present consumption is less than five
times that of Australia. If my mathematics are correct, each Chinese uses approximately
one-fifteenth of the amount of timber and timber products a head than is used in Australia.
It is easy to realise that, with that huge population, even a sli~t increase in the standard
of living involving requirements of timber production will Increase demand on world
resources.
All of these factors create opportunities for Australia. The timber strate~y points to
surpluses and indicates that new surpluses will come principally from Oceama, reflecting
New Zealand's additional production, Australia's potential and production in Chile. All
those additional productions will be easily absorbed by the factors to which I have referred.
There will be a tremendous demand in the United States of America and, with the
deficit situation now projected, this demand will soak up a substantial proportion of the
additional production in Australia, if Australia is prepared to go ahead with its production.
New Zealand is more pragmatic about the matter and Chile wants a few dollars and is
prepared to get it.
There is enormous opportunity for the pine growing industry of this nation, and yet the
document simply proposes that 35 per cent of the land of the State should no lon~er be
considered for pine plantations. Much of that land is suitable for pine growing In the
higher rainfall areas. That is why I say the document is failing the timber industry; it
should not do so and it should know better; it needs to come to terms with that requirement.
As I said, the document contains some good concepts and, with the amount of work
that has gone into it, so it should. One of the better principles that has come forward in
the document concerns the value added system. The strategy heavily depends on it for its
success. I do not wish to sound unduly pessimistic, and indeed I am not, but as yet the
value added system as spelt out in the timber industry strategy has not been tried. The
document recognises that there is a considerable amount to learn about it and some
experimentation to undertake, which will take some time. However, it is the linchpin on
which the document is based. It is one of the ways in which, by reducing resources, we can
still provide employment. Victoria will depend on the value added system and, of course,
the salvation of every problem is the tourist industry.
I have some concerns about the way in which the document spells out the operation of
the value added system. There appears to be considerable departmental involvement at
the harvesting and log grading stage, and other stages right through to the mill door. It
may work well, and I hope it does. I can see major problems with it unless the department
acts only in a supervisory role and uses private Industry contractors. I am not sure whether
that is intended to be done; it is not spelt out clearly in the document.
The document states that one department will have responsibility for sorting logs and
directing them to particular destinations. For those who have not read the strategy, what
is planned is that each log will be judged on merit and quality, and, according to its merit
and quality, it will be sent to a specific destination.
Top quality logs will ~o to those mills which have the capacity for value adding, that is
to say, kiln-drying of tImber that will repay the cost of kiln-drying and will make top
quality timber available for furniture, moulding and export to overseas countries. I shall
refer to that opportunity and various other value adding destinations in a minute.
The next grade timber is sent to scantling mills and the third grade is sent to scavengertype operations such as those which manufacture pallets, palings and outdoor timbers.
The final grade is sent to people who can use it for grinding up and manufacturing
chipboard, paper and so on.
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Those are the requirements for the sorting process. If it can be effectively and efficiently
handled, that is tremendous. However, there are major problems in the implementation
stage, particularly as people gain experience with it. It is essential that private industry,
under a contract system, be engaged as much as possible to obtain as much efficiency as
possible.
State Government departments, particularly in the manual labour area, do not always
enthrall one with efficiency. The railways are a clear example of that fact in the transport
system. The State Electricity Commission is another example. If the Government wants
top efficiency and competitiveness, it must use private enterprise.
The Government should perhaps consider a slightly different approach by charging a
higher royalty for logs which are sent to a value added industry. That would force the mill
taking the log at a higher royalty value to get the best possible result and best possible
return from it. It may turn the thoughts of some millers to the future and to the thought
that they could get more out of the industry by sorting out timber from each log that has
the capacity for value adding and sending it to the people who can do the value adding
work. Drying facilities are expensive and many sawmills in Victoria do not have the
throughput, nor the financial capacity, to handle value adding.
If it were possible to take the green timber from those mills-indeed, this is already
being done by Dunstan's in Wodonga who are getting 7000 cubic metres a year from New
South Wales, and I understand that others in Gippsland are doing it as well-and take it
to a mill that has the capacity for value adding, it would be possible to value add and
move the value adding system along. If that is not already proposed, it should be considered.
There is a fair chance that it would work.

We need to look also to the wide range of timbers that we have in Victoria. Again, in
my view, this is not spelt out in the timber industry strategy document. The capacity that
our timbers have for value adding should be investigated. Victoria has some magnificent
hardwood timbers-such as red gum, red box, yellow box, many other box timbers and
blackwood to name just a few-that are not normally thought of in the value adding sense,
even though I believe they have that capacity. When one thinks of value adding, one
thinks mainly of mountain ash and alpine ash, but many more timbers could fall into that
category.
.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-There is a special licensing provision for that.
The Hon. D. M. EVANS-I thank the Minister for that. That is not spelt out in the
document.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-Yes, it is.
The Hon. D. M. EVANS-I think it needs to be, and I want to spell it out here. I believe
there is a capacity for additional value to be added through the use of timbers of that
nature. I do not want to be anything but very careful indeed on the sensitive issue of
rainforests. However, I wish to state the general view of the National Party that the area
of rainforest in Victoria is very small and has every right to be treated in a special way.
Nevertheless, it is possible that there is some timber in rainforest areas of such superior
quality that it should be considered for value added processing. I am not sure about that,
but it is possible. I should perhaps point to the situation ofHuon pine in Tasmania.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-How much is there?
The Hon. D. M. EVANS-There is not much left.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-Exactly; and why?
The Hon. D. M. EV ANS-Because it has been used, and it is very slow growing.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-Because it has been overused.
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The Hon. D. M. EVANS-It has been overused, and I hope we will not look back in 50
years' time and say, as was said of those who worked in New South Wales 100 years ago,
that we used red cedar for fence posts.
We need to consider those other timbers that have the capacity for value adding. Again,
I stress the great opportunities that exist for top quality processing or value adding in
respect of timber exported from Australia to the United States. I have seen Australian
mountain ash in Portland, Oregon, in the heart of the American timber country. The
Toomuc Lumber Company had Australian mountain ash from Heyfield in Victoria. That
company was importing it and it could not get enough of it. There is a firm there that
wants to use exclusively Australian ash for its furniture timber, so the opportunities are
there for high quality production and high value returns.
As I have stated, that area is one with which the National Party has considerable
agreement, but there are problems in that area and the timber industry strategy has to be
careful n~t to rely too much on that concept, especially in its initial stages.
The National Party sees some other problems in"the strategy. For example, there was
no recognition of municipal councils. The Shire of Bright wrote to me expressing
considerable concern at the amount of notice that was taken of its council in the drawing
up of the timber industry strategy. I shall quote from the letter from the secretary of that
council:
In late 1985 the council became aware that submissions in respect of the strategy were required to be lodged by
31 December.
I only became aware of the existence of the strategy in the week prior to Christmas ....

Perhaps the Minister will say that he should have known; and perhaps he should have
been aware that it was going on. However, perhaps those people who were responsible for
drawing up the strategy should have ensured that everyone who had an interest, particularly
the timber towns group, which comprises sixteen or eighteen councils, knew about it and
was given a fair opportunity to make an input.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-That group made a submission, and on time. If that gentleman
was not part of it, you had better ask him about it.
The Hon. D. M. EV ANS-He was aware. The point I am trying to make is that he had
little time in which to make his submission.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-That may be his problem.
The Hon. D. M. EVANS-No, because he did not know about it, and those responsible
for drawing up the strategy should have made sure that he knew. It should have been done
in that fashion. He had little time in which to make a contribution of the quality that he
would have liked. In fact, he basically supported the submissions made by timber industries
within that municipality. Then when he wanted a copy of it, instead of getting one free, he
had to pay $12.95 for it. However, that is a minor issue, and I suppose the shire could
afford to pay for it.
The Shire of Benalla also expressed deep concern on a somewhat different issue. It is a
very vexed issue that has been a problem for successive Governments-the provision of
additional and required roading to allow development of our major pine plantations. I
have a letter dated 21 May from Mr Donald White, the Shire Engineer of the Shire of
Benalla. It is addressed to my colleague, the honourable member for Benalla in another
place, and it states:
The Shire of Benalla is faced with an immediate need to upgrade IQ km of road at a cost of$600 000; a further
15 km within 5 years at a cost of $900000; and a further 15 km within 10 years at a cost of $900000 to provide
an adequately safe access to the softwood plantations in addition to the need to upgrade and maintain its
remaining 2000 km road network.

The problem is that, if the matter is brought to the attention of the Road Construction
Authority and the Minister for Transport, the shire will be told si~ply to give such roads

Timber Industry Strategy

1 October 1986

COUNCIL

269

a higher priority for funding. That means that, in order to deal with the requirements of
the timber industry, the money must be spent in timber access roads which, in effect, do
not service the ratepayers of the municipality and do not provide very much industry
within that municipality, because the timber goes out of that municipality into some other
municipality.
I again stress that that is a clear requirement that is not addressed in the strategy, one
which I believe should have been addressed; that is, the problem of providing adequate
road services for the timber that is grown in Victoria. Proper coordination is required
between the Minister for Transport and the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands
to carry that out.
As part of the Victoria Timber Industry Strategy, there is a short pamphlet entitled,
"Victoria: Timber Industry Strategy-Some Questions and Answers". I believe it has
been somewhat optimistic because question No. 6 asks: what steps have been taken to
ensure the protection of environmental values? Victoria does not yet have a legislated
code of forest practices or a legislated native flora and fauna conservation guarantee; nor
has it created substantial national parks in the Rodger River and and Errinundra Plateau
areas. Even the future of such proposals have something of a cloud hanging over them; yet
this document gives the impression that they are already in place, whereas they are not.
The document also comments that those parks will be created, yet Parliament certainly
has made no such decision. That brings me to the next subject-the operation of the Land
Conservation Council. Regardless of what happens in the timber industry strategy, if the
Government follows its current policy, it will seek to implement recommendations from
the council; it will seek to implement recommendations that are shortly to come forward
from the east Gippsland area. The National Party does not know what they will be.
However, we are aware of the draft strategy, which proposes substantial national parks in
the Errinundra Plateau and Rodger River areas.
The Land Conservation Council might bring down its final report and not make those
recommendations. However, it is still up to Parliament to pass them. The National Party
will be sticking closely to its policy of having no major extensions to national parks in
Victoria.
One reason for its policy is that the National Party believes the timber industry already
takes into account conservation values in timber areas. The use of the coupe harvesting
method, restrictions which allow for corridors, no harvesting in steep areas and other
restrictions affecting certain habitats and treed areas, clearly takes account of conservation
requirements. By using smaller timber coupes, re-colonisation is much better and quicker.
A good mix of trees and forests can be achieved by progressively harvesting various areas
so that young and mature trees are grown in the same forest areas.
If the maximum number of stageS are available, there will be the best opportunity of
taking care of conservation values. The National Party believes the timber industry can
harvest east Gippsland and that forest areas need not be placed in national parks.
Conservation values can be attended to by the timber industry and so the National Party
will not agree to a major extension of national parkS.

The National Institute of Economic and Industry Research produced a report on east
Gippsland. It is a lengthy document and I do not intend to quote from it in detail but I
refer the House to page 113 which states:
In summary. NIEIR concludes that the LCC proposals. in total. will mean a loss of up to about 130jobs, in
total. in east Gippsland by year 2001.

The report arrives at that relatively low figure by some optimistic predictions on how
much additional ,economic activity will be created by the tourist industry. The National
Party has some doubts about the ability of the tourist industry to meet the targets anticipated
by the National Institute of Economic and Industry Research.
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The National Party also believes if the tourist industry wants to create those jobs, it will
be better able to do it if the timber industry is there to provide the infrastructure. In any
case, why not have both timber jobs and tourism?
In the Age of 21 August 1986 the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands promised
$10 million for jobs lost in the timber industry. She referred to environment effects
statements and similar proposals to provide for additional jobs in the timber industry, but
that requirement would not be necessary if Victoria were to use its resources to their
maximum.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-A requirement that wouldn't be there if you hadn't overcut the
forest!
The Hon. D. M. EVANS-I did not overcut the forest. If the timber industry were able
to retain its direction and production, there would be no need to spend $10 million for
lost timber jobs. As Victoria is apparently running out of money and the Government has
to sell off everything it can, it is not good business to do away with this aspect of the timber
industry, and the National Party will not agree to it.
Enormous opportunities are available to develop the forest industry. In the pamphlet,
"Some Questions and Answers", which has been publicised as part of the Government's
timber industry strategy, twenty major new directions have been outlined which supposedly
have the support of all groups. Unless I am mistaken, that is not true, because people
involved in the timber industry have told me that they do not agree with several of those
twenty directions. For example, they do not agree with:
Environmental effects statement prior to the introduction ofVAUS and an EIS before any woodchip export.

Perhaps it is a good idea but they do not agree to it, so the document is incorrect.
Representatives of the timber industry do not agree to:
The cessation of clearing of native forest for pine plantations by 1987.

Perhaps everyone else thinks that is a 'good idea, but representatives of the timber industry
do not. They have not agreed to:
Exclusion of rainforests from logging.

It might be desirable but they have not agreed to it. They have not agreed to:
A legislated code offorest practices to apply on public and private land.

Again, that might be a good idea but since they have not agreed to it the document is
incorrect.
Several of the propositions on which the Government's timber industry strategy relies
are not correct. If there is not general agreement, Victoria has a serious problem.
Perhaps the most emotional of all these issues-even more so than pine trees-involves
woodchips. Emotional statements, such as "moonscapes", "huge multinational
companies", "enormous profits" and "shipping our birthrights to overseas countries that
are too lazy to grow their own trees", have been made. They are emotional but incorrect
statements.
The Hon. R. I. Knowles-And they are hardly ever made in other States!
The Hon. D. M. EVANS-Yes, it is only in Victoria. The document states that only 37
per cent of Gippsland forests can be used for woodchipping. If the woodchipping industry
is allowed to develop, it should be for several reasons. Firstly, there is an opportunity of
exporting to Japan and other countries if Victoria has a high quality product. A plant at
Benalla is now going to use hardwood for chipboard manufacture. Lower quality timber
can be used in the manufacturing process for chipboard.
At one stage Australia led the world in the technology of using hardwood for paper
production. Australia has fallen pehind in that area but still has the capacity and needs
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encouragement to continue that development. I am surprised that this document does not
spell out that need.
Victoria can use the resources that are now wasted on the forest floor. If the Government
is not prepared to bite the bullet and use some of Victoria's native timbers for woodchipping,
it will miss out on a golden opportunity. Woodchipping can be developed and many
degraded forests can be revitalised. It does not mean that the timber industry will clear
every single acre and there will be no forests. It means that the low grade material, much
of which has been picked over in previous years for logging, farm, mill and mining
requirements, will be used and a better quality forest will grow. If that is carried out on a
percentage of forest areas each year, the quality of all forests will increase.
If Victorians can use that material and receive an economic return by processing
woodchips and selling them overseas or in Australia, everyone will benefit.
Pine plantations and other forests can be planted on private and public lands. Australian
native species can also be grown. I support the growing of indigenous species wherever
our forests can be upgraded. They are often of better quality and a good mix of young and
mature trees can occur. Land can still be set aside for adequate ecological and conservation
areas. Approximately 1·6 million hectares of native forest in Victoria is regarded as
unsuitable for logging. Approximately 2·6 million hectares of forested public land in
Victoria is regarded as woodland or shrubland.
Much of that should be able to be considered for redevelopment. As I have indicated,
there are substantial holes in this document. It is a brave attempt and it contains some
good concepts. If it is properly prioritised it could be made to work, with the exception of
one or two areas such as the planting of pines, which needs to be properly addressed.
There is a clear requirement to bring under control the Land Conservation Council and
the way in which its recommendations come forward because, regardless of what happens,
the recommendations with the persuasive force they now have, will have a significant
effect on the Victorian timber industry and the operation of the strategy. We need a body
of the nature of the Land Conservation Council to examine public land management. I
have no quarrel with that, but I am not certain whether its operations and present personnel
are appropriate to 1986.
Nevertheless, regardless of that opinion and regardless of the future of the Land
Conservation Council or its structure, it will have a substantial influence on the timber
industry and the effectiveness and success of the timber industry strategy.
That is not addressed in this document and it is not under the control of the Minister
who controls the document.
Substantial problems need to be addressed. In the comments I have made to the House
today I have tried to set out the views of the National Party. I believe I have tried to take
a constructive look at an important Victorian and Australian industry. I have tried to give
credit where I believe it is due and to indicate those areas where members of the National
Party, as practical people, believe some adjustments should be made. I have tried to show
those areas where priorities need to be changed and addressed, and I have tried to make
suggestions for improvements.
Nevertheless I can say-and I believe it-that unless adjustments are made to the
concept spelt out in the document, it is not goin~ to be as successful as it could be. If the
Government is prepared to make adjustments, It can do far better. It can underpin this
most important industry for the benefit of all Victorians.
The Hon. B. T. PULLEN (Melbourne Province)-I guess honourable members should
thank David Evans for moving the motion given that it is a pretty important issue and it
is appropriate that we address our minds to it. The process we have been through and in
which a number of people have participated-has been a highly consultative processand the resulting strategy is worthy of serious discussion.
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Having said that, I point out that I am disappointed in the way Mr Evans addressed
himself to the question because, despite his obviously fairly extensive research and
knowledge of many areas of the subject, he seems to be occupying that position that one
finds the National Party so often occupies, of approaching the strategy question still as
one of a lobbyist.
However, it is essential in dealing with this issue that we should reach a solution or a
position so we can go forward in a way that will satisfy the aspirations of a wide range of
people-in fact, all Victorians. One cannot approach the issue with the single-minded
attitude of one of the parties.
Althou~ it is true to say that not everybody who has participated from the various
organisatIOns-the timber industry, the unions or the environmental movement-has
signed on the dotted line and said they love the strategy and agree with every point, the
statement put out by the Minister reads, when one quotes it completely, "that a remarkable
degree of support and agreement has been achieved.~'

The Minister has not claimed that she has total agreement. She says there has been a
"degree of agreement". That is the case. That really results from the fact that we have had
a process which began with the publicising of the Ferguson inquiry, the first major effort
to examine the timber industry in this State for some considerable time.
That was followed, as one of the commitments of the Government's responses to that
inquiry, with the development ofa timber strategy. The Victoria Timber Industry Strategy
took some time in preparation. It is worthwhile for the benefit of honourable members to
go briefly over the process followed in developing the strategy.
When the F erguson report was released, the Government immediately indicated support
for three important recommendations. The first recommendation was the move to
sustainable yield which, I think, is more or less common ground between all parties. It is
hopeless to go on in an overcutting situation with timber. In the end that benefits no-one
and, if we run out of timber, there will be no jobs and no economic resources for anyone
to distribute.
The second recommendation was the acceptance by the inquiry of the need to have
stability in the industry and the ability for people in the industry to have licences of such
a length that they could plan and invest in equipment and upgrade their activities. Again,
that is common ground.
Thirdly, the inquiry recognised that the timber industry suffered an unfortunately high
accident record and there was a need to improve workers~ conditions and examine
occupational health and safety aspects. Those three recommendations were picked up
straight away by the Government and the report was released for public comment.
Following that the Government made a commitment that it would develop-from the
information obtained from that piece of work-a timber strategy. The first draft of the
strategy was published on 7 November 1985. Submissions were invited. Following that
came a period of intensive consultation in which, apart from the great volume of high
quality submissions received from numerous quarters, the peak groups-comprising
industry, unions and the environmental movement-were offered an enormous
opportunity of discussing their concerns with the Minister and the Government.
That continued throughout the process and even after the production of the second
draft. Most of the groups were able to meet on a weekly basis with the Minister and senior
officers to discuss their concerns in detail. As a result of that process we have a remarkable
degree of understanding of the main aspirations of the strategy.
The point that Mr Evans-despite his efforts to study the subject, which I do not denyhas not grasped is that the solution must represent the balance of those interests. If that is
not the case it will always be in danger of being changed and some parties may not be
satisfied that it is a proper solution for Victoria. That is the whole point-it is a strategy,
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and the elements are mutually reinforcing and reflect the importance of the different views
that have been put forward.
I do not want to go over the whole document because obviously, in the time available,
it is impossible to do it justice. The document has taken a long time to produce and is the
result of many discussions, but I shall outline what I believe in my own mind to be the
essence of the strategy as it stands.
Firstly, it provides a long-term management strategy for Victorian forests, even in east
Gippsland where the issues come together in the sharpest focus, and carefully balances
conservation, employment and social considerations. Those three aspects must be brought
together. The strategy tries to do so by giving weight to a number of points or premises
which are important to understand.
The first premise, which may seem a trivial one to express, is that our forests should be
harvested. It is a resource which is important for us to utilise and we cannot have a blanket
restriction on such a resource. Therefore, the whole strategy is predicated on using the
resource. The question is: how can that be done? A further question is: are there parts of
the forest that should be excluded entirely from that harvesting operation? One of the
basic considerations for this-and Mr Evans did not disagree-is that timber is a renewable
resource. If properly managed, it is available from generation to generation, unlike plastics
or metals which have to be mined or manufactured from non-renewable sources.
Forest harvesting and regeneration offers an opportunity of continuing to utilise timber
for a long time. Timber has many merits that are recognised by many people. It can be
used domestically and industrially.
It is possible to harvest timber properly. If one is contemplating logging one must also
consider the regeneration of forests; and a sufficient rotating period must be set aside, say,
80 to 100 years. In this way the forest environment can be enjoyed while economic benefits
are being derived from them at the right time. To do so satisfactorily requires good
management and a sensitive approach. That is a plus.

Mr Evans did not address the question of balance. I am interested in the position the
Liberal Party has taken on this issue. I was disappointed to hear that it is unable to put
forward its view today. Some forests are at such a stage of pristine beauty that it is
impossible to reproduce them in only 100 years. Many do not recover in only 100 years
because they have taken more than 200 or 300 years to reach their present stage.
One does not have to be a botanist to appreciate these forests. They were here before
Victoria was developed by white people. There are few forests left in that state. It is not
possible to use these forests for timber harvesting because it would be virtually impossible
to reproduce them in a reasonable time. Balance is required in any decision on timber
harvesting. We need to address the question of which forests should be preserved in their
original state even though there may be consensus on good management of harvested
areas.
In Gippsland the Errinundra Plateau, Rodger River and other areas fall into that
category and are covered in the draft recommendations of the Land Conservation Council.
It is not good enough for Mr Evans to take the position of the lobbyists and say that there
should be no more parks. He has not really considered the difficult question of balance
which the Government has attempted to address in its Victoria Timber Industry Strategy.
The Land Conservation Council is yet to provide a recommendation to the Government
and hence to Parliament. The council is charged with examining the use of public land
and determining those areas that should be categorised for preservation in perpetuity. It
must also be mindful of the economic and social effects of any decision that may be made.
The council's result should lend weight to the question of balance because it is only when
the two aspects are brought together that we will be in a position to make a judgment. Mr
Evans has prejudged that there should be no more parks.
Session 1986-10
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The Hon. D. M. Evans-No more major extensions.
The Hon. B. T. PULLEN-Ifl have misunderstod Mr Evans, I should like to know. I
took his remarks to mean that he will not support any major extensions or new parks.
That would apply to Rodger River and Errinundra Plateau.
The Hon. D. M. Evans-It does.
The Hon. B. T. PULLEN-Now the House is clear on that aspect. Mr Evans has
prejudged the issue which is too important to be judged in that way. He should wait for
the final recommendations of the Land Conservation Council before any judgment is
made.
The Government's Victoria Timber Industry Strategy can work. The removal of some
timber resources for parks does influence the way in which the strategy will develop. It
may make it more difficult but in that case we shall have to try harder to achieve results.
The strategy is designed to cope with that situation.
The issue can be considered from various sides. The lives, jobs and welfare of
communities such as that in east Gippsland must be taken into account as well as the
preservation of forests and important areas beyond the time that we will be alive. It is a
matter that cannot be prejudged, as I said before. I am disappointed that Mr Evans and
his party are not prepared to go through that process when examining this issue.
I await with interest the view of the Liberal Party on this issue. In its discussions I hope
it will take on board the seriousness and importance of a long-range decision and will not
try to opt for the quick, cheap vote or reward that the lobby,ists may provide.
To date there have been many shortfalls in the use of timber. For instance, the resource
is often not utilised in the best way. Anyone who has seen the logging operations south of
the Errinundra Plateau would know that timber such as sassafras is left standing or burnt
because it has not been properly utilised. It is a beautiful timber that can be used for a
number of purposes, wood-turning, furniture and so on. It is a shame to see logs of that
size, which have taken 80 to 100 years to grow, totally wasted.
Some mills place insufficient importance on the higher quality species of timber such as
ash and apply the same process to them as to the lesser timbers. Yet those better timbers
could be extracted Alld kiln dried and further processed to obtain a greater economic
return. Many mills have not considered the value added by using this process, yet it could
create additional jobs.
The value added system outlined in the strategy attempts to address that wastage by
tackling the problem when the timber is being selected. This allows the processors who are
prepared to invest in the necessary equipment and to undertake the necessary marketing
exercises to utilise the resource fully rather than leaving it in the hands of someone who is
not prepared to make that investment. That innovation is important.
This system has been coupled with the logging licences. It is of no use doing one thing
without coupling it with the other. If one expects the processors to invest in the timber
industry, one must offer them security of resource so that they will back up the idea with
funds.
Marketing practices of the timber industry have been remiss in the past. That applies to
the Government contribution as well. When people talk about hardwood, they do not
often explain the differences between the various types of hardwood. Little information is
available about different types of timber that can be used for different purposes.
Victoria has a precious resource and it should be processed and marketed in such a way
that it is appreciated fully. Hardwood has many valuable properties.
The Victoria Timber Industry Strategy proposes the development of a Timber Industry
Council in which the industry, Government and unions can participate cooperatively to
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market and develop timber. It would forge a link between research and development and
marketing for the timber industry.
The Victoria Timber Industry Strategy coordinates the action it proposes with other
actions taken by the Government. It is not just a shopping list. It is a thoughtful document,
as people examining it will appreciate.
Many small areas that are outside the areas set aside for national parks, especially areas
along river banks, rainforests or areas of forest habitat need to be preserved from logging
activities. The flora and fauna surveys demonstrate that these areas can be preserved and
people can still enjoy recreation and ecological considerations can be considered in
conjunction with timber harvesting.
Apart from the integrated harvesting of timber or the use of round logs for woodchips
as a subsidiary to a sawlog driven industry, one of the contentious issues that has emerged
is the clear-felling of forest. The silviculture techniques of clearing an area, then burning it
with a hot burn for regeneration purposes, often appears to be a disaster when one first
sees it. Some scientists and foresters would argue that it is an excellent process, terrible as
it looks, because it does mimic a situation that occurs naturally in regeneration of hardwood
for eucalypt species, in particular, and that the process is in accord with relatively sound
ecological practices. Other scientists question that proposition and say that it has been
overused by economic necessity.
The Victoria Timber Industry Strategy makes a commitment to establish a proper
process of examining the situation and also examining whether alternative silviculture
techniques to harvest timber without clear-felling are available.
As an illustration that it is an honest review of the industry, the steering committee
proposed to be set up to oversee these investigations will include scientists from outside
the Victorian bureaucracy; people with some eminence in the field. The industry, the
union movement and environmentalists have been invited to join that steering committee
so that everyone who is interested in examining the available information in detail can be
assured that at the end of the day a fair and reasonable assessment of the studies have
been made.
The studies are to be published and any person can observe and comment on them.
That is a fair and reasonable approach in addressing what is a difficult and, at times,
emotional aspect of logging.
The strategy is a major step forward as it does interrelate with other areas and is a
balanced and genuine attempt by the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands, her
officers, the Government and other people involved, to reach a position to move forward
in a difficult area.
The strategy is not static and may be further developed. The process allows for people
to be continually involved in it so that they can add new ideas and improve on it. It
requires a cooperative approach, not a confrontationist approach, and in that sense I hope
the Liberal and National parties will examine the strategy carefully, in conjunction with
the work produced by the Land Conservation Council, so that the Government can make
a balanced and cooperative 'decision on the future of the timber industry.
On the motion of the Hon. L. A. McAR THUR (N unawading Province), the debate was
adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until later this day.

DISTINGUISHED VISITOR
The PRESIDENT-Order! Before calling on the next matter, I draw to the attention of
the House that Mr Zhang Jimian, Consul General of the People's Republic of China, is
present in the Chamber. Mr Zhang Jimian, honourable members welcome you to the
Legislative Council.
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ESTIMATES COMMITTEES
The debate (adjourned from October 30, 1985) was resumed on the motion of the Hon.
J. V. C. Guest (Monash Province):
That until the end of the session(a) There shall be appointed two Estimates Committees to be known as Estimates Committees A and B.
(b) Unless otherwise ordered, each Estimates Committee shall consist of not less than six and not more
than eight members of whom not more than half shall be Government members nominated by the
Leader of the Government. The Leader of the third party shall have the right to nominate one
member and the balance of the membership shall be nominated by the Leader of the Opposition.
(c) The annual Estimates as contained in the papers presenting the particulars of proposed expenditure
and any additional or supplementary Estimates shall on motion be referred to the committees for
examination and report.
(d) Each committee may proceed to the despatch of business notwithstanding that all members have not
been appointed and notwithstanding any vacancy.
(e) Each committee shall elect a non-Government member as chairman.
(/) The chairman may from time to time appoint another member of the committee to be deputychairman and the member so appointed shall act as chairman of the committee at any time when the
chairman is not present at a meeting of the committee.
(g) In the event of an equality of voting, the chairman, or the deputy-chairman when acting as chairman,
shall have a casting vote.
(h) Three members ofa committee shall constitute a quorum.
(i) A member of the Council, though not a member of a committee, may attend and participate in its
deliberations and question witnesses, unless the committee orders otherwise, but shall not vote.
(j) The committee shall sit in open session, unless otherwise ordered, may sit during any adjournment
or suspension of the Council, and may adjourn from time to time.
(k) A committee shall not meet while the Legislative Council is actually sitting, unless by special order of
the Council.
(I) In considering the Estimates the chairman shall, without motion, call on divisions of expenditure in
the order decided upon and declare the proposed expenditure open for examination.
(m) The committees may ask for explanations from Ministers of State in the Legislative Council, or
officers, relating to the items of proposed expenditure.
(n) The report of a committee shall be presented to the Council by the chairman and, if considered
necessary, may propose the further consideration of any particular items. A reservation by any
member of a committee may be added to the report.
(0) The reports from the committees shall be received by the Council without debate and their consideration
deferred until consideration ofthe Appropriation Bills.
(P) A Hansard report of committee proceedings shall be circulated, in manner similar to the daily
Legislative Council Hansard, as soon as practicable after each day's proceedings.
(q) In the event of any inconsistency between this Order and the Standing Orders the provisions of this
order shall prevail.

The Hon. HADDON STOREY (East Yarra Province)-I move:
That all words after "That until the end of the session" be deleted with a view to substituting the following:
U(a) There shall be appointed an Estimates Committee.
(b) The Estimates Committee shall consist of eight members of whom four, three and one shall be nominated
by the Leader of the Government, the Leader ofthe Opposition and the Leader of the third party respectively.
(c) The annual Estimates as contained in the papers presenting the particulars of proposed expenditure and
any additional or supplementary Estimates shall on motion be referred to the committee for examination and
report.

(d) The committee may proceed to the despatch of business notwithstanding that all members have not been
appointed and notwithstanding any vacancy.
(e) The committee shall elect a chairman and a deputy-chairman to act as chairman at any time when the
chairman is not present at a meeting of the committee.
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The chairman, or the deputy-chairman when acting as chairman, shall have a deliberative vote and in the
event of an equality of voting, a casting vote.
(g)

Three members of the committee shall constitute a quorum.

(h) A member of the Council, though not a member of the committee, may attend and participate in its
deliberations and question witnesses, unless the committee orders otherwise, but shall not vote.

(i) The committee shall sit in open session, unless otherwise ordered, may sit during any adjournment or
suspension of the Council, and may adjourn from time to time.

(j) The committee shall not meet while the Legislative Council is actually sitting, unless by special order of
the Council.
(k) In considering the Estimates the chairman shall, without motion, call on divisions of expenditure in the
order decided upon and declare the proposed expenditure open for examination.

(f) The committee may ask for explanations from Ministers who are members of the Legislative Council, and,
with the leave of the Legislative Assembly from Ministers who are members of the Assembly, and also from
relevant officers.
(m) Reports ofthe committee may be presented to the Council from time to time and, if considered necessary,
may propose the further consideration of any particular items. A reservation by any member of a committee
may be added to any report.

(n) The presentation of a report or interim report of the committee shall not be deemed to terminate the
committee's appointment, powers or functions.
(0) Unless otherwise ordered, reports from the committee shall be received by the Council without debate and
their consideration deferred until consideration ofthe next relevant Appropriation or Supply Bill.
(P) A Hansard report of committee proceedings shall be circulated, in manner similar to the daily Legislative
Council Hansard, as soon as practicable after each day's proceedings.
(q) In the event of any inconsistency between this Order and the Standing Orders or practice of the House, the
provisions of this order shall prevail.

(r) In the event of the committee being unable to elect a chairman by reason of an equality of votes, the
chairman shall be appointed by resolution of the House.

(s) The committee shall have power to send for persons, papers and records."

This matter was last debated in this House in October last year. It is a motion moved by
Mr Guest for the appointment of Estimates Committees by this House.
Mr Guest indicated the reasons for having Estimates Committees, which were to facilitate
the ability of members of Parliament to deal with Estimates and Budget Papers and to
gain more meaningful information about the Government's Estimates and financial
arrangements, as well as enabling a more detailed examination of them during the
Committee stage of the debates.
Mr Henshaw spoke on the motion on behalf of the Government. He indicated some
sympathy with the motion moved by Mr Guest but did say that it was best to move slowly,
to try out the idea first and see how it developed. Mr Henshaw suggested that rather than
two Estimates Committees, as provided for in the motion, it would be preferable for the
appointment of one committee.
The Opposition listened with great interest to what Mr Henshaw said and accepts the
view that he has put. For that reason, I have moved an amendment to Mr Guest's motion
which provides for the appointment of one Estimates Committee.·
I bring this amendment on now by courtesy of Mr Dunn, who had the first call, because
the Budget Bills were introduced in another place. The Budget Papers are now on the
Legislative Council's Notice Paper. Attention has been drawn to a number of problems,
discrepancies and difficulties in the Budget and in order to analyse these matters it would
be desirable to have an Estimates Committee at this stage.
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I indicate that I have moved:
That all words after "That until the end ofthe session-" be deleted with a view to substituting the following:

The following words largely follow the form of Mr Guest's original motion, but provide
for the appointment of only one committee. It suggests that the committee shall consist of
eight members, four nominated by the Government, three nominated by the Liberal Party
and one nominated by the National Party. It provides that the chairman of the committee
should have a deliberative vote as well as a casting vote, in order that it be possible to
resolve matters in the event of an equality of voting. One hopes not too many such
problems will arise.
The amendment also provides that in the event of the committee failing to agree on the
appointment of the chairman because there initially will be an even number of members
of the Committee, the chairman should be appointed by resolution of the House. That
would avoid the possibility that the committee would not be able to meet because of its
failure to proceed on the appointment of the chairman.
I have also added to Mr Guest's original motion a provision that the committee shall
have the power to send for persons, papers and records which, of course, is a common
provision in all Parliamentary committees, and which did not appear in the original
motion.
The reasons for the appointment of an Estimates Committee have already been advanced
and, as Mr Henshaw indicated, one committee would be the desirable way of approaching
the matter. Therefore, I now request that the House deal with the amendment to the
motion so that a committee can be appointed as soon as possible.
The Hoo. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-The National Party considers this
a very important motion. It has supported for some time the establishment of an Estimates
Committee of this House. However, it has been a long time coming because of the way in
which this has actually been presented to the House ..
I well recall that Mr Guest presented a motion to establish six committees of this House,
and that was some time ago. The National Party was a little concerned about that because
it believed it was a little too excessive.
Mr Guest then moved to a position of proposing the establishment of two Estimates
Committees of this House. The National Party had amendments drawn up-I still have
them today-for the purpose of amending that motion, which would propose the
establishment of one Estimates Committee,· and that that committee consist of eight
members.
Those amendments were basically in line with the amendment that Mr Storey has
moved today. I therefore deferred moving the amendments we had prepared so as to allow
Mr Storey to move his amendment, as it is before the House today.
The National Party certainly agrees with the establishment of an Estimates Committee.
We want to participate in it because our party believes that, for some time, Parliament has
been severely lacking in being able and having the mechanisms to examine the Budget
documents in the detail in which they need to be examined.
When I was a member of the Economic and Budget Review Committee-and I was one
of the members appointed to that committee in its first three years of operation-I joined
the committee on the basis that that would be the sort of thing the committee would be
doing: that it would be examining the performance of the Government, the Budget
documents and the Estimates. However, the committee never got around to it because the
Government kept it busy inquiring into all sorts of fringe issues, from superannuation to
the wine industry, and so on.
The Hoo. M. J. Saodoo-They are not fringe issues.
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The Hon. B. P. DUNN-Nevertheless, inquiring into those fringe issues meant that the
committee did not concentrate on this area of Government responsibility.
Admittedly, the committee made some contact with the Auditor-General but, quite
frankly, we never got down to the nuts and bolts of examining the Budget documents.
That is what I thought we would do. I do not believe the Economic and Budget Review
Committee serves that purpose now, either. It still operates on the same basis as it did
then and inquires into these other issues.
Therefore, today we have had to take the only action available to us to establish our
own Estimates Committee. This House has established its own committees before on
various issues, and I believe the proposed Estimates Committee can serve a very important
purpose.
The National Party agrees with the membership of the committee and other aspects,
such as the provision that the committee cannot meet while the House is sitting unless by
a motion of the House. We note that it will have power to send for persons, papers and
records. I assume that includes the Auditor-General, that the committee will be able to
invite him to appear before the committee and undertake discussions with it. The National
Party certainly hopes that will be the case, and perhaps that point can be clarified. The
committee needs the widest possible powers so that it can adequately consider Budget
documents.
I note that the Government has some sympathy for the motion. When Mr Henshaw
spoke on the last occasion the motion was before the House-and we can only assume
that he was speaking on behalf of the Government-he indicated that he had some leaning
towards setting up a single Estimates Committee.
Hopefully, the Government will take that opinion on board and support the
establishment of this committee and the House will then be able to move on to appoint
its membership at the earliest opportunity.
On the motion of the Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs),
the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until the next day of meeting.

CRIMES (PROCEEDINGS) BILL
The debate (adjourned from September 17) on the motion of the Hon. J. H. Kennan
(Attorney-General) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-This is an important Bill. The
Opposition is happy to indicate its support for the Government's proposal. The Opposition
has a number of questions that it would like to explore during the Committee stage of the
Bill, but it is generally supportive of the measure. Firstly, the Bill is aimed at making
committal proceedings more effective.
Secondly, the "hand-up brief' procedure, under which written statements of witnesses
are used instead of oral evidence, is to be made available to be used in all cases. The
procedure is currently not available in cases of treason, murder, attempted murder and
conspiracy to murder.
The third change relates to the standard of proof required for a magistrate to commit a
person for trial. The standard is raised and the new test is to be, "Is the evidence of
sufficient weight to support a conviction?" Later on during the Committee stage of the
Bill, I should like to explore that test, contrasted to the existing provisions, to ascertain
whether it is a tougher test than the existing law.
The fourth change is that the "hand-up brief' procedure is to be streamlined. First of
all, the brief is to be served 28 days prior to the hearing. Secondly, the accused will be
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required to give fourteen days' notice that a witness must attend for cross-examination,
although that notice may be set aside by a magistrate if it is deemed to be frivolous,
vexatious or oppressive; and the third alteration is that prosecution witnesses are to give
their evidence-in-chiefby simply adopting their statements.
The fifth alteration is that changes are to be made to the position of mentally ill
defendants who are found unfit to plead. Currently, they are held until the Governor's
pleasure is known. The changes in the law that were brought about earlier this year with
the passage of the package of mental health measures provided for an annual review of
their cases as well as providing for the appointment of a Public Advocate. As the name
implies, this person has an advocacy role and is involved with people who are subject to
Administration Orders.
The Bill will allow the courts to make orders that are consistent with the provisions of
the Mental Health Act and the Intellectually Disabled Persons' Services Act. It is an
important Bill, but I regard it mainly as a Committee Bill. Therefore, I should like to
explore a number of matters further with the Attorney-General during the Committee
stage.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-As Mr Chamberlain has indicated,
the Bill has two distinct components and they are quite unrelated components. I have no
concerns with the first area that the Bill traverses which relates to changes to the committal
proceedings. The amendments proposed by the Bill are useful and valid and the committal
procedure that is operating in Victoria is a valuable one that ought to be retained but can
be quite usefully streamlined to the extent that the amendments propose.
The committal procedures provide a valuable filter system for identifying those cases
that probably should proceed to trial on the basis that there is a reasonable likelihood of
the defendant being convicted by a jury on the evidence.
As has been happening in the past, too many cases have proceeded to trial because
magistrates have applied the existing test and, in fact, have sent people to trial when really,
in all the circumstances, the evidence that was available was insufficient for a jury to
convict them.
The new test to be applied, as outlined in the amendment, will give magistrates a far
greater degree of ability to assess what a jury, in all the circumstances, might decide and
the weight that they might attach to the evidence that is available. To that extent, the filter
system will be enhanced and fewer committals will take place in cases that really have no
prospect ofleading to a conviction at the trial.
Also, the extension of the "hand-up brief' procedure to all committal hearings rather
than the exclusion that presently exists for murder, treason and some other serious crimes
is valid. I see no reason why the "hand-up brief' procedure, having been proved so
successful since it was introduced ten or fifteen years ago, should not now be extended to
all committals.
I also believe the mechanism that the Bill utilises in terms of preventing abuses that
defendants may wish to engage in at committal hearings with respect to the summonsing
of prosecution witnesses to appear at the committal hearing regardless of the weight of
their evidence, or whether they are simply confirming what is already an established fact,
is useful. The provision gives the defendant the right to call any witness he might want,
but the provision also provides a mechanism whereby-upon an application by the
prosecution or by the magistrate of his own volition-the right to call witnesses can be
reviewed. However, a sufficient number of days before the committal hearing is set to take
place has to elapse before a decision is made that a particular witness should be required
to attend.
The provision is valuable because there is no point in disrupting the private life or the
business or employment of witnesses to attend committal hearings quite unnecessarily
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and that could occur if there were no procedures to review their attendance, and I am glad
that the Bill does provide that.
I also believe the extension of notice for the attendance of witnesses, which will be
increased from 14 days to 28 days, is also useful. These matters have been canvassed by
both the Legal and Constitutional Committee of this Parliament and in a useful report on
committal proceedings presented in February this year and chaired by the Director of
Public Prosecutions, Mr Coldrey. That body has a membership of quite distinguished
people experienced in the law and who have had a wealth of experience in various aspects
of it. I am quite satisfied that the comments that that committee made had merit and they
have largely been incorporated in this Bill.
I have some concerns with the other part of the Bill, but I am not opposed to what is
envisaged; but I should like some assurances from the Attorney-General on how the
mechanisms will operate in practice. The amendment proposed is to add a sub-section to
section 393 of the Crimes Act-that is the section that has regard to defendants who are
found either insane at the time of the trial and are unable to plead, or who are found to
have been insane at the time of the commission of the crime.
The existing Crimes Act provides that they be held in strict custody, and they are the
words used in section 393 of the Crimes Act, until the Governor's pleasure is known, and
that has been a longstanding practice in this State.
Certainly, it is true to say that over the years there have been unfortunate instances
where people confined at the Governor's pleasure have been virtually forgotten and left to
rot in gaol, so to speak, and that may well have been justified in the circumstances of a
particular case. Nevertheless there are widespread fears in the community that a number
of offenders, having been convicted of quite serious crimes, and having served their
sentence, are then released into the community. I know that is a separate issue to the Bill
before the House, but concern is felt that this particular amendment could lead to people
who have not actually been convicted of a crime-perhaps they have not been convicted
for no other reason than that they have pleaded insanity-being released into the
community and then committing a similar crime because of the state of their mental
health.
The Minister said in his second-reading speech that some persons have been held in
strict custody at the Governor's pleasure for longer than they would have served had they
been convicted. That may be so; I do not particularly see anything wrong with that.
Obviously, if a person is insane, he is a danger to be let loose on the community in any
event, and the fact that the person is being confined beyond the length of a sentence that
might have been imposed had he or she not been insane and convicted, is surely a
protection for the community.
The Hon. B. A. Chamberlain-But should he be in gaol?
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-I am not saying the person should be in gaol, I am saying
the person should be confined. The amendment provides that the court, rather than relying
on section 393 as it presently stands and confining a person to gaol until the Governor's
pleasure is known, can make use of the Mental Health Act 1986 or the Intellectually
Disabled Persons' Services Act 1986, and they would then receive appropriate services
under those Acts.
The Mental Health Act 1986, which honourable members will recall was part of a
package of three Bills passed by Parliament in the autumn sessional period, provides for
security patients. The definition of a security patient is:
A person ordered to be kept in safe custody in a psychiatric in-patient service, either until the Governor's
pleasure be known or during the Governor's pleasure under the Crimes Act 1958.

The Act also provides for the annual review of persons so confined. That means that we
will be getting over the current difficulty where a person who is confined in gaol for the
Governor's pleasure is not subject to an annual review and can, therefore, be left without
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any sort of regular review of his case. I am not, therefore, opposed to the proposal that
they come under the Mental Health Act or the Intellectually Disabled Persons' Services
Act, but I seek an assurance from the Attorney-General that we will not see mentally
unstable people who have perpetrated serious crimes in the community-notwithstanding
the fact that they may not have actually been convicted, but simply on the basis that they
have been successful in convincing a jury on the grounds of insanity that they should not
be so convicted-being released into the community unless the most careful examination
is made of their case in the annual review.
I am not suggesting that there will be a widespread release of people who are unfit to be
in the community because of violent behaviour they may exhibit. However, I am concerned
that the amendment simply refers to appropriate services under the Mental Health Act or
the Intellectually Disabled Persons' Services Act and does not give any guideline to the
court nor any assurance to the community that what has previously been detainment at
the Governor's pleasure will not be watered down considerably.
I ask the Attorney-General to reflect upon that and give the House the assurances that I
seek. With that reservation, the National Party supports the Bill.
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT (North Western Province)-After those two learned
addresses, I hesitate to rise. However, I must speak on clause 8 because of the widespread
concern in the electorate I represent.
The PRESIDENT-Order! Perhaps Mr Wright would prefer to raise the matter in the
Committee stage.
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT-Mr President, my remarks are ofa general nature and I
do not wish to move any amendment. It is probably more appropriate for me to speak
now.
The community is concerned about the revolving-door policy whereby prisoners no
sooner arrive at prison than they are released and return home before the policemen who
have taken them from the city return. In some cases, sentences are considerably reduced.
I do not deny that on rare occasions people are detained in mental institutions and prisons
when they probably should not be. However, the concern of myself and the community is
that when this measure is passed-as it surely will be-many more offenders, including
potential rapists and murderers, will be released into the community. Another concern is
that with the various legislation and regulations, the rights of victims are being
overshadowed by the rights of offenders.
Although Mr Baxter expressed the hope that not many offenders when released will
offend again, I think he has taken a kind view of the situation. Although I realise that some
people are detained when they should not be, nevertheless the danger exists that this
measure may place the lives of our children and our citizens in more jeopardy than
otherwise would be the case.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time and committed.
Clause 1 was agreed to.
Clause 2
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I thank Mr Chamberlain, Mr Baxter
and Mr Wright for their comments. I congratulate Mr Baxter on the way he addressed
these technical issues with such thoroughgoing research without the advantage-or perhaps
disadvantage- of having a law degree.
The Hon. B. P. Dunn-That is an advantage.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-It probably is. Mr Baxter raised the question of the possible
open-ended nature of the orders that could be made under clause 8. It really is a matter
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for the judge who could fetter that order any way he saw fit. He could put a time frame on
it or he could have reporting back conditions ifhe so wished. He could make an order that
the person became a patient in a civil sense, in which case it would be up to the authorities
under the Mental Health Act or the Intellectually Disabled Persons' Services Act. He
could make an order that was specific in terms of time and retain court control over the
ultimate release or disposition of the person. That is a matter that must be worked through
in practice.
Of course, the opportunity would still exist for the prosecution to put forward
submissions. I am sure a judge would not make a specific order about services under that
provision unless he had evidence before him from an institution or the experts concerned
as to what services could be provided.
The case would proceed in the normal manner as a plea in court and no doubt the
defence would put forward its view as to the disposition of the person. To persuade a
judge that an order should be made under this provision, the defence would need to call
evidence from one of the health services people as to what facilities were available and
what the offender's outlook was. Some reliance must be placed on the good sense of the
judge to abide by that evidence and to make the appropriate orders accordingly.
I thank Mr Coldrey and members of his committee for the excellent work undertaken
by them on a number of projects, of which this was only one.
The Hon. B. A. Chamberlain-Where does Mr Coldrey get the time?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-I do not know. He is looking a little greyer but he is fit. His
stories are still good, so he has not lost his sense of humour. Mr Dugan, the Chief
Stipendiary Magistrate, also gave his time for what honourable members opposite have
pointed out has been extremely valuable work. I thank Mr Coldrey and the members of
his committee as well as the honourable members opposite for their contribution to the
Bill.
The clause was agreed to, as was clause 3.
Clause 4
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-Mr Chairman, I seek your
guidance. I have a number of issues to raise and I intend to keep to the clause numbers in
the Bill rather than go throu~h all of them. Most of them are contained in clause 4. I refer,
firstly, to proposed new sectIOn 45 (1) (c) which states:
45. (I) If a person is charged with an indictable offence the informant may serve or cause to be served the
following documents on the accused person:
(c) A list of the persons who have made statements which the informant intends to tender at the
preliminary examination.

One could presume that it is not intended that the informant be required to serve a copy
of all statements that have been obtained as part of the police investigation. It is not
unknown for the informant to have to obtain statements that both inculpate and exculpate
an accused person.
If it is intended that a limited class of statements is required under this section, perhaps
the words could be tightened. As they stand, it is a broad expression. The Minister could
perhaps Clarify what is intended.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-The list of persons and the copies of
the statements of those persons relate only to the evidence that the informant wishes to
rely upon. I am not sure whether I understood Mr Chamberlain's point absolutely. I
wonder whether Mr Chamberlain was asking whether there were persons who would be
interviewed and who had made statements but whom the prosecution did not intend to
rely upon?
The Hon. B. A. Chamberlain-Yes.
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The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-It is only if they intend to rely upon those statements that
proposed new section 45 (1) (c) would apply. The informant would tender the documents
at the preliminary examination.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-Proposed new section 45 (1)
(I) provides that there must be served on the accused, a copy of any document which the
informant intends to produce as evidence. Computer fraud cases are becoming more
common today. In such cases a massive amount of documentary evidence is usually
produced. Often such trials last for anywhere between six and eight months. It would
obviously pose difficulties if every document that was going to be referred to in passing
had to be produced. It could involve a mountain of photocopying. It is a practical question
and I want to know what the practical answer is.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-The lot would have to be produced.
"Document" has a wide meaning under the Evidence Act and includes computer material
such as software and so on.
One of the purposes of the committal proceedings is to enable the court, as well as the
accused, to look at all the material and to scrutinise it in a pre-trial manner. Therefore, all
the documents would have to be produced.
I refer to a recent committal; I do not want to say too much about it because the trial is
still pending. A special court room was set aside at 500 Bourke Street-Marland Housewhere a magistrate sat for a long trial. Computer screens were set up, and it was exactly
the sort of case that Mr Chamberlain is referring to. All of the material was provided.
It is important that all the material be provided to enable clarification of the issues. Use
of the new procedures which are now available to the courts in criminal matters, such as
pre-trial conferences and trying to get agreement on documentation for the jury and so on,
depends on all of the relevant documentation having been made available to the accused
at the committal hearing so that the accused can see what he or she is faced with. The
availability of such documents would facilitate agreements or simplification of
documentation.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-There are enormous practical
problems in this area. Assume one has a defendant who has been held in strict custody at
Pentridge Prison. Assume the person is a hi~ security prisoner who has no legal counsel
representing him. Assume it is a case which also involves a lot of paperwork. Most
commercial crimes now involve a lot of paper because there has usually been a lot of
fiddling. Later today I will tell the Attorney-General about another case in which I will be
inviting the Government to take an interest.
I can see real and practical problems. Does it mean that a truckload of material would
have to be taken to Pentridge Prison and made available to the defendant?
I am not asking these questions for the sake of asking them. One of the worst thin~s that
is happening these days IS that the courts are being bogged down in commercial cnminal
trials which usually last for anything up to six months. I see immense practical problems
with this situation.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-There was a case not all that long ago
involving a commercial crime. The person involved was held in remand and ended up
being unrepresented. In the majority of cases the people are represented and the solicitors
accept service of the documents. Where a person is unrepresented and is held in gaol all
of those documents will have to be served on him or her.
However, it is somewhat inconsistent with the notion of fairness where there is an
unrepresented person and the rule is not applied, especially in sophisticated cases. Proper
notice does need to be given: defences are prepared in gaol from time to time.
If the documentation is voluminous it will have to be made available to the person in
gaol, and that is how it will operate. There have already been a number of significant
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commercial crime prosecutions both in Victoria and in other States. Documentation has
been made available at the committal stage. There are some logistical problems but I do
not see them as being overwhelming. When it comes to the actual court hearing the
practice has been to reserve a particular court for many months at a time and all the
documentation is left there together with the necessary computer hardware.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-1 refer to proposed new section
45 (5) and query the drafting:
A person who acknowledges a statement referred to in sub-section (I) (c) which he or she knows at the time to
be false is liable to the penalties of perjury.

Proposed new section 45 (1) (c) provides:
A list of the persons who have made statements which the informant intends to tender at the preliminary
examination.

It would be better to state that the provision relates to a statement made pursuant to the
provisions of sub-section (2) "which he or she knows at the time of making the statement
to be false" and so on. It is a bit curious the way it comes out. It is only a suggestion but
perhaps the Minister may like to examine that aspect while the Bill is between here and
another place. I suggest the provision should refer to the statement in sub-section (2).
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I am happy to examine that suggestion
while the Bill is between here and another place. The sub-section may be capable of
improvement. I will obtain some advice on it.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-Proposed new section 45A (3)
states:
The informant must lodge copies of the documents referred to in section 45 (1) with the clerk of the appropriate
Magistrates' Court.

There is no indication of time. What is the intention of the Government on that issue?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-The intention is at any time before the
hearing. No time limit is specified. It is the service by the accused of the list of witnesses
required for cross-examination that is spelt out in detail in the Bill. So far as filing the
documents with the court is concerned, it is at any time.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-Proposed new section 458 (3)
refers to the withdrawal of the notice of the requirement for witnesses to attend. I was
wondering whether, for the sake of completeness, notice should also be given to the clerk
of the appropriate Magistrates Court. Perhaps the Attorney-General could examine that
matter while the Bill is between here and another place?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I will be happy to do that. It would
probably be satisfactory if notice were lodged with the informant rather than have a
duplication of paper work. One could take either view of that.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-Proposed new section 458 (5)
refers to an application to be served at least 72 hours before the day on which the
application is to be heard. I was wondering why, in this provision, there has been a change
in terminology to hours when such provisions usually deal with days. Every other time
limit that I am aware of is dealt with in days. Why does it not refer to three days where the
concept of a day is understood in a court sense?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-That was the terminology used in the
Coldrey report but I recognise the point Mr Chamberlain is making. It is a dramatic
stylistic change to shift from "days" to "hours".
The Hon. B. A. Chamberlain-The concept of days is well known but the concept of
hours, ironically, is perhaps not so well known.
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The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-Page 24 of this version of the Coldrey report has a draft
which goes to terms of hours and we just lifted it.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-Proposed new section 45c
makes reference to the fact that the accused person may, before the preliminary examination
is held, inspect the documents. Just so there is no doubt, should it not have added after
that the words "or his solicitor or counsel"? The reason is, as I said before, that if a highsecurity prisoner at Pentridge Prison wants to inspect the documents, do the documents
have to be carted out to Pentridge Prison? In this case, so there is no question about the
rights of the solicitor or counsel, perhaps the Minister could examine the issue to see
whether it is necessary.
It is desirable that there be no doubt that they have this right. The Minister may come
to the conclusion on general principles that they are entitled to it. However, if he has to
make one or two amendments anyway, for the sake of clarity, he might include that
amendment.

The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General) I shall be happy to examine it. At first
blush I am less supportive of Mr Chamberlain's view than I was on the previous matter
because it is implicit that the agreement can be between the lawful agents of the parties
concerned. However, I shall be happy to examine it.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-Proposed new section 46
concerns the procedure at a preliminary examination. It has been suggested to me from a
couple of sources that this proposed section is very restrictive on the informant and it is
also a major departure from current laws. The present situation is that if after notice has
been given to require the attendance ofa witness, that witness is not called by the informant,
the evidence of that witness is not taken into account in determining whether the accused
person should be sent for trial.
The proposed section is mandatory in that it requires the calling of the very witness who
is required by the accused. That would mean that if the witness were overseas for six
months at the time the committal took place, the committal cannot be completed until
the witness returns and is called to give evidence.
There are a number of ways to get around that and, as I said, there could be very strong
reasons for taking this line. One suggestion is that the proposed new section 46 (1) should
read that a witness who has been required by the accused person to attend a preliminary
examination shall be called to give evidence but if the informant does not call such
witness, the magistrate shall, for the purpose of determining whether the accused person
should stand his trial, disregard the statement of such person not called.
That would get over the problem. One of the concerns is the question of proof and what
will happen to committal proceedings. The feeling is that committal proceedings will
become a trial and instead of having delays in trials we will have delays in committal
proceedings and every technical point will be taken on behalf of the defendant. This is one
area where one can see some difficulty.
There could be very good reasons why a particular witness may not be available. It may
be a rape case; I know there are special rules. There may be some reason where the witness
is traumatised at that particular time. This is an area where, without proposing an actual
amendment, the Government should carefully examine the matter with a view to dealing
with the situation to which I have referred.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I should be happy to examine the
matter. It seems to me it is a rule that, on one view, may be required to make the whole
system work. It may be necessary to have a fairly clear rule like this stating that the witness
who has been required to give evidence must turn up in order to have that evidence taken
into account and, where that evidence was crucial to the outcome of the committal, that
the prosecution would see that had happened or if necessary an adjudication would have
to be given. I am happy to have a further look at the matter.
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The clause was agreed to.
Clause 5
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-The clause deals with the
change to standard of proof to commit someone for trial. If one turns to the secondreading speech of the Attorney-General one sees that it is intended to provide a higher
test.
There is a view-and it is a view expressed to me by a number of people who have read
the Bill-that we have possibly a lower test rather than a higher test.
I appreciate the genesis of the suggestion and the broad base of the committee that made
it, and I shall not criticise that committee or its expertise. However, I should like to
explore these matters. The second-reading speech states:
The Bill introduces a new test: is the evidence of sufficient weight to support a conviction? The committee
expressed the view that this test:
Required the magistrate to weigh the strength of the case objectively without being seen to anticipate the jury
verdict, and permitted the magistrate to assess the credibility of individual witnesses.

There are a couple of questions there. What do we mean by "sufficient weight to support a
conviction"? Is it intended to mean that, in the opinion of a magistrate, a jury, upon
hearing such evidence, will be satisfied beyond reasonable doubt?
Apparently that is not the test if one looks at the words of the Attorney-General because
he says that the magistrate is not to be seen to anticipate the jury verdict. The obvious
question one would ask is: why not, if we are to have a higher test?
In layman's terms, if I can put it in those terms, we have a situation where there is a
preliminary look at the facts of the case and the magistrate is called upon to adjudicate as
to whether it is more likely than not that this man did the deed.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-And whether the jury is likely to convict.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-That is the second test. That is the one we are
arguing about. In his second-reading speech the Attorney-General states that the magistrate
is required to:
. . . . weigh the strength of the case objectively without being seen to anticipate the jury verdict.

I am unsure whether they are the words of the Attorney-General or the words of the
committee.
The Hon. J. H. Kennan-The committee.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-Are those words sufficient guidance for the
ma~istrate's job? In this test it provides the magistrate really with a licence to adjudicate
on Issues of fact which are not given to a trial judge. It is obviously settled law that the
trial judge must leave the assessment of the credibility of the individual witnesses to the
jury. That is its job.
The test which he is entitled to apply at the close of a Crown case is: could a jury,
properly directed, convict upon the evidence? In other words, it is not for the trial judge
to say whether the jury "would" or "should" convict on that evidence. Therefore, although
the test, on the face of it, has advantages in a sense, under existing provisions there are a
couple of tests. Under proposed section 56 (1) (b) one of the tests is: is the evidence
sufficient to put the accused on trial for an indictable offence or if the evidence given for
the prosecution raises a strong or probable presumption of the guilt of the accused?
There are existing tests in proposed section 56 (1) (b) which are being displaced. I feel
there is insufficient guidance for the magistrate through this form of words to tell him
what his job is. Ultimately, should the test not be that his belief is that a jury is likely to
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convict upon the evidence that the magistrate has seen? It is not an easy question, but it is
an important one.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attomey-General)-The words that Mr Chamberlain referred
to in my second-reading speech were taken from page 15 of the printed version of the
report of the Advisory Committee on Committal Proceedings. The committee discussed,
albeit shortly, the issues relating to the test. Having regard to criteria that it set out and to
the shortcomings it had identified, the committee kept in mind that the tests should be
simple and flexible, yet should set out a reasonably ascertainable standard. I suppose it is
a question of whether the test meets the definition of "a reasonably ascertainable standard"
with which Mr Chamberlain was concerned.
The committee stated that the test should also be capable of acting as a filter, bearing in
mind the standard of prosecution applied by the Director of Public Prosecutions, that is,
that the prosecution has a reasonable prospect of conviction.
The test should facilitate the objectives of disclosure and testing by cross-examination.
That is an interesting point. The Ive's case related to a burglary in a factory. That decision
was overturned by the Full Court because it found that it was unsafe and unsatisfactory.
A trial judge has discretion to take a case away from a jury on the grounds that, having
regard to all the matters at the end of the Crown case, it would be unsafe. One of the words
used in the Ive's case by Mr Justice Newton was "unsatisfying". That word has not been
used very often since then.
A trial judge can take into account the credibility of witnesses, although he generally
leaves that issue to ajury. If having regard to all the circumstances a trial judge believes it
would be unsafe to leave the case to a jury and that a verdict could not safely be brought
in, a trial judge will take away the case from the jury.
The committee, in referring to whether evidence has sufficient weight to support
conviction, is applying a test that is not dissimilar. The committee indicated that it was of
the opinion that this test required the magistrate to weigh the strength of the case objectively
without anticipating the strength of the jury verdict and without assessing the credibility
of individual witnesses. That view is stated on page 15 of the report.
If a witness has put in a written statement and has called for cross-examination and,
under cross-examination gives evidence that severely damages his credibility for a whole
range of obvious reasons, for example, that the witness was intoxicated or that he made a
statement as a result of some inducement or promise or that his credibility was severely
damaged in some other way, it would be artificial for the magistrate to say that the
evidence was of sufficient weight to support a conviction.

A magistrate must look at the Crown case in total. The whole point is the fact that it is
tested by cross-examination just for a dry run for the accused.
At page 11 of the written report there is a section headed, "Testing by cross-examination".
The committee indicated that it regards the purpose of testing by cross-examination as the
central feature of committal proceedings. Clearly, that is one of the purposes of the Crown
case.
One of the purposes of committals is not simply to provide the accused with an
opportunity of assessing the evidence but it is also for the Crown to have a look at how its
evidence stands up. The Crown can very often benefit from seeing its witnesses or its cases
tested so it can see the weaknesses in its cases that must be attended to.
Sometimes cross-examination may be fatal to the Crown case because the credibility of
a witness can be severely damaged by reason of admissions. The credibility of a witness is
tested in a number of ways; for example, the demeanour of a witness in the witness box
and the credibility of his denials to propositions put forward.
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It would be highly unlikely that a magistrate would take that into account when deciding
whether the evidence was sufficient to support a conviction. A magistrate may well say
that it is a matter for the jury.
If a witness had previously made a sworn statement to police regarding certain facts and
then went into the witness box and, in the light of a number of assertions put by the
accused's counsel, made admissions that clearly threw doubt on the statement made
previously and elucidated some other material by way of direct admission, the credibility
of that witness may well be in tatters in such a way that the court would believe the case a
terrible waste of time.
All of us who have been in practice know that very often one is in a different position
after cross-examination than when one started. After cross-examination, the Crown may
feel that it does not want to go on with a case.
At page 15 of the report, the committee indicated that a magistrate can assess the
credibility of individual witnesses. I believe that is justified. I may have given the
explanation at greater length than did the committee, but it is justified.
As the Coldrey committee has pointed out, the test also has the virtue of simplicity-it
is a simple test. All of us who have been in practice have been through the process of
looking up what the test is. If a ma~istrate decides during a committal that there is
sufficient evidence to support a convictIOn, and if a conviction is brought in, the conviction
is unlikely to be challenged in the Full Court on the grounds that the evidence was not
sufficient to support it. The test is held at the outset for a good reason: a conviction must
withstand that test. It is not much good if a person is committed and if, at the outset, a
magistrate believes the test is not passed at that point. It is not much good if a conviction
is obtained only to be quashed on appeal because the appeal court believes there was not
sufficient evidence to support the conviction.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-I support the logic of the Advisory
Committee on Committal Proceedings. I also follow the logic put forward by the AttorneyGeneral. My question is only as to his final conclusion on the form of the words to be
used.
All honourable members would agree that it is not the task of the magistrate to perform
the role or duty of the jury. It is not the magistrate's task to decide on ~uilt or innocence,
and I agree with the Attorney-General that what is being adopted IS, in essence, the
ultimate test on appeal. However, the question is whether that should be the test for the
magistrate.
Currently the magistrate not only decides whether there is sufficient evidence to justify
a conviction but also he looks at the evidence realistically and pragmatically and adopts a
second test-is there reasonable and probable cause that a jury would convict? The reason
for the second test is to pick up those cases where there may well be sufficient evidence to
justify a conviction but not a real probability that when the case has gone through the jury
would convict.
In those circumstances it will be a considerable waste of money for the Crown and the
public of Victoria, particularly in a complicated case that may last for months, to put the
man on trial if, although there is evidence that would justify a conviction, there is not a
reasonable and probable cause to believe the jury would convict. The practice of the
magistracy has been to decline to commit. When one looks at the words of this test, one
finds that the position has changed, for if the magistrate finds the evidence has sufficient
weight to support a conviction, the magistrate must direct that the accused person be tried
at the next sitting of the appropriate court, whether or not he believes that a conviction is,
in practice, likely.
Thus, what we have done, as I understand from reading the provision, is to weaken the
filtering process. We do not allow the ma~istrate, by this form of words, the opportunity
of refusing to commit, when he believes, In reality, that a conviction is highly unlikely. I
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make it quite clear to the Attorney-General that I am not challenging his objectives. I
understand what his objectives are and I fully concur with him. I understand what the test
objectives are and none of us is trying to be smart. What we are asking is whether this
form of words achieves the objectives. I, for one, have serious doubts on that issue. I
believe we are taking away some of the filtering discretion that magistrates have had until
now. We leave them no discretion to use their own judgment as to what the likely result
will be.
We do not enable them to refuse to commit when they genuinely believe there is no real
likelihood of conviction. Providing they find that there is sufficient evidence to justify a
conviction they must commit, and they have no discretion about the matter. I am sure
that is not what the Attorney-General intends.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I understand what Mr Hunt is saying.
It may be that the committee, when it talked about the test requiring magistrates to weigh
the strength of the case, objectively had in mind depriving the magistrate of some discretion,
quite deliberately. However, when the committee went on to say in the same sentence
that, weighing the strength of the case objectively without being seen to anticipate the jury
verdict, it may have been saying that we ought not to leave it, the discretion, in too much
of a subjective sense with any particular magistrate, but there should be a relevant simple
objective test to be posed.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-A prima facie case.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-With respect, I think it goes beyond just a prima facie case.
It asks whether the evidence is of a sufficient weight to support conviction. I find it hard
to think of many cases where a magistrate was of the view that the evidence was of a
sufficient weight to support a conviction but thought that it was not reasonable to commit
because there was no reasonable prospect of conviction. It may be possible, as Mr Hunt
indicated, to conceive of such a case, but what I am sayin~ is that such a case would be
extremely rare and, even conceding for the purpose of thIS discussion that such a case
could exist, its rarity would be such that on the balance of convenience-The Hon. A. J. Hunt-What about Mr Coldrey at the front door?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-That is a good example ofa prima facie case of someone at
the front door, but we could not be satisfied beyond reasonable doubt that it was not just
a false alarm. On balance of convenience, this is a simple test.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-It is all talk oflawyers.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-Yes-the rest of you can leave! I am having a pleasant
discussion and enjoying myself. I am sorry that Mr Baxter has to put up with it, but he has
done well so far.
This is a simple test and, on balance of convenience, it is much better than the others.
The committee analysed the others, about which there has been a level of dissatisfaction.
The Government has had wide consultation about this, and there has been no criticism of
the new test.
I am not denying the validity of what Mr Hunt is putting, but this is the way it is
perceiv.ed throughout the legal system and we have consulted widely. The report has been
available for some time and there has been a strong level of support for the test.
I shall make one other point in relation to Mr Hunt. If there is the rare case to which he
referred, the Director of Public Prosecutions would have to use his discretion and say that
even though there is evidence of sufficient weight to support a conviction, on the balance
of all circumstances, the length of the trial and, because for some reason he does not think
a conviction will result, he will not proceed with it.
The committee was intending to apply a better filter so that wastage between committal
and trial could result in the Director of Public Prosecutions entering into a nolle prosequi.
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No doubt, it would still be a case and the Director of Public Prosecutions will still
occasionally intervene and say that, despite what the magistrate has done, he will enter
into a nolle prosequi, even though the evidence has remained the same. It is a safety net
and, on the balance of convenience and having regard to what the committee has said and
the wide support the proposal has, I wish to maintain the test as it is.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-The only comment I make is
that I predict that within twelve months honourable members will be discussing this issue
again.
The clause was agreed to, as were clause 6 and 7.
Clause 8
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-Mr Baxter raised an issue on
this clause during the second-reading debate. The Opposition believes the proposal is an
essential corollary of the changes of the law which were carried out earlier this year. Unless
we can provide the courts with the power to provide that alternative, which is currently
denied, it makes the task of those who are administering the affairs of people who come
under the control of the Intellectually Disabled Persons' Services Act or the Mental Health
Act extremely difficult, ifnot impossible.
All we are doing is giving the court flexibility to tailor the order provided under section
393 of the Crimes Act to take into account the actual circumstances of the particular case.
I would not like it to mean that those people will be let out, as Mr Baxter said, before the
time they would normally have served, had they not been subject to a disability and whilst
they were still subject to some intellectual problem which made them dangerous to the
public. I am not sure that that is not anyone's intention and, for that reason, a flexible
form of words is essential for the court to carry out its task as each particular case dictates.
The clause was agreed to, as was the remaining clause.
The Bill was reported to the House without amendment, and the report was adopted.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a third time.

In so doing, I thank Mr Chamberlain and Mr Hunt for the contributions they made during
debate in the Committee stage.
The motion was agreed to, and the Bill was read a third time.

COMMONWEALTU POWERS (FAMILY LAW-CUILDREN) BILL
The debate (adjourned from September 17) on the motion of the Hon. J. H. Kennan
(Attorney-General) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-This infant has had a very long
gestation period. The pre-birth history will, I believe, be recounted to the House by Mr
Storey, who has been closely associated with the background to this Bill, which goes back
a number of years. I believe the Attorney-General touched on those matters in his secondreading speech.
The object of the Bill is for the State of Victoria to refer to the Commonwealth power to
legislate for custody, access, guardianship and maintenance of ex-nuptial children. The
reference will preserve State powers in the child welfare area, but it will pave the way for
the Family Court to assume full jurisdiction over family law matters involving all children.
I instance as an example the situation of a couple who may have two children. One of
those children may be an illegitimate child of the woman, and the other may be a child
from the marriage. The anomalous situation now exists where, if a couple in that situation
were seeking an order for-if I might use the word, and I hate it-the disposition of the
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children, they would have to go to the Family Court for one order and to the Supreme
Court for the other. That is certainly not desirable in many respects.
Of course, the question is whether the Bill goes far enough, because a number of areas
are not covered by this reference. The reference is very limited. Clause 3 states:
(I) The following matters, to the extent to which they are not otherwise included in the legislative powers of
the Parliament of the Commonwealth, are referred to the Parliament of the Commonwealth for a period
commencing on the day on which this Act comes into operation and ending on the day fixed, pursuant to section
4, as the day on which the reference under this section will terminate, but no longer namely-

and these are the heads of power(a) the maintenance of children and the payment of expenses in relation to chiJdren or child bearing;
(b)

the custody and guardianship of, and access to, children.

They are the matters that this Parliament is referring to the Commonwealth. Therefore,
this Parliament is saying to the Commonwealth that it will have the power to legislate in
those areas in relation to ex-nuptial children. Consequently, as anticipated, once all the
States give the reference, the Commonwealth will legislate in this area, because its powers
are currently limited to making laws with respect to marriage.
As the Attorney-General said in his second-reading speech, it is inefficient and unfair
that jurisdictional divisions can make such a difference to the treatment of children
depending upon whether they are born in or out of marriage.
It is being put to me by practitioners in the field that the sorts of orders that are likely to
be made by the Family Court are more appropriate for the children than the sorts of
orders that are likely to be made by the Supreme Court.
I said before that some people believe the Bill does not go far enough. For instance, in a
submission to the Government, the Law Institute of Victoria supported the reference of
powers to the Commonwealth in relation to property matters. Apparently, that provision
was contained in clause 4 of an earlier draft Bill that the Government circulated but which
we did not see.
In a very detailed submission on that matter, the Law Institute put its case for the
extension of the powers to that area. As I understand it, discussions are still continuing
between the States and the Commonwealth on that issue. I am hopeful that-The Hon. J. H. Kennan-What was this over?
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-It was over the reference of powers in relation to
property matters, and I understand some discussions are still going on. Perhaps the
Attorney-General might be able to tell the House what are the intentions in that area.
The second issue that the Law Institute has pointed out is that the scope of clause
3 (1) (a) may not be as broad as the existing Victorian provisions relating to ex-nuptial
child maintenance and maintenance expenses relating to child-bearing. It is believed that
the provisions of the Maintenance Act are broader than those for which this head of power
will give the Commonwealth the ability to legislate. I am not quite sure whether the
Attorney-General will comment on that.
The Hon. J. H. Kennan-That is provided for in the De Facto Relationships Bill.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-The last point I made, which I should like to
repeat, is that the Law Institute is of the view that the powers given under the Maintenance
Act to make orders are broader than the powers that the Commonwealth will be able to
legislate for under the reference. It believes the reference is toolimited, even if it is dealing
just with the issue of children.
As I indicated before, because of the history of this matter and because of the bipartisan
support that exists for the Bill, the Opposition is happy to support it this afternoon.
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The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-Like the Opposition, the National
Party supports the Bill. As Mr Chamberlain indicated, it has had a fairly long history and
goes at least as far back as the 1974 Constitutional Convention, which recommended that
the Commonwealth Government should handle such matters as custody of children,
whether they be of a marriage-as is the power of the Commonwealth under the Federal
Constitution in any event-or whether they be ex-nuptial children, which has previously
gone to the State courts, usually the Supreme Court in this State.
It seems to me inequitable to children, particularly children of the same family, that
they should be treated differently. I, therefore, applaud this transfer of powers, although
that might seem odd bearing in mind the National Party's usual attitude to transferring
powers to the Commonwealth. However, it is a matter of considering each case on its
merits; there is no doubt there is merit in this proposal.

I listened to the remarks of Mr Chamberlain, but I did not quite understand exactly
what he was alluding to in terms of property.
The Hon. J. H. Kennan-He was referring to the De Facto Relationships Bill-that
surprised me.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-I suspected that it might have something to do with de
factos. As I have already indicated to the House on other occasions, the National Party
will not be a party to giving any recognition at all to de facto relationships as having any
sort of equality with a legal marriage.
The Hon. J. H. Kennan interjected.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-I am not suggesting that there does not need to be some
law to deal with the disposition of property from a de facto liaison; all I am saying is that
I am not going to accord to those relationships the equal rights that attach to a marriage
without similar responsibilities being accorded to them as well.
The Hon. HADDON STOREY (East Yarra Province)-I congratulate the AttorneyGeneral on introducing the Bill and I express my pleasure that Parliament is finally dealing
with this question. The issue has been under discussion virtually since 1976 when the
Family Law Act established the Family Court and problems began to arise in dealing with
the situation where a case was partly able to be resolved in the normal court but in other
circumstances it was necessary to have access to the State Supreme Court.
It has been a matter of concern because of the incidence of single parents with children
and the advent of de facto couples to the extent that in 1984 there were 34 629 ex-nuptial
births in Australia, which was 14·8 per cent of all children born. That indicates the number
of children affected by these problems.

The Standing Committee of Attorneys-General sought to resolve this problem over a
period of years and, unfortunately, it was never possible to reach agreement between all
the States. The State of Victoria under the previous Government and under the present
Government has always supported a reference of powers to the Commonwealth along the
lines of the powers set out in the Bill. That has been supported also by New South Wales
at all times, and South Australia and Tasmania from time to time have expressed support.
The Commonwealth from time to time has said that it will accept the reference from
less than all the States but indicated that it wanted a reference from at least three or four
States. It is good to know that finally some agreement has been reached and this Bill will
be passed in this Parliament with complementary Bills being passed in three other States
so that there will be some reference of powers.
It is a pity, however, that there will still be no reference from the States of Western
Australia and Queensland, which means that the law in relation to these children will not
be the same in those States as it is in the four States that do give the reference of powers.
That is a real problem.
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The sorts of disputes that can arise whicp. apparently are not able to be dealt with by the
High Court at present include a dispute between a husband and a wife over custody of a
child born to a wife during a marriage as a result of an extra-marital relationship. Quite
often it is not revealed or known that the child is the child of an extra-marital relationship
and the problem does not arise but in the rare case where it does become apparent that a
problem does exist.
Equally, a dispute between a married couple and a third party over the custody of an
ex-nuptial child of one spouse before the marria~e and living in the marital household or
a foster child living in the maritalliouse as a chtld of the family cannot be dealt with by
the Family Court, whereas other children of the same families will be able to have their
custody adjudicated upon by the Family Court; so two different courts will be deciding
the question of the future of children who live together in the same family relationship
because they do not all happen to fall within the scope of cases thatat present can be dealt
with by the Family Court.

of

The law has not stood still in this area and over the years decisions the High Court
have extended the power of the Family Court by giving wider defipitions of family and
developing a doctrine when the Family Court already has pow.er that can extend to other
members of the family. This Bill will go a long way towards resolving those problems. It
will not resolve all the problems and they will be resolved only if it is possible to reach
agreement between all Governments of Australia about the whole area of family law.
That is a matter that can be examined by the Constitutional Convention which on a
number of occasions voted in favour of the reference of powers, and is a matter that has
been considered by the present Constitutional Commission as well as by the Standing
Committee of Attorneys-General.
In the interests of the children concerned, this reference will prove successful and I
think it will be adopted in the end by all States so that all children in the categories covered
by this Bill will be able to be dealt with in the same way throughout Australia and all the
family situations in which they are involved will be able to be resolved by the one court.
I add that in Western Australia the reference of powers has always been resisted because
Western Australia has a State Family Court that is able to exercise both Federal and State
jurisdiction and, accordingly, it can cover the whole range of situations where children
may be affected.
An alternative to a reference of powers is for each of the States to adopt the idea of
having a State Family Court. That certainly is an option that has been considered by
various States over the years. At this stage it has not happened and the most likely way of
achieving a result is through this reference of powers. \
I am pleased to be able to support the Bill. Again, I congratulate the Attorney-General
on finally being able to introduce this measure in Parliament with the agreement of at least
three other States.
The motion was agreed to.
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_

I thank Mr Hunt and Mr Storey for their support of the notion of constitutional change
going back many years. It is ironical that this Bill, and I hope shortly the cross-vesting of
jurisdiction which the Standing Committee of Attorneys-General agreed on last week, will
be one of two of the main issues, apart from a few other referenda passed, to have resulted
from ten years or so of Constitutional Conventions. I very much acknowledge the role
that the Liberal Party in this State has played in relation to this particular item of
constitutional change.

