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Tuesday,7 October 1986
The PRESIDENT (the Hon. R. A. Mackenzie) took the chair at 3.3 p.m. and read the
prayer.
QUESTIONS

~VITHOUT NOTICE

EARLY RELEASE FROM GAOL OF MR N. GALLAGHER
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-Is the Attorney-General aware
of community concern that Mr Norman Gallagher was released from prison on 3 October,
despite being sentenced to a minimum of twelve months' gaol just four weeks previously
after a very expensive trial? Will the honourable gentleman spell out to the House in a
Ministerial statement the basis of Mr Gallagher's early release, including the method of
calculation of remissions?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I am happy to answer the question
now. The basis of the release was that remissions of one-thIrd are deducted from the
minimum sentence. The release was by the Parole Board. In addition to the remission of
one-third off the minimum sentence that prisoners receive unless they have committed
other offences or unless they have had behaviour problems in gaol, the time spent in gaol
in respect of the previous conviction, which was later quashed by the Court of Criminal
Appeal, was taken into account; and the time taken during the first trial was also taken
into account. No time was taken into account in respect of backdating to the first day of
the second trial because, as honourable members are aware, the matter was addressed in
the Penalties and Sentences Bill last year.
Just to make the position absolutely clear in respect of what Mr Chamberlain refers to
as community concern and confusion as to how sentences work, the Government has
taken a number of steps, as honourable members would be aware, both through the
Penalties and Sentences Act 1985-which was fully brought into effect on 1 June of this
year-and the Corrections Bill which is currently before the other place. Firstly, remissions
will apply in the ordinary way and will be administered by the Adult Parole Board;
secondly, the pre-release scheme is reduced in scope from twelve months to six months;
thirdly, the old rule that the sentence will date back to the first day of the sittings, by which
prisoners could often get a gratuitous three or even four months discount, even though
they had not been in gaol, has been discontinued since 1 June. These were the rules that
were administered for 27 years by the Liberal Party.
The Hon. M. A. BirreIl-Then it is lucky that the Liberal Party lost government!
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-I think you deserved that; I do not think it was a matter of
luck. In respect of the director-general's special leave, the dircctor-general's remissions,
which did not apply in the case to which Mr Chamberlain has just referred but which has
applied in respect of other cases, say, for 21 days, that matter is being addressed in the
Corrections Bill.
I hope those matters which have tightened up and regularised the scheme will help to
make it more clearly understood by the community in the future.

GRAMPIANS NATIONAL PARK
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-I direct to the attention of the Minister
for Conservation, Forests and Lands a letter dated 19 August that the Minister addressed
to the City of Horsham concerning timber harvesting in the Grampians National Park.
The letter states:
Alternative arrangements for timber supplies to sawmilIers who operate in the Grampians National Park are
currently being considered.
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I ask the Minister what specific alternatives are being canvassed; what parties have been
involved in that process; and what stage have those considerations reached?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-As Mr
Hallam would be aware, the creation of the Grampians National Park meant the phasing
out of timber cutting in that area-as is appropriate to a national park of that important
status, and as is also appropriate to the encouragement of tourism in that area. Since then,
concern has been expressed by some of the local timber millers and some members of the
Victorian Farmers Federation, and considerable pressure has been exerted on me to
reverse the decision and allow timber harvesting in that park. I have no intention of doing
that.
The process for the timber people in the Grampians areaoperating outside the national
park will be exactly the same as for timber people across Victoria. Over the next two
months, the Director of State Forests and Lands Service and his officers will be negotiating
with all sawmillers on their timber allocations.
Some of those people will receive five-year licences and some will receive fifteen-year
licences which, of course, will allow them to make investments that they have never been
able to make before in value adding industries because of the one-year licence that was
current under the previous Liberal Government.

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, FORESTS AND LANDS
The Hon. C. F. VAN BUREN (Eumemmerring Province)-Can the Minister for
Conservation, Forests and Lands advise the House of what she is doing to ensure that the
research being done in the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands meets
Government objectives in terms of the economic strategy, the proposed social justice and
conservation strategy and the newly-released technology statement?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I thank the
honourable member for his Question and for his considerable interest in the Department
of Conservation, Forests and Lands and his work on behalf of that department. When I
became the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands, I was interested to note that
the budget for research in the department was some $10 million out of a total of $150
million, which is probably the most sizeable research budget in any department.
The Hon. B. P. Dunn-What about agriculture; did you have a look at that?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-Would Mr Dunn like me to?
The Hon. M. A. Birrell-There is a fairly hefty sum for research in Health Department
Victoria, too!
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-I am speaking about it in proportional terms. The matter is
appropriate because my department provides the ecological data for decision making in
both my own and other departments.
I took the initiative of asking my department to undertake a review of the application
of our research because of my firm view that research has three roles to play: in pure
science, in applied research and in ensuring that the community understands the basis on
which decisions are being made.
After the departmental review was completed, it seemed important that we also set up
an external committee to advise me on appropriate research priorities.
I am pleased to inform the House that this research advisory committee has now had
its first meeting. It is a distinguished committee under the chairpersonship ofDr Malcolm
Calder, from Melbourne University.
The Hon. B. A. Chamberlain-Chairperson! What a lot of rubbish!
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The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-It is intriguing that after all this time some members of the
Opposition cannot cope with the term "chairperson". It shows how far they have come!
The Hon. Robert Lawson-What about the chair he hardly chairs?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-Mr Lawson makes an admirable cheerleader. The committee
includes some important women from the field of social and scientific research, including
Rhonda Galbally, Director of the Commission for the Future, and Professor Nancy Millis
of the University of Melbourne's Microbiology Department. Indeed, half of the committee
is comprised of female members which gives the lie to the suggestion that women are
ineffective in the scientific field.
The committee has had its first meeting and the four areas on which it has decided to
concentrate in its first year of office are: firstly, the research program on salinity to assist
people working in the field, especially in the Murray-Darling basin; secondly, the value
adding system proposed in the timber industry strategy; thirdly, the regional, State and
national research programs in mariculture and, finally, the research needed by our client
groups.

EMERGENCY SERVICES SUPERANNUATION
The Hon. F. S. GRIM WADE (Central Highlands Province)-I understand that the
Government has announced its intention to introduce legislation to revise the
superannuation benefits for firefighters and other emergency workers. Can the Minister
for Conservation, Forests and Lands assure the House that the firefighting personnel
within the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands will be included in any benefits
that are gained through this legislation by other firefighters?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests, and Lands)-I thank the
honourable member for his question and his interest in the members of my department
who, as you, Mr President, would know, do an excellent job in both fire prevention and
the fighting of fires on public land and they work closely with the Country Fire Authority
in that role.
The matter of their claim to further entitlements to superannuation is currently under
discussion between the Treasurer, the Minister for Labour and me.

DISCRETIONARY POWERS OF GOVERNOR OF PENTRIDGE
PRISON
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-My question to the AttorneyGeneral relates to the matter raised by Mr Chamberlain and I note the Attorney-General's
reply to Mr Chamberlain.
In view of the widespread public revulsion at the premature release of the convicted
criminal, Norman Gallagher-ahead even of the Adult Parole Board's timetable-by the
use of the discretionary powers of the Governor of Pentridge Prison, will the AttorneyGeneral review those discretionary powers to ensure that they are in accordance with the
intention of Parliament as expressed by Parliament during the debate last year on the
Penalties and Sentences Bill?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-Mr Baxter has not been doing his usual
amount of homework because last week Mr Baxter was in excellent form.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-I just want the answer, I do not want any credjts.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-It is the reverse in my case, Mr President. The first part of
these comments are unsought and the second part are unwanted. Last week Mr Baxter
was in his usual excellent form and he did not miss a beat but this week I am afraid he
might have been set up again by either Mr Hunt or Mr Chamberlain because someone has
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led him to the belief that the powers of the prison staff flow from the Penalties and
Sentences Act.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-I did not say that.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-Now Mr Baxter is backtracking. He should take the credit
because he may not like this next bit-I shall see whether he reacts to this one! I am
sticking in pins to see what the reaction is. The prison staff do not exercise their discretions
under the Penalties and Sentences Act. Mr Baxter is getting upset again and interjecting.
The prison staff exercise their discretions under the community services legislation and
regulations, and to clean up some to the aspects of those Acts, which date from 1970, I
have had introduced a Corrections Bill in another place. I do not know what will happen
to it in this place; debate on it will probably be adjourned for months and months!
However, the Bill does address most of those discretions that Mr Baxter referred to and
will bring that part of the principal legislation, as I indicated in my answer to the other
shadow Attorney-General, into line with streamlined provisions.

MEAT INSPECTION SERVICES
The Hon. L. A. McARTHUR (N unawading Province)-The Minister for Agriculture
and Rural Affairs will be aware that the transfer of meat inspection services to the
Commonwealth has been under discussion and consideration for some time. Can the
Minister inform the House of the cost to Victorian farmers if the inspection services are
not transferred to the Commonwealth, that is, if State inspection services are retained?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I am happy to
respond to Mr McArthur and his perceptive comments. It is true that the Victorian meat
industry would save a considerable amount in costs if the meat inspection services were
transferred to the Commonwealth.
We have a real opportunity to reduce charges for the Victorian meat industry. Extensive
discussions with the Victorian Farmers Federation have resulted in support for the transfer
from both the pastoral group and the pig group. Those two groups have gone public with
press releases, which have been published in Stock and Land, which Mr Knowles, who is
interjecting, would have read.
Significant assurances by the Victorian Government have been ~iven to satisfy the
Victorian Farmers Federation on standards of service, industrial relatIons, charges and so
on.
If the transfer is not allowed to proceed because of the opposition parties standing in
the way of reforms, potential savings to Victorian farmers and the Victorian Government
will be lost.
If the opposition parties were to allow the transfer to proceed, charges levied by the
Commonwealth would be limited to 50 per cent of costs.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-Why do you not introduce a Bill?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER-As Mr Baxter should know, I have been discussing the
matter directly with both his Leader and the Opposition spokesman for agriculture in
another place. I have made it clear that, as soon as there is some agreement on the matter,
I will introduce the proposed legislation.
The net savings flowing from the transfer of meat inspection services from the Victorian
Government to the Commonwealth Government would be approximately $2 million a
year to this Government, and if the transfer is not allowed to proceed these funds will
have to be recovered through the commercial fee-for-service system. In other words, it
would be a charge directly against the abattoir operators.
In the light of the very clear assurances given by the Government to the Victorian
Farmers Federation, and the support now forthcoming from the Victorian Farmers
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Federation for the transfer, the opposition parties should now support the transfer of meat
inspection services to the Commonwealth.
I put it clearly that the time for a decision on this matter is absolutely now. There is
very little time left during this sessional period that can be used to do so. Any further delay
will result in substantial costs to Victoria and Victorian abattoirs. These are costs that the
Victorian Government and farmers are no longer prepared to meet.

ACCIDENTS INVOLVING UNREGISTERED DEPARTMENTAL
VEHICLES
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-I ask the Minister for Agriculture and Rural
Affairs whether it is correct that fifteen people are suing the Government for injuries
received in accidents that occurred in 1985 involving unregistered and uninsured
Government vehicles. What amounts are sought by the injured parties? What out-of-court
settlements have already been made to the injured parties? What is the expected final
payment for injuries sustained by people in those accidents compounded by the negligence
of four Government Ministers who did not ensure that departmental vehicles were
registered and insured?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I am flattered
that the honourable member should ask me and expect me to answer such questions.
Clearly, the questions should be put on notice. Ifhe does place them on the Notice Paper,
I shall do my best to get a response to him.

UNUSED ROADS AND WATER FRONTAGE LICENCE FEES
The Hon. D. M. EVANS (North Eastern Province)-I. refer the Minister for
Conservation, Forests and Lands, who has been sadly neglected for the past couple of
questions, to the issue of unused roads and water frontage licence fees that I raised during
the debate on the adjournment of the sitting on 17 September. At that time the Minister
said that in due course she would be holding discussions with the Victorian Farmers
Federation and, in particular, with the president, Mrs Heather Mitchell. Have those
negotiations and discussions been concluded; and, if so, what was the result?
The Hon. M. A. Birrell-An outstanding person!
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I agree with
the interjection by Mr Birrell that Heather Mitchell is an outstanding woman. The only
regret that I have is that the Liberal Party did not see fit to have Heather Mitchell on the
front bench or in Parliament.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-She stood for Parliament.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-One cannot blame the community for making judgments
about the Liberal Party. However, the answer to the question is that I had a fruitful
meeting with the Victorian Farmers Federation and, at present, we are exchanging agreed
terms for a joint position on unused roads and water frontages. I expect to be able to
announce a decision on this in the next week.

INTERCOUNTRY ADOPTION
The Hon. J. L. DIXON (Boronia Province)-The Minister for Community Services
will be aware of reports in the media about resolutions on intercountry adoption made at
last week's conference of social welfare Ministers. Can the Minister explain what would
be the charges in intercountry adoption resulting from the conference?
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-I shall be seeking to have
talks with the spokesmen from the other parties with a view to making amendments to
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the adoption legislation, which will reflect a uniform approach taken at the social welfare
Ministers' meeting last Friday.
The two major issues that were examined and decided upon were, firstly, the question
of a domicile clause. On that issue, Ministers from all States and Territories said that a
period of twelve months' bona fide residence in an overseas country should be a provision
for the acceptance of an overseas adoption order.
The Hon. R. I. Knowles-So that must occur?
The Hon. C. J. HOGG-The second major change will be in the provisions for the age
of adoptive parents. The Ministers chose the South Australian provisions that allow for a
couple between the ages of 25 and 47 to adopt a child between the age of several weeks
and eighteen years. Flexibility still exists for older people to adopt older children where
the age gap is normally around 40 years, but that will result in a slight change in the
practice operating at present in Victoria.
These provisions will reduce the number of couples who move from State to State
seeking some way of adopting a child.
There was total agreement by all Ministers on the question of assessment. A couple
must meet the clear eligibility criteria, which have now been agreed upon, and if they are
assessed and approved through an authorised agency-in the case of Victoria, the
International Social Service or Community Services Victoria-provision will be made for
an overseas adoption to be effected.
Those are the maj9r changes which were agreed upon. We believe a uniform national
approach in this emotional and complex field of intercountry adoption is absolutely
essential. We believe a uniform approach will safeguard the interests, certainly of the
children, but also of the adoptive parents and, ultimately, of the relinquishing parents.

VICTORIAN HOSPITALS ASSOCIATION
The Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (East Yarra Province)-I refer the Minister for Health to
the unprecedented criticism of the health budget by the Victorian Hospitals Association
and ask: is the Minister aware of the association's strong belief that there has been
inadequate disclosure of the State's health finances and does he agree with its conclusion:
Whether the paucity of information made available to the public is deliberate, through neglect or by reason of
plain arrogance. it is equally disgraceful?

The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-Discussions have been held with the
representatives of the Victorian Hospitals Association, including the executive director,
Alan Hughes, and representatives of the major public teaching hospitals, outlining the
Budget process for 1986-87, commencing this week with the cooperation of the association,
which has also had discussions with us about not only the details of the Budget but also
the process for determining budgets for each hospital. Individual hospitals and the
association have indicated a willingness to cooperate in that process, which will be
commencing this week and will be completed by the end of October. I am grateful for their
cooperation.

FUNDING FOR VEHICLES AND EQUIPMENT
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT (North Western Province)-I direct my question to the
Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands, and it concerns persistent reports that I am
receiving that her department is not receiving sufficient funding for the operation of
vehicles and equipment and so forth and that, in fact, staff are without duties to perform,
sitting around playing cards in some instances. Can the Minister inform the House as to
the situation in her department and in keeping the staff fully occupied?
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The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I thank the
honourable member for his question. The 1986-87 Budget will ensure that there is an
adequate program in the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands.

SPECIAL ACCOMMODATION HOUSES
The Hon. JEAN McLEAN (Boronia Province)-Can the Minister for Health advise
the House what steps are being taken to protect people in special accommodation houses?
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-I take this opportunity of paying tribute
to Mr Mal Sandon and his committee who were looking into special housing
accommodation and for the interim report which was produced. In response to that
interim report and as part of the Budget initiatives for 1986-87, the Government has
provided an integrated community psychiatric service program for Prahran, St Kilda,
South Melbourne and Port Melbourne at a cost of $350 000 with residents of special
accommodation houses as one of its major target groups.
A second initiative also arising from the Budget is the expenditure of $190 000 on a
program designed to cater for women who have a history of psychiatric illness compounded
by a breakdown of the family situation. A third program is the MacCauley community
support project designed to assist people with psychiatric disabilities in North Melbourne,
West Melbourne, Parkville, Aemington and Kensington areas. These areas have been
chosen specifically because they happen to be areas in which a lar~e number of people with
psychiatric illnesses reside after they come out of mental institutIOns.
These programs are designed to provide them with a knowledge and understanding of
community health facilities that exist and are provided by the State Government, local
government and the Federal Government in their area and the manner in which those
programs might assist them.
I look forward to community response on the interim report on special accommodation
houses and later-probably some time early next year-the Government's response to the
final report.

PETITION
Marijuana
The Hon. H. R. WARD (South Eastern Province) presented a petition from certain
citizens of Victoria opposing the introduction of legislation that will legalise the drug
marijuana in this State. He stated that the petition was respectfully worded, in order, and
bore twelve signatures.
It was ordered that the petition be laid on the table.

FOOD (AMENDMENT) BILL
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health), by leave, moved for leave to bring in a
Bill to amend the Food Act 1984 and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

INDUSTRIAL AND PROVIDENT SOCIETIES (AMENDMENT)
BILL
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General), by leave, moved for leave to bring in a
Bill to amend the Industrial and Provident Societies Act 1958 and the Co-operation Act
1981.
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The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

ADMINISTRATIVE ARRANGEMENTS
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-By leave, I
move:
That there be laid before this House a copy of Administrative Arrangements Order No. 46 made pursuant to
the Administrative Arrangements Act 1983.

The motion was agreed to.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs) presented the
order in compliance with the foregoing order.
It was ordered that the order be laid on the table.
On the motion of the Hon. HADDON STOREY (East Yarra Province), it was ordered
that the order be taken into consideration on the next day of meeting.

ECONOMIC AND BUDGET REVIEW COMMITTEE
Radiologists
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD (Higinbotham Province) presented a report from the
Economic and Budget Review Committee upon a labour market study for radiologists,
together with appendices.
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD (Higinbotham Province)-I move:
That they be laid on the table and be printed.

I point out that the report arose, firstly, from a report on the Royal Southern Memorial
Hospital which was tabled in the House in March 1984 and, secondly from a report on the
method of remuneration for visiting medical staff at public hospitals tabled in October
1985. This completes a series of studies arising from the original report on the Royal
Southern Memorial Hospital. I beg the Minister for Health and the Government to take
note of and to take action on the report and recommendations therein.
The motion was agreed to.

PAPERS
The following papers, pursuant to the directions of several Acts of Parliament, were laid
on the table by the Clerk:
Adult Education Council-Report for the year 1985-86.
Agriculture and Rural Affairs Department-Report and financial statements for the year 1985-86.
Community Services Department-Report and financial statements for the year 1985-86.
Corrections Office-Report and financical statements for the year 1985-86.
Crimes Compensation Tribunal-Report for the year 1985-86.
Dairy Industry Authority-Report for the year 1985-86.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts of Parliament:
Films Act 1971-No. 257.
Financial Institutions Duty Act 1982-No. 259.
Juries Act 1967-No. 258.
Town and Country Planning Act 1961Flinders-Shire of Flinders Planning Scheme-Amendment No. 207.
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Pakenham-Shire of Pakenham Planning Scheme, Part I-Amendment No. 33.
Yea-Shire of Yea Planning Scheme-Amendment No. 8.

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.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT
Child minding regulations
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-I desire to make a
Ministerial statement on child minding regulations.
In October last year, I presented a Ministerial statement in which I outlined the
Government's record of achievement in the children's services area and focused on the
development ofa planning approach for children's services.
I referred to the fact that the deliberations and findings of several reports initiated by
the Cain Government in its first term of office were pertinent to the children's services
sector. They all highlighted the need for better coordination, greater integration, increased
participation, greater choice of services, better quality of services and increased flexibility
in service delivery.
CHILD MINDING REGULA TIONS REVIEW COMMITTEE
In that statement last year I pointed to the establishment by this Government of the
Committee to Review the Child Minding Regulations as evidence of this Government's
concern for the provision of quality services for all Victorian children. It is the
Government's planned improvements to the regulatory mechanisms for child minding
that I propose to focus on now. To this end I will address the background to the committee,
its findings, the present regulations, the reasons for changed regulations, and the process
and schedule for putting changed regulations in place.
I now table the final report of the Committee to Review the Child Minding Regulations.
First of all I would like to put on record my thanks to the committee, which was set up in
late 1984 by the then Minister of Health, the Honourable Tom Roper. The committee has
undertaken its work in a diligent and consultative manner and I would thank the individual
committee members for both their approach and their commitment. The committee was
established as a response to a recommendation contained in the report of the Review of
Early Childhood Services 1983. That report stated that owing to the changing nature of
children's services and the long time span since the current regulations had been
substantially reviewed, an examination of the existing regulations was urgently required.
THE COMMITTEE'S TERMS OF REFERENCE
The terms of reference given to the committee were changed and extended at the time
of transfer of this responsibility to Community Services Victoria. In essence, the revised
terms of reference covered the principles underlying the provision of children's services;
the identification of situations where people other than parents or the State have the care
of children; the investigation of relevant legislation; the recommendation of an appropriate
set of regulations; the clarification of cost implications of revised regulations; development
of strategies for the development and management of regulations and preparation of a
schedule for implementation of changes. I have carefully considered the committee's
report and while not fully accepting the recommendations, I must state that I am fully
committed to a planned approach to the adoption of a set of regulatory mechanisms that
will maintain and improve quality of care for all children in Victoria.
REGULA TIONS: APPROPRIA TE, RELEVANT AND REALISTIC
I am concerned that the current regulations change in order to ensure quality care for
all children in care situations, no matter in which service parents choose to place their
children. Regulatory mechanisms need to apply to all services and should be streamlined,
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efficient and effective. As a Government we must ensure that they are neither burdensome
on the community nor cumbersome to administer.
Regulations can also be necessary in all sorts of areas to ensure that particular standards
apply. Reliance on market forces and self-regulatory mechanisms alone implies that
consumers and providers are both fully informed on and conversant with their rights and
obligations. We know that this is not the case in most sectors, nor is it the case in the
children's services sector. I shall refer to the views and findings of the Committee to
Review the Child Minding Regulations Review on the current situation as to staffing,
buildings and space requirements and day-to-day operation of centres.
PRESENT SITUATION
Victoria has about 1300 kindergartens catering for 66 000 children and 400 child care
centres catering for 14 000 children. Children are also cared for in informal care situations,
for example, that are provided on a casual basis at recreational and shopping centres.
The reasons why parents use these services are extensive and range from their need to
work, their need for support on either a regular or occasional basis or for their children's
need for social and developmental experiences.
The one thing all these situations have in common is that the children are away from
their parents and in the care of other people. Yet, depending on which service parents
choose, how the service is defined and whether a fee is charged, different requirements
apply. The types of requirements which cover such services range from child minding
regulations, regulations which cover only the building, to conditions of subsidy.
This present situation is the product of some years in which the number and range of
services have grown and the legal requirements which apply to them have developed in
an uncoordinated manner. We are now faced with a plethora of regulatory requirements,
which do not encourage integration and flexibility. This has led to a situation where there
is no consistency in service standards.
In summary, the regulations we do have are often too prescriptive in nature and do not
encourage services to be flexible in meeting the needs of children, or in meeting the
contemporary expectations of the community. This adversely affects the service providers,
parents and their children.
NEW REGULATIONS
To overcome these problems, the review committee made a range of recommendations.
Firstly and most significantly, the committee recommended that one set of statutory
requirements should apply to all services in which children are away from their parents.
The Government supports this general principle and in the interests of achieving it will be
pursuing legislative change. The Government also accepts the recommendation that further
work be done in relation to two particular services, namely, family day care and out of
school hours care.
Secondly, the committee made a range of detailed recommendations aimed at improving
the quality of services and making them more relevant to contemporary expectations.
I shall refer to some of the major detailed recommendations made by the committee.
These recommendations cover four major areas:
human environment;
physical environment;
management and operation; and
administration.
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HUMAN ENVIRONMENT
The committee's major recommendation on human environment is the need to employ
qualified staff. The ratio recommended by the committee is one qualified staff person for
every fifteen children under three years of age and one for every 30 children three years of
age and over.
Although I am conscious of the potential cost involvement, the Government has accepted
this recommendation and a strategy to spread the costs over time has been developed. I
believe the employment of qualified staff will generally improve the quality of services.
To alleviate the costs involved, an implementation strategy has been devised which will
reduce the cost burdens associated with the requirements for qualified staff.
The strategy will mean that existing services will be given five years from January 1988
to achieve the full requirements in this area. This is two years above that recommended
by the committee and should go a long way towards gradually absorbing costs and reducing
disruption to families.
Services will be required to phase in the required staff over a five-year period. This will
ensure that qualified staff are appointed in a planned and orderly manner and costs are
spread over five years. Staff of my department will work closely with providers to assist
them in achieving these changes.
The requirement for a proportion of qualified staff will not apply to existing staff who
remain in continuous employment in a particular child care centre beyond January 1993.
Their tenure will not be affected.
The report recommends the qualifications which would be acceptable, and I have
accepted their list with the inclusion of primary school teachers. The report also
recommends the establishment bf a body which would examine the appropriateness of
other qualifications. Over the next eighteen months, my department will be investigating
the feasibility of such a body.
PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT
The report made a number of recommendations related to the physical environment of
centres. As I said earlier, I am concerned that the regulations be streamlined. Therefore,
in a number of areas such as the requirements dealing with toilet facilities, first-aid
equipment and furniture and equipment, the current lengthy specifications will be reduced
to a clear and concise statement, written in plain English. This should greatly assist service
providers in their planning. Equally, amendments to the existing regulations will be
drafted to promote flexibility, while establishing minimum requirements which are
appropriate, relevant and realistic.
Existing regulations which deal in detail with issues such as the height of face washer
hooks, storage for outdoor equipment and dining room provision, will be amended and
deleted to make the requirements relevant to the present day and other requirements.
It was recommended that new centres be required to have 3·25 square metres a child
place indoors. This area would be larger than that presently required under the child
minding regulations and in line with the preschool building regulations.
However, I have decided to adop't the requirement which already exists in the new
Victorian building regulations of 3·3 square metres. This requirement will apply only to
new services.
It is also recommended that the building aspects need to be reviewed by a group of
specialists. This is now occurring.
MANAGEMENT AND OPERA TIONS
The report's recommendations in this area largely streamline present requirements. In
reaching my decisions, I have been concerned that the wide variation which currently
exists in some key areas of management and operational practices needs to be addressed
by the clarification and establishment of minimum standards.
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Correspondingly, there are two new and important requirements. The first of these will
require centres to provide much more information to parents on matters such as opening
and closing times, fees, and activities for the children. The second ensures that parents
have right of physical access to the centre. These new additions are vital to the interests of
children and parents.
PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION
The committee also made a range of recommendations covering the administrative
requirements. The recommendations include the establishment of a Children's Services
Board and a Specialist Tribunal. I have decided to defer my decisions on these
recommendations.
I have rejected the recommendations which related to charging the commercial sector
for Government advisory services and the requirement for services to establish advisory
committees. However, I have accepted the notion of a conciliation process to deal with
some cases where regulations are not being adhered to as being a constructive and costeffective manner in which to proceed.
There is a range of other less significant changes which may need to be made during the
period prior to the introduction of new statutory requirements and my department will be
undertaking work on this.
IMPLEMENT A TION OF THE REGULATIONS
As I have indicated before, to achieve an equitable and consistent approach to the outof-home care of children, legislative change will be required. My objective is that legislation
be introduced in 1987 and new regulations will be promulgated on 1 January 1988.
At this point the regulations will apply to all centre-based services. However, a five-year
phase-in period from die date of promulgation will apply to the requirement for qualified
staff and in effect will mean that centres will not be required to reach their full target until
1993.
I am aware that changes to bring about improvement can at times be difficult. I am
concerned, therefore, that the new regulations be introduced in a way that does not
jeopardise the current provision of child-care services. There will be a carefully planned
implementation process.
This will consist of:
Follow-up to certain of the report's recommendations. I have already mentioned that
my department will be investigating the feasibility of the proposed accreditation body to
consider the appropriateness of staff qualifications.
During the period until January 1988, my department will be assisting service users and
providers in understanding any new requirements through the preparation of educational
material and in sponsoring workshops and seminars on the new requirements.
Workshops will run in every region of the State to which all service providers and users
potentially affected by the draft regulations will be invited. The function of the workshops
will be to inform and educate service providers and users on the requirements of draft
regulations.
Where special interest groups request assistance, additional workshops will be organised.
Educational material will be prepared and distributed by my department to assist all
those involved in this area.
As I have indicated, I am committed to the development of children's services which
will best meet the needs of children and families. When parents entrust their children into
the care of others, I want to ensure that they are able to do so with the knowledge that the
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well-being of those children is assured and that the children are provided with the kind of
developmental opportunities they need.
Small children who are away from their families have a particular need for emotional
security in a caring, safe environment where they have the opportunity of expanding their
rapidly developing skills.
While standards are generally satisfactory, there have been instances in the past where
a few centres have not had the required number of staff or where the staff were not actively
caring for the children. There have been physically unsafe and unclean centres, and some
where inadequate or inappropriate food has been served. Regulations provide a minimum
standard which offers both a protection for the children and a guide to parents and service
providers.
The development of a set of regulations which will cover all child care arrangements
underlines this Government's intent to ensure equity for children and parents.
I wish to proceed in this way as I am aware of the stress which could be caused to
parents and children if sudden changes to child-care arrangements had to be made.
The implementation process will take account of difficulties which service providers
could face if unrealistic timelines were imposed.
In conclusion, I wish to thank all those who have contributed to the development of
Victoria's new children's services regulations.
The exercise has been a challenging one in which very many people have been engaged.
We have learned much from the process and, while there have been differences, we have
clarified our common purpose-the provision of services for children which will provide
support to parents by complementing the care which they give and at the same time
provide social and developmental opportunities for children.
By leave, I move:
That there be laid before this House a copy of the final report of the Committee to Review the Child Minding
Regulations.

Further, an attachment is available in the Papers Room, which explains in some detail
which amendments have been amended, which have been deleted and which
recommendations of the review committee have been agreed to.
The motion was agreed to.
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services) presented the report in
compliance with the foregoing order.
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-By leave, I move:
That the report do lie on the table.

The motion was agreed to.
The Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Ballarat Province)-I move:
That the report of the Committee to Review the Child Minding Regulations and related Ministerial statement
be taken into consideration on the next day of meeting.

I should like to make a couple of points concerning the report just presented: this is an
area that has been very controversial. The Ministerial statement that has just been presented
is suggesting a course of action less draconian than what had previously been proposed.
This has occurred only because of widespread community interest and protest that followed
the tabling of the committee's initial report.
The next point I make, briefly, is that I note that a Bill is to be introduced next year,
and that there will be no changes to the regulations relating to the issue of qualified staff
before January 1988.
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The motion was agreed to.
It was ordered that the report and Ministerial statement be taken into consideration on
the next day of meeting.

PRE-SCHOOL TEACHERS AND ASSISTANTS (SICK LEAVE)
BILL
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

In its platform for the 1982 State election, the Australian Labor Party undertook, among
other things, to "introduce a system of complete portability of sick leave and long service
leave entitlement for preschool teachers transferring from one subsidised preschool program
to another" .
The object of the Bill is to amend the Pre-School Teachers and Assistants (Portability
of Long Service Leave) Act 1984 so as to provide for the portability of sick leave
entitlements in accordance with the Government's policy commitment.
Approximately 4000 preschool staff are employed in subsidised preschools in this State,
by a number of authorities. These consist of local government operated preschools; local
committee of management operated preschools-many of which are operated by religious
or charitable organisations and which are, by far, the largest employer of preschool staffin
Victoria-committee of management operated day training centres funded by Community
Services Victoria; and a small number of kindergarten teachers employed in public
hospitals.
For many years, the Kindergarten Teachers Association of Victoria has been seeking
portability of service for long service leave and sick leave purposes for kindergarten
teachers employed in various areas of State-subsidised employment. A scheme ofportability
of long service leave and sick leave was introduced by the previous Government on 1
January 1980 by administrative action. However, there were problems with this scheme;
it was not endorsed by the Municipal Association of Victoria, it worked on a voluntary
basis and it lacked permanent status.
Two years ago, the Government introduced, and the Parliament enacted, the Pre-School
Teachers and Assistants (Port~bility of Long Service Leave) Act. This provided complete
portability oflong service leave entitlements for preschool staff. At that time consideration
was still being given to the best means of achieving a permanent system of portability of
sick leave entitlements. Extensive consultation on this question has taken place with the
preschool industry through the Kindergarten Consultative Committee. This committee
comprises representatives from the Kindergarten Teachers Association of Victoria, the
Free Kindergarten Association, the Municipal Association of Victoria, the Miscellaneous
Workers Union and the Victorian Employers Federation, as well as the Department of
Labour and Community Services Victoria. The recommendation of the committee, which
the Government accepted, was that portability of sick leave should also be achieved by
means of legislation.
This Bill not only honours a commitment given by the Labor Party, but also it does so
in a manner supported by all sections of the preschool industry. In essence, the Bill
provides that when a preschool teacher or assistant ceases employment with a subsidised
preschool and commences employment with another, sick leave entitlements accrued in
the previous employment shall be credited to the worker by the new employer. The Bill
also provides that all preschool staffwill be credited with sick leave entitlements previously
due to them under the administrative scheme.
The Bill will give legislative effect to commitments made by both the former and the
present Governments, and I commend it to the House.

Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Bill

7 October 1986

COUNCIL

367

On the motion of the Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Ballarat Province), the debate was
adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, October 14.

PETROLEUM (SUBMERGED LANDS) (AMENDMENT) BILL
The debate (adjourned from October 1) on the motion of the Hon. D. R. White (Minister
for Health) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
The Hon. ROSEMARY VARTY (Nunawading Province)-The Opposition supports
the Petroleum (Submerged Lands) (Amendment) Bill. In considering the background of
the Bill and the history of the law of the sea, I was fascinated by the development of the
law relating to the territorial sea and the continental shelf.
Before referring to the Bill in detail, I wish to gi ve a brief account of that history in the
context of the potential for discovery of as yet unidentified resources around the coast of
Australia.
Australia has approximately 20 000 kilometres of coastline, which represents the longest
unfrozen coastline of any nation, according to the Australian Mining and Petroleum Law
Journal No. 58 of 1980.
The question, "Who owns the sea?" has been asked ever since the sea was first sailed
upon. Evidence from the later middle ages indicates that England claimed certain
jurisdiction over the seas that washed her shores, and political, economic and legal disputes
over the area known as the territorial sea date back some centuries.
In the seventeenth century the Dutch-those intrepid and fabulous explorers-disputed
that nations could "own" the high seas and raised the argument of freedom of the seas.
The counterargument asserted that, by the law of nature or nations, the sea is not common
to all men, but is as capable of private dominion or property as the land.
The compromise solution was that the jurisdiction of a coastal State extended seaward
for a distance which marked the maximum effective range of land-based weapons. The
most common breadth accepted for this area which came to be known as the territorial
sea was that of a marine league or 3 nautical miles. I suppose it says something for the
weapons in those days; that they had a range of only 3 nautical miles.
Beyond that were the high seas. Although the territorial sea extends generally 3 nautical
miles beyond the low water mark, our near neighbours, Indonesia, New Zealand, Papua
New Guinea and Japan, had that distance extended to 12 miles.
The concept of the territorial sea continued to evolve in the nineteenth century. By the
early twentieth century few writers on the topic took issue with the notion that the
territorial sea is subject to sovereignty and could be regarded as part of a national domain.
In 1924 the Assembly of the League of Nations adopted a resolution setting in motion
the "progressive codification of international law" by a committee of experts convened to
study the status of the territorial sea.
Since then the concept of the territorial sea has been set out in the 1958 convention on
the territorial sea and the contiguous zone. The concept is embodied in greater detail in
the 1982 law of the sea convention.
By the mid-twentieth century, advancing technology had made feasible exploration for
exploitation of minerals, especially oil, lying offshore. Those technological advances enabled
mineral exploitation to be carried out in deeper and deeper waters. The concept of a
coastal State continental shelf or continental margin was establish.ed as an important area
of international and municipal law .
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The history of the development of the concept of the continental shelf is much briefer
than that of the territorial sea. Essentially it is the development oflaw to meet the demands
of advancing technology.
In 1953, Australia, by proclamation, declared sovereign rights over the seabed and
subsoil of the continental shelf contiguous to its coast and the coasts of the territories
under its authority. Where a coastal State comes under a unitary system of Government
control, there is not a problem of sovereignty except as related to international law.
However, there are special problems when a coastal State is part of a Federation, such
as Australia. Questions arise as to which entity in the Federation should have control,
sovereignty or ownership over the territorial sea and continental shelf.
The need for Australia to be less dependent on overseas oil supplies and the problems
caused by the absence of a local source of petroleum products in Australia was recognised
in various exploration incentive schemes. However, it was apparent to the Commonwealth
and all State Governments that in order to exploit any offshore resources a sound legal
structure attractive to investors would have to be put in place.
In 1962, the Commonwealth Minister for National Development and the State Ministers
for mines met and decided to refer the constitutional issues to the Standing Committee of
Commonwealth and State Attorneys-General. After lengthy negotiations an agreement
between the Commonwealth and all States emerged in 1967.
The resulting Federal legislation and mirror State legislation was the Petroleum
(Submerged Lands) Act 1967. The agreement and the offshore legislation package of 1967
was designed to meet the needs of a burgeoning offshore exploration and mining industry.
That 1967 State Act was replaced by the Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Act 1982, to which
this Bill relates.
I now turn to the Bill, which is proposed legislation resulting from consultation between
the States and the Commonwealth. The State legislation operates in the territorial sea area
that is out to 3 nautical miles and the Commonwealth legislation operates in the area
outside that limit.
The Commonwealth legislation was finally passed in May 1985 and other States have
either passed or are in the course of preparing mirror legislation.
I now turn to the main provisions contained in the Bill. The central provision relates to
the insertion ofa new Division 8 in Part III of the Act relating to the definition of areas to
be avoided in Bass Strait, in addition to existing safety zones and the protection of those
areas.
Although the main impetus for protection of the offshore Bass Strait petroleum
production installations and facilities stems from a concern about the alarming increase
in terrorist activity and attacks and possible intentional damage to installations, there is
also concern about shipping unintentionally entering safety zones and areas to be avoided.
Such intrusion could create a hazard by causing accidental damage to those installations.
The provisions of this clause aim to provide greater security and protection not only to
the installations but also to the people who work on those installations. The clause will
prohibit the entry of Australian vessels where their gross tonnage exceeds 200 tonnes and
all foreign-registered vessels.
During a period of emergency those provisions are extended to exclude all Australian
vessels. Provision is made, however, for the entry of authorised and Government vessels
and, in the event of the entry of unauthorised vessels or obstructions of authorised persons
in those areas in the exercise of their powers, there are penalties for the owners and masters
of vessels, ranging from a fine of up to $5000 for each obstruction of unauthorised persons
to fines of up to $50 000 and/or imprisonment of up to five years for unauthorised entry
of vessels.
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There is a defence against prosecution in the event of unforeseen circumstam.es which
are beyond the control of the person in charge of the vessel at the time they might intrude
on those zones.
Of course, the declaration of areas to be avoided will, after being gazetted, mean that
the Commonwealth Department of Transport will need to update its maps or print new
maps so that these new areas to be avoided will be clearly indicated to everybody.
The second major provision of the Bill recognises the volatility of the commercial
viability of oil and gas reserves. The report of the Department of Industry, Technology
and Resources for 1985-86 shows, on page 193, that there were nine exploration wells
drilled in the Gippsland basin in a year, ofwhich three produced oil and gas, two produced
oil, one was a dry hole, one was aborted and another produced an oil show.
During the 1985-86 season demand for gas increased by 2·9 per cent. However, the
production of crude oil and liquefied petroleum gas declined. That downturn can be
attributed to depressed world oil prices which occurred during the period. On page 68 the
report states:
In March 1986 Esso-BH P announced the deferral of a number of oil and gas development projects for Bass
Strait. This deferral is a direct consequence of the sharp fall in prices for a barrel of crude oil from $US27 to
about $US 12 in January 1986.

The new Division 2..\ in Part III of the principal Act allows an explorer to apply for a
retention lease where, during the period of an exploration permit, quantities of oil and gas
are discovered and where, either because of size or because of the economic conditions
prevailing at the time, extraction is uneconomic.
Obviously, if we are to encourage exploration, there needs to be some safeguard for
those entrepreneurs who are prepared to risk large amounts of capital. This new decision
provides that safeguard by allowing the explorer to be granted by the Minister a retention
lease for a period of five years. The lease is renewable for up to fifteen years. With the
rapid development of technology it could well be that a reserve that is currently uneconomic
to develop could well be economic to develop by tomorrow.
Clause 26 concerns the approval and registration of transfer of titles and provides that
a transfer of title is of no force until approved by the Minister. That is done to protect the
interests of the investors and potential investors. New provisions will also apply to the
keeping of registers.
Clause 40 provides that the Minister may grant a special prospecting authority over
blocks without the applicants having to get an exploration licence. Those special prospecting
authorities tend to be task-orientated rather than time-orientated. By that I mean that they
relate to such things as seismic surveys or aerial magnetic surveys. We are seeing a number
of satellites being developed that have the facility to make extremely close and detailed
reports on the earth's surface, and it is possible to do these surveys without going very
close to the areas concerned. Therefore, there may be granted more than one special
authority over the blocks at anyone time.
The Bill also provides for the release of information-both factual and interpretativethat has been furnished to the Ministry with applications. That new provision will increase
the availability of basic data and information and should encourage exploration activity.
It will certainly build up a data base of information about our coastal areas.
Clause 38 sets powers in relation to the giving of directions and enables the industry to
set standards for a whole range of activities. As well as a number of administrative
amendments, there are further provisions in relation to the levels of uptake of petroleum
to ensure good oilfield practice.
As I said before, the Opposition supports the Bill on the basis that Government should
be a facilitator and a catalyst for private sector investment in an important industry. The
Bill provides greater flexibility for those investors and entrepreneurs who are prepared to
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risk capital who have a vision of finding new reserves and expanding our energy-based
industries and who want to contribute to the economic well-being of our commumly.
There is no doubt that in the medium to long-term future the reserves-to-pro~uction
ratio of oil globally will move oil prices upwards if depleted reserves are not repljlced by
new discoveries to maintain a supply and demand balance.
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT (North Western Province)-The Bill will bring Victoria
into line with legislation enacted by the Commonwealth Government. I commend Mrs
Varty for the research she undertook in outlining some of the history of the industry:. At
the outset, I point out that the National Party supports the Bill and my remarks WIll be
brief. Some of the early history shows that exploration occurred early in the century. It
was not very systematic and a certain amount of skulduggery was involved.
The real breakthrough was when Mr Lewis Weeks's advice to the BHP company resulted
in the search for oil being moved from off the coast of New South Wales to Bass Strait
and, towards the end of the 1960s, the development of Bass Strait oil began. There was
great difficulty in moving the oil because of the uncertain weather and the unusual depth
which, I understand, was up to 100 metres.
More than ten development platforms are now sited in the Bass Strait area. The
jurisdiction of the area arose as an issue early in the proceedings and the State of Victoria
laid claim to that area of Bass Strait despite the fact that the resources were well beyond
the 3 nautical mile territorial limit. The Commonwealth Government challenged that
claim and following that challenge the Petroleum (Submerged Lands) Act 1982 was enacted.
After a period, proposed amendments have been put forward which provide for the
establishment of an area to be avoided; the granting of retention leases over currently noncommercial discoveries; the revision of the registration provisions of the Act concerning
approval and registration of transfers; the expansion and clarification of the powers to
give directions and to make regulations; and the increase in the scope of access authorities
and special prospecting authorities.
Mr Bruce Evans, the honourable member for Gippsland East in another place, has
brought to my attention, from time to time, that although these valuable discoveries have
been found off the coast of Gippsland the residents of Gippsland do not benefit directly
from this discovery apart from, of course, development at Sale which is a base for some of
the workers and companies that are operating in the Bass Strait oilfields.
Some years ago I raised with Mr Doug Anthony, a Minister of the then Fraser
Government, the point that the taxation imposed on petrol, to equalise the world parity
pricing of petroleum, was raising approximately $5000 million a year and that this was
meant to deter motorists from using excessive amounts of petrol. I reminded Mr Anthony
at that time that this revenue windfall would not go on for ever and that the price would
fluctuate or that the volume of oil recovered from the Bass Strait fields may reduce, which
has occurred. I am informed that reserves will run out completely by the end of the
century.
I pointed out to Mr Anthony that the approximate $5000 million collected as taxation
would gradually reduce and other forms of taxation would have to be imposed to make
up that difference. That has happened and the State has suffered, as have the taxpayers of
Victoria and the Commonwealth, who are one and the same. The National Party will
support the proposed legislation.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-By leave, I move:
That this Bill be now read a third time.

In so doing I thank Mrs Varty and Mr Wright for their support of the measure.
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The motion was agreed to, and the Bill was read a third time.

ANNUAL REPORTING (AMENDMENT) BILL
The debate (adjourned from October 1) on the motion of the Hon. D. R. White (Minister
for Health) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash Province)-The Annual Reporting (Amendment)
Bill is a sad symbol of the decline of the Parliamentary Australian Labor Party in Victoria
from its days of high aspirations towards freedom of information and accurate financial
reporting and information in the performances of Government, which occurred largely
before 1982.
It simply is not possible for the Bill to be passed in its present form when we have in
Parliament the Treasurer's FFF-rated Budget and a thousand Questions begging to be
asked about the State's finances. The Bill allows greater concealment by the very person
in whose interest it is to conceal and obfuscate his increasingly desperate frauds, fiddles
and fudges.

In 1983, when the Annual Reporting Act was enacted, Parliament gave the Treasurer
too much discretion, but it was forced to concede the claim that it was too difficult for him
to get it right the first time without the needed improvements in public accounting. The
Treasurer is now saying that even that simple enabling Act, the Annual Reporting Act,
was so botched that thirteen superannuation funds cannot report under it and it is so
likely that the Treasurer will go on bungling that he must now have a Bill which will
enable him to make up the rules on the run.
There is no point in going over the whole ground covered in the debate on this matter
in the Legislative Assembly on 30 September. Several Opposition and National Party
members spelled out the problem in administration inherent in trusting the Government.
The debate was particularly constructive and helpful because it was not once interrupted
by a speech from the Government benches. Only at the end of the debate did the Treasurer
promise discussions. The Assembly was promised that while the Bill was between the
Legislative Assembly and the Legislative Council the Treasurer would organise a meeting
between the spokesmen for the Liberal and National parties, together with the ComptrollerGeneral of the Comptroller-General's Division of the Department of Management and
Budget, the Auditor-General, and representatives of the accounting profession, to discuss
the Bill so that honourable members can be satisfied as to its merits. The Treasurer said
that he would ensure that that occurred before the Bill was debated in the Legislative
Council. That promise is about as good as the Government's usual promises.
The principal vice of the Bill is that it would subject the reporting of departments and
authorities to the absolute discretion of the Government. It is common ground, at least
verbally, between the Treasurer and the Opposition, that an effective reporting process
and at least annual reports tabled in Parliament, are fundamental to the health of a
Parliamentary democracy.
It is disturbing that the Treasurer extends his petty deceit even to pretending that reform
of public accounting was initiated by his Government. In fact, Parliament is told that the
Budget documents are now so much more informative than they were under the previous
Government. In some respects they are, as they have followed up work done on program
budgeting and other aspects of informing Parliament which were initiated under the
previous Government.

In 1981, under the then Liberal Government, as a result of work done by members of
that Government, reports were received from both the Public Accounts and Expenditure
Review Committee which reported on October 1981 and the Public Bodies Review
Committee, which reported on May 1981. Those committees recommended improvements
in the reporting of departments and other administrative units and authorities to
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Parliament. It is of great significance that already in 1981 it was recommended that
standardised reporting requirements for all authorities be prescribed by legislation.
In 1983, following up the work of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review
Committee, a further report was issued. At page 29, the following recommendation is
made:
The committee recommends that the management of Government organisations, (permanent heads in the
case of departments, and commissioners or board members in the case of statutory authorities), should be
required by legislation to present an annual report, including financial statements, to Parliament on the exercise
of their responsibilities and other necessary background information on the organisation, its operations during
the year and its future plans.

Two points emerge from that: the Treasurer is being deceitful, if he is not being totally
forgetful, about the origin of the attempt to change the form of reporting to Parliament. It
was Mr Storey who, on 13 September 1983, pointed out in this House that the drafting of
the improved annual reporting requirements was done under a previous Government in
which he was a Minister.
It also emerges that the report on which one would have hoped the Government had
based its work recommended legislative prescription and not discretionary determinations
by the Treasurer, to be altered whenever there is some embarrassment as a result of an
incompetently conducted currrency swap or an excess of borrowings or any of the other
many causes of this Government's desperate financial position.
When introducing the Annual Reporting Act in 1983, the Treasurer indicated that it
was intended that all departments and authorities should report and should be covered by
appropriate legislation and accounting requirements. I should say, "accountability
requirements", because it was always intended that the provision should go beyond
financial reporting; it was intended that there should be an adequate assessment of the
effectiveness of organisations and corresponding reports on performance. At that time it
was suggested by the Treasurer that it might take three or four years to extend the
requirements of the Annual Reporting Act to all departments and authorities. As at
November 1985-and it is still the case today-just 25 departments and six major
authorities were covered.
When one looks at the further deterioration that is now contemplated in serving the
people of Victoria through Parliament in the matter of reporting, accounting and assessment
of performance, it is important to recognise that section 5 of the Annual Reporting Act
provides that the Government can override anything that already appears in existing
legislation on the reporting requirements of departments and public bodies. That section
gives teeth and force and dangerous effect to this further legislation that is now proposed.
It is, therefore, concerning that, instead of bringing us further towards the standardisation
and clear consensual understanding of what kind of public reporting is required, based on
legislation comparable to the requirements on private enterprise under the Companies
Code and accounting standards of professional accounting bodies, the Bill takes us further
in the direction of absolute Ministerial discretion overriding Parliament, overriding express
provisions of Acts regarding statutory authorities and other organisations. The Hill offends
against the general principles of accountability to Parliament.
The Bill deals only with what the Government can do already for itself. The Treasurer
can surely arrange with his colleagues, ifhe does not have the Ministerial power to ensure
it, that each department provides certain internal audit procedures and certain management
information to ensure cost containment, effective performance and all those things that
must be done internally by a company that must report publicly a satisfactory result in the
equivalent of the public sector.
It is simply unacceptable to the Opposition that there should be this breach in the only
consolidated or coherent way that the public can ascertain what the Government and its
instrumentalities have been up to and how efficient they have been. The Opposition finds
it quite impossible to accept the Bill because the Treasurer's performance over the years
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has made him an untrustworthy custodian of public requirements for himself Id alone a
judge in his own cause.
It must be emphasised that the Bill will give to the Treasurer the most complete control
of the reporting requirements of every public authority in this State. It will give him a
power to diminish the reporting requirements which already exist for departments and
authorities.

I shall be explicit about the Treasurer's track record. Without going over ground that
has been covered in another place and without seeking to multiply the instances 1000fold, as can be done and as may well be done when the report of the Auditor-General is
considered by the Economic and Budget Review Committee and when other opportunities
are taken to examine the documentation of which the Government purports to be proud,
honourable members should consider the saga with the State Insurance Office between
August 1984, when the Insurance Commissioner completed his report, and 4 April 1985a month after the State election-when finally, to headlines and much scandal, the State
Insurance Office's annual report for 1983-84 and the Auditor-General's extremely critical
comments were tabled. I believe it was done on the Thursday before Easter. What a
convenient time!
I shall not go through the sequence of dates to demonstrate that the Treasurer could
clearly have made the report public, as he should have done, by 30 September, if he had
wished to do so. He could have made it public, even with further revisions by the
Insurance Commissioner, early in December. He could have made it public at any time,
because this House had passed a resolution to enable the publication of annual reports
that were in arrears. However, he used the flimsiest of excuses and, as honourable members
know, managed to postpone the publication in any form of this highly embarrassing report
of a deficit from the State Insurance Office of well over $1 billion, through Government
neglect of its financial requirements, until after the State election. Not content with that,
he tried to hide it in the week of Easter. That was one example that the Opposition will
never forget.
The other is the long saga year after year of the Auditor-General pointing out that it is
impossible to ascertain accurately the indebtedness of the State and that it is not properly
accounted for to Parliament or in any public way by the Government itself, so that the
Auditor-General has had to make his own attempt to assess the State's indebtedness.
Then we have the problem that the accounts of such a chaotic organisation as the
Ministry of Transport could be consolidated so that it is not possible to tell which of its
many loss making elements is responsible for the disasters that are becoming increasingly
a burden on this State. Is it the sale and lease-back of railway rollingstock? Is it the
subsidies to bus lines? Under the Bill, it can all be consolidated and composed in such a
way that analysis by an outsider becomes impossible. Likewise, there is every reason to
suppose that the losses of the Port of Melbourne Authority may be hidden in a composite
report of the results of the Port of Portland Authority and the Port of Geelong Authority.
I am tempted to add some examples of my own from areas of public documentation of
this State's finances with which I am peculiarly acquainted. For example, we have just had
the Spoleto Festival, part of which you and I enjoyed the other day, Mr President. It was
a credit to the Government, so long as one does not dwell too hard on the economic
aspects. I am sure it will be beneficial for the long-term future of this State.
The Minister disclosed last Monday that there had been box office sales of approximately
$1· 25 million, and I think he had previously disclosed other figures. In those circumstances,
I do not think it is wrong for me, as a member of the finance committee of the festival, to
disclose that an officer of the Department of Management and Budget, who was also on
the committee, would have been well aware that at all stages the foundation was going to
require at least $1·5 million or $1·6 million to be appropriated from the Government's
arts budget in the current financial year. That is, before the Government's decision to
continue to finance the festival for 1987 and 1988, it required $1·6 million. One, therefore,
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has to ask: why was the appropriation only $755 OOO? I shall not speculate now-I may in
other circumstances-on the devious reasons for it. Suffice to say that the Government
had information on which it should have acted to make some kind of genuine estimate of
the amount that it needed to appropriate for the Spoleto Festival for 1986-87. Yet one is
left supposing that the Treasurer's Advance was already appropriated for an amount that
the Government knew it would have to spend. There are refinements of that. On another
occasion I may go into it.
The reporting of bodies that receive money from the Government has been the subject
of difficult investigation. The Auditor-General addresses his mind to that matter with
officers of the Department of Management and Budget, but it is interesting that nowhere
in the Budget documents and nowhere in the report of the Ministry for the Arts-which
in any event we do not yet have in our hands and may not have for another couple of
months or more-will one find evidence of some $240 000 embezzled or otherwise
fraudulently appropriated by an administrator in the Australian Children's Television
Foundation in respect of the past financial year; at least it was discovered during the past
financial year. That body has been receiving Government money appropriated for cultural
development grants by the Ministry for the Arts, amounts which do not go into the Budget
Papers. There is no way in which the amount of Government funds lost by that body is
accounted for. That body was originally established by the Victorian Government inspiring
other Governments to come in and assist in its creation. Nowhere will that amount be
found recorded so that any person whatsoever can be regarded as accountable for that
loss.
These are examples of the failure of the Government, at least five years after the
reporting of bodies under the previous Government concerning the need for budgetary
disclosure, to come to grips with proper reporting of information to this House. Accordingly,
it is entirely fair to say that, on the Treasurer's track record, the Opposition finds itself
unable to pass the Bill.
So that I shall not have to repeat it, I also refer to the extensive address of the honourable
member for Bulleen in the other place on accounting standards. He is, of course, a qualified
accountant and he made extensive reference to the development of accounting standards
by the Australian Society of Accountants, the Institute of Chartered Accountants in
Australia and the Australian Accounting Research Foundation.
The Bill refers to the adoption of accounting standards of accounting bodies. The
Opposition is wholeheartedly in favour of relying on the standards and ethics of professional
accountants. We do not find in the Bill any trustworthy reliance on those standards or
ethics. What we find-and one must be suspicious after detailing the track record of the
Treasurer-is possibly a way of avoiding the impact that the ethical standards of those
accounting bodies may force upon accountants who are working with the Government.
Within a few months-and perhaps Mr Hallam would know more about this than I doit may be that the accounting bodies will impose on their members a professional and
ethical standard independent of anything that they may be required to do unless by express
command of the law.
That, the Opposition regrets to say, is what we suspect the Government is seeking to
avoid by allowing itself to escape from the consequences of professional accounting
standards of, in effect, auditing the performance of the Government according to the
standards which it already adopts for private organisations.
At this point, in consequence of the argument that I have put, the Opposition's position
may be summarised in the following way: that there should be no more uncontrolled
discretion to this Treasurer.
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Accordingly, to give effect to that climate and to the principles of accountability to
which the Liberal Party subscribes, I move, as an amendment to the motion:
That all the words after "that" be omitted with a view to inserting in place thereof"this Bill be withdrawn and
redrafted to ensure that reporting requirements are determined by Parliament and not subject to Ministerial
discretion so that(a)

each department and body is obliged by force of statute to report each year on its operations;

the composition, form, content and relevant accounting standards of reports and accounts are prescribed
by regulation subject to disallowance by Parliament; and

(h)

(c) annual reports are tabled or otherwise published within fourteen days after receipt by the relevant Minister".

On the motion of the Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province), the debate was
adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, October 21.

HOSPITALS (POWERS) BILL
The debate (adjourned from October 1) on the motion of the Hon. D. R. White (Minister
for Health) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD (Higinbotham Province)-I am grateful to my colleague,
Mr Mark Birrell, for permitting me to lead the debate on behalf of the Opposition on this
important Bill. I should declare my interest in the Fairfield Hospital, as I am the deputy
chairman of the board of management of that institution.
Superficially, the Bill is a very simple measure. Initially, I would say that it has arisen
from the Government's statement on technology. The hospital hopes to be a participant
in the Australian Medical Research and Development Consortium, the intent of which is
to develop research, and perhaps sale, in the whole spectrum of biotechnology.
Consequently, together with the general hospital industry, the Fairfield Hospital approved
that incentive.
Broadly speaking, the Bill is in three parts: firstly, clause 3 addresses the powers of the
Fairfield Hospital board; secondly, clause 4 relates to the powers of the Cancer Institute
board; and, thirdly, clause 5 deals with the powers of certain hospitals.
It was first discovered in the development of the Australian Medical Research and
Development Consortium that hospitals did not have the powers to participate in such a
consortium for the sale and development of their products arising from research. It,
therefore, became urgent-and it is urgent-that the Bill be debated and, it is hoped,
passed.

I should like to comment on the powers of the Fairfield Hospital board. Clause 3 is in
two parts, the first of which extends the role statement of the hospital and the second of
which inserts proposed section 165A in the principal Act, which will have the effect of
extending the power of the board to enter into commercial arrangements. The provision
contained in proposed section 165A is also inserted in the statements of powers of the
Cancer Institute board and of certain hospitals.
Therefore, the provision is really extending the powers of hospital boards to enter into
commercial arrangements in regard to their products arising from research.
In regard to the Fairfield Hospital in particular, I refer the House to the Health Act
1958, in which section 64 (1) states quite simply:
The Queen's Memorial Infectious Diseases Hospital at Fairfield shall be a hospital for the care and treatment
of persons suffering from infectious disease and may be called the "Fairfield Hospital".

However, over that time the hospital has extended its role with the cooperation of Health
Department Victoria, and it now stands as one of the great institutes of excellence in this
country. Fairfield Hospital, as it is known, has achieved a worldwide reputation for its
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expertise relating to infectious diseases such as AIDS, Hepatitis B and other areas of
medical research excellence.
The hospital has the status in the World Health Organisation as a collaborating centre
for AIDS covering the western Pacific region, which includes China, Japan, South-East
Asia and New Zealand. Also, the hospital is the World Health Organisation's collaborating
centre for virus reference and research and a collaborating centre for that organisation on
biosafety training. In each of those areas in the virology sector, the hospital operates
through the South Pacific region as an arm of the World Health Organisation.
The importance of the development of the Australian Medical Research and
Development Consortium is an incentive that the board of the Fairfield Hospital has
seized with interest. The consortium will provide Fairfield Hospital with great support
and will focus on the commercialisation of research within staff and professionals providing
scientific, commercial, patent, technical and marketing expertise. This is a development
that this Government has initiated, and the hospital will participate to the best of its
ability to attain those objectives.
Particularly in the virology department, we have a centre headed by Professor Ian Gust,
a professor of great international repute. His department consists of almost 80 staff,
comprising medical graduates, scientists, laboratory assistants and others. Its increased
activity is brought about by the need to cope with the diagnostic and research demands of
the new disease known as AIDS, or acquired immune deficiency syndrome. Both the
epidemiological and diagnostic aspects of the research have been organised into several
sectors within the hospital: the special unit for AIDS virology, the National Reference
Laboratory and the State Reference Laboratory.
The special unit for AIDS virology is supported by the Commonwealth Department of
Health and is the coordinating centre for research teams situated in Melbourne, Sydney,
Adelaide and Brisbane, with a budget of approximately $600000 annually. The main
thrust of the work of the virology team at Fairfield Hospital is in the area of research into
antiviral agents for that disease and other complaints.
The Commonwealth Department of Health is also funding the National Reference
Laboratory based at the Fairfield Hospital. Its brief is to compile epidemiological data,
evaluate diagnostic tests and reagents, train personnel and advise on difficult technical
problems referred to it by State laboratories throughout the country.
The third of the AIDS laboratories sited at the hospital is the State Reference Laboratory,
which is funded by Health Department Victoria. Its function is the diagnosis of patients
within Victoria and the correlation of statistics in this State.
This virology department is important, not only within the State or the nation but also
in its international role. It has been functioning for some years. The hospital's role as set
out in the original Act was narrow but over the years it has carried out work that has gone
beyond the role delineated in the original Act.
At the same time, the pathology department at the Fairfield Hospital led by Dr Brian
Dwyer has had a most productive year in all sections. Its service load has risen considerably
and the hospital is most concerned about that load. Both the State and national reference
laboratories in general microbiology have had substantial increases in workload due to
requests for Chlamydia antigen detection-my colleagues will have received letters from
Health Department Victoria about the disease known as PIPS indicating the importance
of the control of that disease.
The microbiology department also attends to AIDS specimens, Legionella specimens
and refugee screening specimens. Refugee screening specimens come within the Department
ofImmigration, and the Fairfield Hospital handles those on behalf of the Commonwealth.
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The biochemistry department has been active in recent times with the progressive
implementation of the Kone progress analyzer, an instrument particularly important to
the State and nation.
The haemotology laboratory has also had a massive rise in requests relating to AIDS,
refugee screenings, coagulation and blood cross-matching, especially for haemodialysis
patients.
The Fairfield Hospital is an excellent research institution that is important to the
continued health of our community. The National Reference Laboratory for AIDS is
Commonwealth funded and the State AIDS Reference Laboratory is State funded. Almost
all of Victoria's AIDS victims have been treated at the Fairfield Hospital in a positive and
caring way and the hospital is leading Australia in the treatment of this dreadful disease.
We are advised that the incidence of this disease will regrettably escalate. All indications
are that the number of patients is doubling every five to six months. Further requests will
need to be made by the hospital to the Government for assistance for those patients.
The hospital is grateful to both the Federal and State Governments for the funding
received this year for the rebuilding of hospital kitchens. I understand that a grant of
$800 000 was made for that purpose.
The hospital is planning the building of a new pathology wing, an expensive exercise
that will cost more than $3 million. I understand that the Government will provide that
funding this year. That pathology wing is important to the hospital and to the provision
of vital information to other hospitals.
I understand that the cancer board is satisfied that this measure is being considered. The
Victorian Hospitals Association is equally satisfied with the section of the Bill relating to
the powers of certain hospitals.
However, the Opposition is concerned that proposed section 165 (4) (b) in clause 3 does
not widen the role of the hospital sufficiently. It states that the role of the hospital includes
the teaching and instructing of persons on matters relating to infectious disease. As I said
a moment ago, that role in not sufficiently wide to enable the hospital to carry out the
objects required by the Australian Medical Research and Development Consortium. Also
proposed section 165 (4) (d) refers to the carrying out and promoting of research with
respect to infectious disease. Again that does not go so far as the hospital or the Ministry
would desire.
I have had discussions with the Minister's staff and I understand that the Minister will
address these small issues during the Committee stage. I hope that minor amendments
will be made to enable the role of the hospital to be widened sufficiently to undertake these
other duties.
I encourage the Minister to take careful note of the role of the Australian Medical
Research and Development Consortium. The hospital has had some difficulty with the
Department of Management and Budget in relation to contracts in that area. I know that
area is attended to primarily by the Department of Management and Budget but it does
impinge upon the responsibility of the Minister for Health. Not only is the Fairfield
Hospital connected with the consortium, but also other learned and excellent institutions
in this State are, such as the WaIter and Eliza Hall Institute of Medical Research, Howard
Florey Institute of Experimental Physiology and Medicine and others which are taking
part in the development of biotechnology.
This is an important role for hospitals and institutions in Victoria. We are providing a
lead to the nation with the possible sale of some of the products of our research institutes.
I have read recently about the excellent work done in the development of malarial
treatments by the Waiter and Eliza Hall Institute of Medical Research and I understand it
is on the threshold of marketing a vaccine for malaria. It would be almost impossible to
estimate the value of that vaccine. It certainly has enormous commercial possibilities.
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In the same way, Fairfield Hospital may be able to achieve enormous commercial
advantages by the marketing of hepatitis vaccines.
However, I am unable to comment accurately and directly on the other members of the
consortium. The profit coming back to Fairfield Hospital is based on 5 per cent of the
available profit from the sale of the hepatitis vaccine and other inventions which may be
developed. Whether the figure of 5 per cent profit coming back to the institution is the
correct figure is not for me to judge. However, I suggest to the Minister for Health that he
and his department should at least be aware of those things and know of the potential of
profit coming back to the State and should be carefully studying where that profit should
go and whether the balance of the profits-the 95 per cent-should be directed to meet
the general aspirations of the consortium.
It could be fairly stated that because the majority of research grants come from the
public purse, we should be developing and increasing additional research funds from any
profits. Remarkably little, if any, research funds come from Health Department Victoria.
Surely any return from money which came from the public purse should go back into the
further development of research programs.

Institutions such as those I have delineated cannot survive unless fairly large sums of
money are made available for pure medical research and for developmental research.
Through the use of the magnificent scientists and health technicians and the adequate
payment of the excellent staffwe have, we can only go from strength to strength.
There is no question that if great leaders in this country such as Sir Gustav Nossal,
Professor Ian Gust, Professor Paul Zimmett and others were at all mercenery, our American
and European cousins from around the world would attract them. The amount of money
we pay these international scientists is pitiful. They are a unique breed and one that we
have to retain in this country. If we want to retain them-if they were economically
inclined they would go to other countries, but they have a unique dedication to stay in this
country-appropriate rewards, technology, machinery and equipment are needed.
Subject to the Minister inserting the proposed provisions in that Bill during the
Committee stage, the Opposition supports the Bill and looks forward with great interest
to its implementation.
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT (North Western Province)-The National Party is happy
to support the Hospitals (Powers) Bill, the primary purpose of which is to provide the
Fairfield Hospital with the capacity to market its scientific knowledge and expertise. The
Bill will confer similar powers on other hospitals, such as the Bendigo and Northern
District Base Hospital, the Mildura Base Hospital and so on.
The Health Act presently requires Fairfield Hospital to care and treat persons suffering
from infectious diseases. This rather brief statement of objectives is long out of date
because it does not take account of the modern role of the hospital, particularly in teaching
and the dissemination of information about infectious diseases.
In the explanatory second-reading speech, the Minister for Health said that the work
performed at Fairfield Hospital is of international status and has resulted in approaches
to the hospital from both Australian and overseas corporations to carry out work on their
behalf.
Legal advice given to Fairfield Hospital is that its board of management does not have
the power to enter into commercial arrangements for the use of its laboratories. Therefore,
the Health Act acts as an effective barrier to the hospital participating with private enterprise
in the development of its facilities for commercial and research purposes.
The amendments proposed by the Bill will vest in the board the power to patent or
copyright its intellectual property; to market its discoveries and to enter into contracts for
the commercial exploitation of its research.
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The amendments are aimed at allowing participation by the research arms of Victoria's
public hospitals in promoting the State as a centre of medical research.
I was interested in a news item which appeared in the Sun News-Pictorialon 1 May this
year, under the heading, "Plan to sell medical tech", which states:
The State Government is planning joint ventures with major hospitals and research centres to help market
their pioneering techniques.

The article goes on to state that this:
... may allow some of Victoria's financially beleaguered teaching hospitals to become more self-sufficient.

The conclusion of the article states:
The commercial exploitation of medical techniques became a major issue last year when Mon(ish University
signed a licensing agreement to sell in vitro fertilisation technology in the US.
Early this year IVF Australian (USA) Ltd was launched in Alabama and New York.

This is good news. I also read with interest an article about the successful use of a drug to
prevent the spread of the common cold. The article, which appeared in the Age on 10
January this year, states:
Australian and American researchers yesterday announced the world's first successful use of a drug to prevent
the spread of the corn mon cold.
The human trials were conducted by Adelaide University and the University of Virginia Medical Centre ...

When the discovery is developed commercially it will be worth a great deal of money. The
hospital that is responsible for the research should obtain some of the benefit from sales.
Melbourne is to become the world centre for the bionic treatment of profoundly deaf
people. An article that appeared in the Herald on 28 August 1984 under the heading
"Bionics puts city on map" states:
The establishment of the Australian Bionic Ear Institute in association with the Royal Victorian Eye and Ear
Hospital was announced today.
The institute is the first of its kind dedicated wholly to helping deaf people through the use of microchips and
computers.

Another interesting aspect of the article was the fact that:
The new Murdoch Institute for Research into Birth Defects was officially launched today at the Royal
Children's Hospital.

The launch of that institute was assisted by a pledge of $5 million from the Murdoch
family.
Another article appeared in the Age on 10 August 1985 under the headline, "WHO
adopts Melbourne research on pneumonia". The research had been conducted by
Melbourne paediatrician, Dr Frank Shann, to treat acute respiratory infections among
children in the developing world. Apparently this is most acute in places like Papua New
Guinea where a major proportion of the children die prior to the age of two years.
Another area of research that has been hit by a shortage of money is microsurgery, a
branch of medicine that has been pioneered in Victoria. I have been informed that the
microsurgery unit at St Vincent's Hospital has incurred debts of $1000 a day since the
funds ran out in October 1985. It was felt that the Government should contribute more
money towards this branch of medicine. If money could be obtained from selling the
results of the research, as provided in the measure, it would be beneficial.
In conclusion, I commend Mr Connard on his address to the House which was given in
the full knowledge of the important office that he holds at the Fairfield Hospital. The
National Party supports the minor amendment that he has suggested.
The motion was agreed to.

380

COUNCIL

7 October 1986

Natural Resources & Environment C'ttee

The Bill was read a second time and committed.
Clauses 1 and 2 were agreed to.
Clause 3
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-I move:
I. Clause 3, page 2, line 6, after "disease" insert "or the functions ofthe Hospital".
2. Clause 3, page 2, line 12, after "disease" insert "or the functions of the Hospital".

Mr Connard raised the issue that the Bill does not go far enough towards enabling the
hospital to carry out and benefit from research in all activities it undertakes.
For example, on page 2, proposed section 165 (4) (b), in clause 3, states:
teach and instruct persons on matters relating to infectious disease; ...

Amendment No. 1 will amend that paragraph to extend the provision to all functions of
the hospital. Amendment No. 2 proposes a similar alteration and will ensure that the
hospital will not only be able to undertake but also will benefit from research relating to
all activities of the hospital. I thank Mr Connard for his proposal.
The Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (East Yarra Province)-Briefly, I thank the Government for
proposing the amendment that was suggested by my colleague, Mr Connard. The Liberal
Party appreciates the flexibility of the Government 10 improving the proposed legislation.
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD (Higinbotham Province)-I thank the Minister for Health
for his indulgence in accepting the amendment. Equally, I point out that this does not by
any means extend the ability of the hospital to undertake anything beyond that which it
should.
I refer the Minister to the original Health Act 1958 which states in section 164 (2) that:
The Chief General Manager may from time to time consent to the use of any of the wards wings or parts of the
hospital for the accommodation of general medical and surgical cases for such period as the Chief General
Manager specifies.

Through the chief general manager the Minister has the discipline of delineating what
should or should not be done by the hospital. The amendments are fairly tight and fall
within the ability of the Minister and the chief general manager to delineate and accept
other activities.
The amendments were agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was adopted, as were the
remaining clauses.
The Bill was reported to the House with amendments, and passed through its remaining
stages.

NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-By leave, I
move:
That the Honourable B. A. Murphy be discharged from attendance upon the Natural Resources and Environment
Committee and that the Honourable C. F. Van Buren be added to such committee.

The motion was agreed to.

TIMBER INDUSTRY STRATEGY
The debate (adjourned from October 1) was resumed on the motion of the Hon. D. M.
Evans (North Eastern Province):
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.
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The Hon. L. A. McARTHUR (Nunawading Province)-I agree with the first few words
of the motion but the words ""fails to meet" and "fails to fully provide" are definitely
incorrect and are opposite to the facts.
The House must congratulate Mr Evans on his interest in the timber industry and trees
generally. In my time in the House this is at least the second motion that Mr Evans has
moved regarding forest products and the timber industry. He must be congratulated on
his interest because timber and forest products are extremely important resources to the
State.
Instead of failing to produce a timber industry of real merit, the motion should read,
"That the Minister should be congratulated for producing a blueprint and a real strategy,
and all those who have assisted in the production, the consultation, and also who
contributed to that strategy should be congratulated."
The Minister for Conservation, Forests and Land, Mrs Kirner, the department, the
industry groups, both business and sawmillers, unions, environmentalists and all those
who have contributed to this timber industry strategy have contributed something to the
State of Victoria because the strategy will ensure this is an economically viable industry
for Victoria and all Victorians.
A little later I shall point out that the timber industry strategy, because of the times and
the rotations involved in some of our timbers-some of our most valuable timbers-is a
timber industry strategy for the 1980s and it has to be working in the 2080s.
Government intervention was required in the 1980s to chart the course and to produce
the strategy that will give Victoria and Victorians a sustainable industry. As I said earlier,
we are looking at a sustainable industry, in the first instance for 100 years. The strategy is
a management plan for operating forest industries so they will benefit. It is a means of
using that resource and also of regenerating that resource.
The plans are not as is indicated in the motion, but for a viable and dynamic forest
industry that will grow out of the strategy and attract capital investment. It will attract the
management that is needed to fulfil the promise that in the strategy and the management
plan will ensure that Victoria continues to use the highest in silvicultural practices that it
is noted for. I shall refer later to the forestry people and to the fact that no-one has even
called into question their professionalism or practices. This is a strategy for the future
generations and all of the people demand that we get it right.
I listened closely to Mr Evans's contribution but he has failed to convince me that the
timber industry strategy has not got it right.
The Hon. K. I. M. Wright-He has convinced me!
The Hon. L. A. McARTHUR-There are some people who are easily convinced, but I
am not one of them.
The Hon. B. A. Murphy-He is wrong again.
The Hon. L. A. McARTHUR-Mr Wright can be wrong occasionally. First of all, it has
those unique elements that are a must. It begins by ensuring that the industry will have
continuity and will be a sustainable industry. There is a commitment to unique
environmental values.
Perhaps I should reiterate how important the timber industry strategy is to Victoria as
it has been pointed out that direct employment and primary employment involves
approximately 6500 people. Secondary employment of people in the forestry products
industry involves approximately 21 000, and $1· 7 billion is the total involvement of the
industry in Victoria.
The industry is made up of two sections, softwood and hardwood products. I shall speak
for a moment on the softwood products. They are sometimes ignored but they are extremely
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important because their use will be widened in the 1990s, as more of the softwood timber
matures and there is less hardwood to mill. Softwoods are an exposed industry; Victoria
produces approximately 50 per cent of softwood forest products. We will be in competition
in the softwood area with Chile, the United States of America and, of course, New
Zealand, whose closer economic relations will allow its large-scale mills and forests to
compete at extremely keen prices, as they already do.
The softwood timber industry has got it right because, firstly, it is an important import
replacement industry. It is an important part of the Victorian economy and both the
income it generates within our economy and its potential for import replacement mean
that it is extremely valuable.
The predictions of an oversupply of softwood worldwide that were commonly held by
industry sources about eighteen months ago have certainly evaporated, and it appears that
by the middle 1990s there will not be any world oversupply of softwood but there could
be a firming in the market and some price rises. That will be of assistance to our industry,
which at present is an exposed industry. At this stage it is suffering from insufficient
resources to replace imports but it also has the benefit of devaluation to hide behind at
present and it can certainly assist the balance of payments in the long term.
The softwood industry should and will develop but as this strategy and as the Minister
has pointed out there will be protection for the native forests with the planting of pines.
Reforestation is certainly possible on some marginal private farmlands, and private forestry
and agroforestry are industries that the Government and the timber industry strategy
intend to encourage. Certainly agroforestry and some planting of softwoods on marginal
farmlands will be of assistance to control my hobbyhorse, the major environmental problem
in the State of Victoria, saline lands and saline streams.
Although I have heard some people advocating the planting of softwoods, Pinus radiata,
on particular lands, I suggest after 30 years one might grow Christmas trees. The softwood
industry has to be planned. The rotation of trees is between the period of 32 years and 35
years depending upon the region, and the plans for the softwood industry are certainly
detailed and delineated and are satisfactory in the timber industry strategy.
I turn now to hardwood forests. Until now Victoria's hardwood forests have not been
the subject of an overall plan. This is the first plan over a Statewide area that has considered
forests not as Victorian forests but as regional forests. There are the east Gippsland forests,
red gum forests, the Murray forests, forests in western Victoria and forests in the Grampians.
They all have different characteristics and different growing capacities and need to be
handled on a regional basis. Their cutting and handling is different. This has never been
attempted before as the management of Victoria's forests has been the preserve of the
Division of Forests, the former Forests Commission, and individual forest officers.
The Hon. D. M. Evans-They have done a good job, have they not?
The Hon. L. A. McARTHUR-IfMr Evans had been here earlier he would have heard
me say that no-one has ever called into question the professionalism and silviculture of
those officers and that they were the first environmentalists. I hope Mr Evans and I follow
in their footsteps as environmentalists.
The Hon. D. M. Evans-In 1905 they were regarded as radicals.
The Hon. L. A. McARTHUR-Yes, they would have been, but I am sure Mr Evans
realises that since 1905 the code of forest practice and management has changed. One
must take note of the silviculture practices and the professionalism of our foresters, but
one must also allow public discussion on the codes of forest practices that are intended to
be implemented through the hardwood forests and timber industry. This debate has
allowed discussion of forestry matters and codes of forest practice, and it will not do any
harm to the professionalism of officers in the forest areas.
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In this strategy, the Government and the department will set directions, and the Minister
will be consulted. The department has produced what I consider are plans for the timber
industry strategy. Environmental considerations are necessary and economic considerations
are essential. The one real environmental consideration is whether a tree is to be cut down.
Once it is decided to cut down a tree, there are economic decisions to be made. It is no
longer an environmental matter. The first decision is what land will be used for the timber
industry strategy. That is in the hands of the Government and the Land Conservation
Council. Public land can be used for a single purpose as honourable members have heard
many times in this Chamber, for a national park or for multi-use purposes such as State
parks, State forests and timber industry. Areas of public forest that have environmental
values of extreme importance or ecosystems not exhibited in national parks should be
protected and should not be used for timber production.
Forests and lands are already used for the production of various forest products. Streams
must be provided protection from erosion and this protection can be afforded by habitat
trees being left in the coupe system. These methods are used in harvesting within our
forests. As I said earlier, the silviculture methods of foresters have not been called into
question by any group.
Special areas, such as environmentally sensitive areas and those that are the subject of
Land Conservation Council recommendations, need protection. I am sure those areas will
be considered and acted upon in the usual manner. I regard the native forest industry as a
renewable resource. Under the timber industry strategy and the forest code of practices
that has been set out by the Minister in this document, Victoria has an environmentally
excellent plan for the future. Environmentalists indicate that the first thing that must be
done in entering a native forest is to ensure that it is a sustainable industry. That sustainable,
renewable resource is a cornerstone of the strategy.
The strategy states that Victoria will have a forest industry that is sawlog driven. It is
not to have a chipwood driven forest industry. To ensure that the forest industry is sawlog
driven, the licence system has been changed to give sufficient volume of logs to attract
capital investment to those mills that require the processing of logs to further value add
the renewable resource.
I shall speak for a minute about the valuable resource and value added utilisation system
that is outlined in the timber strategy. Logs will be classified on the land. This has never
been done before, and those logs will be classified according to their appropriate use as a
milled timber. The appropriate use can be anything from pallet timber to high-grade
furniture timber or chips of high-grade hardwood veneer. Victoria currently does not have
any grading at milling of the higher grade of timber. The strategy will achieve this. It will
do so for two reasons.
As I said before, the change in the licence system will attract the capital investment
needed for mills to be able to process further, to kiln-dry, to machine mill and to grade
mOUldings of hardwood timber, such as mountain ash and alpine ash, and timbers that
exhibit characteristics that make them valuable all over the world.
The mills that are cutting scantling logs will get that type of log, and those with a
scavenging licence for cutting pallets, will get pallet timber and that sort of licence. It
should follow that Victoria's timber resources will be used to the utmost value. Beautiful
mountain ash timber currently is going into scantlings, and, possibly even worse, going
into fence posts.
The appropriate use of timber and the classification of logs are the main features of the
strategy. I hope the greatest amount of saw log content will be taken from the forests.
Earlier, I referred briefly to regional cutting programs. The timber resource has to be
managed, replanted, sustained, cut and regenerated on a regional basis. For example,
timber resources in the Otway Ranges have to be managed differently from timber resources
in the central highlands or in east Gippsland; alpine ash timber areas have to be managed
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differently from mixed species. Timber industry cutting programs conducted on a regional
basis are an important means of ensuring better use of timber resources.
I shall refer to two somewhat controversial aspects of the timber industry. I refer first to
integrated harvesting. Integrated harvesting has operated in Victoria for at least 40 years,
mainly in central Gippsland where there has been chipping of sawlog waste and, to a
certain extent, in east Gippsland, where there has been chipping of whole log.
The harvesting technique of clear-felling on a coupe basis is silviculturally sound-or,
at least, it appears to be the only way in which to operate in mountain ash country.
However, this technique needs to be tested and, under the strategy, it will be tested and
trialled in the ash country and in mixed species areas along with alternative methods of
harvesting. From advice that I have received, I believe there are alternative methods of
harvesting for mixed species areas. Most foresters shake their heads when it is suggested
that methods other than clear-felling in a coupe, the leaving of some habitat trees and then
the burning off to generate the ash species, could be used for ash regeneration. This method
appears to be the only method suitable for ash regeneration; and so be it-if it is the only
method, it has to be done.
The strategy makes provision for testing, trialling and experimentation. It also provides
for an integrated harvest to continue where that is already in progress and it provides for
coupe harvesting under silvicultural methods-good forestry practice that is operated at
present in ash areas.
Secondly, I refer to the provision in the strategy for 300000 tonnes of chips to come
from east Gippsland. The strategy goes to great lengths to point out that this is sawlog
harvest waste. The 300 000 tonnes of chips will be chipped from the waste that is left on
the forest floor of the coupes from a sawlog driven industry.
This is the material that cannot go through the mill. It is the waste material. It is round
wood. It is not as though the industry will sweep the forests clean-most of the nutrients
in the bark, leaves, twigs, and so on, will stay on the forest floor.
.
The resource of forest waste from the timber industry in east Gippsland sustainable for
about a 45-year period is 900 000 tonnes. The strategy proposes to take 300 000 tonnes.
There are two reasons for that: one is experimentation in regeneration and the other is
economic.
I shall deal with the question of experimentation in regeneration. At present, 900 000
tonnes of wood suitable for chipping is left on the floor of the forest coupe or is attempted
to be burned in east Gippsland each year. There is reasonable evidence that this rotting
wood prevents some regeneration. I refer honourable members to the Tasmanian
experience where I understand that conservation groups are asking that sawlog waste such
as is left on the forest floor be used.
Certainly, I would support that request. Sawlog waste should be used before a pulpwood
forest timber industry is undertaken-if one is ever undertaken. I consider there is nothing
wrong with using that as a trial so that the regeneration of hardwood forests can be assessed
in two areas: firstly, where all the waste is left, including an amount of round log-in fact
600 000 tonnes of it will be left on the forest floor-and, second, where some areas of the
forest floor are cleared of round log so that regeneration will occur and perhaps even
within three to five years of the trial period there will be significant results.
The timber industry strategy is an excellent document. I reject Mr Evans's motion. The
strategy will provide Victoria with an economically viable industry. I am sure that 100
years in the future someone who might be interested to read this debate will be able to
look at the result and say that the Government got it right back in those days.
I am sure that future generations will say that this Government achieved a balance
between the resource and the economic value. The Government and the Minister are to
be congratulated for producing such an excellent plan for the future.
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The Hon. B. A. MURPHY (Gippsland Province)-I oppose the motion moved by Mr
Evans. I am afraid to say that Mr Evans missed the boat altogether-he was missing at the
commencement of this debate, also. He is present now and I hope he will listen to what
will be said about the initiatives of the Victorian Government in the production of a
timber industry strategy and its great advantages.
Mr Evans's motion should be amended-and I am not moving an amendment to itto provide that this House notes the release of the Victorian Government timber industry
strategy and notes the failure of the National Party to understand the needs of the timber
industry.
When I was a young person in east Gippsland, Sir Albert Lind, the Minister of Forests
in those days, was a member of the National Party. He had a great reputation as a member
of Parliament. However, he did not do what this Government did to bring about a strategy
to ensure that there is a viable timber industry in the next century.
Both the National Party and the Liberal Party are to be condemned for their actions
over the past 40 years in allowing an industry to develop without any long-term planning.
Without the timber industry strategy, which this Government developed, the timber
industry in east Gippsland would have been finished within ten to fifteen years.
The timber industry strategy is the most important policy developed by any Government
in the history of Victorian forests. It encompasses a strategy for a viable, substainable,
buoyant industry for the foreseeable future.
The strategy encompasses a commitment to a timber industry based on sawlog operations
directed towards value added production. The strategy will allow for maximum use of
residue timber both in the sawmill and forest operations. It will encompass the best
management for forests and exclude tree-felling in rainforests.
It includes forest training and public education about forests and their multiple use. It
will include a training component and a tourism component in east Gippsland with joint
participation between the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands and the
Victorian Tourism Commission.
The strategy will cover the cost of timber production, providing a 4 per cent real return
to the State Government. This is something that other political parties have ignored over
the years. They have forgotten that that resource belongs to the people of Victoria. That
resource should, when it is used, return something to all the people of Victoria and that is
what the strategy provides. It causes the cessation by June 1987 of the clearing of native
forests for the planting of pine plantations and that is a long-term aim of the Governmentto see that natural and native forests are not being cleared for pines-and that promise
will be carried out.
The strategy includes participation by the public in forest management plans and it
includes a code of forest practices. It includes encouragement for the private farming of
forests, which will-include share-farming of trees. That is something that the Opposition
has never heard of, but it will be done for the first time in Victoria.
The Hon. D. M. Evans-It was National Party policy in 1985.
The Hon. B. A. MURPHY-I will answer the interjection by saying that the National
Party has had no chance of carrying out any of its policies before or after 1985.
Most important is the creation of an East Gippsland Regional Employment Committee.
The establishment of the committee was announced by the Minister for Conservation,
Forests and Lands when she spent two days in the Orbost area back in August. I must
congratulate the Minister for the way in which she involved all concerned in determining
the future of the industry. This included the timber workers, the unionists and local
government as well as Australian Labor Party branches, sawmillers, conservationists and
ordinary members of the public.
Session 1986- 14
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People from all spectrums of the community are involved in the timber industry and,
although all may not be 100 per cent happy with the timber industry strategy, what will
emerge is that each time the strategy covers a point of concern for these people, their
concerns will be taken care of. This will become clear as the policy evolves over the next
few years.
On the day that the Minister visited the Orbost area, she announced the formation of
the nine-person committee to be chaired by Cr Brenda Murray ofOrbost shire, for whom
everyone in this House has a high regard. Nominations have been called for membership
of the committee and I expect the Minister to announce the composition of that committee
when she returns to east Gippsland next week, on 16 and 17 October. The Minister is
taking part in meetings of the rural affairs subcommittee which consists of five Ministers
and the Parliamentary Secretary of the Cabinet, chaired by our Leader in the House, the
Honourable Evan Walker.
The employment committee will give consideration to employment opportunities offered
by the timber industry strategy through the value added process, which is an Australian
first by any State Government.
For those who do not know what a value added process is, I suppose I should explain it:
the value added process is a means whereby instead of, as in the old days, merely cutting
a tree down and sending it off to Melbourne in great slabs, the process WIll be adding to its
value in one way or another. This may be achieved through initiatives that the Government
has taken through the East Gippsland College of TAPE, which has initiated a woodcraft
component in its courses. That woodcraft course will train young people to use east
Gippsland hardwood timbers in the making of fine objects and, perhaps later on, in the
making of furniture ..
That is an obvious example but industry is also taking up the challenge issued by the
Government and has already started to participate in value adding. I should point out an
article that appeared on the front page of the Bairnsdale Advertiser of 12 September 1986
when a veneer slicing plant costing $2 million was opened at a mill in Swifts Creek.
With the indulgence of the House and the permission of the President, I shall read from
the article about the Ezard Timber Mill. The opening of the Ezard mill was, once again,
attended by the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands. Mr Kevin Ezard, who has
been a pioneer in installing new technology, said:
Ten years ago we provided the first mobile mill for undersized logs which were otherwise left in the bush.
Other experiments, as part of a concerted research and development effort over the past fifteen years have led us
to the forefront of technology. Plants such as this show that work is starting to payoff. Today we offer the most
complete range of seasoned Alpine Ash structural timber products in Australia, induding the world patented
"F17 Ezijoist" and "Ezibeam" for domestic and commercial structures. These products will continue to account
for around 75 per cent of output. Veneer for use in furniture and wall panelling will make up a growing proportion
of the balance. Our approach is to slab the log, then grade the timber, rather than cutting the log for a specific
purpose. The resulting slabs are perfect for longitudinal veneer slicing. In effect this plant marries technology
with our unique resource for maximum benefit. The system of.sawmilling and veneer slicing plus kiln drying of
three quarters of our throughput guarantees the most appropriate resource utilisation without wastage increasing
physical recovery far beyond the levels achieved with the traditional methods.

I pay a compliment to Mr Ezard and to millers like him for advancing the interests of east
Gippsland and' other parts of Victoria because of their initiatives in adding value to the
raw product. Most of the time, when one adds value, one adds 100 per cent. Each time
one adds a process to a log of timber, one is adding 100 per cent return not only in royalties
to the State but also in a greater return to the firm that does so. I congratulate the MInister
for being the first Minister to introduce this process.
The Hon. D. M. Evans- What about the previous Minister? He was a pretty good
bloke, wasn't he?
The Hon. B. A. MURPHY- The previous Minister to the present one was excellent,
too.
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I should like to go back and refer to the proposed employment committee. It will bring
about a means by which all aspects of employment can be utilised in conjunction with the
timber industry. I am talking about the value added process and about the residual
program which will have three years testing to ascertain whether we can use what is
presently wasted in the bush-the residue from the sawlogs. I am speaking about rainforests,
interpretation centres at Orbost and Mallacoota, and the Cape Conran camping project,
about which the President is fully aware because he announced it a few years ago. The
centre will play an important role in Cape Conran and more than $1 million will be spent
on improving camping facilities and helping to interpret various aspects of the forests for
visitors.
The strategy will also encompass the Cunningham Arm project at Lakes Entrance,
which will provide employment, but will also enhance the Gippsland Lakes and Lakes
Entrance.
There will be many aspects to the work of this committee of nine people at east
Gippsland and, once again, it shows the great initiative of the east Gippsland people and
the Government. I was pleased to see in the Budget that money was set aside for the
committee to carry out its work. The Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands will,
no doubt, announce who the nine people will be when she returns to east Gippsland next
week.
Instead of criticising the Government for introducing the strategy, the Opposition
should be thankful to the Government because if it ever hopes to get back into government,
it will need the money that is coming from a strategy, such as this one, and it will need the
timber that is being grown and the employment that will be created as a result of this
strategy. The program being undertaken is one which, in 50 years time, people will say,
"The Government did the right thing for Victoria".
I had the honour of attending a function a few weeks ago with the Minister for
Conservation, Forests and Lands in the Mirboo North area. The Minister joined the
community in celebrating 40 years of timber growing in the Strzelecki Ranges.
I am not certain which Government was involved in the original plan because coalition
Governments were in power at various times, but I am aware that the father of the
Premier, Mr John Cain senior, was involved in some way; I am sure that the Country
Party, the forerunner of the National Party, was also involved.
Some 40 years of timber growing in the Strzelecki Ranges has brought back great value
to the hills and Victorians are now benefiting from the timber grown in that time. Timber
grown over that 40 years has been harvested and reharvested.
Some 90 years ago people chopped down the great forests, but through various
Government initiatives they have been replaced. That strategy will be carried on through.
further Government initiatives using a process of harvesting and allowing the areas to
grow back. That isjust one example of what the Government will do in Gippsland through
its reforestation policy.
Another important area of the timber industry strategy is the involvement of private
enterprise. The Government hopes that farmers will take part in growing trees not only in
agroforestry, which is well known in New Zealand, but also in forestry itself. The
Government will enable them to do that by sharefarming on Crown land or by providing
financial assistance to plant trees, to harvest those trees and to obtain a return within
fifteen years.
The people of east Oippsland have welcomed that strategy. The only complaints I have
heard have come from belly-aching politicians and other people who are jealous that the
Government has been able to introduce such a successful strategy. The former Minister
for Conservation, Forests and Lands, the Honourable Rod Mackenzie, and the current
Minister, the Honourable Joan Kirner, have won great support in country areas. That
support will be reflected in the next State election in two and half years when the
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Government will again be returned to lead this State forward not only with its timber
strategy but also its many policies.
I condemn the National Party for its churlish motion and I congratulate the Minister
and the Government for Victoria's timber industry strategy.
The Hon. C. F. VAN BUREN (Eumemmerring Province)-The motion moved by Mr
Evans is a typical National Party ploy to attack the Government for producin~ a timber
industry strategy. The timber industry strategy is another in a long line of Important
strategies that have been taken by the Government.
It is fair to say that resolving the competing interests associated with Victoria's timber
industry has presented a considerable challenge to the Government. It would not have
been possible to satisfy all the demands of the various interest groups: the conservation
movement, the Australian Timber Workers Union and the timber industry.

Mr Evans would admit that it was not possible for the Government to give each group
everything it wanted or wished for. However, the Government listened to everything that
all parties put forward and obtained the best possible result in its timber industry strategy.
The strategy strikes the right balance and demonstrates the future direction for the Victorian
timber industry.
The strategy occupied a vast amount of time of the Minister for Conservation, Forests
and Lands, who listened to the various interest groups. I was a member of the team which
assisted in drawing up the strategy and can assure the House that the Minister travelled
far and wide and listened to each and every group. That is something members of the
opposition parties do not do. The Government was prepared to listen to, and discuss
matters with, various interest groups to reach a solution that would ensure the survival of
the industry in the future. That is something that the National Party has never done.
The Government took the trouble of visiting people at the grassroots level to discover
what was occurring. It is the first time in Victoria or in Australia that there has been a
timber industry strategy. I congratulate the Minister for a job well done because I know
how hard she worked and the effort she put into it.
The Minister spoke to many interest groups and she will be rewarded further for her
efforts when other States follow the Victorian model. When I was in Hobart for the
Australian Labor Party National Conference, I was told by many people that they were
pleased with the strategy and they attempted to discover what the Government had done
and what processes had been followed.
The Hon. B. P. Dunn-Were you a delegate at that conference?
The Hon. C. F. VAN BUREN-Yes, I was proud to be at the national conference. Other
States will follow the Victorian model. One of the most important points of the strategy is
the value added utilisation system which is a first for this country. It means that the best
timbers will be put to their best possible use. That will involve encouraging industry to
use its resources to maximum effect rather than simply continuing past practices. It will
save some of Victoria's best timber from being used for fencing and firewood.
The emphasis on value added processing and using our raw materials, is the clear
direction that Australia should take ifit is to reduce its balance of payments and compete
against imports. This applies specifically to the timber industry because a greater emphasis
on value adding will lead to new industries and new jobs in Victoria.
The Cain Government has been concerned with creating jobs ever since it was elected
to office.
The Hon. D. M. Evans-Creating debts!
The Hon. C. F. VAN BUREN-The Cain Government creates jobs, not debts. The
value adding utilisation system provides a framework to implement a sawlog driven
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industry and to ensure the best use of hardwood logs. It provides a framework for
Government stimulus of manufacturing timber products.
To assist the value added process and the timber industry to make the necessary
adjustments in processing and marketing, the Government will establish a value added
processing task force to examine and develop strategies. That is one of the key points of
the strategy.
Some of these matter~ will be to devise sawing and processing techniques for regrowth,
ash and mixed species, and to enhance the opportunities for further processing. The task
force will also look for new markets, which is an important area for the industry, and will
run training courses in conjunction with the timber industry.
The other important area of the strategy to which I shall refer is occupational health and
safety. Logging and sawmilling involves serious health and safety hazards. Recent surveys
have shown that the Statewide compliance with regulations for safe working conditions in
sawmills average only 62 per cent. Honourable members are aware of the number of
accidents that occur in the timber industry and that the safety record in the past has been
appalling. No consideration has been taken of the rights and conditions of workers. When
I visited those areas I was appalled at the conditions under which people had to work.
I have a number offriends in unions who work in both the processing and logging areas
and I recognise that the safety conditions are inadequate. I have a first-hand knowledge of
people who have lost fingers and other limbs in industrial accidents. However, the
Government, with the assistance of unions and the industry, has given top priority to
improving the safety of workers employed in the industry. Mr Evans would not know
much about that.

The Hon. B. W. Mier- They are not interested in that sort of thing.
The Hon. C. F. VAN BUREN-One of the key points of the strategy of the Labor
Government involves the obtaining of a licence by mill owners.
A mill has to be up to the necessary health and safety standards before obtaining a
licence. That is something the Labor Government has done. The Opposition does not care
about the health and safety of workers, but the Government does care. That was an
excellent measure implemented by the Government. Licence holders will be forced to
keep high standards and the Government has made sure that will happen. In conclusion,
I congratulate the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands and all the people involved
for a job well done.

The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-The Opposition supports the motion moved
by Mr Evans that the Victoria Timber Industry Strategy document fails to meet all the
reasonable needs of the Victorian economy and fails to fully provide for a viable timber
industry.
I wish to examine the economic argument because it is of real significance to Victoria
that the timber industry continues to be a viable unit. Victoria has the most productive
forestry land and suitable growing conditions in Australia and yet it still imports 40 per
cent of its timber and timber-related products. The strategy that Mr Van Buren, Mr
McArthur and Mr Murphy so loudly praise has not addressed the fact that 40 per cent of
Victoria's net timber requirements, including paper-related products, are still imported.
I refer to the Victorian Pocket Year Book 1986 which sets out the 1984-85 figures ano
provides the most recent overseas trade figures concerning values of imports into and
exports out of VictQria. In 1984-85 Victorian imports totalled $10 502 million. During
the same period exports amounted to only $6431 million.
With respect to the total produce imported compared with those exported, the figure
was $2924 million. One of the major groups of items imported into Victoria included
paper, paper board and articles of paper pulp and, during the same period, imports totalled
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$336 million. Timber-related products including furniture and so on amounted to $ 71
million.
Exports of these products from Victoria lag sadly behind. In the paper area exports
amount to only $23 million. Yet, as I said at the outset, Victoria has some of the most
productive country in the world in which to produce timber and timber-related products.
However, there is a huge difference in the exportation and importation of paper and
timber-related products. With respect to furniture, Victoria exports only $7 million worth
of its products overseas. Therefore, honourable members can see that Victoria is sadly
lacking in addressing the trade imbalance, especially with respect to timber and paperrelated products.
One of the things the Government did on assuming office was to examine the economic
initiatives and opportunities for Victoria for the 1980s. On 9 April 1984 the Government
issued a document entitled Victoria the Next Step. One must remember that the Labor
Government had been in office since 1982 and released the document in 1984. The
document identified nine areas of comparative strength that were to be the initial foundation
of the policy for economic activity. The nine areas are:
the extent and diversity of Victoria's industrial skill;
the further development of Melbourne's position as a national and international commercial centre;
the presence in Victoria of numerous world-class scientific institutions;
the abundance of high quality brown coal deposits;
the presence off the Victorian coast of most of Australia's oil reserves;
the availability ofa diverse agricultural base;
the central location of the Port Phillip region as a transport, distribution and communications hub for South
Eastern Australia;
the national role of Melbourne as a major trading capital and sporting centre; and
the availability in Victoria of a wide range of inadequately developed tourist destinations.

In listing the nine areas of economic activity for the future of Victoria, the Government
left out the timber and timber-related industries, including paper and cardboard. However,
this is one of the most significant economic stimulators in the Victorian economy. Page
80 of the document makes the only reference I can find in the whole document to the
timber industry. One paragraph signals that sawmilling products are important. In a 190page document spelling out the economic strategy for Victoria from the 1980s onwards
only one small paragraph mentions 0ne of the major Victorian industries-the timber
industry.
It is significant that the Victorian Sawmillers Association and timber industry workers
had to bring this matter to the attention of the Government. It was not until the timber
industry unions started to address that Government omission that the Government started
to sit up and take notice of what was happening in the timber industry.
I have a document entitled Conservation and Development Towards a Balanced Policy,
which sets out the union's approach to Victorian forestry. It was authorised and prepared
by the Pulp and Paper Workers Federation of Australia, the Australian Timber Workers
Union and trade unions with members employed in the forests and forestry products
industries. It was not until the unions became active in addressing some of the omissions
from the Government's economic strategy that the Government started to pay some
attention.
The sitting was suspended at 6.30 p.m. until 8.3 p.m.
The Hon. N. B. REID-Before the suspension of the sitting, I was taking the Government
to task and informing the House of the attitude of the Government in its economic strategy
document published in April 1984, the omission from that document of any reference to
the timber industry and what an important part the timber industry played in the economic
development of Victoria.
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The situation changed after that, because the Government set about establishing a board
of inquiry in July 1984 when it appointed Professor lan Ferguson to inquire into the
timber industry. It gave Professor Ferguson extensive terms of reference and, as Mr
McArthur said by way of interjection, a good report was produced. Most of the
recommendations from that board of inquiry into the timber industry have been picked
up by the Government. I know the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands had
difficulty with some aspects of the recommendations and it was not until timber industry
unions became involved that a lot of those recommendations were adopted, particularly
those in relation to a continuation of employment opportunities in the Gippsland area.
The timber industry and the unions had a significant input into changing that policy
and forcing the Government to adopt recommendations which would go part of the wayonly a small part of the way-towards ensuring that employment opportunities in the
Gippsland area would be protected.
I shall quote from a document which illustrates the union's approach to forests, a
balanced policy put out by the Pulp and Paper Workers Federation of Australia. The
union makes the point that the denial of timber resources to the timber industry in the
name of conservation has cost 1600 jobs in the past sixteen years.
The union highlights the importance of the industry to employment, particularly in the
east Gippsland area. I know the union movement put tremendous pressure on the
Government, especially prior to the Nunawading by-election, when both the unions and
the Opposition pressured the Government so that It had to broaden its approach to the
timber industry and had to take into consideration the view put forward by the Opposition
about a change of approach to the industry.
The concern of the union and of the industry is to ensure that adequate resources are
available for the industry to compete not only in Victoria, but also on a worldwide basis.
As I indicated earlier, Victoria has one of the best climatic and land areas in this country,
and probably the world, for the production of high quality timber. The Victorian Sawmillers
Association report of October 1986 stated that the industry still has real concern about the
availability of timber to that industry. The report states:
The timber industry strategy released in August shows that only 48 per cent of areas containing high quality
eucalypt ash forests best suited to kiln drying and machining remains available. These forests of alpine and
mountain ash and shining gum available for sustainable timber production have been reduced to 229 000 ha out
of 478000 ha.

This is of concern to the industry and I am sure it has made that view known to the
Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands, because it is important if the Government
is talking about a value added component in the industry that it has to consider the
availability of resources. If only 48 per cent of the area is available, the industry is in a
position where it cannot develop fully and consequently sustain employment in that are~
or, indeed, maintain a viable timber industry.
One of the things that the Government has put great stress and importance on in its
timber industry strategy has been the value added component in the industry. The Victorian
Sawmillers Association has inquired whether the Government will make available for
timber production large areas of the alpine area of Victoria and the east Gippsland area,
particularly bearing in mind the current recommendations of the Land Conservation
Council for east Gippsland.
Obviously, the recommendations of the Land Conservation Council will have great
impact on the timber industry. The east Gippsland draft recommended that the area"
available to the sawmilling industry would be reduced and that the ash type forests
available for harvesting would be reduced to only 17 per cent.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-Seventeen per cent of what?
The Hon. N. B. REID-Seventeen per cent of the available ash in east Gippsland. The
estimate from the Land Conservation Council and its draft recommendations have been
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raised as an important issue by the sawmilling and timber industries. Without access to
that resource in east Gippsland, the industry cannot remain viable and job losses will
result.
One of the documents issued by the Minister and the Department of Conservation,
Forests and Lands is called, Victoria Timber Industry Strategy-Some Questions and
Answers. It was issued in a neat little booklet with a photograph of the Minister on the
front page.
The Hon. C. J. Kennedy-Is it a good one?
The Hon. N. B. REID-Itis quite a nice photograph. I direct the attention of the House
to question No. 15 which asks:
What is the expected employment impact of the timber industry strategy?

The answer is:
The introduction of sustained yield management of native forests will decrease the volume of sawlogs available.
On a Statcwidc basis it is calculated that by 1996 there will be a 14 per cent reduction in the volume of hardwood
sawlogs available. This will have the effect of reducing overall employment opportunities in the production of
hardwood.

That is in the Government's document.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-What about the whole strategy?
The Hon. N. B. REID-The Minister should be patient. The document indicates that
there will be job losses. The documents goes on to ask:
What about alternative job opportunities in east Gippsland?

The Government has recognised that substantial job loss will occur in east Gippsland and
the document addresses some of the ways in which alternative job opportunities can be
provided. The document states:
The timber industry strategy provides for the establishment ofthe community based East Gippsland Regional
Employment and Economic Development Committee.

That is commendable. However, the document goes on to state:
The committee will examine opportunities to generate additional employment in other sectors of the east
Gippsland economy including tourism and the further processing of timber.

The Government places much importance on employment opportunities that can be
generated through tourism. One factor which the Government must address is the manner
in which the jobs will be created. People already employed in the timber industry are not
able to move directly into the tourism field. They are trained timber workers and foresters
and other people working in the many subsidiary jobs associated with the timber industry.
It is all very well for the Government to state that jobs will be created in tourism, but a
forester or a timber worker cannot be taken from the timber industry and be placed in a
job in the tourism field without some training or some plan. The Government is trying to
create an aura that it will fix employment problems, but it is not really addreSSIng the
problem.
One of the reasons the towns and municipalities of east Gippsland formed the Timber
T owns Association was to try to address the issue of job losses. Unless the Government
allows access to the vast timber resources that Victoria has and makes available sufficient
resources in east Gippsland for the timber industry to remain viable, jobs in that industry
will be lost.
In the list of alternative job opportunities, the further processing of timber is mentioned.
In another glossy publication issued by the Department of Conservation, Forests and
Lands entitled, Victoria's Forests New Directions/or the Timber Industry- - The Hon. J. E. Kirner-It is a good document!
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The Hon. N. B. REID-It contains some attractive photographs and, once again, the
Minister's photograph appears in it. In that document, the Government places much
importance on the value adding utilisation system which it proposes to introduce. It will
be done on a trial basis and will enable the Government to handle the sale of residual
wood as a by-product of sawlog harvesting.
The Government's expertise in handling enterprises is pretty lousy, to put it mildly.
The Government is not good at handling anything! In fact, when it comes to an enterprise
where the Government will embark into the sale of round wood, it has no skill in that
field. I would have thought it would have been better handled by the industry rather than
the Government trying to intervene in that area.
I shall give an example of what the Government is saying about potential markets for
the by-products of sawlog harvesting. It has indicated that potential markets for that
material include charcoal production, pulpwood and garden mulch. A big market exists
for pulpwood, and the Government is not even making available the full amount of
residue that could be put into pulpwood.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-Do you think it should?
The Hon. N. B. REID-The scope is there, I believe it could. A market exists for
charcoal and garden mulch, but how big is that market? The Government must address
that question. There would be enough garden mulch to cover the whole of Australia!
Surely the Government could use additional products in the pulpwood area.
The Government has indicated that it will be a sawlog integrated harvesting industry. I
agree with that, but the Government must ensure that, when the ultimate decision is taken
to cut down a magnificent tree and cut it into a sawlog, all of the residue is used.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-That is fine; it is talking about what is left on the forest floor.
The Hon. N. B. REID-It is important that it is used to its maximum efficiency so the
best result is achieved. Having made the decision to take a tree out of the forest, why not
use it to its maximum and ensure that it is put to the best possible use? Members of the
Opposition would not argue with the Government's strategy which emphasised that it
would be predicated on sawlog-based integrated harvesting, because that is the only way
to go.

It is important to note that the Government has indicated that it will not be a purely
woodchipping operation. However, I question the Government's economics and whether
it will be able to utilise sufficient by-products and whether it has included in its plan
sufficient residue to be used for pulpwood. I do not know whether the Government has
fully investigated whether Australia could produce a pulpwood facility capable of handling
all the residue.
We get back to a consideration of paper products and ofimported products in the timber
and timber-related areas. Perhaps we should be doing more in that area and thus creating
employment opportunities.
The article from which I am quoting was issued by the Victorian Sawmillers Association,
which has taken a balanced approach: That industry accepts the need for balanced solutions
to the competing demands of our native forests, and there are competing demands. The
Government has recognised part of those competing demands but is still not providing
sufficient access to some of the resources in Victoria. The sawmillers say that they do not
seek unlimited access to the forest areas. They accept the strict proscriptions imposed on
harvesting by the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands.
Many people in the conservation and forests areas have been some of our best
conservationists. I have met, talked with and been associated with them over many years.
They perform a remarkable job in Victoria's forest areas. Many of them have a
conservation-minded approach to the whole area. Gone are the days when loggers moved
in and cut down everything in sight, and that is to the benefit of Victoria.
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I want to speak about the east Gippsland area again because jt is mentioned throughout
the document issued by the Minister's department. The document says that the timber
industry makes a significant contribution to Victoria's income. It accounts for
approximately 8 per cent of the State's manufacturing industry, employing 6500 at the
primary stage and 21 000 in further processing. I should have thought that that was a
conservative estimate when one bears in mind the building and construction industry and
its offshoots. It is one of our major industries with so many subsidiary elements that I
should have thought the figure would be higher than 27 500.
The Hon. G. R. Crawford-Are you saying that the building and construction industry
is an offshoot of the timber industry?
The Hon. N. B. REID-It is an adjunct to it.
The Hon. G. R. Crawford-It is the other way around.
The Hon. N. B. REID-Without a viable timber industry, the construction industry
would be forced to import even more timber. Already we import approximately 40 per
cent of our timber requirements. That is the very point I was making earlier in the debate.
Ifwe are to have a viable timber industry, timber millers must have access to a resource.
I know that some of Mr Crawford's other colleagues-especially Mr Landeryou-were
active in obtaining access to the resource for some of the timber industry people in
Victoria, and I commend them for that. I know that Mr Landeryou played an active role
in persuading the unions to put up a case prior to the Nunawading by-election. I am sure
that had an impact on the Labor Party, as it did on a number of other areas.
It is important that the Government has not gone far enough in making resources
available to the industry. It should rethink the availability of resource and ensure that the
timber milling industry is a vital concern. Without it, we will end up by importing more
and more product into this State to ensure that the industry remains viable.
The Victorian Sawmillers Association has made strenuous representations to me and to
the Minister about the availability of the resource. The Government has satisfied some of
the requirements of the industry. One thing it did was to introduce fifteen-year licences to
allow and promote investment in value adding processing. I commend the Government
for that. The industry has accepted that, realising that it has an assurance of a longer-term
investment. Those In the industry also believe they will receive assistance from the
Department of Industry, Technology and and Resources and that the formation of the
Timber Industry Council will encourage development of value adding processes and
products and lead to preference for millers who are prepared to develop value adding
processing. All of those matters are important.
If we are to make this strategy work, further attention needs to be given to ensuring
adequate supplies of timber that are suitable for value adding, and the Government must
prevent withdrawal of timber supplies in the east Gippsland, alpine and central highlands
areas. The reasons why those resources must be made available have been spelt out clearly:
particularly, because of the long-term employment opportunities that need to be created
In Gippsland. I do not believe the Government has given full consideration to that matter
and I do not think its strategy, especially for employment opportunities, is anywhere near
feasible or adequate to deal with the impact it will have on the Gippsland area.
For those reasons the Opposition supports the very reasonable motion moved by Mr
Evans . He has raised the concern of many people, not only of people in the industry but
also of people who depend on that resource for employment, a resource that affects the
viability of the entire economy of Victoria.
The Hon. ROSEMARY VARTY (Nunawading Province)-I ask the Minister to examine
more closely the ramifications of the decrease in total employment, especially in the east
Gippsland region. It is clearly stated that the massive reduction in the cut there will have
an impact on employment, especially in that area.
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It is important to realise what the Government is saying and to look behind its words.
It is talking about net reductions without considering the components and the ramifications

of those reductions.
In the strategy the Minister talks about benefit for the industry as a whole and says that
the Government's timber industry strategy will be to assist workers who are dependent on
the industry when their current employment is affected by changes in timber supply and
in technology.
That sounds fine. It is really a very good thing to say, and it is hoped it will be able to be
carried out.
Further on, when talking about east Gippsland, the Victoria Timber Industry Strategy
states:
Employment opportunities in the sawmilling industry in the East Gippsland Management Area will decrease
in future, adding to the current high unemployment rate of 13 percent.

The employment losses through the introduction of sustainable yield and extension of National Parks are
based on current labour productivity rates.

It then goes on to say that the value adding system does have the potential to increase
employment opportunities, but it places a great deal of restriction and does not give access
to very valuable resources that do have the potential for real value adding.

Some of the high quality timbers and woods will not be accessible if extensions to
national parks go ahead in some of those areas where the quality timbers exist. It is quite
clear that if there were adequate planning there could be some mitigation of that impact.
As my colleague, Mr Reid, has said, the Minister has spoken about the increase in
tourism. Again that sounds fine, but the real effect of the absolute reduction injobs will be
that those people currently employed in the timber industry, because of their lack of skills
and because of the need to retrain them, will have to move away from the area for that to
occur.
That means that other people involved in tourism will come into the area. That is fine,
but the reality is that those people who are currently employed in the timber industry will
no longer have ready access to jobs. There will be massive destruction to their communities
and their families, and massive destruction to their children and their children's education.
That means that, largely, those small timber towns will die; because, if those families
move out, there will also be a loss of a number of the amenities that exist in those small
towns, such as a nursing service.
A submission that the National Council of Women of Victoria made to the review of
bush nursing services spelt out very clearly that that would be the case. The submission
started by saying:
The workers in these areas are usually engaged in hazardous occupations, viz., offorestry, sawmilling, logging,
farming and fishing. The availability of early emergency care can often mean the difference between life or death.

The council also went on to point oui that a large proportion of the residents in those areas
are low-income earners. They are low-income earners because of their lack of skills, and
we are now talking about moving them into what is basically a medium income area.
However, honourable members have not heard of anything being spelt out about the
sort of assistance that will be provided and the sorts of transitional arrangements that will
be made. They have not heard about the provision for retraining that will be made for
those people.
It is very important to recognise that, although there appears to be a relatively small
number of absolute numbers ofjobs lost, the reality is that the changeover in the component
of the people in those areas will be very disruptive.
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I should like briefly to refer to the phase-down period that is talked about in getting the
sustainable yield. The National Institute of Economic and Industry Research goes into
some detail about the impact of that. At page 101, its report states:
If the need to move to sustainable resource utilisation levels is accepted, the employment impact of the move
will depend strongly on the phase-down strategy adopted.

It was shown that, the shorter the phase-down period, the larger the initial employment losses. Social and
economic disruptions will be greatest under the most rapid phase-downs. The longer phase-down periods mean:

less job loss during the phase-down, with less social and economic disruption.

That is a very important point of which honourable members really need to take account.
We should consider the massive social disruption that will occur and be caused to the
whole fabric of the society in that valuable area.
I should like to elaborate on a couple of points made by my colleague, Mr Reid. He
spoke about-and I touched on the subject earlier-the quality timbers that will be locked
up. My remarks relate to the Land Conservation Council's recommendations and that
council's wish to further extend areas that will be locked up.
The draft report of the council suggested that we should be reducing further the east
Gippsland areas of ash forests, which would reduce the availability in that area to only 17
per cent of the resource.
That is a massive reduction in the high quality mixed eucalypt species that could be
available for well-developed value added schemes and the possible introduction of other
areas of employment into. completely new industries.
If those products or timbers are not available, the potential for that to occur will not
exist. Therefore, it is vital that a high level supply of quality ash timbers be maintained,
so that that downstream development can occur.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-Hear, hear!
The Hon. ROSEMARY V ARTY -Of course, the Land Conservation Council
recommends that there should be quite large extensions to parks. That would remove a
very valuable resource and restrict the development and production of those resources.
As a result, there would be a reduction not only in employment but also in the potential
for expanding employment and increasing the economic viability of those areas and, in
the long run, the improvement of the services provided to those communities.
I am referring to the better level of human services, whether it be in nursing care or
teaching, schools and education. There is a need for an improvement in a whole range of
areas that we in the metropolitan area have come to accept as just being there, without
any question. However, many of those areas do p.ot have those services. The potential
exists to give those communities a standard ofliving that those who live in the metropolitan
area consider to be normal, but which have not been available to those communities.
Therefore, I urge the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands carefully to examine
the means by which that is achieved, and to be sure that resources are not unduly locked
up. I support my colleague, Mr Evans, in moving his motion on the basis of the impact
that the timber industry strategy will have.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-At the
outset, I thank the Opposition and my colleagues on this side of the House for their
contributions to the debate. I believe there has been far more agreement than there has
been dissension. There are certainly agreed directions for the timber industry, which I
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believe augurs well for its future, but there are also some points of disagreement that I
should like to address.
I thank Mr Pullen for his contribution, not only to the development of the Victoria
Timber Industry Strategy and the long hours he put in with me on that report but also for
the overview that he put to this place in an excellent contribution. His central point on
Mr Evans's speech was well made. Although Mr Evans's speech picked out certain issues
in the timber industry strategy, it was basically a response to pressures rather than a
welding together of the integral parts ofa strategy for the timber industry.
In contrast, Mr Van Buren and Mr McArthur made important contributions on the
need for a balanced approach to the timber industry strategy and they also played a
valuable liaison role with the union. Contrary to what Mr Reid suggested, the Government
does not have to respond to pressures from the unions, it does regard them as an integral
part of our decision-making process.
Mr Barry Murphy made his inimitable contribution on the importance of east Gippsland.
He is an extremely hard working member and brings the interests of the ordinary people
to the attention of myself as Minister and this House.
The contribution of Mr Evans is appreciated in terms of his statement about agreed
directions. I must say I have some difficulty understanding his local press releases. When
I was in Benalla recently I discovered that, according to Mr Evans, the timber industry
strategy was actually a reaction to the mad left wing elements of my party-as he described
it, of course.
The Hon. N. B. Reid-He must have been misquoted.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-He must have been. That really undermined the excellent
tone of his contribution and I thought that maybe the journalist got his press release
wrong.
An Honourable Member-It must be the wrong Mr Evans.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-Indeed. That is what one could call inter-House loyalty! I
like that statement, I hope it is on the record.
I appreciated Mr Reid's contribution and his statement about support for the agreed
general directions, especially the value adding emphasis in our strategy.
I thank Mrs Varty for her thoughtful contribution-both Mrs Varty and Mr Reid made
a comment-on the importance of the availability of the quality ash supply if there is to
be a successful value adding industry and her comments on the particular requirements of
not just the industry in east Gippsland but also the community.
Too often in these debates we concentrate on the industry and not the impact on the
community. The comments of Mrs Varty and Mr Reid on questions of transition of
workers from jobs in the timber industry to jobs in other areas are well taken and I shall
come back to that point later.
The strategy has four main directions: economic security and viability for the industry;
environmental protection; the best use of wood which, although it is a renewable resource,
must not be wasted; and public participation in the management of a public resource.
The Hon. N. B. Reid-It is also a private resource.
The Hon J. E. KIRNER-Yes, it is a private resource but it is basically a public resource
and the Government is required to involve the public in the planning and development of
that resource including a code of forest practice.
The timber industry strategy is part of the Government's economic strategy. It is part
of the emerging conservation strategy and it is also part of our social-justice strategy. It is
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the first time that any Government in Australia has tried to put together an economically
viable timber industry strategy within an environmentally acceptable framework.
That seems to be the point that the Opposition has not come to grips with in this debate.
It is easy to argue for more and more resources and to argue for more and more parks.

However, to balance those two issues-and they are only part of the overall issue-is
really the difficult task which our Government has addressed.
It is amazing that Victoria has not had a timber industry strategy to date. That is not to
say it has not had strategies on particular issues but it has not had a strategy that has
balanced out all the issues to which I have just referred.

Victoria has never had written into legislation a policy of cutting according only to
sustainable yield, that is, cutting to ensure that these forests and the timber industry are
there for perpetuity.
Some sawmillers in the Otway Ranges realised the importance of this and in agreement
with the previous Forests Commission reduced to sustainable yield. I commend the
Midway company and the other millers in that area for their action. It means that the
industry in the Otway Ranges is well managed.
The Opposition has spoken at length about the decline in employment in east Gippsland.
That is true; there will be a decline in timber industry employment in east Gippsland
because of the essential reduction in sustainable yield which is a policy accepted acrossthe-board by unions, industry and Government.
The Hon. N. B. Reid-And conservationists.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-Yes, and conservationists. The point is that if the sustainable
yield had not been reduced-and it is a painful process-in east Gippsland, there would
be no timber industry by the year 2000. It has taken the courage of this Government to
say that that is what must be done. It will require the cooperation of the Government and
the Opposition to keep the east Gippsland timber industry going in a way that meets the
needs of the community and to reorganise the economic base of east Gippsland so that
that community is viable.
I have great hopes for the future of east Gippsland communities. That area could be the
major base for tourism and education on scientific activities around the forests as well as
remaining an important base for the timber industry.
The other major contribution of the strategy to the economic security of the industry is
the resource allocation and the access to that allocation, in particular, the decision of the
Government to move from annual licences to five or fifteen-year licences. That is absolutely
crucial to investment, to proper planning and to the viability of a value adding industry.
When I first became Minister, I could not believe that timber licences were allocated on
a one to three-year basis-mostly one year. That was very much a product of the uncertainty
in the industry and the uncertainty of the Government on the balance that should be
achieved between preservation of our forests in parks and the development of the industry.
I pause to compliment the previous Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands, the
Honourable Rod Mackenzie, for taking the initiative of setting up the Ferguson inquiry.
He copped the flak of the Errinundra Plateau battle; and he knew that the way through
was clearly to have an effective policy on forests and a balance between environmental
and economic protection.
The Ferguson inquiry set the basis for that. It will be recorded as one of the achievements
of the former Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands because it provided a firm
base for the timber industry strategy.
I remain concerned that the opposition parties did not try to achieve a balance between
production and protection in their contributions. Indeed, I am still waiting for the
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opposition parties to make clear their policies on, firstly, the protection of rainforests and,
secondly, the mature forest parks in east Gippsland. I suppose I will have to wait a long
time but I am sure it will be an interesting debate some time next year or the year after or
the year after that.
If the Opposition ever wants to get into government, which is not something I would
encourage, it will have to realize that, like this Government, it will have to face up to the
hard issues and make the hard decisions.
One of the really hard issues is how much of that mature forest-for which some people
use the unfortunate term "virgin" to describe-the Opposition is prepared to protect for
Australia's national heritage and its future. It is a tough issue and it has not been addressed
yet by any of the speakers from the opposite side. The Government strategy attempts to
balance production and protection. The Opposition ignores the challenge.
There has been a prompt and positive response from all sections of the industry, the
unions and many members of the community on the attempt by the Government to find
not only a balance but also to set new directions within that balance.
I am pleased with the response, so far, of the timber industry to the strategy. Recently I
opened a new $2 million plant at Swifts Creek that the Ezard family has established. A
number of other guests and myselfwere told quite clearly that the Ezard family would not
have been investing that kind of money in an export industry-export veneers-unless,
firstly, the Government had committed itself to the provision of the value added resource
and, secondly, the long-term licences, because one does not invest $2 million unless one
can be sure of a good return over the long term.
Similarly, I have received proposals from other people in the industry, such as Richard
Neville-Smith, which acknowledge the importance of the Government value adding
strategy. On Friday I visited Benalla in the company ofMr Evans and opened extensions
to the Gunnersens plant, which included a $500000 finger jointing machine. I
complimented the Gunnersens on their integrated operations but, more importantly, their
proposal of offering cadetships to young people in schools to train in the industry and to
develop an ability to take the industry into the future. I should like to see more of the
industry following suit.
In summary, I should like to refer to the agreed directions that all honourable memberswho have participated in the debate-endorsed this evening and last Wednesday. The first
agreed direction is the traditional direction of the timber industry in Victoria, that is as a
sawlog-driven industry. The timber industry strategy clearly spells out that a sawlogdriven industry is the future of the industry in Victoria and takes careful steps to make
sure that it remains that way.
I was a little concerned at the Opposition quickly moving from the sawlog-driven
industry to a debate on why the Government had not released the whole resource that is
available for pulpwood. I make no apology for the Government moving carefully on the
pulpwood issue.
The Government strategy of having a 300 000 cubic metre, three year, trial is appropriate.
The Hon. N. B. Reid-That is about one-third of the available resource in east Gippsland?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-Yes. I make no apology for that strategy. The experience in
Tasmania and in New South Wales in the early days-not so much in the past few yearsindicates that when one introduces pulpwood operations one should have strict
environmental controls.
Recently I visited Tasmania to examine forest practices. I was appalled at the devastation
caused by soil erosion and compaction and the impact that that practice had on poor
forest regeneration.

400

COUNCIL

7 October 1986

Timber Industry Strategy

The Government must ensure that there is no temptation given that would lead to the
development of a lucrative pulpwood trail. One does not want the same situation to
develop in Victoria as developed in Tasmania where one would see two piles of logs: one
for sawlogs and one for pulpwood. Both would consist of huge, mature logs and it would
be almost impossible to differentiate between the two. To prevent sawlogs being wasted as
pulpwood, the value adding utilisation scheme process must be accurately implemented
and installed before the Government can become confident about any kind of major
pulpwood operation.
I agree with the contributions made by both Mr Reid and Mr Evans that it will not be
easy getting the value adding utilisation system established. It is an important challenge
and one for which the Government has the strategies worked out, and now, thanks to the
Budget, the money to implement.
The whole basis of the timber industry strategy is sawlog driven, high value adding and
long-term employment possibilities.
Many of the environmentalists' questions on the timber industry strategy are based on
the question of how one will ensure one controls our forest operations. I was interested
that the contribution that the Opposition made, by and large, did not address any of the
questions that the environmentalists asked on the control of pulpwood; the code of forest
practice, the definition of "rainforests" and the buffer zones around them.
Mr Evans did address one issue which he put in the form of a disagreement with the
Government's decision not to clear any native forest after July 1987 to plant pines.
It is a pity that the National Party questioned that decision because Mr Evans knows as
well as I do that it is important not only to maintain the native forests but also to increase
them. For a Government which balances economic and environmental issues, there is no
future in clearing native,forests for a cash pine crop.
It is important that the Government maintain and increase the hardwood forests. It is
possible to increase the softwood forests without undermining the hardwood forests both
in terms of production and Australia's national heritage.
Mr Reid asked why the Government was not allowing the sawmills to run the residual
roundwood operation. Again, I point to the experience of other States. I believe it is crucial
that the handling of residual roundwood remains in Government hands not as a private
resource. Private concessions gain a life of their own and are not a good way to ensure
environmental controls.
We have made it clear that the decision about introducing the value adding utilisation
system in central and east Gippsland management areas is an issue for public participation.
Therefore, we will have an environmental effects statement conducted before the value
adding utilisation scheme is implemented. If it is implemented we make no apology for
giving preference and encouragement to local processors who will use residual roundwood
onshore.
I have talked about the Ezard, the Gunnersens and the Richard Neville-Smith approaches
on the issue of value adding. It is interesting that I have with me a proposal for 100 000
cubic metres of residual roundwood to be used in the charcoal industry.
The Hon. D. M. Evans-Is that in Mansfield?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-No, that is another one.
The Hon. N. B. Reid-What percentage of the market would that be?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-I am actually talking about the residual roundwood that the
Government may allow to be released; it is one-third of that. I do not believe it is beyond
the bounds of possibility for development of another pulpwood industry onshore in
Australia. I thought there will probably be only one; whether Victoria gets that is a
question of economics and State action.
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The Government has not resiled from the issue of forest residue but it is sa.t'ing and
saying clearly that that has to be worked through carefully. That is exactly what the
Government is doing. It is asking all groups to participate in regular monitoring of the use
of that 300 000 cubic metres of residual roundwood.
The Hon. D. M. Evans-By interjection you said you did not have enough resource for
Australian Newsprint Mills in Albury and that is why we put forward the proposition that
there is a requirement to grow additional pines.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-Mr Evans's failure to balance the issues of protection and
economic development would lead to the same kind of forest industry planning that was
experienced on the Errinundra Plateau. Mr Evans might want to sort that out but I do not.
I and my Government want a cooperative strategy, not a confrontational exercise.
I am pleased to share with the Opposition its strong commitment in the strategy to
reforestation. Both this Government and previous Governments have been committed to
regeneration of forests and the idea of cutting down a tree and growing another one.
The Hon. D. M. Evans-Grow two!
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-But there has never really been sufficient commitment to
finance reforestation. The strategy makes a good beginning on that. The Commonwealth
Government should also come to the party. It made a major contribution to softwood
forestation and it is time it moved to make a major contribution to hardwood forestation.
I have had a number of discussions with the Federal Minister for Primary Industry, John
Kerin, and the Federal Minister for Industry, Technology and Commerce, John Button,
about this matter.
The Hon. N. B. Reid-Are you suggesting taxation incentives?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-That is very much part of it. Mr Grimwade also feels strongly
about that issue.
Reforestation can be both public and private. Both of the opposition parties will be
pleased to welcome the Government's decision to encourage, in a real sense, both private
forestry and agroforestry. Funds will be committed to both areas. Tomorrow I shall open
the National Urban Forestry Conference at Ringwood and shall try to work through the
issue, not just by having pilot projects but also by really getting on with the job of urban
and private forestry as part of the whole timber industry strategy and as part of agricultural
recovery.
As members of the Opposition know, previously there was a farm loans scheme but it
did not concentrate on carefully developed farm forestry. I look forward to implementation
of the strategy recommendations in that area.
Earlier I mentioned some of the important issues on environmental protection in the
strategy. I refer to the importance of the recommendations in the strategy on a legislated
code of forest practice. The former Forests Commission, which is now the Division of
State Forests and Lands Service in my department, has always had fairly strict prescriptions
on foresty. They have worked well but they need to be improved and enforced. We need a
legislated code of forest practise to ensure that forest operators are accountable in a way
that the public can really influence in terms of standards and respect for multiple use.
When the conservation, forests and lands Bill passes through the House during the next
few weeks, the power to have codes of practice for forests, soil conservation or fisheries
will be enacted and the community will be able to participate.
The other issues that are important in the strategy refer to forest management.
Honourable members have spoken a lot about the provision of more land to increase the
resource but only Mr Evans raised the question of silvicultural practices. Our ability to
improve the rate of growth of forests that have been designated for timber use is just as
important-and perhaps more important in the long term-as the debate honourable
members have about the areas that should be used for forests.
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Mr Evans concentrated his argument on the lack of availability of the softwood resource.
There were only two points to his economic argument: one was the Government's failure
to use all the forest residue; and the second was the lack of availability of softwood
resources.
The Hon. D. M. Evaos-I was talking about resource altogether. In fairness, I think I
dealt with the need for a softwood resource industry.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-Mr Evans concentrated on softwood resource. His view that
the Government is locking up hardwood in national parks is well known.
However, his argument about softwood resource was not well stated in that it is not an
issue about simply planting more and more land with softwood; it is an issue about
whether there is sufficient plantation for the development of an industry that is moving
toward import replacement and export. The timber industry is the first time there has
been preferred planning of land for softwood industry development.
For the first time a Government, in government, has actually said what will need to be
planted to meet industry targets. That is a far better way of operating. Certainly the
farming community in the north-east of Victoria would agree it isa far better way to
operate than the National Party's view of planting more and more trees.
The Hon. D. M. Evans-By interjection you said that we did not have enough resource
to meet Australia's needs and I pointed out we had the funds to grow it. That was your
interjection in my speech.
The Hoo. J. E. KIRNER-I look forward to the contribution by Mr Evans on the
broader issue of soft wood plantations when we discuss the Bowater-Scott agreement
because that is a good example of how the Government is committed to providing, within
an environmental framework, sufficient resources to a company that wishes to be
internationally competitive.
The Hoo. R. I. Koowles-Are you going to do that for an companies?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-I am not sure that all companies want to be internationally
competitive.
The Hoo. R. I. Knowles-If all companies wanted the same sort of agreement that you
have given to Bowater-Scott would you entertain that?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-I find the interjection of Mr Knowles as representative of
the Opposition in the area of conservation, forests and lands in the Upper House quite
interesting because when I became Minister and, indeed, previously when the Honourable
Rod Mackenzie was Minister, we had great difficulty in coming to grips with the BowaterScott agreement because the previous Premier, Mr Hamer, had made an agreement with
the company which had no clear dimensions on it at all.
The Hoo. R. I. Koowles-That is not right and you know it!
The Hoo. J. E. KIRNER-In fact, it was such an open-ended agreement that we could
have given the total softwood resource to Bowater-Scott.
Honourable members interjecting.
The Hoo. J. E. KIRNER-That is right, there was no clear agreement. It was that broad
statement by the previous Premier, who, in effect, said "You will have a resource that will
enable you to be an internationally competitive industry". I have the letter and I shall
refer to it during the Bowater-Scott debate. It illustrates that there was absolutely no
planning at all for the matching of that resource with the needs of the industry, and Mr
Knowles has the audacity to come in and say, "Would you provide that to any other
company?"
The Hon. R. I. Koowles interjected.

Timber Industry Strategy

7 October 1986

COUNCIL

403

The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-The previous Government could not even pr,)vide an
agreement and work it out for one company, let alone all companies.
The Hon. R. I. Knowles-You have done it for one company; are you going to do it for
the rest?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-The implementation of the timber industry strategy is the
final crucial part of this debate. The implementation of the strategy will reflect the
development of the industry. We will be setting up a timber industry council which will
have on it representatives from all groups. Its key term of reference will be the setting up
of the value adding side of the industry. The chairperson of that council will be Chris
Northover who is the Federal Secretary of the Pulp and Paper Workers Federation of
Australia.
The other key part of the implementation will be setting up the value adding task force.
That task force will be comprised of representatives of the Department of Management
and Budget, my own department and the Department of Industry, Technology and
Resources.
A major role of that task force will be to complement the discussions that we have had
here this evening about the supply of the resource with encouraging demand for using our
precious resource to the best end use, that is, as a value added product. None of this can
be done without adequate funding.
I am, therefore, delighted that the Government has seen fit to provide $5·7 million for
the implementation of this important strategy. Some of the highlights of that particular
allocation of funds include $4·8 million in this financial year for the establishment of
plantations and for staff to manage those plantations.
It would be fair to admit that over the past couple ofyears-Mrs Varty certainly knows
this-there have not always been the people to manage the resource properly. One cannot
manage the resource properly without adequate staffing and so I am pleased that we have
funds to establish the plantations and manage them to meet the target.

Another area that Mr Evans mentioned was the concern about the failure of the
Government, both ours and the previous Government, to provide sufficient funds for
adequate road construction to allow proper extraction of timber and, again, more than $3
million is provided in the Budget for this financial year.
The other issue raised by Mr Evans, and this is important, is that of proper community
education and proper training of people to be part of the development of the industry. I
make two final comments: one is there is a great need for a proper commercial accounting
system, so that we can ensure we get proper revenue from the resource, and to ensure that
sawmillers and people in the industry are charged a fair amount in royalties. That system
is being developed at present and will be in place by July 1987.
The Hon. Rosemary Varty-Is that program budgeting or cost-centre budgeting?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-Both. The final comment I make is on east Gippsland. Every
speaker has commented on the importance of east Gippsland. In many ways it is a
microcosm of all the issues we have touched on in the debate-the preservation in
national parks; the issue about the need for the high quality of resources; the focus for the
value adding utilisation system and also it is about jobs and technology, the future
direction of jobs and the impact on the community.
The Government is again the first ever to bother to take into account in our decisions
the views of the actual workers and their families on the future of the industry. We
employed a former member of the Australian Timber Workers Union and a young woman
to interview the families on their education levels, on their housing needs, on what they
saw as the future for their chlldren and the future for the industry and the community. As
Mrs Varty said, it was a fairly grim picture and not the kind of picture that we who live in
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Melbourne really appreciate, in the sense of the lack of services and the lack of expectation
of people for adequate services.
The Hon. R. I. Knowles-East Gippsland is what we are talking about.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-East Gippsland is a particular issue; it is a different
community.
The Hon. R. I. Knowles-It is also true of many other rural communities.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-It is true of isolated timber communities in east Gippsland
because of the importance of the timber industry to their economic base; over 45 per cent
of the jobs are based in the timber industry and it is also based on their isolation.
It took the country education projects to begin to provide those resources to those
people so that they have an expectation of what they are entitled to, and that is a problem
that we must all face.
It is not a matter for the Government or a matter for the Opposition to score points
about. It is an issue for all of us. That is the reason for setting up the east Gippsland
employment task force and to have it based in east Gippsland, not here, and chaired by
Cr Brenda Murray whose talent and commitment to the east Gippsland community we
all understand and appreciate. The membership of that task force will be drawn from all
the various facets of the community who can develop a proper employment strategy for
east Gippsland, ranging from tourism, to the timber industry to education and
manufacturing. I hope to be able to announce the membership of that committee next
week.
I am pleased that we have the resources of more than $100 000 from the three
departments involved to make that east Gippsland employment strategy work.
The Hon. N. B. Reid-It will want to be better than your rural policy for employment!
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-Finally, let me address the question of balance between the
parks issue and the timber extraction issue in Gippsland.
I look forward to the Land Conservation Council's recommendations on parks. I remind
the House that the Government has stated quite clearly that it is committed to the creation
of substantial parks in the Rodger River and Errinundra Plateau areas of east Gippsland.
The greatest disappointment of today's debate is that the Opposition has made no such
comment.
In conclusion, I thank honourable members for their contributions to the debate. Despite
the mild criticism that is framed in the wordin~ of the motion, yet to be passed, I believe
it is the responsibility of all of us to use the timber industry strategy to ensure that the
timber industry remains an important part of manufacturing industry in Victoria and that
our forests are protected for future generations.
The Hon. R. S. de FEGELY (Ballarat Province)-IThe Hon. J. H. Kennan-Don't speak!
The Hon. R. S. de FEGELY-Ifthe Attorney-General will allow me, I move:
That the debate be now adjourned.

The motion for the adjournment of the debate was agreed to, and it was ordered that
the debate be adjourned until the next day of meeting.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I wish to make a personal explanation.
I apologise to you, Mr President, and the House, particularly Mr de Fegely, who is a gentle
person, if I can use non-sexist language, as I am profoundly embarrassed that I had the
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audacity to interrupt him in the mistaken belief that he was about to contribute to the
debate, rather than moving the adjournment of the debate. I apologise to you, Mr President,
and Mr de Fegely. I am profoundly regretful at what I did.

ADJOURNMENT
South Melbourne Community Chest-Ballarat hospice group-Sale of railways homeIrabina autistic centre-WorkCare payments-Aborigines Advancement League-Bus
registration fees-Report on saleyards-Proposed Halls Gap Aboriginal cultural
centre-Proposed Werribee toxicological laboratory-Destruction of vermin and noxious
weeds-Nude bathing on Sandringham beach-Station Pier development at Port
Melbourne-Reports on Inverloch foreshore-Prince Henry's Hospital site
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-I raise a matter for the attention
of the Attorney-General in his capacity as protector of charities in Victoria. The office of
the Attorney-General has peculiar responsibilities in relation to charities, and the matter I
raise has been raised with him in a limited form before. It concerns the operation of the
South Melbourne Community Chest.
The Hon. J. H. Kennan-Is this the one Reg Macey talked about?
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-He gave you some information about it.
The Hon. J. H. Kennan-Is this filling it out?
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-It is a slightly different issue. The community chest
operates from a building provided at a peppercorn rental by the City of South Melbourne
in premises the rental for which would be worth thousands of dollars a year. The City of
South Melbourne makes a substantial contribution to the operation of the chest in this
way.
The community chest ostensibly operates with a view to distributing all of its receipts
to various charities. However, in recent years a larger proportion of funds collected are
spent in administration, so much so that the amount now available for distribution to the
community chest is as low as 40 per cent.
I invite the Attorney-General to consider the issues that were raised with him by Mr
Macey and to examine the position occupied by the community chest to ensure that it is
conducted in the interests of the community. There is no suggestion of anything improper
in the operation of the chest, but there is a real suggestion that the chest operates inefficiently
and, consequently, does not return to the South Melbourne community what it should
expect from the substantial effort put into it by many volunteers.
The Hon. R.1. KNOWLES (Ballarat Province)-The matter I raise for the attention of
the Minister for Health relates to to the application for funding by the Ballarat hospice
group which is seeking to establish a hospice service in the Ballarat region. Given that the
Budget has allowed for increased funding for palliative care measures, I inquire of the
Minister whether he is in a position to announce that the Ballarat group will receive
funding.
It is of significant importance to the group, which has been in operation for some time
and has arranged to utilise all existing services. It has been involved in raising funds to
meet its share of contributions, but is stifled from proceeding further until it has an
undertaking from the Government that the service will receive funding.
Is the Minister for Health yet in a position to advise the committee arranging that
service whether it will receive funding in this financial year?
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The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT (North Western Province)-I raise for the attention of the
Minister for Transport-I understand that the Attorney-General is his representative in
this House-a matter concerning a constituent of mine, Mrs Marion Lawson, who resides
in a railway house in a small town called Torrita, near U nderbool, on the Ouyen to
Murrayville line. Mr Lawson is deceased, and prior to his passing away he worked with
the Victorian Railways, and later V/Line, for 38 years.
Approximately ten years ago, Mr and Mrs Lawson were able to purchase the railway
house in which they were residing and in which Mrs Lawson is now living on her own.
Mrs Lawson would like to sell the property so that she can move into a larger centre.
However, she now finds from correspondence with V/Line that it will be at least five years
before a surveyor can survey the land so that she can buy the land and sell it as a package.
One problem she has on paper is that when V/Line took over from the Victorian Railways
many of the titles and records were either burned or lost.
I put the plight of Mrs Lawson to the Attorney-General in the hope that he will convey
the situation to his colleague.
The Hon. ROSEMARY VARTY (Nunawading Province)-The Minister for
Community Services may remember that she visited the Irabina autistic centre earlier in
the year and discussed the role of the centre at a meeting. It was indicated that a policy
was being prepared in relation to autism. Will the Minister please advise when that policy
will be released or whether she can provide some background to it?
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-I direct a matter to the attention of
the Minister for Health, as representative of the Treasurer in this place. I refer him to the
September 1986 issue of the Insurance Council of Australi~ Ltd bulletin. In an article
entitled "WorkCare: the incentive to work disappears", it is pointed out that because
compensation payments are related, in part, to the number of dependants an injured
worker may have, it is possible for compensation payments to exceed the wages of the
worker.
.
The Hon~ D. R. White-If you have seventeen children!
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-I shall give the Minister the precise example quoted. The
article pcints out that employee A receives a wage, following the 2·3 per cent national
wage increase, of $285.30, with a dependent wife and child, whereas employee B who is
injured receives a minimum WorkCare payment of $211 and with two dependants his
total compensation is $289.
The article points out that the WorkCare payment increases by $19 for each additional
dependant over and above that amount. The author of the article points out that because
the compensation payments are adjusted on the basis of average weekly earnings as
distinct from the consumer price index, which may be reduced in part by arbitration, the
gap between awards and compensation may be expected to expand progressively.
Of course, that provides an incentive for the injured worker to remain on compensation
rather than return to work, which is contrary to the entire philosophy of WorkCare. It
would appear to be a simple matter to place a ceiling on the compensation so that
compensation could not exceed the relative award and the worker on compensation would
then not be rewarded better than his or her fellow workers still on the job.
I request the Minister to raise the matter with the Treasurer and to seek a remedy to the
case that I have described which, clearly, is anomalous.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-I direct a matter to the attention of
the Attorney-General, who is the Minister responsible for Aboriginal affairs. He will be
aware of the unfortunate dispute at the Aborigines Advancement League as a result of
which one group claiming to have control has excluded another group, which also claims
to be the legitimate controlling group, from the operation of the league's premises. Those
excluded include officers who are paid by the Crown.
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In the case of the executive director, who was paid with funds provided by the
Commonwealth Government, the Commonwealth Minister, Mr Holding, has agreed to
pay her salary pending resolution of this dispute, if that can be achieved at the annual
meeting later this month. There are some employees who are·paid from funds administered
by the State and they are now unable to enter the premises. They have no jobs and no
income.
I ask whether the Attorney-General is prepared to adopt the same attitude to those
employees as the Federal Minister has to the employee paid directly by the Commonwealth.
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-I raise for the attention of the AttorneyGeneral, who is the representative in this place of the Minister for Transport, a matter
which was brought to my attention by the KangarooAat Bus Lines Pty Ltd relating to
registration charges for country buses as opposed to registration fees for buses operating
in the Melbourne area. It was raised with the Minister for Transport in a letter of 11
September, yet Kangaroo Aat Bus Lines Pty Ltd still has not received an answer.
The fees for coaches licensed to operate in the Melbourne area are $1.50 per power unit
for buses less then 3000 kilograms and $1.75 per power unit for buses 3000 kilograms or
more, whereas in country Victoria the licence fees are $2.35 per power unit for buses less
than 3000 kilograms and $3.10 for buses more than 3000 kilograms.
The net result is that registration of a coach licensed in Melbourne costs $439.25,
whereas for a coach registered in a country area it costs $1091.85, more than twice as
much for the country operator-the same bus operating in the Melbourne area is registered
for less than half the registration cost of a country bus.
The Hon. J. H. Kennan-What about in Eaglehawk?
The Hon. N. B. REID-It would apply in Eaglehawk, also. This particular line is
Kangaroo Flat Bus Lines Pty Ltd. I request the Attorney-General to take up the matter
with the Minister for Transport to investigate this anomaly and to determine methods of
reimbursing country bus operators the excessive amounts of overpayment that they have
made over several years.
The Hon. J. H. Kennan-You might be optimistic.
The Hon. N. B. REID-I might be optimistic, as I am dealing with the AttorneyGeneral's Government, but it is not an unreasonable request when bus operators 10
country Victoria have paid more than twice as much as their city counterparts for
registration of exactly the same buses.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-The matter I raise for the attention
of the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs concerns a report that has been prepared
by a saleyards working party. This report has caused a great deal of concern in country
areas because of its recommendation to centralise selling facilities.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-Regionalise.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-The Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs may call it
what he likes-regionalised centralisation, if he likes to take on the best of both worlds;
and that is what he has done. The report aims to centralise selling centres in regional
centres.
The issue has caused a great deal of consternation among the communities and
municipalities which over a period have developed excellent stock selling centres-for
example, Nhill and Warracknabeal. Many centres have excellent selling facilities that
should be allowed to continue. They have a very low maintenance component. Many
have been improved to a high level of efficiency where maintenance is kept to a minimum.
I should like to know from the Minister whether either he or his Government has made
a"ny decision on the report. I should like to know, firstly, what is the timetable for the
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completion of comment on the report and, secondly, the limits set down by either the
Minister or the Government for responses to be made to the report.
In view of the large amount of opposition and concern, I should hope once responses to
the report have been finalised the Minister will consult very fully with the industry and
the opposition parties before making decisions that will affect this industry. The National
Party is strongly supportive of the selling centres in the many country towns and
communities where they exist.
I hope the Minister's response will reflect the interest that the Government also may
have in them.
The Hon. R. S. de FEGELY (Ballarat Province)-I was very pleased that the Minister
for Conservation, Forests and Lands visited Halls Gap last Friday for discussions
concerning the proposed site at Halls Gap for an Aboriginal cultural centre. The Minister
had discussions with Aboriginal advisers who are looking after Aboriginal interests in that
area. Since then, I have heard many stories that have emanated from Halls Gap.
I understand that the Aboriginal advisers are not happy with the site that has been
selected, that they are not altogether happy with the proposals that have been put forward
for the proposed cultural centre and that they wish to press on with a larger commercial
operation or a recreational centre, as I believe they are calling it.
I understand also that there may be some problems with the site and that geotechnological
surveys have been carried out to test the suitability of the soil for a reasonably-sized
building.
If the site proves unacceptable I ask the Minister to inform the House whether
consideration will be given to alternative sites for either the tourist centre or the cultural
centre at Halls Gap and whether concessions will be offered to the Aboriginal advisory
body on its wish to expand the ori~inal design of the building to allow for a kiosk and an
area in which to sell Aboriginal artIfacts.

The Hon. ROBERT LAWSON (Higinbotham Province)-I direct to the attention of
the Minister for Health a very vivid leaflet that was sent to me by one of my constituents
concerning the proposed international drug and chemical safety centre or toxicological
laboratory to be built at Werribee. The leaflet claims that a number of animal experiments
will be conducted there.
The Hon. D. R. White-It is not a health matter.
The Hon. J. H. Kennan-You should ask the appropriate Minister.
The Hon. Robert LA WSON-I direct the Question to the Minister responsible for the
proposed toxicological unit.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-Ask the Question and we will work it out!
The Hon. Robert LAWSON-The first paragraph of the leaflet states:
Many thousands of unanaesthetised, fully-conscious rabbits will have their eyes destroyed if the proposed
toxicology laboratory is built. Not only rabbits but many thousands of other animals will die hideous, prolonged
deaths here.

I ask the Leader of the House: is that true? If it is not true, would he care to make a
statement on the matter?
The Hon. D. M. EVANS (North Eastern Province)-I refer to the Minister for
Conservation, Forests and Lands the matter of the so-called "entry work" on properties
for the destruction of vermin and noxious weeds by officers of the Department of
Conservation, Forests and Lands. I shall briefly explain to the House, and for the benefit
of the Minister, what that entry work entails. In the case of a landowner who does not
effectively deal with noxious weeds or vermin on his, her or their property, the department
has the power to enter that property, carry out the remedial or destruction work and then
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bill the landowner for the cost. The landowner also has the opportunity, on occasions, to
engage the department to do that work, as I understand it, on some form of contract basis.
This is a valuable service to the rural community and is of great assistance in the control
of vermin and noxious weeds where, perhaps, that control would not otherwise be exercised
for one reason or another.
However, there is now, and continues to be, a major restriction on that work being
carried out because, although the department has the manpower and the equipment,
because of cost constraints within the department, as I understand it, the work is not being
done because money is not available for the purchase of chemicals and materials to carry
out the work.
The recovery of costs is paid direct to consolidated revenue and is, therefore, lost to the
department. Because of this budgetary idiosyncrasy, valuable noxious weed destruction
work is not carried out. It is becoming more important that this control work be performed
by the department because of the increase in the number of weekend farmers, hobby
farmers and people who, for good reason, do not understand how to control weeds and, in
many cases, do not even recognise what are weeds. In some cases, they think rabbits are
beautiful creatures that do no harm.
I ask the Minister whether she can take up with her hard-headed Treasury colleague,
and his omnipresent Department of Management and Budget, the possibility that instead
of the money recovered as a result of fees for services rendered by the department going
direct to consolidated revenue, some entrepreneurial capacity be encouraged in the
Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands by allowing that cost recovery to flow
directly to departmental coffers.
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD (Higinbotham Province)-The matter I direct to the
Leader of the House, representing the Premier in this place, concerns the City of
Sandringham. The council was advised on 12 September this year that the Government is
considering the prescription of additional areas under the Nudity (Prescribed Areas) Act
1983 for the forthcoming summer season and Red Bluff, Sandringham, was one of the
three beaches in Port Phillip Bay being considered for such prescription.
The Minister for Local Government asked Mr Graham Holmes, the director-general of
the department, to have formal consultation with the council. That was held on 29
September but I understand from council that Mr Holmes appeared to be in an intransigent
mood concerning a prescription in that area.
Consequently, the council has totally opposed this project as, indeed, I believe the
community in Sandringham likewise opposes it.
I should point out that the Minister for Planning and Environment, under his authority,
during the last eight weeks has released a coastal management plan for Sandringham.
There was to be community consultation for the purposes of deciding the subsequent
implementation of that plan. In section 4, it states that Red Bluff has been recommended
for nude bathi~g.
The community has been and is responding to the requirements of the Minister for
Planning and Environment, but precipitately, the Minister for Local Government has not
consulted the community in Sandringham but has almost come to the conclusion that
nude bathing will be permitted in Sandringham.
This is abhorrent to both me and the community. It is a very important matter and I
request that the Minister convey to the Premier the desires of the Sandringham City
Council to seek a deputation to the Premier on this matter because of the intransigence of
the Minister for Local Government.
I request that the Premier have with him the Minister for Police and Emergency Services
because numerous occurrences of perversion have occurred in this area and this causes
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increased difficulties for the police in thoroughly policing that area for the safety of the
citizens.
Therefore, I formally ask the Leader of the House to arrange with the Premier, as a
matter of urgency, a deputation from the City of Sandringham to be held jointly with the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services and the Minister for Local Government to try
to reduce the problem confronting the community that does not desire the proposal to go
ahead.
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash Province)-I direct a matter to the Minister for
Planning and Environment, wearing one of his other hats when representing the Minister
for Transport. In view of the Minister's short concentration span and difficulty in taking
anything seriously for any great length of time, I bring him first to the matter concerning
the Station Pier development at Port Melbourne, a development which concerns real
human beings who are actually suffering right now as a result of the actions of people who
profess to be looking after these citizens.
Before I come to some other matters that I raised last year with the then Minister, I
mention the plight of a number of residents of Swallow Street, who have expressed their
concern to me about the impact on them of the scheme. No doubt, the Minister for
Planning and Environment has read this mornings's front page article in the Age on the
battle for Swallow Street.
The Hon. J. H. Kennan-It is full of lies!
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST-That remark by the Minister for Planning and Environment
ought to go on the record because it means that the Minister has fully apprised himself of
the circumstances affecting some of my constituents who have come to me because they
want assistance. They know they will get it from me but they will not get it from the
Minister for Public Works, who is the Labor Party member for Albert Park.
The PRESIDENT-Order! I ask that the honourable member come to the crux of the
matter.
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST-The threat is that the Ministry of Transport, under one of
its guises as the Port of Melbourne Authority, may compulsorily acquire property in
Swallow Street despite all assurances given to the contrary in the past.
The person referred to in the article, having bought a weatherboard house-overbidding representatives from the Ministries of transport and planning and environent who
could have purchased the property if it were needed for public purposes-paid $83 000
only last month for the property, which is now to be renovated. Of course, it is a big
decision to renovate if one is in fear of compulsory acquisition.
He pointed out in that letter that he had a wife and a four-day-old son and was anxious
to move into their new home. He liked the position it occupied by the bay and the village
atmosphere of Port Melbourne. He stated that the land was zoned Residential HC" and
that he had the certificate from the Ministry for Planning and Environment saying that it
was an investigation/designation area under the Development Areas Act.
He stated also that he had twice been assured by Mr Rankin, spokesperson for the Port
of Melbourne Authority prior to purchasing the property in September, that compulsory
acquisition was not beIng considered and that the residents of Swallow Street were not
included in the development brief.
He also relied on a letter sent last year from the Ministry of Transport dated 10 May
1985 to each of the residents of Swallow Street.
The Hon. J. H. Kennan-Ramble on!
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST-I hope the Minister for Planning and Environment will
recognise the enormous moral obligation imposed by the Government on those people

Adjournment

7 October 1986

COUNCIL

411

and how far the Government has encouraged private individuals with limited means to
commit themselves to borrowing large amounts of money that they can only afford if the
Government honours its undertaking. The letter stated:
This letter is to assure you as a resident householder in Swallow Street, which is within the proposed development
area, that your interests will be fully protected, and that there is no intention that the Swallow Street properties
will be compulsorily acquired by the Government.

That is the nub of the assurance letter, and further assurances were given. I want the
Minister to reassure the residents of Swallow Street, who have been given these previous
assurances, that they are still good and valid.
I wish to raise the matter particularly in the context of statements reported in today's
Age that there is a difference between the Ministry of Transport and the Ministry for

Planning and Environment.
The PRESIDENT-Order! Mr Guest appears to be embarking on another issue.
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST-Mr President, if I can have the Minister's assurance on
that, it will do a lot of good for my constituents.
The Hon. H. R. WARD (South Eastern Province)-I raise a matter for the attention of
the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands relating to rumours that have been
sweeping the district of Inverloch. The rumour is that two reports have been commissioned
by the Government involving sweeping changes to the foreshore of Inverloch.
The first detailed report prepared by Monash University and the second believed to
have been issued to the Shire of Woorayl appear to be in conflict. Both reports were
commissioned by the State Government and suggestions have been made to remove the
Inverloch bowling club, angling club, yacht club and several toilet blocks and barbecue
facilities from the foreshore, to demolish the bridge over the creek and replace it with a
bicycle and running track.
Many other issues involved in the report have led to a number of citizens referring to
the report as crazy, ridiculous and stupid. I am concerned that people involved in sporting
facilities on the foreshore will have 25 years of capital assets removed and somebody will
have to pay for them to be placed on another site.
I wish to discover from the Minister why the reports-the Monash University report
which was leaked to the press and the report in the hands of the shire secretary and council
of Woo ray I-appear to be in conflict; whether the documents are related in any way; is the
document with the council the same as the Monash University report with some
amendments; and what steps the Minister will take to overcome the confusion and uproar
occurring at Inverloch and the worry of a number of citizens, particularly those involved
in having to consider their future and the future of sites currently occupied by sporting
facilities.
The Hon. REG MACEY (Monash Province)-I raise a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Health. A few weeks ago, following a number of favourable and correct
decisions made by the Government about issues affecting municipalities in the electorate
that I represent, namely, the local government amalgamation issue and the West Gate
Freeway duplication, which the Government decided not to continue with, I mentioned
in a jocular fashion to the Minister that I would have some difficulty finding something to
raise on the motion for the adjournment of the sitting when he finally made the correct
decision to allow Prince Henry's Hospital to remain on its present site.
The Minister gave an undertaking that he would make an effort for me. Some 10
minutes later the Minister issued a press release that the hospital site would be sold and
that Prince Henry's Hospital would be relocated.
Tonight, firstly, I wish to inform the Minister that I shall no longer make jocular
remarks about such serious matters, and, secondly, I ask him to comment on a strong
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rumour circulating in the hospital that the site has been sold and that contracts have been
signed.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-Mr Dunn
asked about the saleyards working party report which is open for public comment until
the end of October. I have made no announcement for the timetable of the Government
response.
The report was _prepared by two officers from the Department of Agriculture and Rural
Affairs and two officers from the Ministry for Planning and Environment. Mr Dunn asked
me whether I would consult with the National and Liberal parties. I usually do, but my
record of success is better when I do not. In this instance I would be happy to talk to Mr
Dunn and Mr Knowles about the saleyards.
The report does not recommend closure of any saleyard. It indicates that the best advice
the preparers of the report could obtain was that the method for selling livestock at
saleyards will probably continue for the majority of sales over the next fifteen years.
Victoria has been slower to take up sale by description or computer sales than other
States because livestock is sold in smaller lots, saleyards are closer and there has been a
strong tradition of using them. It is true that the Government believes saleyards will be
the method of selling livestock for some ten or fifteen years, and perhaps beyond.
Nevertheless, there is some need to rationalise if, and only if, Government moneys are
to be made available. The report simply suggests-it is not Government policy-that if
Government support is necessary for the upgrading, or increasing the size, of saleyards it
should concentrate on some twenty named proposed regional yards.
No decisons have been made, but I am happy to talk to Mr Dunn and others about the
response the Government received from that report. I would be suprised if it were not
well into next year before any finality occurs.
Mr Lawson asked about Draize tests and I shall tantalise him by saying that I will make
a major public announcement on that tomorrow morning at a press conference.
Mr Connard asked me to pass on his request to the Premier and I am happy to do so.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-Mr Knowles raised a matter about the
Ballarat hospice care. Some moneys have been provided for palliative care in the 1986-87
Budget. I shall check the details with my department tomorrow about how that impacts
on the Ballarat hospice arrangements and I shall inform the honourable member tomorrow,
if possible.
Mr Hallam raised a matter concerning the Insurance Council of Australia Ltd bulletin
on WorkCare and referred to an article which outlined that there is an incentive for people
not to return to work. I shall direct that matter to the attention of the Treasurer and shall
ask him to provide a response.
Mr Macey asked me whether the Prince Henry's Hospital site has been sold. It has not
been sold. The Government is considering selling the site but that will not occur for some
time. Planning arrangements are currently being made about the provision of services for
Furlong Road, Sunshine, the Western General Hospital and at Clayton, and details of
those arrangements will be made known from time to time.
I am pleased with the degree of cooperation that is occurring among all hospitals with
the recent Cabinet decision and I look forward to further progress being made towards an
amalgamation of Prince Henry's Hospital, the Queen Victoria Medical Centre and the
Moorabbin Hospital.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attomey-General)-Mr Chamberlain referred to fundraising
by the South Melbourne Community Chest following on matters previously raised relating
to a similar matter by Mr Macey. As it has been raised a second time, I suppose I had
better look into it.
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Mr Wright raised a matter for the Minister for Transport and I shall be happy to pass
on that matter.
Mr Hunt raised a matter concerning the Aborigines Advancement League and I thank
him for doing so. I have today put in train discussions with my officers with a view to their
contacting officers of the other Government department, Community Services Victoria,
in relation to the payment of those three employees. I have spoken to them today about
the matter. It is a difficult and sensitive matter and I appreciate the manner in which Mr
Hunt has raised it. I assure him I have already put in train those inquiries and I shall
advise him of the outcome in due course.
Mr Guest raised a matter with respect to Swallow Street. The report on the front page of
the Age indicating differences between my Ministry and the Ministry of Transport in
relation to the bayside development is nonsense. There are no differences as reported by
the Age. With respect to Swallow Street, those matters and the interests of the residents
will be fully taken into account. I am advised by the Minister for Agriculture and Rural
Affairs that Swallow Street, in any event, is not in the province represented by Mr Guest.
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province )-On a point of clarification, I raised a
transport issue with the Attorney-General and I think he may have replied to Mr Wright.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I beg the pardon ofMr Reid because I
had overlooked that matter. Mr Reid was kind enough to pass on to me correspondence
from the Kangaroo Flat Bus Lines Pty Ltd to further elucidate the matter he raised. It will
certainly assist me in pursuing the Mmister for Transport about the matter.
The Hon C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-I am grateful to Mrs Varty
for having raised the Question of the autism policy. I can certainly not fail to remember
the afternoon we spent at Irabina, which I though, was educative, so far as I was concerned,
and informative, and gave me some insight into the work that was being done by people
at the centre and the expectations of parents who have children at the centre.
I was also sent a letter on Thursday last week-or perhaps yesterday-from Irabina,
and I take it there is some anxiety about a draft autism policy that is circulating. I stress
that that is a draft policy and that, so far as I am concerned, it has no status. The final
policy on autism-the one that is for community consultation--has not reached my desk.
I believe a note dealing with it will be on my desk tomorrow morning, and I guess that
is the time when I shall return to Mrs Varty with more precision and detail as to when the
policy will be completed. I assure Mrs Varty, and ask her to relay the assurances to Irabina,
that any policy will take into account the views, feelings and expectations of the people
who work at the centre, the families of the children and the support groups. I shall return
to her as soon as I have a rough completion time for that policy.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-In response
to the question asked by Mr Evans about entry work and the financial basis of entry work
done through the Land Protection Service of the department, I agree that it is important
work. Exactly the same question that he raised with me was raised by Mr Plowman, one
of the Governor in Council alternate members on the Land Protection Council.
In response to both Mr Plowman and Mr Evans, I am happy to consider the concept. It
does have to be further developed. Currently it is in the realm of perhaps a good idea. It
needs further work and, if it is appropriate, I will take it up with the Treasurer.
Mr de Fegely asked a Question about the outcome of my visit to Halls Gap which I was
pleased to visit on Friday, 3 October. During that visit I met with both the Aboriginal
community and the shire council. The purpose of that meeting was to find out for myself
what the views of the two groups were on the proposed Grampians cultural centre. My
general intention was indicated in the House on 17 September, in response to a question
by Mr de Fegely, and my general response has not changed from my visit. However, in
response to his specific questions, I did put three options to the Aboriginal community.
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The first was to go ahead with the current plan for the construction of the cultural
interpretive centre as originally proposed on the Grampians National Park site which I
believe is a delightful site and will, if properly developed, complement the role of other
organisations at Halls Gap.
I told the Aboriginal community that the site could take some improvements in terms
of an improved artefact sales area and possibly a limited refreshment area, but I did not
believe it would provide us with a totally commercially viable exercise, which is what the
Aboriginal community announced it wants.
I made it clear at the meetin~ that this was not a restriction I was placing on the
Aboriginal community; it was a VIew about proper management of national parks, whether
for the Aboriginal community or the white community.
The second option I described was a split development with the existing plan on the
national park site and perhaps the further development of a conference facility, restaurant
and accommodation on another site which would be negotiated with the community, my
department and, I think, the Shire of Stawell.
The third proposal was that if they really wanted to go ahead with an entirely new
development based on a viable proposition, that is a new ball game and it would have to
be renegotiated with me as the Minister responsible for national parks, the Minister for
Industry, Technology and Resources representing tourism matters, and the Minister
representing Aboriginal affairs.
I have asked the Aboriginal community to come back to me on the proposal in the next
couple of weeks. I have also made it perfectly clear that whatever happens the national
park information centre will go ahead as planned on that site.
My department has prepared a report on the suitability of the site for construction
together with the private consultants' geotechnical report, to which Mr de Fegely referred,
and they say that the site is suitable for development of the original concept.
I have clearly put all those points to the shire council. I have two other points to make.
Firstly, I believe there has been a progression in the thoughts of the Aboriginal community
about what they believe are projects which effectively underwrite Aboriginal selfdetermination. This project started off some two years ago. There has been a change in the
Aboriginal community's view and I am not about imposing some project developed two
years ago on the Aboriginal community. Therefore, I am open to negotiation. On the other
hand, I am not about Imposing on the community of Halls Gap a proposal that does not
meet either their community requirements or the appropriate land use for the area.
I appreciate Mr de Fegely's cooperation and that of other honourable members on this
issue. It is a difficult issue. It is one that I do not want to see blow up or create tensions in
the town. I appreciate the work Mr de Fegely has done. I look forward to his continued
cooperation on this matter and hope that the information channels can be kept open.
Mr Ward raised an issue about the zoning of the Shire of Woo rayI over several reports
they have obtained on the coastline at Inverloch. My department is responsible for the
production of management plans for coastal land outside Port Phillip Bay. The reports to
which Mr Ward referred are not final reports. One report is part of a management plan
being developed for the coastal area oflnverloch, an important part of Victoria's coastline.
Part of the process is to prepare a draft management plan and to release that to the
community for public comment.
I assure Mr Ward that I have not seen a copy of the report, but I will look at it. However,
more importantly, there already exists a proper process before a final plan is determined
which requires that local government in the area, particularly the Shire of Woo rayI, is in
agreement with this plan.
The motion was agreed to.
The House adjourned at 10.12 p. m.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

OPTIONAL EARLY RETIREMENT
(Question No. 89)

The HOD. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province) asked the Minister for Health, for the

Treasurer:
(a) On what date did the Superannuation Schemes Amendment Act 1985 come into operation enabling
optional early retirement from age 55 for public sector employees?
(b) How many applications for early retirement have been received to date, specifying the category (teacher,
police etc) into which each falls?
(c) What is the total estimated cost to each fund of such applications, specifying that portion attributable to
lump sum and that attributable to future pension?

The HOD. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-The answer supplied by the Treasurer

is:
(a) The sections of the Superannuation Schemes Amendment Act 1985 enabling opional early retirement
from age 55 for public sector employees came into operation on I January 1986.
(b) The number of applications received is not a true indicator of the extent to which optional early retirements
are occurring as contributors may apply but not actually retire.

The numbers of actual retirements at ages before 60 in the six months to 30 June 1986 were:
Public servants
Education
Transport
Police
Local government employees
Hospital employees
Other

114
235
51
24
37
29
67
557

(c) The alIocations attributable to lump sums associated with the retirements were:

State Superannuation Fund
State Employees Retirement Benefits Fund
Local Authorities Superannuation Fund
Hospitals Superannuation Fund

$
48964000
528000
1486000
862000
51 840000

The total estimated present value offuture pensions associated with these retirements are:
State Superannuation Fund
State Employees Retirement Benefits Fund
Local Authorities Superannuation Fund
Hospitals Superannuation Fund

49800 000
620000
1920000
650000
52990000

It should be emphasised that these are not addditional costs. The 557 persons would have become entitled to
larger lump sums and larger pensions had they continued in the work force. By bringing forward the payment of
pensions and allowing increased percentages of pension to be converted to lump sums the Government's long
term superannuation liability has not been increased.
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HEALTH COSTS
(Question No. 109)

The Hon. G. P. CONNARD (Higinbotham Province) asked the Minister for Health:
(a) What was the cost per patient per day in each public hospital for the year ended 1 July 1985?
(b) What is the current cost per patient per treatment in the outpatients department of each public hospital?

(c) What is the current cost per patient attending each ofthe community health centres?

The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-The answer is:
(a) The cost per patient per day in each

public hospital is:

treatment in the outpatient
department of each public hospital
is:
Inpatient
Cost per day

Hospital

Region 1
Apollo Bay
Beea~

Birregurra
Camperdown
Casterton
Colac
Coleraine
Geelong
Grace McKellar
Hamilton Base
Heywood
Koroit
Lome
Macarthur
Mortlake
Penhurst
Port Fairy
Portland
Terang
Timboon
Warrnambool Base
Willaura
Winchelsea
Region 2
Ararat
Ballarat
Clunes
Creswick
Daylesford
Dimboola
Donald
Edenhope
Jeparit
Kaniva
Lismore
Minyip
Murtoa
Nhill
Queen Elizabeth
Ripon Peace
Rupanyup

(b) The current cost per patient per

/984-85

Outpatient
Current cost per day

$

$

192.92
122.29
162.21
198.83
154.48
224.52
178.30
232.30
119.32
244.31
132.46
129.83
190.29
165.98
194.80
212.91
113.17
242.44
124.99
143.35
220.22
194.88
198.55
266.04
231.80
113.87
108.30
190.80
136.05
243.68
141.16
144.57
286.56
301.81
177.03
149.00
142.05
133.61
154.08
156.37

40.32
53.44
176.20
79.31
43.03

32.10
37.04
26.19
35.70
82.17

27.96
39.05

33.54
37.04
106.69

46.84
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Hospital

Skipton
Stawell
Warracknabeal
Wimmera Base
Region 3
Bendigo Base
Bendigo Home
Boort
Castlemaine
Cohuna
Dunolly
Echuca
Elmore
Heathcote
Inglewood
Kerang
Kyneton
Maldon
Manangatang
Maryborough
Mildura Base
Ouyen
Redcliffs
Robinvale
Rochester
St Arnaud
Swan Hill
Wycheproof
Region 4
Alexandra
Benalla
Bright
Cobram
Corryong
Eildon
Goulburn Valley
Kilmore
Kyabram
Mansfield
Myrtleford
Nathalia
Numurkah
Ovens
Ovens and Murray
Rutherglen
Seymour
Tallangatta
Tatura
Tawonga
Wangaratta
Waranga
Wodonga
Yarrawonga
Yea
Region 5
Central Gippsland
East Gippsland
Gippsland Base
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Inpatient
Cost per day
1984-85

$
265.53
197.11
186.56
254.14
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Outpatient
Current cost per day

$
18.42
0.55
49.59

255.19
124.21
128.21
224.14
173.59
139.50
251.69
118.73
137.01
117.45
191.42
198.00
101.60
125.73
222.37
297.25
189.95
219.02
147.85
139.74
220.24
242.70
210.58

62.59

166.58
198.45
168.99
164.79
228.55
195.80
288.71
169.41
230.80
220.84
197.28
219.21
192.59
118.95
177.68
146.00
148.05
124.87
110.42
243.68
233.75
139.00
234.80
198.66
154.43

28.08
21.19
52.42
10.64
35.61

238.44
245.71
185.05

32.06
35.04
45.54
31.37
26.27
38.79
11.13
31.46
13.14
45.19
47.52
38.91

61.14
28.52

31.61
23.17
20.09
43.57
18.53

18.38

•

7.54'
8.60
28.31

22.88
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Inpatient
Cost per day
Hospital

Korumburra
Latrobe Valley
Maffra
Morwell
Omeo
Orbost
Shelly Memorial
South Gippsland
West Gippsland
Woorayl
Yarram
Region 6
Altona
Bacchus Marsh
Cancer Institute
Essendon
Greenvale
Mount Royal
Royal Children's
Royal Dental
Royal Melbourne
Royal Women's
Sunshine
Werribee
Western General
Williamstown
Region 7
AfterCare
Austin
Box Hill
Burwood
Caritas Christi
Fairfield
Manvantara
Maroondah
Mercy
PANCH
Royal Talbot
Royal Victorian Eye and Ear
St George's
St Vincent's
William Angliss
Region 8
Alfred
Bethlehem
Brighton
Caul field
Dandenong
Frankston
Ham~n

Kings n
Moorabbin
Mordialloc-Cheltenham
Mt Eliza
Prince Henry's
Queen Victoria

1984-85
$
221.68
265.62
148.90
206.78
162.46
153.18
177.18
174.61
203.60
188.01
133.58
227.36
187.36
384.43
282.80
109.55
143.70
452.93
216.54
353.11
321.13
191.21
165.26
271.35
254.65

Outpatient
Current cost per day
$
66.79
39.68
11.14

36.43
29.45
48.50
9.07

33.93
399.94

110.52
56.56
94.13
75.15
48.74
68.77
29.79

155.24
354.53
290.04
265.87
105.74
387.11
151.56
231.87
297.78
258.39
182.01
378.77
245.75
305.66
225.00

32.17
81.41
47.10

344.19
188.56
227.00
185.53
265.51
277.87
157.71
113.90
236.57
202.49
138.53
392.97
322.49

114.23

31.98
35.41
57.85
45.58
32.08
61.47
20.81
82.36
42.98

53.44
42.21
54.10
357.41
37.18
22.91
92.10
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Royal Southern Memorial
Sandringham
Southern Peninsula
Springvale
Western port
Wonthaggi
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Inpatient
Cost per day
1984-85

$
294.82
226.71
185.20
194.70
200.32
225.00
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Outpatient
Current cost per day

$
38.42
36.04
28.85
39.72

* Where no figures are provided outpatient service is not available.
(c) Figures relating to current cost per patient are not available for community health centres. Community
health centres provide a range of services and programs to both groups and individuals in the community and
therefore a cost per patient per day figure is not appropriate.

LAND TAX ASSESSMENTS
(Question No. 142)

The Hon. G. P. CONNARD (Higinbotham Province) asked the Minister for Health, for
the Treasurer:
(a) How many properties in the City of Mordialloc were assessed for land tax for each of the years ended 31
December 1981 to 1985, respectively, indicating the amount collected in each year?

(b) How many properties in the City of Moorabbin were assessed for land tax for each of the years ended 31
December 1981 to 1985, respectively indicating the amount collected in each year?

The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-The answer supplied by the Treasurer
is:
The information requested is not currently available in the form requested and it would take substantial
computer resources to collate. If the information does become available I will provide it to the honourable
member.
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Wednesday, 8 October 1986
The PRESIDENT (the Hon. R. A. Mackenzie) took the chair at 11.2 a.m. and read the
prayer.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

THEFT OF PUBLIC FUNDS
The Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (East Yarra Province)-I refer the Minister for Health to
my question of 16 September about the way in which the Minister's industrial relations
adviser, Mr Mike Clarke, demanded that the Royal Southern Memorial Hospital drop its
case against an employee who is a member of the Hospital Employees Federation and
who has been charged with the theft of public funds. Why did the Minister allow Mr
Clarke to take such improper action, which was deliberately designed to pervert the course
of justice?
.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-The advice that I have is that a female
employee of the hospital has been charged with a number of counts of theft. The charges
are set for hearing in the Prahran Magistrates Court on 11 November. The police officer
in charge of the investigation has advised that nobody has approached him asking that the
charges be dropped. The matter is one for the police to continue to deal with, and they will
have the full cooperation of the management and staff of the Royal Southern Memorial
Hospital and the staff of Health Department Victoria.

MEAT INSPECTION SERVICE
The Hon. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-The Minister for Agriculture and
Rural Affairs will be aware of the move by the export inspection service of the Federal
Department of Primary Industry towards the introduction of a fee for service in abattoirs
throughout Australia that are under its control.
Is the Minister aware that the calculated inspection costs would then be based on a per
inspector basis and not on a per head of stock basis, as at present? Is he aware that this
will increase domestic inspection costs in some small abattoirs by 80 per cent? Is it a fact
that the Victorian works would be faced with the same devastating proposal if the meat
inspection service were handed over from the State to the Commonwealth as is proposed
by this Government?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I am conscious
of the export inspection service, the Commonwealth service for meat inspection, intending
to move towards fee for service. In fact, if we are are forced to maintain a State inspection
service, we will be moving in exactly the same way in Victoria, towards a fee for service.
I am not aware of the 80 per cent figure that Mr Dunn brings forward but, whether the
inspection service in Victoria be Commonwealth or State-based, it will be based on a per
inspection basis rather than the throughput oflivestock.
I want to put it this way to Mr Dunn, if I may-as I have put it to Mr Dunn privately
often enough: the offer of the Commonwealth export inspection service to take over the
State service is an offer which holds true to the fact that it will recover only 50 per cent of
the costs of meat inspection.
In this State we have endeavoured to collect something like 75 per cent. It has not been
possible in recent times; it is now around 66 per cent.
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However, if we are forced to keep a meat inspection service in this State, if that occursas I have made clear to country abattoirs, abattoir people and the parties in oppositionwe will be moving towards a 100 per cent recovery of costs, and it will be on the same
basis as the Commonwealth export inspection service: it will be on a per inspector, fee for
service basis.

WASTE DISPOSAL
The Hon. JOAN COXSEDGE (Melbourne West Province)-I ask the Minister for
Planning and Environment: who will pay for cleaning up the problem of the waste oil
contaminated with toxic polychlorinated biphenyls now stored at Laverton, and what will
be done about those whose actions led to the problem?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Minister for Planning and Environment)-I thank Mrs
Cox sedge for her question. I am advised by the Environment Protection Authority that
late last year Lucas Industries Australia Ltd sought to dispose of ten large electrical
transformers containing PCB coolant. As the House would be aware, this coolant, when
burnt, gives rise to substances which are highly carcinogenic.
Instead of responsibly disposing of the material-and instead of spending $100 000 or
so, which would have been required for it to responsibly dispose of the material-Lucas
Industries Australia Ltd sold the transformers for a nominal sum to an equipment dealer,
Gleason Cranes (Vic.) Pty Ltd, which intended to recover their scrap value.
The Environment Protection Authority served a notice on Gleasons requiring proper
disposal of the PCBs. Despite this notice, it appears that Gleasons arranged for a small
llsed oil dealer to remove the PCB oil, some of which was later mixed with ordinary used
oil and sold as boiler fuel. The mixture was returned after problems were experienced by
the user company.
Since tracking down the contaminated oil, the authority has impounded it and where
the contaminated tanks are being held they represent no immediate danger to health or
the environment.
I understand that the total disposal and clean-up of this highly dangerous material is
estimated to cost $300000, but may, in fact, cost much more.
The State, of course, through the Environment Protection Authority, will exercise the
responsibilities to protect the welfare of the people, whatever the cost.
Whatever the cost, the authority will be seeking full payment of these costs from those
firms whose actions and irresponsible behaviour have led to this difficulty.
If necessary, the Government will consider legal action and, in addition, the authority
will consider its powers under the provisions of the Environment Protection Act to ensure
that, if offences have been committed, prosecutions will follow.

ARMY DEPOT LAND
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province )-Can the Minister for Conservation, Forests
and Lands advise the House whether the Government has acquired the Army depot in
Batman A venue as replacement parkland for the parkland which is now occupied by the
National Tennis Centre and, ifit has not done so, why not?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-My
department has been negotiating with the Commonwealth Government on an agreed site
to replace the land that will no longer be available to it. Those negotiations are proceeding
satisfactorily but they are not yet completed.
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WOMEN'S PRISON AT MALDON
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT (North Western Province)-I direct a question to the
Attorney-General concerning the proposed women's low-security prison at Maldon. Is the
Minister aware that there is some degree of opposition to the prison in the town, can he
inform the House of the procedures he intends to take with respect to the proposal, and is
he aware ofa report that is circulating that the City of Castlemai ne would be happy to take
the gaol if Maldon declined?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I thank Mr Wright for his question.
The House will be aware that it is the policy of the Government to remove all women
prisoners from "B'~ annexe at Pentridge Prison which is a place with an unhappy history
in the past few years and, following a Government decision earlier this year to allocate
funds to establish a low-security women's prison in the country to hold approximately 25
prisoners, the Government considered a number of sites.
The Shire of Maldon wrote to me seeking the location of this prison at Maldon and,
following the request, the Government investigated a site there and arran~ed for a number
of councillors and other interested parties to inspect Fairlea Female Pnson, which they
did. Subsequently, the Shire of Maldon, by a vote of six to three, decided it was against
the prison. The three councillors who voted for it in fact represented more than half of all
the residents of the shire. However, I stress that the Government went to Maldon following
a written request from the shire council to go there.
Since then an officer of my department spent two days in the town last week. He set out
the proposals to anyone who wanted to see him. I now intend to have further discussions
with the Shire of Maldon with a view to advertising the process publicly for a month in an
endeavour to explain the Government's proposal further before a final decision is made.

ANOMALY IN ADOPTION ACT
The Hon. M. J. SANDON (Chelsea Province)-I direct a question to the Minister for
Community Services. I am aware that people have been finding out by chance that they
are adopted. This has occurred when they have applied for passports. Adopted persons do
not have their place of birth on the passports. Can the Minister examine the situation and
see what remedy can be made to overcome this anomaly?
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-I am grateful to Mr Sandon
for directing this matter to my attention and to the attention of the House. When the
Government engaged in the many days of debate leading up to the Adoption Act, it was
clear that situations such as the one outlined by Mr Sandon should be avoided.
Section 79 of the Adoption Act allows for much better information to be obtained. It
allows for an adult adoptee or adoptive parents to apply for an original birth certificate or.
for the place of birth to be endorsed on the existing birth certificate.
The situation to which Mr Sandon alludes is somewhat different and applies largely, I
imagine, to middle-aged people adopted in an atmosphere of secrecy that existed decades
ago and does not exist so much today, who find out for the first time when they want to go
overseas, need a passport and apply for a birth certificate, that they have been adopted.
Several cases have arisen where adopted persons have discovered that information from
a young, no doubt well-meaning, public servant. That is the most distressing situation
imaginable and one that should be prevented. I am certain that none of us intended that
situation to occur. We thought it had been picked up under section 79 or some other
section of the Act.
A meeting this morning considered ways in which the difficulties could be overcome.
From now on, when an applicant applies for a birth certificate and the officer processing
the application realises that no place of birth is shown, a form will be sent back to the
applicant simply stating that no place of birth is shown on the certificate and, if that

424

COUNCIL

8 October 1986

Questions without Notice

information is required, the applicant should tick the form. That is an interim and better
situation but it does not clear it up.
I am proposing that the Minister for Property and Services and I write to the Crown
Solicitor asking for his interpretation of section 79 as it applies to applications for birth
certificates. I am also flagging that it may be necessary to make a further amendment to
the Act in the future.

WASTE MANAGEMENT INC.
The Hon. ROBERT LAWSON (Higinbotham Province)-The Minister for Planning
and Environment has just told honourable members something about the difficulties of
disposing of dangerous wastes in Victoria, so I consider my question most timely. I ask
the Minister whether he is aware that what is described as the largest waste management
firm in the world has sou~ht listing on Australian stock exchanges. The firm called Waste
Management Inc. specialIses in the collection, processing, disposal and recovery of solid
and hazardous industrial wastes.
Considering the fact that the Board of Works is now contemplating spending $34
million, which it does not have, on establishing a waste disposal facility in Victoria, would
the Minister consider inviting representatives of the firm to Victoria to discuss the
establishment of a facility by the company, thereby saving public money?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Minister for Planning and Environment)-I am pleased to
report progress on the second board to the House. The second board was a bit slower in
getting going in Melbourne but now the second board in Melbourne-The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-On a point of order, Mr
President, the Minister is answering a question which was not asked of him. The Minister
is talking about the stock exchange, and he was not asked a question about that.
The PRESIDENT-Order! The Minister is allowed to answer a question in his own
way. I am giving the Minister some leeway in his build-up to answering the question, but
I ask him to address the question that was asked by Mr Lawson.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Minister for Planning and Environment)-Thank you for
your guidance, Mr President. In relation to the listing that Mr Lawson referred to, the
second board in Melbourne is now the largest in Australia. It has been an enormous
success. There have been a lot of new entrants, particularly in the high-tech field, and it is
an illustration of the success of the Government's economic strategy and the efforts that
the Treasurer and I have made to encourage development of the second board on the
Melbourne stock exchange.
In relation to the particular company that Mr Lawson referred to, I am sure the Minister
for Water Resources and myself will be most interested to have discussions with that
company and any other company that has an interest in that area because the whole issue
of industrial waste disposal is one that concerns us very much. We are currently looking
for sites for the new facility and we have indicated that the facility at Tullamarine is to be
closed down by 1990.

BEVERAGE CONTAINER DEPOSIT LEGISLATION
The Hon. D. M. EVANS (North Eastern Province)-I direct a question to the Minister
for Planning and Environment and I refer to the 1984 report of the Natural Resources and
Environment Committee on beverage container deposit legislation and the subsequent
statement in the House twelve months ago by the then Minister for Planning and
Environment-the present Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs-that the
Government was concerned at the performance of the industry at that stage and suggested
the establishment of an advisory committee and the framing of draft legislation covering
beverage container deposits. I ask the Minister whether he and the Government are
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satisfied with the targets being achieved at this time by the industry in beverage container
returns and, if not, what action does the Government propose to take?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Minister for Planning and Environment)-The answer is
··Yes", at this stage I am satisfied. The industry has made a contribution of $4·2 million
and the system is working satisfactorily. A few weeks ago I had discussions with
representatives of the industry.
I have indicated to them that this level of cooperation and progress should continue. It
may not be necessary to have legislation.
It is fair to say that the industry contribution has tended to be dominated, or carried if
one likes to use another phrase, by a few major firms. I am looking for wider industry
participation than has so far eventuated. That is also the view of the major firms which
have contributed most of the $4·2 million. Subject to that rider, yes, I am satisfied at this
stage.

DEVELOPMENT OF MARICULTURE
The Hon. G. A. SGRO (Melbourne North Province)-As the development ofmariculture
has potential for extending the Victorian fishing industry, can the Minister for Conservation,
Forests and Lands provide information on what action her department is taking to promote
this industry?

Honourable members interjecting.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I am pleased
honourable members are showing such interest in this important industry. My department
is taking an active interest in marine agriculture. I shall point out four areas in which the
Government has taken action to move that industry ahead.
Mr Sandon will remember a heated discussion some years ago about mussel dredging
in Port Phillip Bay. He will be pleased to know that the mussel farming project that has
been set up to remove mussel dredging has been successful. We have moved from a
production of 200 tonnes in 1985-86 to an expected 460 tonnes for 1986-87. With the
agreement of the scallop fishermen, there will be a closed season for mussel dredging this
year.
The Hon. M. A. Birrell-Did you memorise all this?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-Of course, just as Mr Birrell does with all those bits of
information about health.
There are also important developments in native oyster and Pacific oyster in mariculture.
Native oyster developments are on several trial sites and this seems to be developing well
with the fish hatchery at the Marine Science Laboratories. Pacific oysters, in which many
people are interested, must be treated carefully in terms of their possible environmental
impact.
The third area is the chi nook salmon which will probably become a most important
basis for the smoked salmon industry in Australia. This is being developed in cooperation
with the private sector.
The development which is perhaps the most exciting and in which Mr Murphy has been
involved is that of the prawn farming industry proposed for Gippsland.
I am pleased that Mr Murphy's initiative and hard work have paid off with agreements
being reached between the China National Fisheries Corporation, the Victorian agent and
the Victorian Government to set up the initial project on prawn farming. My department
is pleased to be providing the research trials for that development at the Marine Science
Laboratories at Queenscliff.
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The mariculture industry in Victoria is about to take off successfully in a way that has
not happened in the past and will be of great benefit for Victoria's future economy.

GIPPSLAND LAKES
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-In the light of the environmental
evidence and reports held by the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands, is the
Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands prepared to assert categorically that the loss
to the Gippsland Lakes, as a result of a Budget decision, of 71 000 megalitres per annum
of water, which is equivalent to the full capacity of the Van Yean and Silvan reservoirs,
and which the Budget acknowledges was previously guaranteed to Gippsland, will have
no adverse effect whatever on the Gippsland Lakes?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I thank Mr
Hunt for the question and his interest in the Gippsland Lakes environment. As I said in a
previous debate on the matter, the Government's record on improving the quality of the
Gippsland Lakes is good.
The decision that was taken about the Thomson dam took very seriously into
consideration the importance of ensuring there are adequate environmental flows to the
Gippsland Lakes and we have given an assurance if there is a necessity for increased flows
they will be provided.

DRUG EVALUATION CENTRE
The Hon. D. E. HENSHAW (Geelong Province)-My question is directed to the
Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs' and arises out of the recent Government
initiative of setting up a major drug evaluation centre in the vicinity ofWerribee.
Consequent to that there has been considerable concern about the use of the Draize
experimental test and the LD-50 test on live animals. Can the Minister give an assurance
with regard to those concerns?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I thank Mr
Henshaw for his question. I indicate that a question relating to this matter was asked of
me last night by Mr Lawson during the debate on the motion for adjournment of the
sitting.
I indicated then that I would be making an announcement this morning, and I have
done so publicly. I want to indicate to the House that the use of live animals in what are
known as the LD-50 and the Draize experimental tests will be prohibited. I am sure
honourable members who understand what those tests are will be pleased to hear that,
and I am sure that the bulk of the public will, too.
The measure I am foreshadowing will be contained in regulations that are being
formulated under the new Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act, which was passed by this
House earlier this year. I am concerned that both those tests are unnecessary and patently
cruel, and as the Minister responsible for the Act and for animal welfare generally, I do
not intend to permit those tests on live animals in Victoria.
The LD-50 test has been used for evaluating the relative toxicity of such items as toilet
and household chemicals, drugs and industrial preparations and it is a method by which
oral dosing of animals occurs with increasing quantities of the substances until there is a
50 per cent strong response. Often death is involved.
The Draize test, as many honourable members will know, has been used to evaluate the
relative irritancy of similar preparations by their being instilled by dropper into the eye
sacs of rabbits. Of course the irritancy factor affects the eye of the rabbit quite dramatically.
They are both unacceptable tests.
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Registration authorities in Australia, and an increasing number of overseas countries,
no longer require the LD-50 and Draize tests to be performed to evaluate new drugs and
chemicals.
The information on acute toxicity of the preparations required by registering authorities
can be obtained by means other than the LD-50 and Draize tests, which use, we believe,
is unnecessary on a large number oflive animals.
I also indicate that the new regulations will apply to the operations of the proposed
drugs and chemical evaluation centre at Werribee; I again thank Mr Henshaw for his
question and I am pleased to indicate to the House that those tests which have caused a
great deal of concern to a large proportion ofthe public in the past will now be discontinued.

VICTORIA GRANTS COMMISSION CHAIRMAN
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-I ask the Minister for
Community Services representing the Minister for Local Government whether it is a fact
that the Government is considering the appointment of Mr Stuart Morris as the new
Chairman of the Victoria Grants Commission, which distributes more than $100 million
of taxpayers funds to Victorian municipalities and, if so, is it such an important part of
the Government's policy to achieve municipal restructure by financial blackmail?
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-I thank Mr Chamberlain
for his question. I have not heard of the proposed appointment of Mr Morris even on the
basis of rumour. I shall refer Mr Chamberlain's question to the Minister for Local
Government, but I can give him an assurance that no such decision has been made.
Should the Minister for Local Government have any comment to make, I shall furnish
Mr Chamberlain with that, but I am certainly not aware in any way that that has been
suggested.

PAPERS
The following papers, pursuant to the directions of several Acts of Parliament, were laid
on the table by the Clerk:
Motor Car Traders Committee-Report for the year 1985.
Physiotherapists Registration Board-Report for the year 1985.
Town and Country Planning Act 1961SherbrookeShire ofSherbrooke Planning Scheme 1979 (Rural Areas)-Amendment No. 37.
Shire ofSherbrooke Planning Scheme 1979 (Urban Areas)-Amendment No. 47.
Yea-Shire of Yea Planning Scheme I 979-Amendment No. 9.

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.

ESTIMATES COMMITTEES
The debate (adjourned from October 1) was resumed on the motion of the Hon. 1. V. C.
Guest (Monash Province):
That until the end ofthe 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.
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(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 the despatch of business notwithstanding that all members have not
been appointed and notwithstandi ng any vacancy.
(e)

Each committee shall elect a non-Government member as chairman.

(f) The chairman may from time to time appoint another member of the committee to be deputy-chairman

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 committees shall sit in open session, unless otherwise ordered, may sit during any adjournment or
suspension ofthe 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.

(/) 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 of the 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.

and on the Hon. Haddon Storey's amendment:
That all words after "That until the ~nd of the session-" be deleted with a view to substituting the following:
"(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 of the Opposition and the Leader ofthe 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 ofthe committee.

(f) 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, Illay attend and participate in its

deliberations and question witnesses, unless the committee orders otherwise,
(i) The committee shall sit in open session, unless otherwise ordered,

suspension of the Council, and may adjourn from time to time.

b~t

shall not vote.

maY~it during any

adjournment or

(j) The committee shall not meet while the Legislative Council is actually si ting, unless by special order of
the Council.
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(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.

( I) 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 ofthe Assembly, and also from
relevant officers.
(m) Reports ofthe committee may be presented to the Council from time to time and, ifconsidered 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 of the 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."

The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-Last Wednesday
in this House Mr Haddon Storey spoke on the Order of the Day which has now been
called on, namely, a motion moved by Mr James Guest for the establishment of Estimates
Committees. The motion had been hsted for some time on the Notice Paper. Mr James
Guest had been proceeding for some years now towards the establishment of a committee
structure in the Council, and his intentions in that regard have been respected and taken
seriously.
The issue of Legislative Council committees was made an important item for discussion
by the Leaders of all parties in both Houses. Honourable members may not be familiar
with the method that has been instituted for some time by the Premier in which Leaders
from both Houses meet to discuss significant issues. In this way some useful agreements
have been made.
I shall give an example to indicate the seriousness with which that procedure is viewed
by all parties. It was the manner in which an agreement was struck between parties before
the last election for Parliament adopting four-year terms rather than three-year terms and
establishing conjoint elections between the Legislative Assembly and Legislative Council.
That major reform was handled in that manner, as were other issues.
The initiative by Mr Guest was being handled in just that manner until last week.
However, the Liberal Party, with the support of the National Party, changed that approach
last week. It is now apparent that the decision by the Opposition to bypass those negotiations
and to establish unilaterally a single Estimates Committee in this House has moved away
from Mr Guest's genuine approach. It has become a cynical political move connected
directly with the rejection by the Leader of the Opposition this weekend of his commitment
offour years' standing not to use his numbers in this House to block Supply.
There is no other way to view the situation. The Opposition has embarked on a program
of destabilisation of government for shoddy political purposes. This is one of the most
blatant, cynical, grubby, political moves that has occurred since the infamous days of
1975. There is no other explanation for the conjunction of events perpetrated by the
Opposition last week.
Let me put that to the test. If the Opposition had been interested in a proper use of the
Council, it would have proceeded with negotiations at leadership level. That was the
proper procedure to adopt.
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The Opposition had a second option and a proper course of action open to it if its move
to investigate and review Government Budgets had been genuine. Since 1982 there has
been an entirely appropriate joint committee of the two Houses to undertake that specific
function. It is the Economic and Budget Review Committee.
The second-reading speech in the Assembly concerning the establishment of that
committee is quite specific. The then Minister of Health, Mr Roper, is reported at volume
365, pages 1475-6 of Hansard of 17 June 1982, as saying:
The Economic and Budget Review Committee replaces the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee
and will generally examine and report on any points or facet of public or private sector finance.

The Hon. B. P. Dunn-It was never allowed to do it, and you know that.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER-He then said:
The committee may review and evaluate any matter arising out of Budget allocations and expenditure.

I shall repeat that:
The committee may review and evaluate any matter arising out of Budget allocations and expenditure.

That was a very clear mandate, a clear term of reference.
The membership of that committee is also entirely appropriate. It has twelve members
comprising members from both Houses, and it includes the Honourable James Guest,
who is the Opposition's economic spokesman in this House and who was, of course, the
mover of the original motion to which honourable members are speaking today, although
an amendment to that motion has been moved by the Honourable Haddon Storey. Also
on that committee is Alan Stockdale, the shadow Treasurer in another place. It also
includes the Honourable Bill Baxter-who better-from the corner party.
At any time the members of that committee could have moved to have the Budget
examined. They have never done so in four years. They have never used the committee in
the way in which it should be used. When a specific reference was moved yesterday by the
chairman of that committee to handle the demands of the Opposition, the Opposition
showed its true colours. Opposition members boycotted attendance at the committee.
That committee is well resourced: it has a budget of more than $330 000 and a staff of
eight persons. It is extraordinarily well resourced to do the sort of work that the Opposition
claims to want done. The committee is perfectly capable of dealing with a Budget review
and it has a proper quorum provision, but the Opposition would not use that properly. It
knows that, if its members boycott it, that committee cannot sit. It has a proper quorum
provision: the quorum is more than half-seven out of twelve.
What do we have in this latest proposal for a Legislative Council Estimates Committee?
A withdrawal was made last week by the Honourable Haddon Storey, the withdrawal
from Mr James Guest's earlier motion of a limited life for that committee, and no
assurance is given that the proposed committee would time its work to meet Budget
deadlines. If one were cycnical enough, one could see that withdrawal of limited life as a
move to make it possible to delay work on the Budget to such a degree that this House
could not proceed.
The amendment proposes that the committee should have a membership of eight and a
quorum of three.
What kind of a quorum is that? The committee would consist of four Government
members, three Liberal Party members and one National Party member. The motion,
and the amendment, has a quorum provision that would allow the Liberal Party to be on
its own and thereby determine the operation of the committee.

Estimates Committees

8 October 1986

COUNCIL

431

There is also the capacity for the committee to sit even with vacancies or lack of
appointments. I shall read a portion of paragraph (d) in the amendment moved by Mr
Haddon Storey:
The committee may proceed to the despatch of business notwithstanding that all members have not been
appointed and notwithstanding any vacancy.

It is proposed to establish the committee in such a way that even if appointments have

not been made totally, and even if there are vacancies, the committee can proceed to
operate. That is a very nice arrangement with a quorum of three. Once the committee is
established it can move ahead, even though appointments have not been properly made.
Another amendment suggested by Mr Haddon Storey would mean the control of the
chairmanship of the commIttee by the Opposition. There is no other way of seeing it. If
one examines paragraph (r) in the amendment moved by Mr Haddon Storey, one sees
that it reads:
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.

That sounds nice, particularly in a House where the Opposition has the numbers. In other
words-and I have put this to the Leader of the Opposition because I should have thought
that at least he was genuine in his approach to these matters-it is clearly a case of a
committee dealing with the Government's Budget and that committee ought to be chaired
by a Government member.
Therefore, I put it to the Leader: will there be a capacity in this committee that is
proposed, for the chairman to be a Government member? The Leader of the Opposition
was not willing to respond. He said, "Let's just leave it to the committee. Let's see what
happens when it comes back to the House."
If one looks at Mr Guest's earlier motion, one sees that he was rather more honest. In
his formulation, he made it clear that the chairman would be a non-Government member.
He put it in a straightforward manner, he made it clear that the committee would not have
a Government member as chairman.
We are also to have the chairman with a deliberative and a casting vote. That is not in
keeping with the norm for the operation of Select Committees as laid down by the
Standing Orders. It will be a case of a non-government chairman having two votes; so it is
Quite clear what was intended. It is to be a committee put together in such a manner that
the Opposition could easily control it and even have the committee working the way it
desired despite matters raised by members from other parties.
It is to have a quorum of three and a capacity to function even where membership
vacancies exist and there are a lack of appointments. What kind of a shoddy deal is this?

Most of all, Mr Kennett in the other place is saying that the committee is his key weapon
in attacking the Government. Over the past two or three days he has made it clear by his
statements that have appeared in the press and on television that this is the committee he
is going to use to attack the Government and destabilise it.
So he is pretty straightforward, too, in his strange larrikin manner. He does not mind
being cynical; that is his method or the weapon he is going to use, and it is a shameful
tactic.
Mr Guest's earlier moves-and I should say that the Government took those seriouslyhave been taken over for grubby political purposes and I would be surprised whether Mr
Guest now supports that approach because it devalues and degrades the moves that he has
been trying to make over the years.
Honourable members know the reasons for Mr Kennett's strategy. Let me go through
them; he is hoping to cling to his leadership. That is on the basis of his mistaken belief
that Government stakes are low and, on that basis, he had hoped to use a matter such as
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local Government amalgamations, to show some reprehensible circumstances to enable
him to move.
Of course, that possibility has disappeared and he is now scratching around for some
other issue that he might pick up to replace the one he was going to use.
Then comes his plan to use this phony committee to cause a crisis. I can only say shame
on the Liberal Party and the National Party in this House for agreeing to that proposal.
Also, Mr Kennett is moving on the basis of his record or a misreading of the polls. A
Morgan Gallup poll published a week or more ago gave him some sort of false comfort. It
is fascinating that today we find another Gallup poll in which Mr Morgan himself is
withdrawing from his previous poll results saying that some sort of error was involved
and, of course, this time the poll looked a little different. This does not auger well for Mr
Kennett in terms of what he was planning.
Most importantly, the basis of these moves by Mr Kennett are based on his concerns
about moves to depose him from the leadership of his party. It will not work. The
Government is not supporting the establishment of the committee; the public will see
through it easily. As I have indicated earlier, today's polls have made it very clear that he
has taken his step at a time that will rebound on him.
The' Government does not agree with the motion or the amendment. No doubt the
Opposition will use its numbers in the House to push this smelly plan through, but one
wonders how the Opposition will pay for it, how it will function and how it will staff the
committee to enable it to operate in the necessary manner.
Have Opposition member's considered what it will cost to run such a committee? Have
they consulted with the President on the matter? Has the Opposition considered what
budget is available to run the committee? The Opposition has not done its homework. It
did not intend that this 'committee would run as an Estimates Committee anyway. The
Opposition has no genuine intent in that regard.
There is also the question of whether there is constitutional power to duplicate an
existing committee. There may not be. Can the Opposition duplicate a committee that is
properly established with the necessary resources to do the job?
The whole idea of the committee now becomes a disgraceful fraud and the Government
completely rejects it. It is gutter politics and the public will see it as such.
The Opposition stands condemned for the misuse of its mandate and numbers in the
House. Shame on the Opposition, shame on its leadership, and shame on its shabby
tactics.
The Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (East Yarra Province)-The only thing that the Cain
Government has to fear from establishing an Estimates Committee is that the truth about
its Budget might finally become known.
The statements made by the Leader of the House today indicate the paranoia of the
Labor Party. It is scared that its Budget will be analysed. It is scared that the full facts will
be outlined to the public.
All the Opposition wants to do is to let Victorians scrutinise the Cain Government's
Budget but the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs says today, in effect, "No, we do
not want any scrutiny, we are scared of it; but we have set up a committee which has
developed a fresh interest and this morning it decided to meet to look at the Estimates. "
A fresh interest! For four years the Labor Party has ensured that its Budgets have not
been scrutinised. The chairman of the Economic and Budget Review Committee did
nothing to ensure that there was a committee scrutiny of the Budget; but the chairman,
under pressure from his own party, suddenly developed an interest in it and this morning
he said, "We will have an Estimates subcommittee."
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What a good, new idea it was! What a pity the Government had not thought ef it until
the Opposition said it was going to happen anyway. Establishing an Estimates Committee
is not a new idea. Mr Guest raised the idea of an Estimates Committee in June 1982; he
followed it by a speech in May 1983. He followed that by a further speech in September
1985. Are we really suggesting that back in June 1982 Mr Guest worked out to the week
this master plan for causing troubles with the Budget? Of course not. Mr Guest's support
for this proposal, on behalf of the State Opposition, is because the Opposition believes in
an Estimates Committee.
The Opposition is not new to this cause. It has not stumbled across the idea, as has the
Government.
The PRESIDENT-Order! The Minister for Health will come to order. I ask him to
cease interjecting and advise him that he will have ample opportunity to make his
contribution at a later stage.
The Hon. M. A. BIRRELL-The State Opposition has long supported the creation of
an Estimates Committee. The Government is running scared because the committee
might learn something about the Budget which Victorians currently do not know. The
committee might learn that errors amounting to $800 million were contained in the
Budget for which the Treasurer is responsible. It might ascertain that taxes and charges
have increased by more than the consumer price index and that services in many important
areas have been reduced although the bureaucracy has become bloated.
Those home truths are being withheld from public scrutiny by the Government. The
Liberal and National parties wish to establish an Estimates Committee to determine the
truth behind the Government's closed doors.
I repeat: the Opposition is not new to this cause. It has moved motions in this place for
ages and the time has now come to establish this committee.
I am not new to the idea in terms of my personal support. If honourable members have
any doubts, they should read my maiden speech in Parliament which called for the
creation of these types of committees. If they have any further doubts, they should also
read the speech I made on 4 April 1984, in which I stated that an Estimates Committee
was needed. I shall not detail that contribution now, but the simple fact is that the
Opposition is not new to this idea.
It is the Labor Government that has developed a "fresh interest" in the idea because
this morning it put on a charade by saying, "'No, do it with our committee".

The Government wishes to refer the Budget to the Economic and Budget Review
Committee, but that committee has done nothing for four years on this topic. The current
chairman of that committee, Mr Henshaw, previously stated, "We do not have time to do
that work", but now the Government wants the Opposition to believe the Labor Party has
a strong principled commitment to an Estimates Committee. The Government is a joke.
The shadow Treasurer in another place, Mr AlanStockdale, made a damning criticism
of the Budget which has hit home and, quite cynically, the Government does not wish to
take the matter any further. The honourable member for Brighton made it clear that
Victorian taxpayers were entitled to have the facts on the Budget.
The Cain Government has failed to adequately reply to the Opposition's criticisms of
its statistics. The Opposition has exposed the fact that the Budget is based on fraudulent
arguments and that it is full of errors, contradictions, accounting tricks and misleading
statements.
The role of Parliament is to analyse a Budget-any Budget-whether it be a Cain Labor
Government or the Kennett Liberal Government Budget. It is the role of Parliament to
examine those statistics. However, the Government is running scared because it does not
want that analysis to occur.
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Not only does the Opposition wish to scrutinise the Budget but also many Victorians
wish to analyse the Budget Papers properly.
The PRESIDENT-Order! I shall not ask Mr Sandon to come to order again.
The Hon. M. A. BIRRELL-Many organisations have supported the Opposition in its
calls for scrutiny of the Budget. In my shadow portfolio of health, I refer to the Victorian
Hospitals Association which, in an unprecedented statement, criticised the Government.
The association represents all public sector hospitals. A press release issued on 24 September
said this about accountability:
The degree of disclosure of information by Government relating to the Budget and prior year expenditure is
such that if attempted by a hospital or private company ··would incur the wrath of auditors, an inquiry by
Government and outrage in the community. Whether the paucity of information made available to the public is
deliberate, through neglect or by reason of plain arrogance, it is equally disgraceful".

That is only one organisation involved in one area that has stated that it wants to have the
Estimates scrutinised.
The Liberal and National parties today are saying in unison, "What has the Government
got to hide; what is it worried about?" The simple fact is that the Government does not
want to have the truth exposed.
What would an Estimates Committee do? It would do the following: it would examine
Budget Estimates and ask what is new and for what purpose has a new program been
introduced; what programs have been abandoned and why; why have items, programs or
titles been changed; what items have not been included-in other words, what items have
been taken out of the Budget; what cost-benefit studies justify the Estimates?
The Estimates Committee would examine trends in employment and compare them to
previous employment trends in the Public Service. It would inquire into what interest
costs have been incurred by various departments and how much of that interest cost
would be capitalised?
In simple terms, the Estimates Committee proposed by the Opposition would ask
whether Victorians have been told the full truth and nothing but the full truth. How can
any Government that is concerned with "modern money management" be opposed to
that objective?
What are the precedents for such a committee? Is this a new idea-the first time it has
ever been thought of? Of course, it is not.
An Estimates Committee operates in virtually every major Parliament in the Westminster
system. It arose out of the Westminster model and out of the model used by the United
States of America. It is used by the Australian Senate, the United Kingdom Parliament,
the Canadian Senate and the South Australian Parliament. Many precedents are available
for the establishment of such a committee.
It is not a new idea. It is something that all honourable members should embrace as
being a vehicle to strengthen the role of this Parliament and the role of the Legislative
Council.

Honourable members agree, away from the heated debate which this motion has
generated, that Parliament is a weakening institution. No one doubts that the traditional
Westminster Parliamentary process does not provide the scrutiny one would like to see of
the Government and the bureaucracy. One way of strengthening the Parliamentary process
is to improve Parliamentary committees and the establishment of an Estimates Committee
would fit perfectly into that role.
The major precedent I wish to examine is the Australian Senate, which has an important
committee system that must be considered. The Australian Senate Estimates Committee
was established as a model by Senator Lionel Murphy, who has been admired by all
political parties for the work he did in its establishment. Since 1970, Senate Estimates
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Committees in one form or another have been involved in valuable work in scrutinising
Budgets and expenditure plans of various departments. The Australian Senate has
commented on the work of Estimates Committees from a brochure it published promoting
those committees.
It stated that each committee consists of six senators-three from the Government and
three from non-Government parties. Other senators may participate unless the committee
orders otherwise, but may not vote. Departmental officers attend the committees to
answer questions relating to items of proposed expenditure. Questions involving opinions
are not directed to departmental officers but to Ministers. Principal sittings of Estimates
Committees are over a period of one month during Budget sittings of the Senate. Reports
are then made to the Senate.
That extremely practical explanation makes it clear that there is nothing exceptional
about Estimates Committees. They are a normal process in the Australian Senate and
should be part of the Victorian Parliament.

One Estimates Committee of the Senate commented on the clear benefits of its work in
the following terms:
One of the benefits of Estimates Committee hearings is that they provide a valuable opportunity for Senators
to identify and meet the most senior officers ofthe Public Service and statutory authorities working in their areas
of special interest. This benefit should not be overlooked by departments.

There is nothing exceptional about that. Many ALP senators turn up at the Senate Estimates
Committees and, indeed, many ALP Senators chair committees. There is nothing to run
away from and nothing to hide from.
The Opposition has been trying to form a committee which is equivalent to the Senate
Estimates Committees in the Victorian Legislative Council since September 1985. How
patient does one have to be when clearly the Government does not have its heart in the
matter? The Government has done everything it can to put off the decision. There is no
haste and no speed because the Government does not want the matter brought on for
discussion. The last time a motion on the subject was moved by the Opposition in this
House was September 1985 and nothing has happened to ensure that the matter was
debated.
Why cannot we examine the figures in the Budget and, more importantly, why cannot
we establish a committee that will exist for years? The important thing about the debate is
that, despite the Government's paranoia, the Opposition is seeking to establish a continuing
committee that will go on for ever; it will not just exist this year, but for future years. It
will become a permanent part of the Legislative Council which will enhance its role as a
House of review.
However, the Government insists on saying that the committee will be established for
only this year. If the Government had acted on the matter when Mr Guest originally
moved the motion on the subject, the committee would have been operating already.
Instead, the Government stalled. Despite the precedents from overseas and interstate, we
have no committee.
The Opposition states proudly today that it supports the creation of such a committee
and rejects the paranoia displayed by the Leader of the House and the arguments put
forward in a previous debate on the subject by Mr Henshaw. I want to go through Mr
Henshaw's speech when I conclude, firstly, because it is a humorous high point and,
secondly, because it rounds off the fact that the Government has been arguing different
cases for different days, depending on what its mood has been.
Let us look at the current issues that need to be considered and the errors of the 1986-87
Cain Budget that need to be examined in detail by the proposed committee.
. I shall cite ten errors that will be the subject of scrutiny at the proposed Estimates
Committee. In addition to that there will be many other issues that I shall seek to raise,
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and there will be questions that the Opposition and others want to ask. I hope questions
will not be asked only by the Liberal and National Party members who take an interest in
making sure the Government and the bureaucracy have got it right. I hope the backbenchers
of the Government also take an interest in doing so.
I shall cite the ten errors in the 1986-87 Cain Budget. They are lengthy and detailed, but
I make no apology, because they are costly. The first error is in Budget Document No. 2
which shows expenditure on major social services from 1983-84 to 1986-87. Except for
the housing figures, every total in that table of Budget Document No. 2 is wrong. The total
for 1986-87 underestimated expenditure by a massive $386 million. Is that not the proper
subject of an inquiry and questioning? What other body can do it if it is not an Estimates
Committee?
The second error of the Budget is in relation to the taxes on the State Bank. Budget
Paper No. 4 states that the receipts for 1985-86 were $54·9 million, whereas Budget
Document No. 2 records them at $45 million. That is a discrepancy of$9·9 million, which
is unexplained. Once again, surely that is the proper subject of inquiry by an Estimates
Committee.
The third error of the Budget is in the Treasurer's own department. Under Program No.
726 of the Budget there is a $17 million discrepancy between figures for total appropriation
for works and services. Budget Document No. 3 records $257 million, whereas Budget
Document No. 5 records $240 million.
The PRESIDENT-Order! I have been listening closely to Mr Birrell and I have
allowed him to provide a couple of examples. However, I point out that the subject matter
to which he refers is listed on the Notice Paper for debate and that honourable members
should not anticipate that debate. I have allowed Mr Birrell to provide some examples
and I ask him to now proceed with other matters.
The Hon. M. A. BIRRELL-I accept your guidance, Mr President. I was seeking to
highlight what would be discussed at a proposed Estimates Committee if the House agreed
to form one. I shall make my comments brief.
The third error I cited is one that the Treasurer has conceded after an attack by my
colleague in another place, the honourable member for Brighton. Therefore, the Opposition
has received one concession by the Treasurer. The previous two errors on which I
commented have not been conceded.
The Budget contains seven more financial errors but, in view of your ruling, Mr President,
I shall not go into detail now. Copies of the errors will be widely'distributed later on.
The Hon. D. R. White-So will the responses!
The Hon. M. A. BIRRELL-I shall take up the disorderly interjection of the Minister
for Health. The simple fact is that no responses have been made to the allegations of the
shadow Treasurer in another place, the honourable member for Brighton. I must be
perfectly honest and state that if the Government had said, "Those are the criticisms and
here are our detailed and frank replies", the Opposition might not need the formation of
an Estimates Committee. However, the Opposition would probably seek an Estimates
Committee because there would be other areas on which it would like to quiz public
servants.
However, the simple fact is that what the Minister for Health said by interjection has
never occurred; the Opposition has not received any response to its criticisms. The
Opposition has received only one statement as a matter of concession by this Government
which said, "Yes, we were $17 million out in one program".
The Liberal Party has proved that this Budget has ten errors amounting to more than
$800 million. The Opposition wants to take that issue-among other issues-to the
proposed Estimates Committee. If the Minister for Health wants to come along and
explain his view-and perhaps give a frank answer-the Opposition would welcome it.
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The very nature of an Estimates Committee is that it works in a different manner to the
Houses of Parliament themselves. By definition the questioning is more detailed and
perhaps the debate more factual than it is polemic. Most importantly, public servants
attend the committee with detailed information.
Senator Gareth Evans, who at least would be aligned to some members of the ALP in
this place, has said that the great value of the Senate Estimates Committees is that one can
ask 150 questions in a day. That is the way Senator Evans put it. He compared the
Estimates Committees with Parliament and said that where one can get only one question
up in the House, in an Estimates Committee one can ask 150 questions a day. In practicable
terms Senator Evans is completely right.
I hope the fact that I have mentioned his name will inspire some members, like the
Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs and the Minister for Health-who are both
often reasonable people-to say that they will rethink the issue.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-That is the kiss of death!
The Hon. M. A. BIRRELL-I realise that during my speech I have mentioned two
unmentionables-Senator Gareth Evans and Justice Lionel Murphy-as supporters of
Estimates Committees. I was trying to ingratiate myself with the ALP-Evans and Murphy
are ALP people, are they not? At least both of them are still walking free! I hoped it would
lend support to my case to take the debate a little more personally. Only yesterday I
rebriefed myself on what the Minister for Health had to say in his maiden speech. It was a
moving occasion. He was a bit pushy, I thought, but he was only young at the time! The
Minister for Health said in his maiden speech that based on hIS experience with the
Melbourne City Council, he strongly supported the creation of investigative committees
in the Legislative Council. A large part of his maiden speech detailed how he wanted to
scrutinise financial material to make sure that all the facts on finances were known.
How can the honourable gentleman, therefore, oppose the idea of setting up an Estimates
Committee?
I read in the newspaper recently a comment of the person known as "Old swamp gas",
the Minister for the Arts in another place. From what I read, the Minister believes the
Estimates Committee is a danger, a positive threat to democracy, because people might
find out what is in the Budget Papers.
The PRESIDENT -Order! I ask the honourable member to withdraw that
unparliamentary term.
The Hon. M. A. BIRRELL-I withdraw. I have nothing to do with "cultural terrorists",
although, upon the establishment of an Estimates CommIttee honourable members could
ascertain the cost to the Ministry for the Arts of recovering some of the stolen works of
arts.
The Minister for the Arts has railed against setting up a Estimates Committee. The
Opposition does not know whether the Minister is acting as some unguided missile or
whether he is acting on behalf of Cabinet, but the Minister has done this on many
occasions in the past.
Before the honourable member became a Minister of the Crown, a number ofleamed
articles appeared under his name and those articles made it quite clear that Parliament
should have a proper scrutiny of Budget and, in particular, that honourable members need
to know the details behind expenditure items in Budget documents.
The Minister for the Arts, who was quoted recently on this issue in the media, and who
is known by the term to which I referred before I withdrew it, has changed his mind. That
is not new.
The Opposition is pointing out in clear terms that an Estimates Committee is an
accepted normal practice in many Parliaments. One is established in the South Australian
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Parliament, the United Kingdom Parliament and the Canadian Senate. What is wrong
with setting up an Estimates Committee for the Victorian Parliament?
The simple answer is that the Government does not like the timing. That is what it is
really worrying about. No doubt the Government would support the setting up of an
Estimates Committee after the Budget was passed-that is part and parcel of what the
Government likes to achieve.
I now turn to the Government's lead speaker on the motion, the person the Government
threw in where no one else would tread, the Honourable David Henshaw. The Opposition
realised how serious the Government was when it put in such a "'heavy". It is in that
context that I wish to quote at length from the honourable member's short speech.
Mr Guest moved the motion with incredible foresight, as he "knew" it would come up
this week, just so the Opposition could tie in with the Government's paranoia!
On 30 October 1985, Mr Henshaw, representing the Cain Government, replied to the
motion and said that there are some problems with Estimates Committees. Presumably
they are the same problems that relate to the honourable member's work and the fact that
he did nothing as Chairman of the Economic and Budget Review Committee in examining
Budget Papers. Mr Henshaw stated:
... few members ofthe House would have the time to devote to an adequate appraisal of Estimates, as should
take place in an Estimates Committee.

Few honourable members would have the time! That does not seem like a fundamental
criticism of Mr Guest's motion but more like a speech against Parliamentary committees.
The Government cannot have it both ways. Is it against the establishment of all
Parliamentary committees or is it just against this particular committee?
Mr Henshaw said, in effect, "Look, we are so busy we have not enough time for these
committees". That is presumably why the honourable member did not have enough time
to do the work when he chaired the Economic and Budget Review Committee. The
Opposition is saying ""Make the time; it is an important enough project," The Government
is running away from its responsibilities.
Mr Henshaw then stated his crucial argument:
... there are some concerns about the resources that would be required to be devoted to an Estimates
Committee.

To prove the point Mr Henshaw statedDepartmental officers would be required to prepare explanatory notes, which notes have to be printed and
circulated;

Fancy pushing that on them! Mr Guest almost withdrew the motion when he heard the
next point:
Proceedings of the committee would have to be reported by Hansard, printed and circulated.

There is the reason given by the lead speaker for the Cain Government on the motion for
not supporting the original motion, that honourable members do not have the time and
the House would impose on Hansardto report the committee. That is the major argument
that the Government produces against the establishment of the committee. It is a superficial
response from someone who does not know why his party is against something that is
thoroughly logical.
The honourable member went on, and there was a jump in his speech when he at least
conceded his own weaknesses.
The Hon. D. R. White-What committee are you on?
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The Hon. M. A. BIRRELL-The old men and women of the Labor Party find it hard
to cope. They do not like listening to Mr Henshaw's speech. Mr Henshaw said that he had:
... an inadequate knowledge of the Estimates Committee operation.

Honourable members interjecting.

The PRESIDENT-Order! 1 ask that the Attorney-General, the Minister for Health
and Mr Arnold cease interjecting and allow Mr Birrell to continue with his contribution.
The Hon. M. A. BIRRELL-Thank you for your protection, Mr President.
The Hon. D. E. HENSHA W (Geelong Province)-On a point of order, Mr President,
Mr Birrell has quoted me in such a way as to change the meaning of what I actually said.
Mr Birrell has me saying that I had "an inadequate knowledge of the Estimates Committee."
That is not an accurate quotation.
The PRESIDENT-Order! 1 am having trouble in hearing Mr Henshaw; can the
honourable member repeat his point of order?
The Hon. D. E. HENSHA W-I understood that Mr Birrell was supposedly quoting
from my speech and he used the words, that I have "an inadequate knowledge". That is
not an accurate quotation of what is recorded in Hansard.
The Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (East Yarra Province)-I am glad you got that off your
chest. Mr Henshaw said that he had:
an inadequate knowledge of the Estimates Committee operation.

At least the honourable member was honest. 1 expect the honourable member to be sitting
with the Opposition if a division is called on this motion. The honourable member then
said:
I see some benefits arising from the establishment of Estimates Committees, but I stress the need to proceed
with caution. Mr Guest's motion for the establishment of two committees, is relatively precipitate and I believe
the House should establish initially just one committee.

Honourable members interjecting.

The Hon. M. A. BIRRELL-Read the honourable member's speech.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-We already have.
The Hon. M. A. BIRRELL-The honourable member said the House should establish
one Estimates Committee! It is difficult for honourable members opposite to listen to that.
I know I have just committed the ultimate sin, I have read a speech made by a member of
the Government! Mr Henshaw was the Government's lead speaker and was sent in to
oppose the motion, but ended up supporting it. Honourable members opposite should
read his speech. Mr Henshaw said:
I believe that the House should establish initially just one committee.

We have Henshaw on side! During the debate the Minister for Health conceded that he
wants to explain things. I think we are winning! Let us not lose the value of the Legislative
Council; we have swung a few already and we expect the debate to go on most of the day.
At the beginning of my remarks I said that the only thing that the Cain Government has
to worry about if the Opposition sets up an Estimates Committee is that it might discover
what the Government is doing in the Budget documents.
The Opposition has an absolute commitment to establishing an Estimates Committee,
and that is verified through the history of the Liberal Party's support for establishing those
bodies. Let there be no doubt about it-the State Opposition has long supported it and
just because it happens to be a separate issue today does not mean that the Opposition
will change its stance.
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The Opposition believes in an Estimates Committee. It believes in improving the
powers of Parliament to scrutinise the Government and the bureaucracy, and that applies
to any Government and any bureaucracy. Today the Opposition moves to establish an
Estimates Committee and today it will succeed.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-It is indeed unfortunate that the
need for the Legislative Council to establish an Estimates Committee has come to a head
at this time and in the way that it has. However, I suppose it had to be brought to a head
one way or another. Despite the matter being on the Notice Paper for quite some time,
despite the matter having been debated in the House on occasions and despite the
Government conveying the impression to the Opposition and the National Party that it
was going along with the proposition and that it was generally universally agreed that the
House should establish an Estimates Committee-and Mr Birrell has just highlighted that,
as far back as October last year, Mr Henshaw agreed that one Estimates Committee should
be established and that he was opposed only to Mr Guest's concept of two committeesit has become quite clear that the Government was leading honourable members a merry
dance and had no intention whatsoever of setting up an Estimates Committee. Because of
that it has been necessary to bring the issue to a head.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-Nonsense!
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-The Leader of the House did not have his heart in the
remarks he made this morning. There was none of the fire and brimstone that one would
have expected from a Leader of the Government who believes he is under an unwarranted
attack. The Leader of the House suggested that the matter should be left for the time being
because the Leaders are working on it. When did the Leaders last have a meeting? Months
ago!
The Leader of the House indicated that the Leaders had appointed a subcommittee to
examine this issue. That is true,. and I am a member of that subcommittee along with the
Deputy Premier and Mr Storey. When has the subcommittee met? Never! On two occasions
I have spoken to the Deputy Premier and said, "Bob, what about the committee we are
on; we had better sit down and have a look at it". I have done my best to have the
subcommittee meet, but it has still not held a meeting. I do not believe a genuine intention
existed. The Government was stringing Mr Guest along to make it look as though progress
was being made. However, no progress has been made.
In September 1985 my Leader, Mr Dunn, prepared proposed amendments to Mr Guest's
motion. The amendments provided for one Estimates Committee and not two. That was
done more than twelve months ago and we have progressed not one whit further until the
past couple of days when pressure was put on because it became clear that the Government
did not want its Budget put under scrutiny.
The Leader of the House went on to say that Parliament has a "proper committee"that was his term-that ou~ht to examine this matter. He was referring to the Economic
and Budget Review CommIttee. The Leader quoted what the then Minister of Health, Mr
Roper, said in 1982 when that committee was formed.
The Hon. D. M. Evans-Nobody believes Tom!
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-At that stage I did believe the Minister. I thought the
Economic and Budget Review Committee was set up to do exactly what the then Minister
of Health outlined in 1982. Has the committee done that? No, it has not done that. What
has it been sidetracked into doing? The committee has been sidetracked by the Government
into looking at extraneous matters that have nothing to do with the committee.
Why did the committee get despatched off to the province I represent to investigate the
wine industry? What did that have to do with that committee? Why is the committee now
examining the future of bush hospitals? The answer is because the Government believes
that if it keeps the committee occupied with those matters it will not have time to
scrutinise the Budget.
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Why has the Economic and Budget Review Committee refused to take up the suggestions
made by the honourable member for Benalla in another place that it should examine the
Budget? That honourable member has been sidetracked, and a number of other members
have made similar requests that the committee talk to the Auditor-General and examine
the Budget. However, the committee has been unable to do that.
Why did the Government and some members of the committee go to such extraordinary
lengths to prevent the Economic and Budget Review Committee establishing a public
sector waste subcommittee as suggested by the honourable member for Prahran in another
place? That move was resisted at every turn by Labor Party members of the committee.
The suggestion was sent to the Crown Solicitor for a legal opinion because the Labor Party
members believed it was outside the terms of the committee. The first opinion the
committee received was subsequently found wanting.
The Hoo. M. J. Saodoo-Typical National Party terminology; you did not like the
answer.
The Hoo. W. R. BAXTER-The opinion was subsequently overturned by better legal
advice! Another obstacle was put in the way of the Economic and Budget Review
Committee getting on with the job that all members of Parliament thought it had been set
up to do.
The Leader of the National Party served on the committee from 1982 to 1985. He was
so frustrated with the committee that he did not wish to continue his membership of it.
Having had eighteen months' experience on the committee, I can well understand that
decision. The committee is not allowed to get on with the job that it was set up to do!
The Leader of the House claims that Opposition members on the Economic and Budget
Review Committee had not suggested that the committee should look at the Budget. That
was the image the honourable gentleman was trying to convey. Notwithstanding the fact
that I have pointed out a number of examples where Opposition members did attempt to
get the committee to move in that direction, consequently the Leader of the House tripped
himself up because he indicated that yesterday there was a move by the chairman of the
committee to handle the demands of the Opposition members of the committee.
Yesterday, as a member of the committee, I received a note from the secretary advising
me that there was to be a meeting of the full committee. Strangely, the note did not
indicate when the meeting was to take place, but I assumed that it was to have taken place
this morning. Enclosed with the note was a letter from the honourable member for
Essendon in another place, Mr Barry Rowe. The letter was dated yesterday, after the
caucus meeting, and suggested that the committee should begin examining the Budget.
It was a letter from the former Chairman of the Economic and Budget Review
Committee-who, in all honesty, has scarcely attended the committee meetings in this
Parliament-outlining a sudden need for the committee to examine the Budget. It was
nothing but a stunt and a sham! It was a panic move dreamt up in caucus yesterday to try
to circumvent this House setting up an Estimates Committee. That is the reason I did not
go to the meeting this morning. I will not allow myself to be used as a tool by this
Government in some sort of sham designed to undermine the Legislative Council.

Certainly, I did not intend to go along to a meeting that was being orchestrated by a
member of the committee who scarcely attends committee meetings himself. On occasions,
I have made special trips to Melbourne from the country to attend committee meetings
and I have found that the meeting has fallen through for want ofa quorum because people
such as the intended mover of the proposed motion to establish an Estimates sub-committee
were not prepared to come in from the suburbs for the meeting. He cannot have expected
me to be particularly cooperative this morning under those circumstances.
It ought to be put on the record now, and I have said it many times previously, that the
committee system set up after the Labor Party came to office is not working in any event.
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The Hon. J. V. C. Guest-It was not designed to work.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-It is certainly not working in the case of the Economic and
Budget Review Committee at all efficiently and I can say that because I am a member of
the committee and I know its workings.
The Victorian Parliament now has twelve-person committees compared to the eightperson committees that formerly existed. Previously, committees were frugally resourced,
usually with a secretary and some clerical assistance. The committee members themselves
did the bulk of the work and came to grips with what the committee was all about. Some
consensus emerged across party lines because of the depth of understanding that the
committee members had. Then, Parliament sat at different hours-it did not commence
until after luncheon on Wednesdays, which left Wednesday morning free for committee
work to be undertaken.
Now, the Victorian Parliament has twelve-person committees and this tends to convey
to the minds of some honourable members that they need not attend very often because
there will be sufficient members there to form a quorum. The result is a lack of continuity
whereby members who attend meetings irregularly do not keep in touch with what the
committee is doing.
More and more, the work of the committee is falling-by default-into the hands of
and is being done by research staff who are not directly accountable to Parliament and
who are drawing salaries in excess of salaries of members of the committee. Reports are
bein~ presented to Parliament that are 50, 100, 200 pages long of material that lacks the
succInctness to which Parliament was accustomed formerly when the committee work
was being done by members of the committee and not by some highly-paid, remote
research staff.
I do not intend to criticise the research staff- they are doing the task that has been
allotted to them which has fallen into their hands by default of members of the committees.
It is not a satisfactory system. It is fallin~ down and it is time that Parliament reviewed
the system. It was set up in 1982; it has faIled; and it ought to be changed.
I believe an Estimates Committee established by this House should commence
immediately to review the Budget. The Government need have no fear that there will be
procrastination because there is no purpose or need for any committee to delay the process
and members of the opposition parties are certainly interested in tacklin~ the discrepancies
that have been shown up in the Budget and the errors that have been Identified already.
They want those matters remedied and they want the Government's explanations, if there
are any explanations to be made.
The Hon. M. J. Sandon-You will have to seek help somewhere else.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-That remark is typical ofMr Sandon-he always attributes
to other people his own incapacity. I believe Parliament owes it to the public of Victoria
now that these errors in the Budget have been identified to have the Budget scrutinised by
a committee that is seen to be independent of the Treasurer and the budgetary process. A
report should be made to this House as a matter of urgency.
I do not believe the Government needs to have any fear whatsoever if it has nothing to
hide-but the way in which the Government has carried on over the past few days and
the paranoia exhibited by Mr Sandon this mornin~ can only convey to me, as it can to the
public, that this Budget is indeed shonky and that It ought to be examined in the minutest
detail. I hope the House carries the motion to set up an Estimates Committee, that it is
established today, and that it meets this afternoon.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD (Templestowe Province)-As a preface to my remarks on
the motion, I refer honourable members to today's Notice Paper, which I have scanned in
order to establish what experience Mr Birrell has had of committee matters on which he
earlier spoke so fulsomely in his contribution to the debate on the need for an Estimates
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Committee. As a result of his address I thought he must have had considerable experience.
Page 7 of today's Notice Paper is headed, "Chairman of Committees and Temporary
Chairman". Under that heading the document states:
Chairman of Committees-The Honourable G. A. Sgro.
Temporary Chairmen-The Honourables M. J. Arnold, Joan Coxsedge, D. E. Henshaw, R. Lawson, R. J.
Long. M. J. Sandon and K. I. M. Wright.

The next heading is, "Committees". The Notice Paper reads:
Economic and Budget Review (Joint)-The Honourables W. R. Baxter, G. P. Connard, J. V. C. Guest and
D. E. Henshaw.
House (Joint)-The Honourables the President (ex-officio), B. P. Dunn, F. S. Grimwade, A. J. Hunt,
C. J. Kennedy and W. A. Landeryou.

Mr President, so far there is no mention ofMr Birrell-however, there are other committees
listed on the Notice Paper. As Mr Birrell spoke so much about the committee system,
obviously his name must appear somewhere among the membership of committees. The
list continues:
Library (Joint)-The Honourables the President, B. P. Dunn, F. S. Grimwade, C. J. Kennedy and G. A. Sgro.

Still, there is no mention of Mr Birrell. I shall continue. I shall refer next to the Mortuary
Industry and Cemeteries Administration Committee, which is ajoint committee, of which
I am sure the speed and pace and the digging up of facts will appeal to Mr Birrell. The
committee membership reads, ""The Honourable J. G. Miles"-he is the sole representative
from this House. I shall refer next to the Natural Resources and Environment Committee,
another joint committee.
The Hon. ROBERT LA WSON (Higinbotham Province)-On a point of order, Mr
President, the Notice Paper should be incorporated in Hansard to save Mr Arnold the
trouble of reading it!
The PRESIDENT-Order! There is no point or order.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD (Templestowe Province)-I advise honourable members
that I am also interpolating. The membership of the Natural Resources and Environment
Committee reads:
The Honourables R. Lawson, L. A. McArthur, B. W. Mier, B. T. Pullen, N. B. Reid and C. F. Van Buren.

The Hon. E. H. Walker-No Mr Birrell!
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-No Mr Birrell, yet. The list continues:
Printing-The Honourables the President, Joan Coxsedge, B. P. Dunn, F. S. Grimwade, C. J. Kennedy, R. I.
Knowles and M. A. Lyster.
Public Bodies Review (Joint)-The Honourables B. A. Chamberlain, D. M. Evans, R. Macey and M. J.
Sandon.
Social Development (Joint)-The Honourables J. L. Dixon, R. M. Hallam and R. I. Knowles.

I have reached the last committee on the Notice Paper, the Standing Orders Committee,
and still there is no appearance of Mr Birrell. The membership of the Standing Orders
Committee reads:
The Honourables the President, W. R. Baxter, B. A. Chamberlain, B. P. Dunn, C. J. Kennedy, W. A.
Landeryou, B. T. Pullen and Haddon Storey.

Still there is no listing of Mr Birrell. To make sure, I checked the remainder of the Notice
Paper in case there was yet another committee whose membership included Mr Birrell
but, of course, there was not. Mr Birrell does not work on any committee. He is a fraud.
He has addressed the House on this issue and has carried on about the establishment of
an Estimates Committee.
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Parliament already has an Estimates Committee through the establishment of a joint
committee, the Economic and Budget Review Committee. That is an Estimates Committee,
and it is able to proceed with this work, is it not?
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-It has never done it.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-Mr Baxter spoke for the corner party on the need to
establish an Estimates Committee. He is a member of the Economic and Budget Review
Committee. Mr Baxter convicted himself out of his own mouth when he said that the
Economic and Budget Review Committee does not work and that he has not involved
himself in it. He said that his work is being done by research staff. He said that he does
not work on the committee and that he does not bother attending because of his fear that
there may not be a quorum.
Mr Baxter should hand back the money that he is being paid for his attendance at
committee meetings and his supposed work on the committee as he has now told the
House that he is not working on the committee.
Mr Baxter made the statement in the course of his address to the House that the
committee of which he was a member did not work. A quick poll of members on the
Opposition benches who are on the committee-such as Mr Knowles of the Social
Development Committee, Mr Miles of the Mortuary Industry and Cemeteries
Administration Committee, and Mr Reid of the Natural Resources and Environment
Committee-will show that they all thought their committees were working. They thought
they were performing a good role.
Mr Sandon volunteered that the Public Bodies Review Committee was working. These
are joint committees comprising members of both Houses of Parliament which were
established after long debate and much consultation.
All the committees are working very effectively, as is the Economic and Budget Review
Committee-and so it can carry out its Estimates capacity.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-Why has it not done so?
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-Mr Hunt raises the question of why the committee has not
done so. If there has been any burning ambition or need by the Opposition for the
Economic and Budget Review Committee to take over that Budget role, why has not the
Opposition raised the matter? Why have there not been constant complaints arising from
the committee? The Opposition has not raised the matter.
It is my understanding that some time ago a paper was prepared by staff on the question
of the committee's Estimates role. Was that picked up by members on the Opposition
side? Has the Opposition raised the question of why the committee has not been doing
this work? It has not done so, because the committee has been carrying out other valuable
work.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-It has been doing everything else but this.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-This committee, I remember, inquired into the wine
industry and the floating docks issues and a whole range of valuable issues that are of
importance.
Why is this so important? When all has been done, there is a capacity for the committee
to take over the Estimates role. Why was the paper that was prepared by the staff about
that committee's role not taken up by Mr Guest, or by the honourable member for
Brighton in another place, who raises Budget questions in the other place time and time
again during question time? Why have they not sought that the committee carry out its
Estimates role? They have not done so because they are not fair dinkum.
The Hon. R. M. Hallam-The Chairman controls what happens.
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The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-We know how committees operate. I have been a member
of the Public Bodies Review Committee and the Legal and Constitutional Committee. A
great deal of consensus and cooperation takes place between all members of the committee,
and it is not a moot point to say that the chairman controls what happens. That is not the
fact of the situation in regard to Parliamentary committees.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-Do you remember the Prisons Service Committee?
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-I was a member of the Prisons Service Committee.
The Hon. M. A. Birrell-So was I. Did you forget that?
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-It now comes back to me. Was not the Prisons Service
Committee another committee that the Legislative Council foisted upon the Government?
The Hon. M. A. Birrell-And you signed its report.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-Perhaps Mr Birrell turns up only to meetings of committees
that are appointed by this House. Somehow he does not like joint committees. I know he
has spent a life in a rarified atmosphere, with universities and Liberal Party clubs and the
Upper House. Does Mr Birrell not like mingling with the others in the other place? Does
he not like rubbing shoulders with those other people?
The Hon. M. A. Birrell-No, actually.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-Mr Birrell has something against serving on joint
committees. I assure him they are just ordinary people in the other place. I am sure Mr
Birrell must meet them from time to time in the party room.
I suppose if the Estimates Committee were appointed, Mr Birrell might choose to be on
that committee.
The Hon. M. A. Birrell-You can bet on that!
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-Perhaps we might see Mr Birrell's name on the committee
membership list on the pink Notice Paper at some stage.
The Hon. M. A. Birrell-Yes, tomorrow!
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-I now turn to the question of the Estimates Committee. In
1982, as a culmination of discussions between the parties, we established a system of
Parliamentary committees in Victoria, which I believe-and I believe this would be
supported by members of Parliament in all the other States-brought Victoria to the
forefront. of Parliamentary committees in Australia.
There is no argument about that. Much good work was put into the development of the
committee system by members of all parties, and it has brought us to the forefront.
There is no doubt that the Government supports the idea of an Estimates Committee.
Victoria has had a long history of appointing a committee that carried out an Estimates
function.
As far back as the 1860s, calls were made for the establishment of a public accounts
committee to carry on the Estimates role. Such was the concern about requiring
accountability of the Government to Parliament and the people of Victoria.
Some debate took place throughout the 1860s and 1870s, and it was in 1895 that the
first Public Accounts Committee was established pursuant to a Standing Order.
The Hon. B. P. Dunn-Was Mr Birrell on that one?
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-As I said, Victoria has had a long history of having
committees that required proper accountability of the Treasury to Parliament, and it was
in 1895, pursuant to Standing Order No. 220, that the first committee was established.
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I shall read that Standing Order because it is sufficiently important for it to be on the
record. It reads:
220. At the commencement of every Session of Parliament the House, according to the practice of Parliament
with reference to the appointment of Select Committees shall appoint a Select Committee of eight Members, to
be called the Public Accounts Committee, with power to send for persons, papers, and records.
The duties of the Public Accounts Committee shall be as follows:
(a) To examine the accounts of the receipts and expenditure ofthe State and to bring under the notice of

the House any item in those accounts, or any circumstances connected with them which it may
consider appropriate;
(b) To report to the House any alteration which may appear desirable to be introduced in the form of or

method of keeping the Public Accounts, or in the mode of receipt, control, issue, or payment of the
public money;
(c) To inquire into and report upon any questions which may have arisen in connexion with the Public

Accounts:
(d) to inquire into and report to the House upon the investment of and dealings with the funds of

Commissioners ofthe State Savings Bank of Victoria; and
(e) To deal with any special references that may be made to them by the House.

That was regarded as very important. In fact, that Standing Order establishing the
committee stated that the Legislative Assembly should establish the committee that was
to carry out the Estimates role.
The committee operated between 1895-it was confirmed by statute in 1903-and
1931. It produced about 70 reports during that time.
However, because of economic pressures, that Public Accounts Committee was not in
existence between 1931 and 1956. In 1956 the committee was re-established and it
continued until 1979, when there was a partial reform of the committee system. During
that period, particularly between 1956 and 1979, it was a committee of the Legislative
Assembly.
There were no cries from the then Government, the then conservative Liberal
Government, to establish even a joint committee. There were certainly no cries from
honourable members to have a Legislative Council committee. That was not on the
agenda. They thought the Public Accounts Committee was the appropriate committee to
carry out the Estimates role. Apparently, that operated reasonably effectively during that
period.
With the reform of the committee system in 1979, ajoint Parliamentary committee was
established in that year at the behest of the former Liberal Premier, the Honourable Dick
Hamer.
When the committee was introduced, no suggestion was made that it would be a
Legislative Council committee that examined or performed the Estimates role; it was
agreed after discussion that it would be ajoint Parliamentary committee of both the Upper
House and the Lower House.
Why all of a sudden is it necessary for the Legislative Council to take over the Estimates
role when Parliament has been satisfied, firstly, with the Legislative Assembly carrying
out the Estimates function and, secondly, when reform, moved in 1979, decided it would
be a joint Parliamentary committee?
This joint committee structure was established by the then Liberal Government under
the name of the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee. That committee
replaced the Public Accounts Committee and its function was to carry out the Estimates
role. Everybody was satisfied with that; there were no concerns about the system. Apparently
the Treasury was kept to account, and investigations by the Liberal Party and National
Party showed everything to be satisfactory.

