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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
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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.
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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.

446

COUNCIL

8 October 1986

Estimates Committees

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.

Estimates Committees

8 October 1986

COUNCIL

447

Further reforms to the Parliamentary review system were made in 1982. That system
was regarded in Australia, ifnot in most Westminster systems, as being to the forefront of
the Parliamentary committee systems. When the Parliamentary committees were
restructured in 1982, the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee was reestablished under the Economic and Budget Review Committee. I shall state the powers
and duties of that committee:
FUNCTIONS-Economic and Budget Review Committee
(a)

to inquire into, consider and report to the Parliament on any proposal, matter or thing connected with
public sector or private sector finances or with the economic development of the State.

(/I) may inquire into, consider and report to the Parliament on any matter arising out of the annual Estimates

of Receipts and Payments of the Consolidated Fund or other Budget Papers.

The Hon. R. J . Long-Why have you left out words?
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-I am quoting from a document issued by the Parliament
of Victoria, "A Guide to the Functions, Powers and Procedures of Joint Investigatory
Committees" issued in August 1982.
The Hon. R. J . Long-That is not the way the Act is struck.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-I am not quoting from the Act. I am quoting from a
document of this Parliament that I have identified.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-Did you leave out any words?
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-I did not omit any words from that document which is
available to all members of this House just as it was available to me.
It is apparent that members of Parliament were satisfied with the system prior to 1982
and with the system that has operated effectively between 1982 and now.

I take up Mr Baxter's comment that he is somehow bound and gagged when he turns up
at committee meetings and cannot raise matters he wishes.
The Hon. D. M. Evans-You have the numbers and you refuse to take it up.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-There is no evidence to support the implication that the
numbers are being used on the Economic and Budget Review Committee to quash any
direction or opportunity taken by members of the opposition parties. I ask Mr Baxter to
produce the minutes of any meetings in which a motion has been introduced by members
of the opposition parties where numbers have been used by the Government to defeat a
request or to exercise an Estimates power or function.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-I would be careful about that if I were you.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-That is nonsense because we all know that the Parliamentary
committee system does not operate in that fashion.
The Opposition is trying to foist another committee on this Parliament to perform a
role that is already being carried out or capable of being carried out by the Economic and
Budget Review Committee. That is wasteful and costly and, taking up the point made by
Mr Knowles, Mr Birrell and Mr Baxter, who all talk about time and availability of
members of Parliament, it would place an unnecessary extra burden on members of
Parliament who are already busy carrying out the functions of the properly constituted
joint committee.
If an Estimates committee were established, will it comprise the same members as are
on other committees? Will Mr Baxter, Mr Connard, Mr Guest and Mr Henshaw pop into
the Legislative Council's Estimates Committee at 9.30 a.m. until 11 a.m. and then whip
around the corner at 11 a.m. to the Economic and Budget Review Committee and deal
with the same matters? Knowing the consistency of the opposition parties, those honourable
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members will probably stumble and fall and vote in different ways at the different
committees.
I understand that the Economic and Budget Review Committee met this morning for
the express purpose of considering and reporting to Parliament on matters arising out of
the annual Estimates of receipts and payments of the Consolidated Fund or other Budget
Papers for the year ending 30 June 1987 and to consider a report for the appropriate
Parliamentary procedures for future consideration of the annual Estimates.
I have not spoken to members of the press, some of whom were on strike last night.
When on strike, they usually get home later from work than when they are actually
working.
Honourable members interjecting.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-I am sure that tonight's news will feature the abortive
meeting of the Economic and Budget Review Committee with its six empty chairs.
Members of the opposition parties, consistent with their negligent attitude towards the
Economic and Budget Review Committee, did not turn up once again.
Everybody was asked to turn up to a meeting to consider an issue that has been on the
Notice Paper for some three years which all of a sudden has taken on a burning urgency.
One wonders why.
I read in the paper that it had something to do with the Leader of the Opposition in
another place being down at Williamstown and running into one of his supporters who
suggested that he should change his undertaking on the blocking of Supply. He wonders
how to work this out. Mr Guest's Estimates Committee has been hanging around on the
Notice Paper for three or four years.
With due respect to Mr Guest, I can imagine what goes on in the party room. The
Leader of the Opposition says, "We'll keep Guesty busy and allow him to debate on this
committee and once a year he can churn out his speech."
The PRESIDENT-Order! I shall resume the chair at 2 o'clock.
The sitting was suspended at 1 p.m. until 2.3 p.m.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-Prior to the suspension of the sitting, I was speaking of the
reason why there has developed a special urgency during the past few days to establish an
Estimates Committee. I drew attention to the fact that the Leader of the Opposition in
another place felt the need to breach an undertaking he had given previously not to block
Supply in the Legislative Council.
The attitude of the Opposition has been typified by the Leader of the Opposition in
another place who has broken that undertaking, and who has engaged in reprehensible
behaviour.
How can the people of Victoria believe they can put any trust in a person who has given
his word on many occasions not to block Supply and who has now abandoned that
undertaking with such careless disregard. The Liberal Party will be in opposition for a
long and protracted period.
On many occasions in this place there have been serious debates between Mr Storey,
Mr Hunt and myself on the role that the House should play in the Parliamentary system.
During those debates undertakings were made on both sides of the House not to delay and
frustrate a duly and properly elected Government's money Bill. I hope that, in view of
what has been said by Mr Storey, Mr Hunt, Mr Chamberlain and others, the Opposition
will not be as quick as the Leader of the Opposition in another place to move away from
those undertakings.
Over a number of years there have been debates in the House on the establishment of
an Estimates Committee and other standing committees referred to by Mr Guest. It is my
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recollection that late last year it was stated that the question of the establishment of an
Estimates Committee and those other standing committees would be referred to the
Standing Orders Committee.
The Hon. J. V. C. Guest-That was the previous motion for a legislative general
purpose committee.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-I take up what Mr Guest said, by way of interjection, in
relation to that. Certain undertakings were given by the Government that discussions
would take place with the Leaders of the National Party and the Liberal Party to establish
an Estimates Committee in the cool, calm light of reasoned reflection and consultation. It
is unfortunate that an Estimates Committee should be foisted upon the Government in
this way when Parliament already has an Economic and Budget Review Committee.
This raises the issue of resourcing a committee of this nature in light of the fact that
Parliament already has a committee that has the capacity and powers to carry out a
function of examining the Estimates. Much has been made of the fact that resources are
scarce in this day and age and the best use of those resources should be made by a
responsible Government and a responsible Parliament.
The Economic and Budget Review Committee is being funded to the tune of $330 000,
with a staff of eight. It would be irresponsible, therefore, for the House to establish yet
another committee which, ifit is to operate effectively, would end up costing the Victorian
taxpayer a similar amount of money.
The appropriation for the operation of the Legislative Council committees is
approximately $100000. I should have thought that to establish a committee of this nature
would not be possible within that figure.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-More than that is needed to run the Legislative Council as it
is!
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-That is correct. It is my understanding that additional
moneys to that $100 000 are necessary for the operation of this place. If an Estimates
Committee were established obviously economies would have to be made elsewhere.
Whether it would mean the laying off of staff of the Legislative Council or not, I am
unaware; but there would have to be an amendment to the Constitution to increase the
appropriation for the Legislative Council in this area.
An examination of the Constitution would show that an amendment of the Constitution
requires an absolute majority in both Houses. I should have thought that because
Parliament has in existence a committee that is funded and staffed to such an extent, it
would have the capacity and expertise to carry out the function of examining the Estimates.
Surely Parliament should use that body and not throwaway taxpayers' money!
The Opposition will have to address the fact that it is prepared to spend upwards of
$300 000 to establish an Estimates Committee. The Constitution will have to be amended
to obtain that finance. That probably does not worry the Opposition, which is careless
about the way in which it treats taxpayers' money and about its responsibilities.
Members of the Opposition have spoken much about taxes and charges and have said
that the Government has increased them dramatically. They make accusations without
foundation but are willing to spend taxpayers' money without considering the consequences
of their actions or how the money will be allocated. The Opposition has adopted an
irresponsible and reckless attitude.
Mr Kennett and his cohorts have plotted and planned the establishment of an Estimates
Committee. This is probably to your chagrin, Mr Guest.
The Hon. J. V. C. Guest-On the contrary.
Session 1986-16
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The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-I think at the beginning of the speech made by the Leader
of the House in this place he said that the establishment of what can only be described as
a shonky committee structure has now been taken out of the hands ofMr Guest.
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash Province) (By leave)-If Mr Arnold will give way
to me, I wish to take the opportunity of saying that I completely support the moves of the
Opposition. In fact, I personally pointed to the need to move in the direction we are now
taking, including our proposed amendments.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD (Templestowe Province)-I commend Mr Guest for his
loyalty, which is often required in the face of defeat in the party room!
The Parliament has established a committee structure under Standing Orders, yet Mr
Storey felt it incumbent on him to establish another structure for an Estimates Committee
and to give its chairman different powers for reasons that one must be suspicious of.
In today's Sun, Mr Stockdale was quoted as suggesting that the Economic and Budget
Review Committee was dominated by the Government-or words to that effect-and
questioning its legitimacy. He missed the purpose of all-party Parliamentary committees
which generally operate on the principle of consensus. The hypocrisy of the Liberal Party
is illustrated by the establishment of a committee whose terms of reference give the
Opposition in this House unusual powers. The chairman will have a deliberative and a
casting vote and a Quorum of only three members will be required to allow it to operate.
Mr Storey realises that this is substantially different from the traditional and agreed
structure that was established some time ago. One can only speculate about the motives
of the Opposition.
The Leader of the Government approached the Leader of the Opposition in this place
about the chairmanship of the Estimates Committee in an attempt to resolve the differences.
Agreement may have taken some degree of contention out of the debate but the Leader of
the Opposition, Mr Hunt, refused to resolve the issue by giving an undertaking to that
effect. That is unfortunate in view of the way the Parliamentary system has operated.
Earlier Mr Hunt referred to the Prisons Service Committee and the way in which its
members were able to come to terms with the chairing of the committee. The spirit of that
committee could have been used to resolve this difference. I ask Mr Hunt to reflect on that
during the debate today.
I again emphasise the history of the committee system in Victoria. After such a long
time why was it determined that the Economic and Budget Review Committee should
carry out an Estimates role and then decide to establish a separate Estimates Committee?
The decision to establish the Economic and Budget Review Committee would have been
made prior to 1979 when it was decided that joint committees should adopt an investigatory
role. Why has there been a change in direction? Why are some members of the House not
satisfied with the operation of that joint committee?
Members of the Opposition have criticised the Economic and Budget Review Committee.
These criticisms are without foundation. Mr Henshaw called a meeting of that committee
today and has been ridiculed by members of the Opposition who suggested that he plucked
that decision from the air. Equally, one could apply that attitude to the urgency of the
establishment of an Estimates Committee. No matter how honourable members judge Mr
Henshaw's decision, the Economic and Budget Review Committee has shown that it is
willing to carry out the exact functions of the Estimates Committee.

The Hon. B. P. Dunn-It never looked at it in four years.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-It might have taken four years. The Economic and Budget
Review Committee stated today that it will carry out the functions that the Opposition
wants to give the Estimates Committee.
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The Economic and Budget Review Committee was established under the Parliamentary
committee system and is funded to the tune of $330 00. It has eight staff and twelve
competent members to carry out its duties. Why is it now necessary to pursue Mr Grant's
motion as proposed to be amended by Mr Storey? If the Opposition were honest and
sincere in its intention to establish an Estimates Committee, it could achieve that result
by including those functions in the terms of reference of the Economic and Budget Review
Committee.
The Estimates Committee is unnecessary; it is wasteful; and ultimately the cost will be
borne by the taxpayers. Possibly Mr Baxter, Mr Henshaw, Mr Connard and Mr Guest will
be in the awkward position of being members of two different committees that carry out
the same function.

If they want to be wasteful that is a matter that they will have to face at another time. I
have a feeling, knowing the way that the Opposition tends to operate on certain committees
and the way Mr Baxter has indicated that he operated, that once the first blush of excitement
of establishing this committee is foisted upon the Government, once we have got the
attention of the press, the photographs are taken, the press releases are out and things of
that nature, knowing the way the Opposition operates-an Estimates Committee will
involve a lot of hard work and time-I have a strong feeling that the Opposition will be
found wanting as it has been found wanting in so many other areas.
The Hon. R. I. Knowles-Then you have absolutely nothing to fear.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-Mr Knowles said, "We have absolutely nothing to fear",
but in fact we have because if we establish the committee we will be spending $300 000 of
taxpayers' money. We have nothing to fear in relation to the extra scrutiny that the
Opposition will be able to carry out; we have already got a committee in which we may do
this but the Opposition has failed in the use of that committee and that is the reason it has
come in here today because it has not the capacity or the guile to make that committee
work for the benefit of Parliament.
Other committees have worked to the benefit of Parliament such as the Social
Development Committee, the Legal and Constitutional Committee and the other
committees which all worked without any problems at all. It is just that the Opposition
has not been able to make the Economic and Budget Review Committee work so it asks,
"What do we do; do we spit the dummy in relation to that committee and set up one of
our own?" The Opposition then sets it up with shonky powers and a shonky constitution
and it turns it into a committee that will be used as a vehicle which will not honestly deal
with an Estimates function or carry out an Estimates role. I imagine it will not be used
with a constructive attitude to the task that Estimates Committees should undertake.
The Hon. R. J. Long-Give us a trial and we will prove you wrong.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-I cannot understand this ""Give us a trial". We already
have had a joint Parliamentary Economic and Budget Review Committee. What is this
about, "Give us a trial"? It has been in operation; there is no Question ofa trial. We have
a Parliamentary committee to carry out this task. There is no suggestion of failure; it is
just the failure of the Opposition members to use or participate in the Parliamentary
committee system as it exists.
As I pointed out earlier to Mr Birrell, he really cannot be heard to speak on committees
because of his lack of experience on them. The way he speaks, in fact, reflects his lack of
experience. I am sure if Mr Birrell is anxious to serve on a committee we can find him a
spot on the Mortuary Industry and Cemeteries Administration Committee or the Printing
Committee to which his talents would be best suited.
I shall wind up by reaffirming the point that we are saying that all parties in this
Parliament agree to the establishment of a joint Parliamentary committee system, a
system which is at the forefront of Parliamentary committee systems in Australia. The
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Economic and Budget Review Committee is an essential committee in that system. It is
one that has worked well.
Indications have already been given that it will carry out the Estimates role that is
proposed this Upper House Committee will carry out. It is certain that it is wasteful and
irresponsible of the Opposition to try to foist another committee, which will carry out the
same functions and roles as the Economic and Budget Review Committee, on the taxpayers
of Victoria.
I ask the Opposition why it has lost confidence in the joint Parliamentary committee
system. Is it because of its incapacity to handle it? Is it because it needs to believe it has to
have some unusual advantage in a committee system so that it is a little like this place; it
needs the numbers to win in any debate. It knows it cannot win on Questions of integrity
or logic. It has shown at certain times in the past that the Opposition cannot even win the
arguments when it has got the numbers!
In conclusion, I believe the responsible approach is to maintain and not to move away
from the joint committee system that we have at present and we should not establish an
expensive and wasteful committee in the term that is proposed by the Opposition.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-When the Government filibusters in
the way Mr Arnold has been for the past 50 minutes, not sitting down until his Deputy
Leader tells him that he may, one knows that the Government has run out of arguments.
We knew that before this and it has become obvious that the heat has gone out of the
debate. It has gone out of the debate for the simple reason that the logic of the debate has
become clear.
Let me take that logic that has emerged step by step. We all agree that what this motion
provides ought to be done in one way or another. Everybody now agrees that there ought
to be some form of committee which examines the Estimates.
We know that that is agreed from two sources. We know it from when Mr Henshaw
spoke to this debate, when he said that it would be all right to have one Estimates
Committee rather than two committees and when he saw what it could achieve.
We know it also because belatedly, this morning, the Labor Party members convened
the Economic and Budget Review Committee to adopt-The Hon. R. J. Long-Tried to!
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-They "tried to convene" is right, Mr Long. They sought to
convene a meeting of the Economic and Budget Review Committee to adopt an
examination of the very things which this motion seeks, so we are agreed across party lines
that that work needs to be done.
We are also agreed that in the life of this Government it has not been done. In the life
of the previous Government it was done by the Public Accounts and Expenditure
Committee, but in the life of this committee it has not been done. Why has it not been
done so far?
The Hon. D. E. Henshaw-We are not agreed on that.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-Why has it not been done? It has not been done, as Mr Baxter
pointed out, because efforts by non-Government members of the Economic and Budget
Review Committee to do it were brushed aside; they were not adopted. It has not been
done because the Government in Yes, Minister fashion has kept the Economic and Budget
Review Committee fully occupied with other references of every kind. That committee
has had no time nor apparently, a majority inclination so far, until today, to undertake
this task.
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Mr Henshaw's interjection makes it clear that he, the chairman, does not really want to
be undertaking that task, and ifso, that makes it abundantly clear that the manoeuvre this
morning was just a ploy to stall off the motion before the House.
The third reason that we have not had an examination is that the persistent efforts of
Mr Guest over the past three years have been repeatedly stalled, put off into the nevernever, despite all his efforts, and more recently despite the Opposition's efforts. It has been
the Government that is responsible for that stalling.
The Hon. D. R. White-You didn't even support Mr Guest when he introduced it.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-The Leader of the House says that the whole subject of the
committee was under discussion by the Leaders' meeting. A meeting of the twelve Leaders
in Parliament did, in fact, appoint a subcommittee under the chairmanship of the Deputy
Premier to look at the whole question of Parliamentary committees.
That was about a year ago. As Mr Baxter, one of the members of that subcommittee,
has pointed out, the subcommittee has never met. There has been nothing but a stall. At
the beginning of this sessional period I indicated to the Leader of the Government in this
House that the Opposition desired to proceed with the motion as early as possible. He
said, "Leave it to the Leaders' meeting". The Leaders have still not met, nor has the subcommittee met on this issue.
More than a week ago the Opposition made it clear that it would debate the motion last
week, and it did. The debate was adjourned on the motion of the Leader of the Government
until today. The amendment moved by Mr Storey a week ago had been drafted for many
weeks. It sought to amend the motion for the establishment of Estimates Committees to
provide a single Estimates Committee in line with the wishes of the National Party and in
line with the view expressed during the debate by Mr Henshaw in the belief that that
would mean all-party support for a valuable and vital role which was not being undertaken
by this Parliament or on behalf of this Parliament, that is, the examination of the Estimates
presented to Parliament by the Government.
I have reminded this House many times that the whole power of Parliament derives in
the first instance from control of the Estimates, control of payments and control of
fundraising. In these modern days, when the complexity of government is so increased, it
becomes impossible in the House itself to look behind the figures in the Budget and to
ascertain how each item is made up.

Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT-Order! I ask Mr Lawson and the Minister for Health to cease their
constant interjections across the Chamber.
The Hon. A. J . HUNT-The Senate has shown just how valuable this function is. With.
at least five Estimates Committees, the Senate goes into enormous detail in ascertaining
how the Estimates are made up and the facts which Parliament needs to Know. Hansard
records the information, which is thereafter available not only to Parliament but also to
the public.
There is not a person on any side of politics who would deny that the Senate committees
perform a valuable role. It is a role which enhances the Upper House in the Commonwealth
system of government, and it certainly means that the Senate is performing a role which
is far more effective and valuable to the community as a whole than it was before the
Senate Estimates Committees were established.
If one looks at the matter in that light and notes the stalling that has taken place in the
past, how can one interpret the manoeuvre undertaken by the Government members of
the Economic and Budget Review Committee this morning? Clearly, it is just another
attempt to stall the effective examination of the supplementary Estimates. If it were not
such an attempt and the members concerned were genuine, the proposal would have been
accepted a long time ago.
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The manoeuvre took place only when finalisation of this debate in the Legislative
Council was imminent, when the Government members realised they had neither the
logic nor the numbers to decide how the committee would be established. In desperation
they looked for a manoeuvre to stall yet again. However, it did not work. It was not even
a validly called committee meeting because the notice of the meeting, which I have before
me, did not even set the date. In any event, it was a shonky charade to push this off. Why
is the Government afraid of Opposition members? What has it to hide in the Budget?
The Hon. B. W. Mier-Nothing!
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-If that is so, the Government ought to welcome the scrutiny of
the Budget Papers which a committee of this nature can and will provide.
I agree with Mr Arnold that both joint committees and Select Committees in this
Parliament have an honourable and proud record. This Parliament pioneered the use of
joint committees. It led the Westminster system in the development of those committees.
This Parliament has a proud record. The same applies equally to Select Committees of
this House. The appointment of Select Committees of this House has always been rejected
and fought to the bitter end by the Government of the day.
Since I have been a member of this House, the House has appointed three Select
Committees, all of which have done a sterling and valuable job. In the 1960s, at the
instigation of the Honourable John Galbally, then the Leader of the Labor Party, the
Legislative Council appointed a Select Committee to inquire into the proposal for a
licensed restaurant in the Royal Botanic Gardens. This move was resisted by the
Government of the day.
The committee, however, was appointed and it brought out much evidence and many
facts that had not been available to the Minister of the day when the decision would have
been made. The result was that the Government at the time changed its policy. The
public-the people of Victoria-benefited and the Government itself learned a good
lesson.
At almost the same time a Select Committee was established to examine proposals
relating to the proposed subdivision of the Little Desert, again at the instigation of the
Honourable John Galbally.
The Hon. D. R. White-You were against it!
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-I said that; it was against protests by the Government of the
day. The current Government is being consistent with previous Governments.
That committee was appointed and brought out considerable evidence and much
publicity to inform the public as a whole on the issues. Once more, this resulted in a
change in Government policy to the benefit of Victoria.
The Hon. W. A. Landeryou-Tell us about the Prisons Service Committee?
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-Honourable members may recall that the Government, for
reasons best known to it, bitterly opposed the appointment of the Prisons Service
Committee when it came to government. However, Mr Arnold told this House that the
work carried out on a bipartisan basis and in harmony produced sound results that the
present Minister for Community Services is currently implementing. In other words, the
committee served a valuable purpose.
Mr Arnold asked where the money would come from and where money had come from
for past committees. No such issue was raised at the time. They were financed from the
normal expenses of the Legislative Council. Expenses of the committee are likely to be no
more than if the House sat late on a couple of extra days, but at least the public will be
better informed and this House will be better informed in dealing with the Budget debate.
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The Opposition asks again: what has the Government got to hide? What has it to fear
from a thorough examination of the Budget?
Surely the Budget Papers deserve to be thoroughly and properly examined. The
Opposition has been consistent in its view. Mr Guest has been moving a similar motion
for a long time and the Opposition has supported it for a considerable time. The Liberal
Party's law and constitution policy at the last election proposed that a committee system
be introduced into the Legislative Council to give the Council a role in the examination
of legislation and over Governmental activities, which would correspond with the role
which has come to be adopted by the Senate.
We flagged our intention to do that in this Parliament. That intention was carried
further in that debate and is coming to fruition today, but honourable members have seen
and heard that the Government does not want the committee and the Opposition fears
that the Government will seek to frustrate it. Although Mr Storey's amendment to Mr
Guest's motion was based on the assumption of good faith, it now appears in the light of
the Government's attitude that the Opposition must go further in dotting the i's and
crossing the t's to ensure that the motion is not frustrated. I, therefore, propose to move
amendments to tighten the effect of the motion. These amendments are to Mr' Storey's
amendment and I ask that they now be circulated.
The PRESIDENT-Order! Mr Hunt's amendments cannot be dealt with until Mr
Storey's amendment has been dealt with.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-In that event, Sir, I ask that my amendments be circulated,
and I foreshadow that I shall move them because the Government's intransigence indicates
the possibility that it will seek to frustrate the intent of the motion. By my amendments
the Opposition will seek to ensure that the motion is not frustrated.
The first of my proposed amendments will substitute a new paragraph (b) naming the
non-Government members of the committee and providing that the remaining four
members shall be appointed by lodgment of the names with the President at any time by
the Leader of the Government. So the Government can act as quickly or as slowly as it
chooses, but its nominations will be effective upon lodgment with you, Sir. The nonGovernment members will be appointed by the motion itself. They have been consulted
and are willing to act.
My second proposed amendment will substitute a new paragraph (c) to tighten the
provisions relating to inquiring into the annual Estimates. It makes it more specific and
clearer that no additional reference by the House is required. The motion itself will
provide the reference directly to the committee of the Estimates and the Budget Papers on
questions in respect of receipts and payments to and from the Consolidated Fund.
My third proposed amendment absolves the committee, at its first meeting, from electing"
a chairman because a later amendment deals with the temporary appointment of a
chairman.
My fourth proposed amendment omits paragraph (k) from Mr Storey's amendment, the
effect of which will be to leave the Estimates Committee freer to determine its own
procedures.
My fifth proposed amendment substitutes a new paragraph (I) to avoid any doubts
about the interpretation of the paragraph contained in Mr Storey's amendment. It is
essentially a clarification and nothing more.
My sixth proposed amendment is designed to deal with an issue that was raised by the
Leader of the House, who rejected my view that the committee should be left in the first
instance to appoint its own chairman and suggested that the Opposition wanted to ensure
that a non-Government nominee was the chairman. I have accepted his view and have
expressly provided for. that in the first instance.
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That means that there cannot be any stalling on who shall be the chairman, or any
question of it having to come back to this House and delaying the progress of the committee.
The Opposition proposes to meet square on the argument put by the Leader of the House
and to provide that the initial chairman will be the Honourable Bruce Chamberlain until
the committee or the House otherwise determines. If a change is wanted by the committee
itself, that chan~e can be made; but the proposed amendment means that there will not be
delays, shenamgans and manoeuvres designed to stall the commencement of the
committee's work.
My seventh proposed amendment is designed also to ensure against delays and
endeavours to stall the committee. It provides for a meeting to be called on two working
days' notice, with the consent of a majority of the actual membership of the committee,
and it provides that the first meeting shall be held 15 minutes after the rising of the House
this day, in the Legislative Council committee room.
These proposed amendments are designed to reinforce the Opposition's seriousness
about the appointment of this committee. The Opposition does not want displays of
tactics to delay it. It wants to get on with the job immediately; it wants the committee to
act effectively; and it wants it to report to this House as soon as possible to assist the
House in a genuine way in the proceedings in the Appropriation debate and discussion of
the Budget Bills.
The committee will perform a valuable function. It will become a standard feature of
this House, just as similar committees have become in the Senate. All the Opposition asks
is that the Government gives it a go. It will prove its worth, just as previous Select
Committees have done.
The Hon. M. J. SANDON (Chelsea Province)-Having listened to Mr Hunt, he has
moved me, for the first time since I have been here, to change my submission this
afternoon. I had intended to go back and answer the allegations and distortions put by the
Opposition's first speaker concerning the Victorian Budget and the allegations that
Victorians do not know about the Budget. The Budget has withstood scrutiny, whereas
the Opposition said that the Government was afraid of scrutiny.
When one considers what Treasurer Jolly has done since being Victoria's Treasurer,
one realises that he has made an outstanding contribution by reforming the Budget process
and the economy of this State. I say that, not as a member of the same party or of this
Government; I say it repeating what has been stated in many other areas such as by the
Business Review Weekly, respected business organisations and business leaders concerning
the changes that the Treasurer has introduced.
I instance priority program budgeting, alterations to accounting procedures and the way
in which Parliament and authorities have become more accountable. Clearly, this Treasurer
and this Government have introduced major reforms in the Budget area and those changes
have allowed a better understanding of the process of the Budget-a better understanding
by all Victorians, not only by members of Parliament.
The Government felt that Victorians were entitled to know about what the Budget
Papers were, and items covering priority program budgeting are directed towards making
the Government more open and more accountable; and, in fact, it has done exactly that.
I do not intend to go into some of the other allegations that were mad~, such as the
allegation that this Government is a high taxing Government. To disprove that allegation,
one merely has to be prepared to read the Budget Papers, to see the written instruction for
Government agencies that taxes and charges should not be increased beyond 7 per cent,
which is the projected rate of inflation for this financial year.
I shall now take up Mr Hunt's comments in relation to the need for Parliament to
establish this committee and the role it should perform. Ifit is the view of the Opposition
that it wishes to be committed to having a greater understanding of the Budget process
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and the Victorian economy, then its own proposal, including the amendments
foreshadowed by Mr Hunt, does not allow for that.
If Opposition members examined the amendments moved by Mr Storey and the
subsequent amendments foreshadowed by Mr Hunt, they would see, in particular,
paragraph (I) which refers to who may be called to provide an explanation. It is interesting
to note that it is only with the leave of the Legislative Assembly that the Treasurer could
be called before the Estimates Committee.
The Hon. D. M. Evans-Don't you think he would come?
The Hon. M. J. SANDON-No, I do not, and I suggest it might be appropriate, if the
Opposition really feels that it needs such an Estimates Committee, that it be a joint
Parliamentary committee.
The Hon. G. P. Connard-Would he come then?
The Hon. M. J. SANDON-Ifit were ajoint Parliamentary committee, yes, he would.
I do not know whether Mr Hunt is listening, but I suggest that if he is really concerned
about the establishment of an Estimates Committee that will work he should note one of
the great difficulties with the current proposal, which is access to the Treasurer. I should
have thought this would be paramount and essential to gaining the knowledge and
understanding that he seeks; and his current proposal does not allow for the Treasurer to
be called.
The Hon. D. M. Evans-Yes, it does allow for that.
The Hon. M. J. SANDON-Let us assume that leave is not allowed, which I think
would be a normal course of action in terms of the Assembly's view.
The Hon. D. M. Evans-Why is that?
The Hon. M. J. SANDON-I am suggesting that it may well be that if Opposition
members were prepared to adopt a stance of appointing a joint Parliamentary committee
that included members of the Legislative Assembly and the Legislative Council-The Hon. F. S. Grimwade interjected.
The Hon. M. J. SANDON-Will you shut up?
The PRESIDENT-Order! The honourable member will withdraw that exclamation.
The Hon. M. J. SANDON-I will not withdraw it, I will just tell him to be quiet.
The PRESIDENT-Order! The honourable member will apologise for the use of the
exclamation he just used.
The Hon. M. J. SANDON-I will withdraw it. I am suggesting that if the Opposition
really wants an Estimates Committee, it would be appropriate to have the Treasurer freely
available, and to achieve that a joint Parliamentary committee would be more in keeping
with that wish. That is a major criticism and stumbling block of the Opposition's
proposition.
The Hon. ROBERT LA WSON (Higinbotham Province)-I state at the outset of my
remarks that I belong to the Natural Resources and Environment Committee; I make that
clear to establish my bona fides when speaking on the question of an Estimates Committee.
I congratulate Mr Guest for his efforts in bringing on the debate. As honourable members
have heard during the debate, he has brought the matter before the House on a number of
occasions and finally, on this day, it has come to fruition and he deserves the congratulations
of all honourable members for his persistence and concern for the Parliament of Victoria
and his efforts to improve the work of the Legislative Council.
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In another place, the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, whose internal
arrangements have been so well described by cultural terrorists, made his usual foolish
and intemperate outburst as a contribution to the Grievance Day debate.
He stated, among other things, that when and if the committee is established, it will be
tainted and stacked; it is a gross insult to the entire membership of the Legislative Council
to state that we would be responsible for stacking and tainting a committee of this House.
The idea of having an Estimates Committee is not new, as honourable members well
know. The first Estimates Committees were formed by the Senate in 1970 and lasted for
sixteen years, to this very day. They have changed in form over that time and have done
sterling work for the Federal Parliament.
They were created by the Liberal Government of the day, so that establishes the Liberal
Party's bona fides in relation to this concept.
The Opposition expects that the Estimates Committee that it is proposing to form today
would perform the same valuable work as the Estimates Committees in the Senate. As I
stated earlier, I congratulate Mr Guest and also the other members of the Opposition who
are nominated as members of the committee in the amendments foreshadowed by Mr
Hunt.
The Senate Estimates Committees were formed approximately sixteen years ago, as I
stated earlier, and have been active to this day. For this reason, it IS difficult to understand
why the Government should be so vociferous in opposing this matter because what is
being proposed is nothin~ new. One would think from the reaction of the Government
members that we were chIpping away at the basis of Western civilisation or were about to
bring the Parliamentary system down in ruins. It is nonsense.
The Opposition is proposing to strengthen the Parliamentary system. I have never heard
Mr Sandon so cross as he has been today and this is particularly interesting when one
considers that this is the same man whose favourite saying, when discussing this House,
is that it is an echo chamber; yet here we have the Opposition trying to create a few echoes
of its own and he becomes most upset and angry.
The Government has tried to forestall the debate that has taken place in the Chamber
today by the strange manoeuvre that occurred this morning when the Economic and
Budget Review Committee was called together, unsuccessfully, in order to form an
Estimates Committee.
Unexpectedly the Government had a change of heart and we can ask only-why? As
honourable members know, the Economic and Budget Review Committee has never
reviewed the Budget. It is scarcely even an economic committee. Government members
complain about the cost of it all; it is obviously not economic and it does not review the
Budget, so one wonders what it does do!
Of course, the Government has been careful at all times not to refer any particularly
contentious item to the Economic and Budget Review Committee.
The Chairman of the Economic and Budget Review Committee is Mr Henshaw. This
morning Mr Henshaw's beard was bristling with indignation when the Opposition pointed
out that the committee has not been effective and has made only a belated effort to give
some appearance of effectiveness and willingness to review the Budget.
The Labor Party has been guilty of using the tactic of not sending along its members to
a committee examining any contentious matter, such as the Budget, so that on important
occasions the committee lacks a quorum.
The Hon. D. E. Henshaw-That is the tactic you used this morning!
The Hon. ROBERT LAWSON-Therefore, no discussion can take place. The proposed
Estimates subcommittee would be a "tame cat" subcommittee if it were formed under
those conditions.
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However, the Estimates Committee which the- Opposition parties wish to form will
have real teeth, real power and will have the opportunity of examining Victoria's worst
ever Budget, so Mr Guest's timing has been impeccable.
The Budget is riddled with mistakes. It is not a document for revealing but for concealing
the state of the Victorian economy. It is about time that an independent committee, such
as an Estimates Committee, had a hard look at the 1986-87 State Budget.
One of the Government's arguments involves the cost in running this Estimates
Committee, but that appears to be a belated concern of the Government. The Government
has never been known for its concern for the Victorian taxpayer. The Government asks
why should it form an Estimates Committee that will cost some enormous but unstated
amount of money. The Government has not said how much such a committee would cost.
The Labor Government that has produced the Flinders Street station redevelopment
overruns could have saved Victorians millions of dollars ifit had sacked a few individuals
earlier and introduced a proper accounting system. The Government could have saved
some of the $90 million it spent on sacking railway workers last year and then re-engaging
them.
What about the Government's interference in the debacle of the Alcoa aluminium
smelter at Portland? The Liberal Government had a good deal going with that project
which would not have cost Victorian taxpayers anything. The project then was at the cost
of Alcoa of Australia Ltd, but now the latest estimate is that it will cost Victorians up to
$750 million.
I am certain that the Estimates Committee will not cost $750 million. However, the
Government could have saved all that money if an Estimates Committee had been
established in the past. I criticise the Liberal Party for not introducing it earlier. The
Liberal Party, when in government, should have established an Estimates Committee and
paid greater attention to what Mr Guest has been saying all these years.
Both the Opposition and the Government have had late conversions to the idea. The
Opposition had a conversion some time ago when it realised the benefits of establishing
an Estimates Committee and the Government had its conversion yesterday. Yesterday
the Government decided that an Estimates Committee was a good idea if it could appoint
its own chairman and set the agenda, and so have total control. However, the issue got out
of hand because the Government recognised that the opposition parties were serious about
the establishment of an Upper House Estimates Committee.
The Opposition is concerned about the Budget. Even if the Government'does not like
the idea, it should be aware that Victorians will receive the impression that the Government
has something to hide in the Budget.
Honourable members in the other place have mentioned project cost overruns and the
many mistakes contained in the Budget have been brought to light. An Estimates
Committee can examine and discover any further inconsistencies or faults. The
Government is terrified lest further Budget errors come to light.
I can understand why the Government is concerned about an Estimates Committee,
but it will do an excellent job for Victorians. An Estimates Committee should have been
introduced years ago and I again criticise my party for not listening to Mr Guest when the
matter was first raised.
However, the Government is now at fault because its conversion has come later than
that of the Opposition and it is not a true conversion. The Government wanted to give
the Budget to a "tame cat" Estimates subcommittee but the Opposition will persist with
its motion because it believes the committee will provide a valuable service to Victorians.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-The Government made it clear in the
Lower House that it considered the Economic and Budget Review Committee had a role
to play in respect of the Estimates function. The Opposition and the National Party have
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stated today that they do not agree with that proposal and wish to persist and persevere
with the motion to establish an Estimates Committee. In view of that, I wish to foreshadow
an amendment that I will move, as the Leader of the Opposition has also done. The
proposed amendment calls for the establishment of a joint Estimates Committee.
I wish to deal, first by, with the statement by Mr Lawson that the Government has
something to hide. The Government wishes to appoint a joint Estimates Committee. In
response to his claim that the Government is terrified about what might be found in the
Budget, I repeat: the Government wishes to appoint a joint Estimates Committee.
I shall now place the history of this issue on the record and put right the contributions
made by Mr Hunt and Mr Birrell.
Mr Hunt stated that, in his distinguished Parliamentary career spanning 21 years, there
had been three Select Committees, two of those being appointed when he was in
government, and he opposed both of them. So much for his support for committees of the
Upper House!
Members of the Government back bench over a considerable period-Messrs Foley,
Block, Hayward, Hider, and Guest-all asked for Estimates Committees and on each and
every occasion he opposed them.
When Mr Guest introduced the last motion in 1985, the Leader of the Opposition, Mr
Hunt, wanted to refer the matter to the Standing Orders Committee because he did not
want to be party to it.
In his contribution today, Mr Birrell said-and I line it up against his criticism when he
stated that Mr Henshaw was alleged to have said that he did not have sufficient time-on
more than one occasion, inside and outside this House, "I do not have time to serve on
Parliamentary committees. "
The Hon. J. H. Kennan-That is right, and he is not on any!
The Hon. D. R. WHITE-Mr Birrell is not on any committees. So much for the
commitment of the Opposition to Parliamentary committees. That has never existed.
Opposition members do not have the time.
The Hon. J. H. Kennan-James has the time.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE-Mr Guest has the time but he has never had the support. The
proposed amendment in my name is distinguished from the one proposed by Mr Storey
in paragraph (1) which states:
The committee may ask for explanations from Ministers who are members of the Legislative Council, and,
with the leave of the Legislative Assembly from Ministers who are members of the Assembly, and also from
relevant officers.

The Government proposes to establish an Estimates Committee which does have as-ofright access to Ministers from the Legislative Assembly.
It is as-of-right access as a result of paragraph (s). The committee shall have power to
send for persons, papers and records to every other citizen in Victoria except Ministers in
another place. If the Opposition is genuine about wanting a proper Estimates Committee,
it should be a joint Estimates Committee where, as of right, the committee has access to
the Treasurer.

What distinguishes my contribution is that not only did I serve on Parliamentary
committees, including the Public Bodies Review Committee, the former Statute Law
Revision Committee and the former State Development Committee, but also I have
always been a supporter-as Mr Birrell reminded the House when he referred to my
maiden speech-of the Parliamentary committee system.
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If the Opposition wants an effective Estimates Committee, the committee should have
as-of-right access to the Treasurer and Ministers in another place so that it can be an
effective Estimates Committee instead of a sham.

I do not believe anything Mr Hunt or Mr Birrell said because they are not genuine
supporters of, firstly, the Parliamentary committee system and, secondly, the proper
Estimates process. If the Opposition wants a proper Estimates process, it should move for
a joint Estimates Committee.
This Parliament has had long and continuing support for joint committees. I recognise
that arguments are being put, and the Government has put arguments in another place, in
support of the Estimates function being taken up by the Economic and Budget Review
Committee. There is a limited scope for that within the function of the Economic and
Budget Review Committee.
I also recognise that both the Opposition and the National Party either believe that that
power has not been used effectively-and they are partly to blame-or that it is not
intensive enough. That being the case, what argument is there against establishing a joint
Estimates Committee?
The sort of charade and blackmail we are involved in is in relation to Mr Hunt's
amendment where he said that within 15 minutes of this House concluding its sitting
today, the committee would commence to meet.
What type of consideration is occurring here in respect of establishing an effective
Estimates Committee for and on behalf of members of Parliament reflecting all points of
view?
What we are putting up is a considered point of view. I should like to take this opportunity
to take the House through the other parts of the amendments. I foreshadow that I shaH
move, as an amendment:
I. Proposed paragraph (a), omit "an Estimates Committee" and insert "a loint Estimates Committee."
2. Proposed paragraph (b), after "respectively" insert "from both Houses".
3. Omit proposed paragraph (b).

Paragraph (b) is not consistent with the normal method of operation of Parliamentary
committees when it is known and understood there is a bona fide intention of all parties
to participate on the Estimates Committees. Later I shall also move, consistent with
normal Parliamentary practice:
4. Proposed paragraph (g), omit "Three" and insert "Five".

That is to say it is not reasonable that a quorum should be limited to three members. It is
not reasonable to limit the basis of a quorum to simply three members from the Opposition
constituting a quorum, especially when it is clear that it is the intention of all parties to
serve on the Estimates Committee. I foreshadow that I shall further move:
5. Proposed paragraph Cl), omit "the Legislative Council is actually sitting, unless by special order of the
Council" and insert "either House is actually sitting, unless by special order of the relevant House".

This is consistent with normal Parliamentary committee practice. I similarly shall move:
6. Proposed paragraph (f), omit "who are members of the Legislative Council and, with the leave of the
Legislative Assembly from Ministers who are members of the Assembly,".
7. Proposed paragraph (0), after "Council" insert "and the Assembly".
8. Proposed paragraph (P), omit "Legislative Council".

In looking at the issue of what the role of an Estimates Committee is in other parts of the
country-I take the House first to the Senate Estimates Committees-it is clear that the
Federal Treasurer does not appear before the Senate Estimates Committees. He is
represented by a Minister from another place, and this to some degree qualifies the
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effectiveness of the committee if the Estimates Committee does not have access to the
Treasurer. Mr Keating does not appear before Senate Estimates Committees.
An Honourable Member-Mr Howard did not, either.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE-Mr Howard, when Treasurer also did not appear before the
Senate Estimates Committees. For the benefit of Mr Connard, who is interjecting, I
wonder whether he wants the same interjection on the record in respect of Mr Howard.
The Hon. G. P. Connard-He was a successful Treasurer; this one is not.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE-The electorate decided that in 1983 given the fact that we
were in a significant economic recession.
There are benefits in proposing a bona fide joint Estimates Committee which is consistent
with every part of the amendment to Mr Guest's motion proposed by Mr Storey, except
where the amendment relates to both Houses of Parliament, and also the issue of a
quorum. I am putting to the House that if the Opposition wants a bona fide look at
Estimates with all parties taking part, it should be by means of a joint Estimates Committee.
The only grounds that have been put forward for not supporting sending the Estimates
to the Economic and Budget Review Committee are, firstly, that it had not been seen to
be effective on balance over the past four years and, secondly, that its Estimates role was
limited. That being the case, if that is the considered view of the Opposition and the
National Party, what is wrong with ajoint Estimates Committee where the committee has
as-of-right access to the Treasurer? What is wrong with the opportunity of getting as-ofright access not to five Ministers, but to eighteen Ministers?
If the Opposition wants a proper Estimates Committee process, the Government is
proposing a joint Estimates Committee of both Houses of Parliament to scrutinise the
Budget in a way that was suggested from 1976 by Dr Foley and others and which is the
proposal the Government is putting today .
It is a proposal that has been put in the spirit of and in keeping with the process of
having an effective Parliamentary committee system and is a qualified improvement on
the one that Mr Storey has put, and a significant improvement on the foreshadowed
amendment ofMr Hunt. I urge the House to support it.
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD (Higinbotham Province)-I wish to speak mainly on the
motion rather than debate the amendment. This is a very important and fundamental
debate. My colleague, Mr Guest, over many years has been debating this particular
philosophy which culminated on 25 September last year when he presented the motion
and stated:
It is above all important in the 1980s that we should understand financial matters. Historically control of
finance is the ultimate Parliamentary control over the Crown.

That is a very fundamental issue, but I do not want to spend a great deal of time on that.
In my four years in this place, Mr Guest has debated these issues on a number of occasions
and, quite frankly, I continue to agree with him on these issues.
However, Mr Guest having presented the original motion to the House on 25 September
last year, one finds that the only response, until today, that the Government has made has
come from Mr Henshaw. Mr Henshaw quite clearly said on 30 October 1985 that, inter
alia:
Under those conditions it could well be that an Estimates Committee makes a worth-while contribution to the
operation of Parliament on behalf ofthe people.

The current chairman of the Economic and Budget Review Committee agrees with the
principles that we on this side of the House say should be developed. Mr Henshaw further
stated that he has other concerns. He indicated that a joint Parliamentary committee with
the resouces of a highly qualified competent research staff is in a better position if it has a
mind to-I stress those words-investigate and make constructive contributions to the
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operation and use of departmental expenditure. He further makes a recommendation that
the House should establish just one committee.
The Opposition has supported Mr Henshaw's recommendation, as the spokesperson
for the Government, to form one Estimates Committee.
Mr Arnold, earlier in the debate on the motion and Mr Storey's amendment, indicated
that the Economic and Budget Review Committee should be examining these matters. I
wish to inform the House, as a member of that committee, of some of the recent occurrences
and actions of that committee. Following the last State election in 1985, the Economic
and Budget Review Committee was reformed. To the great surprise of members of that
committee, Mr Henshaw was nominated by the Government to be the chairman. I
compliment the former chairman of that committee, Mr Rowe, for his dedication in
bringing forward a number of references to the attention of the committee.
But, during the course of the two and a half years that I served on the committee, Mr
Rowe and his Labor Party colleagues steadily resisted any involvement by the committee
in the investigation of public accounts.
The minutes of those meetings of the Economic and Budget Review Committee reveal
that Mr Guest, Mr Hayward, Mr Dunn and me brought to the attention of the committee
the importance of forming a public accounts subcommittee. That was never done, and the
proposal was strongly resisted by the Government members. In fact, Opposition members
on the Economic and Budget Review Committee were frustrated from going ahead with
that proposal.
Mr Henshaw was appointed as Chairman of the Economic and Budget Review
Committee and at its first meeting on 24 April 1985 he called for submissions by all
members on matters worthy of investigation. On 31 May 1985 five suggestions were
tabled. Mr Hayward asked the committee to focus on the reduction of waste in Government
instrumentalities. Mr Hayward wanted the committee:
. . . to consider a community-based program which would incorporate incentives for individuals, community
groups and employees in the public sector to suggest ideas and methods for the reduction of waste in the Victorian
public sector. This system would involve the payment ofa commission or award to the person or group suggesting
the ideas. which would be a percentage of the amount of the cost saving actually achieved.

I shall come back to that in a moment and inform the House of the unfortunate saga of
that proposal.
My colleague, Mr Guest, asked the committee:
. . . to inquire into an appropriate form of accrual accounting for the Budget sector which will take account
ofliabilities being incurred for discharge in the future.

Mr Guest also asked the committee:
to inquire into and report on the extent to which the financing of public sector expenditure in Victoria takes
the form of:
(a) conventional borrowing
(b) non-conventional borrowing (in the sense of non-conventional used in the 1984-85 Budget Papers

No. 2)
(c) sale and lease back of assets

(d) leasing of plant and equipment
(e) foreign currency borrowing and other financing methods, and

how such methods are accounted for and what accounting methods are required for full and accurate disclosure.

That was an excellent suggestion, which I shall come back to.
Mr Stockdale asked that the committee not tie up all its resources on the health inquiry
and that it look into Government borrowing policies across the board as a possible future
task. Again, an excellent reference.
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I requested the committee to undertake, on a continuing basis, a Public Accounts
Committee role. I also asked that the committee regularly make recommendations in
response to the Auditor-General's reports.
The only other suggestion for inquiry came from the former chairman, Mr Rowe, who
requested that the committee initiate smaller public accounts type inquiries, to monitor
Government Budgets, Estimates and revenue areas; and review the financial and
administrative operations of the Victorian Parliament.
They were the total suggested references made by members of that committee. All
Liberal Party members put in positive and constructive requests. No Labor members
other than Mr Rowe, suggested any reference. However, since that time, Mr Rowe has
contributed little to the functioning of the Economic and Budget Review Committee and,
apart from his suggested third reference that the committee review the financial and
administrative operations of Parliament, Mr Rowe has not brought before the committee
those suggested references.
Indeed, I was surprised yesterday at the motion to be put before the Economic and
Budget Review Committee because, on examining the attendance book over the past
twelve meetings, I note that Mr Rowe has attended four meetings and been absent for
eight meetings. It is surprising that all of a sudden Mr Rowe has an acute interest in these
matters, because during the past fifteen to eighteen months Mr Rowe has not said a word
about the two important projects that he signalled.
I now inform the House of the events surrounding these proposed references. Mr
Hayward who asked that the committee focus its attention on the reduction of waste in
Government departments and instrumentalities, has faced stiff opposition from
Government members on the committee to his suggested reference. Two requests were
made to the Solicitor-General and, on the second occasion, the Solicitor-General indicated
that the committee could conduct an inquiry into the reduction of waste in Government
departments and instrumentalities. That occurred six months ago. Since that time Mr
Hayward has consistently tried to have a subcommittee formed, but has faced opposition
from Labor members on the committee. The committee is still being frustrated from
getting that important program commenced.
I have indicated already the difficulty that Opposition members of that committee faced
in having the full commIttee take any note of a request to undertake a Public Accounts
Committee role. Government members said it was not important and that the committee
should inquire into other areas. Opposition members of the committee believed the Public
Accounts Committee role to be fundamental to the interests of Parliament itself.
On 16 October 1985, after much debate over a four-year period, the committee agreed
to accept a Public Accounts Committee role. Even now the committee has not gained any
special resources to properly undertake that role. Because of the many requests and
references coming from the Government over the past few years, the Economic and
Budget Review Committee should have a funding ability so that it can adopt a Public
Accounts Committee role, but that has not been forthcoming. The real contributions
towards a public accounts role is coming from the Opposition members of that committee.
Since the formation of the Economic and Budget Review Committee after the last State
election, the committee completed and tabled a wine report in April 1985; a report on the
remuneration of visiting medical officers, and yesterday, a labour market study of radiology.
Those references were referred to the committee from the 49th Parliament. Not one of
those references was initiated during the 50th Parliament.
I understand that two references on Federal funding are almost completed. It is not the
fault of Opposition members on that committee that there has not been a completed
reference emanating from the 50th Parliament, but the fault lies in the intransigence of the
chairman and his colleagues on that committee.
The Minister for Health indicated that the cost of joint Parliamentary committees is
fairly high. The only references the Economic and Budget Review Committee has before
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it is a reference on bush nursing hospitals, a completed reference on Federal funding and
a continuing but slow reference on public accounts. They are the only references the
committee is handling. There is no reason why the committee cannot take up these other
matters, but the Government and Government members on the committee lack the will
to take up those components with any seriousness.
It is correct and proper for Paliament to form an Estimates Committee from this House.
I felt ashamed when Mr Sandon indicated that the Treasurer would refuse to attend the
Estimates Committee. I thought this Chamber was a House of Parliament with the same
authority as the other place. Under the appropriate processes, I should have thought it
would be the duty of a Minister to attend if requested. Why should Ministers refuse a
summons to such a committee; why should Ministers be the only people in the State who
can refuse to attend such a committee?

The idea of an Estimates Committee is not new; it is not draconian; as previous speakers
have indicated, it is the norm in other Parliaments throughout this nation and throughout
the Western system. The Government is currently ducking for cover.
Honourable members have heard about the farce of the honourable member for Essendon
in another place, Mr Rowe, summoning members of the Economic and Budget Review
Committee to a meeting. As Mr Hunt indicated, that was done with such haste that a date
was not included on the notice. Consequently, some members did not attend. I know what
it was about: it was a fundamental political ploy by the Government to defuse the issue.
I maintain that the Labor Party members on the committee lack the will to take up
these issues. The history of the committee over the past four years has shown that lack of
will. The only way the people of Victoria will obtain a proper review of the Budget
Estimates is through the type of committee outlined by Mr Guest and Mr Storey.
The Hon. D. E. HENSHAW (Geelong Province)-It appears that Mr Storey's
amendment has arisen from two schools of thought: one has been concerned with the
possible committee structures that may be implemented and the other is the more recent,
urgent thought that has provoked Mr Storey to suggest a Kennett-inspired nitpicking of
the Budget which, as Mr Sandon pointed out, has been widely acknowledged throughout
the length and breadth of Australia.
I do not resile from the speech I made on this issue approximately one year ago. In
general terms my comments are appropriate, and on rereading my speech, I note that I
made a number of good points which were not alluded to by members of the Opposition.
I take Mr Storey to task about the licence he used in his speech last week while quoting
from the speech I made last year. I began by indicating that I believed it was preferable to
have one committee rather than two committees. If one is to be raped by the Opposition,
it is better to be raped once rather than twice. Mr Storey later used licence in claiming that
I had indicated the desirability of a single committee. He could not make that claim from
the speech I made last year.
I also object to the selective quoting by Mr Birrell. Some of the points I made in my
speech last year are still relevant today, especially my concerns about the possible role of
the Economic and Budget Review Committee. Clearly, that committee has the legislative
capacity to deal with the suggested proposals more adequately than the Upper House. I
fail to see any reason for not following that procedure.
The Hon. R. I. Knowles-The Minister for Health is suggesting something else.
The Hon. D. E. HENSHA W-The Minister for Health has suggested an improvement
on what is proposed by Mr Storey.
,The Hon. R. I. Knowles-No, to what you are arguing.
The Hon. D. E. HENSHAW-I would not disagree with you.
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The Hon. Haddon Storey-Are you for or against the principle of my amendment?
The Hon. D. E. HENSHAW-I support the suggestion of the Minister for Health.
What is the disadvantage of that suggestion compared with Mr Storey's amendment? As
the Minister indicated, his suggestion has positive advantages which Mr Storey should be
prepared to use. I cannot understand Mr Storey's argument against the suggestion of the
Minister for Health.
The Economic and Budget Review Committee has the power to examine matters arising
out of all financial and Budget Papers put before Parliament. I cannot speak for what
happened before I joined the committee, but I direct to the attention of the House a
document that was circulated in September 1983 to members of the Economic and Budget
Review Committee. The document was prepared by the then research officer, Mr David
Shand, and was headed, "Possible Estimates Review Function of the Economic and
Budget Review Committee". No initiatives from members of the Opposition came forward
as a result of that document. The first initiative was taken yesterday by a Government
member of the committee.
The Hon. B. P. Dunn-You dominated the committee!
The Hon. D. E. HENSHA W-I will show that I have not dominated the committee
since my appointment in April last year. Mr Connard referred to a number of items. How
many of those gave rise to motions of the committee? One was a joint effort between Mr
Connard and the honourable member for Essendon in another place, Mr Rowe. The
committee has not opposed those motions and they are proceeding to the satisfaction of
the committee. Perhaps some honourable members would wish them to proceed more
quickly.
As to the matter put forward by the honourable member for Prahran in another place,
Mr Hayward, the committee has not opposed or restrained that proposed inquiry. At one
time when the vote on the matter was equal, I supported the Opposition members to keep
the matter alive. It is still alive, and, so far as I know, it is being considered by the
honourable member for Prahran and the subcommittee appointed to perform that task.
Despite the document circulated in 1982, no Opposition members have utilised the
resources available to the Economic and Budget Review Committee; that move had to be
made by a member of the Government.
The committee has advantages in pursuing such an inquiry: it already has well qualified
staff in place, it has established contacts; it has access to all persons, papers and records;
and, if it so desires, it has access to the Treasurer. What was the problem with the
Opposition using the existing legislation?
Since the inception of the committtee in 1982, fourteen reports have been tabled. One
report was tabled last week and another major report will be tabled in two weeks. In
addition, the committee has been acting through a public accounts sub-committee, as I
suggested in my speech a year ago. Basically, the public accounts sub-committee has been
following through all four matters indicated by Mr Connard. The first of those is
accountability requirements affecting subsidiary companies of Government organisations
with special reference to V/Line industries. That matter is being pursued and a report will
be presented to Parliament shortly.
Another matter is related to the State Insurance Office. A report is nearly completed on
accounting of compulsory third-party insurance deferred liabilities, and I acknowledge
that on that subcommittee Mr Stockdale has been a constructive contributor to its
operations.
A report is in preparation on the structure and cataloguing of the operation of the
Victorian National Gallery. I recall that Mr Birrell made a supposedly humorous remark
about the proposed Estimates Committee being able to call before it the Minister for the
Arts to comment on the cost to the Government of the activities of the Australian Cultural
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Terrorists. I point out that his colleague, Mr Guest, has already pursued this matter within
the Economic and Budget Review Committee. Any Opposition member who so desires
can follow those sorts of inquiries.
A report is being prepared also on the Construction Industry Long Service Leave Board
with particular reference to investment switching accounting policies.
Since the last State Budget was brought down a few weeks ago the full committee has
had a meeting with the Auditor-General. Earlier, some reference was made about Mr
McNamara, the Honourable member for Benalla, in the other place wanting to pursue
that meeting. Mr McNamara understands that I shall be inviting the Auditor-General to a
meeting of the public accounts sub-committee. As I appreciate, he accepts that, and that is
the course that is being followed.
To my mind there is no suggestion that the Economic and Budget Review Committee
is not fulfilling its function within the capacity of its members and of members of the
Opposition contributing constructively and with initiative.
When I received a letter yesterday from Mr Rowe, the honourable member for Essendon
in another place, who, as has been pointed out, is a Government member of the committee,
it appeared to me to be in order to call a meeting. Mr Rowe has taken an initiative which
for some reason the Opposition had not taken in some four and a half years, and he put
his proposal forward. It appears that Mr Rowe at least is happy with the Budget. He has
no suspicion about what might come out of any such inquiry; as chairman, I see no
problem with such an inquiry proceeding.
Subsequent to that, yesterday afternoon I asked the secretary of the committee to
circulate members of the committee for a meeting this morning. When I spoke to Mr
Baxter in the House last night I asked whether he would attend the meeting the next
morning and he told me that he intended attending. I explained to him that I understood
there might be some political problems faced by members of the committee and that if
this matter did not proceed to a vote, that would be understood, but at least it was
worthwhile the committee discussing the situation.
Mr Baxter indicated that he would be at the meeting; similarly, Mr Connard indicated
that he would be at the meeting. The first I knew of those opposition parties' members
withdrawing from the committee and not attending the meeting was a press release issued
on behalf of the opposition parties' members of my committee. The press release made
three points and all three points were wrong-that should be emphasised. The first point
was:
The Government has previously used its majority on the committee to frustrate opposition parties' efforts to
investigate budgetary matters--

That is wrong. At no time has the Government used a majority to frustrate the opposition
parties on budgetary matters. On one occasion, as I recall, when there was an equality of
votes, as chairman, I exercised a casting vote in favour of the opposition parties. The first
statement was completely false. The second statement was:
The resolution is an attempt to place scrutiny of the Budget papers exclusively in the hands ofa Governmentdominated committee.

In what manner is that committee Government dominated? On what basis?
The Hon. G. P. Connard-The casting vote of the chair.
The Hon. D. E. HENSHAW-I have indicated already that the one time the casting
vote was used, it was exercised in support of the opposition parties.
The Hon. G. P. Connard-You cannot deny it is Government dominated.
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The Hon. D. E.HENSHAW-Ifthe committee proceeds with this reference I give an
undertaking that I shall be at every meeting that is called, unlike members of the opposition
parties who failed to attend a meeting of the committee. The third item was:
The planned meeting and resolution is a transparent device conceived in panic at the Labor caucus meeting
this morning to provide an excuse for the Government to frustrate the establishment of an Estimates Committee
by the Legislative Council.

I was at that caucus meeting. That was a complete falsity and fabrication. I reiterate that I
received a letter from Mr Barry Rowe. He is a member of the committee. That is perfectly
legitimate. I attended the caucus meeting. There was no discussion on the movement of
that motion at the caucus meeting. The press release was a beat-up, full of falsities in its
three listed items. It was wrong.
I have asked the secretary of the committee to call a meeting again tomorrow morning
and presumably one will see what happens. I hope tomorrow morning I shall be forewarned
ifany member of the committee wishes to register an apology. Presumably, if this situation
continues, I shall have to take up with the Presiding Officers the matter of the continuing
membership of that committee.
I have referred to the capacity of the Economic and Budget Review Committee to
undertake such an operation. It is clear that the Government is not proposing to duck any
such inquiry, as the Opposition is suggesting. The Government is saying that it ought to
be done on an up-front worthwhile basis. When the Minister for Health has the opportunity
of moving his proposed amendment, I shall be supporting it.
The Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Ballarat Province)-What an incredible debate in the way
in which the Government has shifted ground! It is all because of the Government's
paranoia about having its Budget examined by an Estimates Committee. Mr Guest moved
his motion in September last year to establish two Estimates Committees. Mr Henshaw,
in responding on behalf of the Government, indicated that:
I see some benefits arising from the establishment of an Estimates Committee 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.

The Hon. B. A. Chamberlain-This House-not a joint committee.
The Hon. R. I. KNOWLES-This House. The Government then indicated that it
wanted to discuss this issue at the Leaders' meeting. A subcommittee was formed. Mr
Baxter has informed the House that, despite requests from him on two occasions for the
subcommittee to meet, it never met. Mr Storey, a few weeks ago, responding to the
comments made by Mr Henshaw on behalf of the Government, drew up amendments to
Mr Guest's motion to establish one committee.
Again, the Leader of the House indicated that there would be discussions between the
three parties. No such discussions have occurred. Last week it was indicated that this was
an issue on which the Opposition felt strongly and which the Opposition would be pursuing
this week.
The Minister for the Arts went off his brain and made some outrageous comments
saying that the Government would never have a bar of an Estimates Committee. Yesterday,
following the caucus meeting, the next line of defence was dreamt up-"Let us cook up a
meeting of the Budget and Economic Review Committee tomorrow and get it to start to
examine the Estimates so that we have some line of defence". That did not work. It was
seen for what it was: a stunt.
On the resumption of the debate today, the Leader of the Government said, "We do not
need an Estimates Committee for two reasons: firstly, there is no time to examine the
Budget Papers and have the Appropriation Bill passed in time; and, secondly, there are no
resources to support an Estimates Committee. It is too costly to go through this exercise" .
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He said it is too costly to have a committee of eight members examining proposals to
appropriate almost $9 billion; that it is too costly to have the Budget examined, despite
the fact that the honourable member for Brighton in another place has established that
there are mistakes of more than $800 million in the Budget Papers.
The Treasurer initially conceded that there was one mistake, but he subsequently sent a
memorandum to the Age acknowledging that there were six mistakes-that is, after
previously having denied that there were any more mistakes than the one to which he
admitted.
We now have the Minister for Health proposing amendments to the proposed
amendments to the motion, which would have the effect of establishing a new joint House
Estimates Committee. Therefore, we have gone the whole gambit. Firstly, the Government
has said, "Yes, we will have an Estimates Committee. We will talk about it at the Leaders'
meeting", and then, "No, we do not need an Estimates Committee. We cannot afford one.
It is too costly and we do not have time".
We also have an existing committee that could, in fact, perform this function, but the
Minister for Health has come into this place and, on behalf of the Government, proposed
the establishment of a new joint House committee.
The Hon. M. A. Birrell-The Government has covered all the bases, has it not?
The Hon. R. I. KNOWLES-It has certainly covered the whole range, but how serious
is this proposal? The Government controls the agenda in the Legislative Assembly. If it
were fair dinkum, it would have put a motion through the Assembly today to establish a
joint House committee. There has been no commitment by the Minister for Health to
make available the resources to support this new joint House committee.
The Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs has told us there are no resources. Other
speakers have said that the existing committees are already costing too much. Precisely
where does the Government stand?
It may well be that a new joint House Estimates Committee has some value, but that
will need to be discussed. In fact, it will need to be established by way of motions in both
Houses of Parliament. It will need to be established, but there is no hope of that occurring
in time for this Budget to be examined.
Therefore, the Opposition suggests, given that the Government has now rediscovered
its commitment to an Estimates Committee, that the Government support the Opposition's
proposal for examining this Budget: that is, that an Estimates Committee of this House
examines this year's Budget and that we consider the possibility of establishing a joint
Estimates Committee to examine subsequent Budgets.
If the Minister for Health is sincere and serious, and if he is speaking with the authority
of the Government, that seems to me to be a way of meeting all the points of view and the
commitments of speakers on both sides of the House to have an Estimates Committee
examine the Budget Papers. In that way, a Select Committee of this House would examine
this year's Budget and, next year, we could establish a joint House Estimates Committee
to examine subsequent Budgets.
If the Government is fair dinkum about an Estimates Committee, it will accept that
proposal. If it does not accept the proposal, it will be plainly obvious that the Minister for
Health--

The Hon. B. W. Mier-It is a sham.
The Hon. R. I. KNOWLES-Mr Mier talks about a sham. Fancy a member of the
Government talking about shams! Mr Henshaw said that we need one Estimates
Committee, not two. The Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs said that we do not
need any Estimates Committees. Mr Henshaw also said that the Economic and Budget
Review Committee can, in fact, perform the role of an Estimates Committee. Now, the
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Minister for Health says, "No, we need a new joint Estimates Committee", and Mr Mier
talks about a sham.
I point out to Mr Mier that it will be a sham by the Government if it does not accept the
proposal embodied in Mr Guest's motion, along with the amendments proposed by Mr
Storey and Mr Hunt, to establish an Estimates Committee to examine this year's Budget
and to then establish a joint Estimates Committee to examine subsequent Budgets.
If the Government refuses to support that concept, the proposed amendments of the
Minister for Health will be seen for what they are: another stunt by the Government to
prevent scrutiny of this year's Budget, and another reflection of the Government's paranoia
about having Its Budget proposals involving almost $9 billion of expenditure being
examined by a committee of this Chamber.
The Hon. G. A. SGRO (Melbourne North Province)-As a former member of the
Economic and Budget Review Committee, I should also like to say a few words about the
matter. For nearly four years I participated in the work of that committee, which worked
very well, thanks to the honourable member for Essendon in another place and the
Government members of that committee.
Other members on the committee were Mr Guest, Mr Dunn and Mr Connard. Whenever
the committee met, Mr Guest would always arrive three-quarters of an hour late, at which
time he used to come in with a bundle of papers under his arm, looking very busy. I do
respect him, because he contributed to that committee but, nevertheless, he was always
three-quarters of an hour late.
Many times, the committee ran out of business or it could not meet because it did not
have a quorum. All the Government members of the committee were there, but there was
not one member of the National Party. Mr Dunn was a member of that committee and,
in a period of twelve months, he turned up to its meetings on only about three occasions.
The Hon. B. P. Dunn-That is not true.
The Hon. G. A. SGRO-Mr Guest did put a bit of work into the committee, but he
always used to arrive three-quarters of an hour late.
Many times, Mr Connard used to leave the meeting because he had run out of cigarettes.
That is how seriously he regarded the Economic and Budget Review Committee!
This morning Mr Baxter criticised the committee because-and he blamed the
Government for this-it did not take much interest in the financial matters of the State
but it did take an interest in the wine industry.
It is true that the committee visited a few wineries in his province. I shall tell Mr Baxter
why it did so. The committee visited those wineries because some members of that
committee discovered that they could get free wine when they went there.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-That is not true.
The Hon. G. A. SGRO-That is true. The committee worked hard, and it is on the
record. On three or four occasions the Treasurer appeared before the committee, as did
the Auditor-General. They told the committee-and it is written down in the transcriptthat the committee had all the power to investigate any matter or any page of the Budget
Papers that it wished to examine.
The Auditor-General told us four times that we could inspect any Budget documents.
The Treasurer came here twice, in 1984 and 1985 and said, "You can ask me any time for
any Budget Paper you want. You have got the power." The opposition parties did not
want that.
It was never a question of numbers because a vote was never taken. We had discussions
and members of the Economic and Budget Review Committee agreed. It was not a
question of time, who had the numbers or who had the chairmanship: it was a matter of
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pure commonsense. We achieved a lot of work and the Treasurer told us that we could
investigate any matter we wanted in the Budget Papers or any financial aspect of the State.
We did not want to do that because we did not see any necessity, because the members of
the committee worked well together and discussed everything. Ifmembers of the opposition
parties want to get off their backsides and work, they will realise they already have the
power in the existing committee.
The Auditor-General told them on four occasions that they had the power, and the
Treasurer and the bureaucrats at the Treasury told them that too. Mr Guest knew that he
could call for any document in the Budget Papers but he did not want to do that because
he was satisfied with the way the committee functioned. All of a sudden the opposition
parties decided that they must have an inquiry into the Budget Papers. The Government
has no opposition to that but it suggests that everyone should work together in a joint
committee. No, the Opposition does not want that. It wants to have the numbers, not
reasonable discussion about the Budget.
Over the past few years the joint committee has worked well. There was nothing wrong
with it three or four months ago but there is now. I ask Mr Guest and Mr Hunt why they
do not now accept the joint committee. I know it is because they want numbers, nothing
else.
One mistake was found in the Budget and the Treasurer was honest enough to admit it.
He would be big enough to admit if any other mistakes were found. However, the
Opposition cannot find any more mistakes. I challenge the Opposition to come forward
now if it can find another mistake. It could find only the $17 million mistake, nothing else.
The Hon. B. A. Chamberlain-Only $17 million!
The Hon. G. A. SGRO-I agree it is a lot of money. The Treasurer was honest enough
to admit that mistake. I do not know why Mr Chamberlain is afraid of a joint committee.
Why does he not accept it? He has worked with the joint committee for the past four or
five years. What is wrong with it now?
Mr Guest and the honourable member for Prahran in another place have both worked
very hard in the Economic and Budget Review Committee and they know that they have
all the power in the world to investigate the Budget year by_year. The Auditor-General
told them that they had that power. Maybe I have a bit of dIfficulty in understanding the
words used but I thought it would be easy for Mr Guest to understand. However, he does
not understand. At one stage we had some doubt about the power of the committee and
we asked the Treasurer and the Auditor-General about that power. The Auditor-General
told Mr Guest and the honourable member for Prahran in another place and the National
Party Leaders that they had the power to investigate Budget Papers. They did not want to
do that because it was hard work.
If they are sincere about establishing this investigation committee, for the sake of sanity
they should accept the amendment to be moved by the Minister for Health to have a joint
committee. I think we should all accept that.
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-I wish to point to the appropriateness
of an Estimates Committee comprising members from this House, which, after all, is a
House of review. I am at a distinct disadvantage by being a relatively new member of this
House. I do not have experience to call on to make comments on the effectiveness of the
committee system in broad terms. However, perhaps I am qualified to make comments
about accounting standards in general. I might add that I am a member of the Social
Development Committee.
I am appalled by the accounting standards which permeate the Budget Papers. In fact I
said this in one of my earlier contributions to a debate in this House when I spoke about
the standards in management of our assets. I spoke about disclosure of debts and liabilities
and about what I considered to be an appalling standard in the accrual of expenditure.
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Mr Sandon said a few moments ago that accounting standards had been improved.
They must have been dreadful before! We are given a report based on the crudest form of
cash accounting that would not be acceptable to a corner store but is accepted by Parliament.
It relates to expenditure amounting to $9 billion and to the biggest enterprise in the State
and yet we are expected to accept this crude form of cash accounting.
No one in private enterprise would accept that. Ifreports of that standard were presented,
those who were responsible would be called upon to answer for the major anomalies that
would come out of it.
The real concern I have with cash accounting is with the opportunity it provides for
dressing up the figures. It simply paints a pretty picture by deferring expenditure. Examples
have been given in the Chamber in the past few weeks that the Government is doing
precisely that. Now we are being asked to accept the word of this Treasurer and to rely
upon his honesty and integrity and that the Government has withstood the temptation to
defer expenditure.
Is that a fair expectation? There is ample evidence that the Treasurer cannot even draw
a clear distinction between capital and revenue. He cannot even tell us precisely what
expenditure is related to asset acquisition, in other words, to produce a benefit into the
future compared to the expenditure that has been incurred in a particular year.
The Auditor-General states that more than $254 million has been erroneously placed in
capital expenditure rather than recurrent expenditure. We have heard the insinuation,
implication and accusation that we are more than $2·1 billion out in total public sector
debt. That accusation has been levelled at the Treasurer. What does the Treasurer talk
about? He draws a distinction between net and gross debt.
How can such a distinction occur? It is either a liability or it is not. The Treasurer said
that at the end of the financial year we owed $18·9 billion-the total public sector. The
Auditor-General says that we owe $21 billion, not $18·9 billion. The Treasurer must be
wrong.
We ask for a committee that has the specific brief to ask those sorts of questions. The
point I make from the back bench of the third party is that here is an opportunity for me
to become involved in these questions.
When I was elected as a member of the House I heard a number of stories about the way
the Government had been flogging off the assets of the State and leasing them back on the
never-never. When I obtained the Budget Papers I went through.them in an endeavour to
find out what the leasehold commitments were. I searched the five Budget documents and
I did not find one reference to leasehold. I contacted officers in the Department of
Management and Budget and was told that there was no reference to leasehold in the
documents and that I would have to wait until the Auditor-General's report was released
to find out what the leasehold commitments were.
Those leasehold commitments amount to almost $1200 million. However, the Treasurer
did not believe it was necessary to even refer to those leasehold commitments. How is
that for disclosure standards!
I am delighted that honourable members will have a chance to ask these sorts of
questions through an Estimates Committee. Last week the House debated a motion on
the transfer of a debt liability highlighted in the Budget. I refer to the debate on the
Thomson dam. The Treasurer claimed that that little exercise will improve the Budget by
$60 million. It will not improve anything; it will not change $1 of the net liability of the
State. These are the sorts of issues that an Estimates Committee should examine.
I refer also to the transfer of$7 million from the Budget covering the Portland aluminium
smelter. I read in the Auditor-General's report that the Treasurer has been remiss in the
way the Government has used its accounting methods to register assets. The Government
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has not even been keeping registers even though a specific direction had been issued that
it should.
There are many other Questions on the Budget that I would like addressed because the
level of disclosure in the accounting reports is appalling. I am alarmed not so much at
what those reports reveal but what they do not reveal.
I am not at all convinced by the comments of Mr Sandon that the Government has
improved its accounting standards and budgeting practices. Those comments do not wash
with me. I want to know what is the true and fair financial position so that the people of
Victoria know exaGtly where the State stands in its financial affairs.
The Hon. B. T. PULLEN (Melbourne Province)-A number of speakers in the debate
have centred their remarks on whether the House needs an Estimates Committee. I want
to put the issue in a general context.
The Government has an extraordinarily good record in providing much improved
financial information in all areas. It appears that the Opposition has been unable to make
creative use of that additional information and is grasping at a straw by forming another
committee rather than examining the resources currently available to it.
By way of comparison, there has been a steady improvement in the Quality of financial
information provided in the Budget documents since the Labor Party came to office. If
one examines the information that was presented in the Budget documents prior to the
Labor Party coming to office, one could look, for instance, at the form of Budget Paper
that was presented by a former Treasurer, Mr Hamer-now Sir Rupert Hamer. Does any
honourable member believe he or she could have obtained any idea of what was happening
to the economy of the State from the figures that were presented as virtually an appendix
at the back of the Treasurer's speech? That is what passed for Quality financial reporting
in the days of the Liberal Government!
The Hon. B. P. Dunn-Perhaps the document did not contain shonky figures!
The Hon. B. T. PULLEN-One could not tell because one had no way of knowing. No
information was provided to make a judgment on whether the document was an effective
representation of what had happened in financial terms during the year.
The State now has a comprehensive set of Budget documents through a system of
program budgeting that not only provides an accounting display of information but also
associates that information with the activities the money is used for.
If one examines the Government's programs one is able to assess not only whether the
dollars and cents-which occupy the minds of the Opposition to the exclusion of examining
performance-are being used properly, but also one is able to examine the Budget priorities
and value given to various Government programs.

In addition, various Government departments have produced detailed documents in
the same program budgeting format so that it is possible for one to locate the details of the
Budget programs displayed and compare them to the figures contained in the Budget
documents.
Therefore, someone who is really interested in determining what the Government is
doing in a particular program area has ample opportunity through the information provided
by the Government. The Opposition has not referred to that information provided by the
Government. The Opposition has not referred to that information or used it because the
Opposition has not kept pace with those changes. The Opposition is unable to do that
work itself.
The Opposition is hoping for the establishment of some new committee with staffing to
be appointed so that members of the Opposition can get a free university course in
economics as part of their Parliamentary privileges. Opposition members will then be able
to sit down at committee hearings and be lectured regularly by some research officer,
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which would save those members having to do their own work and using the information
that is readily available. Those Opposition members would like to do the work easily and
have the advantage of a committee that would do that work so that they could enter the
Chamber and spout out the information they have been provided with as if that was their
own work. That is really what the Opposition is on about.
The Opposition wants an easy way to obtain some ability in this area rather than use
the information that is readily available.
In terms of exploring issues, the Government has established five investigatory
committees which are acknowledged as the most innovative and interesting Parliamentary
committee system development in Australia. These committees are properly resourced,
financed and staffed. The committees provide a creative opportunity for the Opposition
to contribute to the Parliamentary system.
Many members of the Opposition have availed themselves of that opportunity but
many have not. It is of no use members of the Opposition complaining about the committee
system when they have proved that they are unable to use it.
Mr Henshaw demonstrated, by going through some of the events involving the Economic
and Budget Review Committee, that the Opposition has not really tested what members
can do in that committee. On the only occasion when the vote of the chairman of that
committee was required, he used it in favour of the Opposition members to allow
Opposition business to proceed. The Opposition is claiming foul play but has provided no
example of where a Government chairman of that committee has used his veto to stop the
Opposition members from proceeding with committee business.
I wish the same could be said of those investigatory committees that are chaired by nonGovernment members. In the case of the Natural Resources and Environment Committee,
a chairman has used his vote to determine matters relating to an inquiry in a party political
manner. That matter has not been referred to by the Opposition yet the Opposition is
complaining about a situation which has never arisen-a theoretical use of the vote of a
Government chairman. Non-Government chairmen have voted in favour of other
situations when committees which they have chaired have necessitated a vote by the
chairman.
Clearly the Opposition has not used the resources available to it in what is a well thought
out and admirable system of committees.
However, the question that has been raised is whether the House should have committees
which provide an opportunity for honourable members to contribute in a committee-type
role. Mr Guest, who is now leaving the Chamber, and who has been absent for many
committee meetings, but who is now returning, has at least applied himself to the question
of whether the House should have a committee structure. As other speakers have indicated,
Mr Guest, to his credit, has persisted with the matter over a period.
In an earlier debate on a motion moved by Mr Guest concerning the establishment of
standing committees, Mr Dunn responded that such a change required careful examination
in the context of the forms and operations of the House because it was clear that the
establishment of such committees would require time and resources that the House may
not have available. It was not simply a matter of taking on existing committees, the House
had to examine how the proposed committees would operate realistically within the
structure of the Legislative Council.
A number of members sit on the five existing committees. Mr Reid is the Chairperson
of the Natural Resources and Environment Committee, which has significant terms of
reference. Mr Reid would acknowledge that the time for his committee to sit over the next
six to eight months will be cut considerably. He acknowledges that he will not be available,
and nor would members of his committee, easily to serve on an Estimates Committee.
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Mr Knowles is an active member of the Social Development Committee, as are members
of the Government. If honourable members' workloads are to be increased or other
members need to be found to sit on the new committees, these changes need to be taken
into account.
Honourable members discussed changes in this House and many members were aware
of the necessity of taking into account how any new committee system would be integrated
into the operations of the House. That matter clearly needed to be resolved by agreement
between the Leaders of the parties because of the change that would have to be made to
the operations of this place.
Mr Storey's amendment alters the original proposal to establish only one Estimates
Committee. The Government is not worried about being scrutinised by such a committee.
As I said earlier, the Government already provides far more information than any former
Government has and if people have the wit and preparedness to apply themselves to use
it, it is there. Some honourable members are too lazy to use any additional information
that is provided. The Government is not worried about the Budget being scrutinised, but
it should be done properly.
The duplication of existing methods is not necessarily the best way of doing so. Mr
Henshaw said that the ability to do so was within the current committee structure. If there
is consensus on the value of having a committee dedicated to examining the Budget
Estimates, there is a choice to be made. The amendment foreshadowed by the Minister
for Health to establish a joint committee has merit. It gives the committees access to
Ministers who could give evidence to it.
The Hon. M. J. Sandon-Including the Treasurer.
The Hon. B. T. PULLEN-Yes, including the Treasurer. It places ajoint committee in
a situation where it will be able to draw from the resources of this and another place. A
joint committee may have more members from this House but it will have the ability to
choose members from both Houses. Therefore, the committee will be given the equivalent
status as other committees and it will build onto the current committee structure, and that
is better than retreating to the old-fashioned idea of forming a Select Committee as an
unresourced extra.
I remember, under the former Liberal Administration, attending a Public Works
Committee hearing. A submission was made and one had to sit through days of hearings.
I was appalled at the way the committee operated. It lacked resources and acted as a rubber
stamp for the authority that dominated the evidence. It was not in any way similar to the
investigative committees established at present. Some honourable members are hankering
back to a romantic period. They want to return to that sort of committee structure but any
examination of the work carried out by similar committees during that period and the
quality of the reports produced shows that the standard of reporting has been lifted under
the new committee structure. One has only to compare the old reports with those produced
by committees such as the Social Development Committee.
The foreshadowed proposal by the Minister for Health which details resources, access
to information and access to key Ministers, is more objective that the cobbled proposal by
Mr Storey, which has alter~d the original proposal by Mr Guest and is less practicable
than the Minister's joint committee proposal.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs) (By leave)-I
should like to comment on the foreshadowed amendments by Mr Hunt and the Mimster
for Health.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-We shall have an opportunity of doing that when we get to the
amendments.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER-I would rather comment on it now, if possible. Since the
debate began today two sets of amendments have been foreshadowed and tabled, one by
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Mr Hunt that goes into detail on the original amendment by Mr Storey, and a series of
amendments by the Minister for Health that deal with the prospect of a joint committee.
I have discussed the matter with the Leader of the Opposition in this place and the
Leaders of my party and I wish to make a compromise proposal-albeit somewhat
reluctantly-and to seek a response from the Leader of the Opposition in this place.
The formulation proposed by Mr Storey that the House started debating today was
unacceptable to the Government but was a formulation in which it could reluctantly take
part, if it were then possible to move a motion in another place for early treatment of the
matter of establishing a joint committee. I say the earlier formulation by Mr Storey
because Mr Hunt's amendment names persons who will sit on the committee, be the
chairman and provides for hearings to begin almost immediately after the completion of
the sittings of the House today.
If one refers to the earlier formulation, the Government would be willing-even on an
interim basis-to meet quickly to name four persons from its party to partake in the
committee established in that manner. This would be on the understanding that it may be
possible-if a notice of motion is moved and passed in another place for a joint
committee-for the House to consider that motion as a genuine move made by the
Government to follow the amendment foreshadowed by the Minister for Health.
I put it that way because it would be necessary for the Government to move in that
manner so that the Opposition in this place believes that the Government is genuinely
proposing a joint committee.
The difficulty with Mr Hunt's foreshadowed amendments is that they name persons for
the committee-they name Opposition members for this committee and leave open the
matter of Government names. They also name Mr Chamberlain as the chairman, albeit
an interim chairman, and they put a condition on the first meeting that it will begin 15
minutes after the end of the sitting of the House.
I believe those conditions are out of keeping with the intent of Select Committees of
this House, so what I suggest, is that if Mr Hunt is willing to consider a withdrawal of
those portions of his amendment that go to naming persons and a time for the meeting
and revert to Mr Storey's formulation which speaks of numbers of persons, then it will be
possible for us to meet quickly as a party to determine the membership that we might put
forward for an Estimates Committee, which in turn may not last long if there is agreement
in due course on a joint committee to work on Estimates.
That does not require an assurance from the Leader of the Opposition in regard to the
joint committee, but we are offering him the bona fides of moving a notice of motion,
passing that motion in the other House, and bringing it back here for debate to see whether
a joint committee is a prospect for this House as usual. I believe that to be a good
proposal-I believe the Minister for Health put it very strongly-but we are not in a .
position to accept under those terms the three amendments that Mr Hunt will move which
name people, name the chairman and refer to the first meeting being 15 minutes after the
closure of proceedings of this House.
I put this genuinely; I put it after consultation with Leaders of my party and some
discussion with the Leader of the Opposition. I know he has not accepted the move but
he knows I intended to put it. I am awaiting his response because he knows today's debate
has elucidated a great deal of understanding on both sides as to what this move has meant.
It is a genuine move; it is a reluctant one on my part but I believe it is a way in which we
can come through the situation and avoid what I am fearful of, and that is the establishment
of a committee of this House that may not have Governnlent representation on it and
which would be functioning in a manner which nobody would be happy with or proud of.
I make that offer and I thank the Opposition for leave to do it, and I shall be most
interested to hear what is the response of the Opposition.
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The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province) (By leave)-The position just taken by
the Leader of the House represents a considerable move from the position taken this
morning, and for that I believe every member of the House is grateful. It does represent
an acknowledgement of the role of an Estimates Committee of one sort or another, so we
are at the position where that is acknowledged by all three parties in this House, and I
believe, from what the Leader has said, by all three parties as a whole in the Parliament.
That is at least a breakthrough and a first step.
It is the begining of the holding out of an olive branch, at least for the future. I would
hope that the Leader of the House will produce that motion and present it in another place
so that we can see what it says. We do not know what the motion precisely will say, in
what terms it will be or when the committee he envisages would commence to operate.

His solution I see as at least an endeavour to obtain an acceptable modus operandi for
the future. We will certainly consider that proposal on its merits when it is presented in
another place. I have said that the question as to when it would operate from would
become important, and I imagine that for future years that may well provide the answer
that we have been looking for. That is a matter that we will determine when we see the
motion in time.
Meanwhile, we in the Opposition and the National Party have insisted that steps need
to be taken now and we are not prepared to forgo the realisation of the committee which
can commence to operate immediately for the prospects of one which may commence to
operate in the future.
If a joint committee is a~reed upon, there are two possibilities. One is that the work of
this committee being appomted today could be substantial. Another is that the committee
would complete its work in respect of the current Budget and that the committee that the
Leader of the House proposes could operate in the future-and none of our parties have
had the opportunity to make their decisions on that matter.
For the moment we must take the view that the urgent question is now and we must,
therefore, proceed with the motion and with the amendments. It is only the pressure of
the motion and the amendments that has brought the Government to the belated
recognition of the need. We want to see that it is serious about it. We want to see that the
motion that it produces is acceptable. We want to determine from when, if at all, that is
adopt~d, but I do see it as at least some prospect for the longer term future-indeed, on a
permanent basis, and for that I am grateful.
May I add a couple of points in relation to what the Leader of the Government has said?
He said, ifhis offer was accepted, he would be willing to move quickly on the appointment
of Government representati ves.
All that indicates is that it is an easy matter for him to move quickly, as we have done.
He has suggested that we are acting in some way contrary to tradition in naming members
of the committee; that is not so.
May makes it perfectly clear that motions may name members or provide for a
subsequent motion or subsequent forms of appointment. The original motion did provide
for a form of appointment without coming back to the House. Now we have named
members willing to act on behalf of the non-Government parties and the Government can
readily name members to act on its behalf.

The Leader says that the committee may not have Government representation; that is
a question for the Government itself. His willingness to move quickly in certain events
indicates that he can move quickly in any event if he so wishes. If he does not appoint
them, that is a question for the Government.
The question of time and the appointment of an interim chairman arise in part from
the remarks of the Leader this morning when it appeared that every effort might be taken
to frustrate the committee. I accept in good faith what the Leader has said, but in a sense
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the horse has bolted. Remarks have been made which seem to our party to make it
essential to tie the matter down and to enable the committee to meet as quickly as possible
with an interim chairman. That committee can then proceed to elect an alternative
chairman if it so desires. That is a matter for the committee; if declined it can come back
to the House.
I take the offer by the Leader of the House in the spirit in which it is intended. I ask him
to show his good faith in proceeding in the way I have suggested with a motion in the
other House which will receive full consideration when we know its terms. It will doubtless
be the subject of negotiation, which it ought to be, but meanwhile as a safeguard we need
to proceed with the motion and the amendments currently before the House.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs) (By leave)-In
response, let me make it clear that the key issue for us and the key hope of the Government
is to ~et a joint committee. I do not believe the Leader of the Opposition is denying that
that IS a prospect. I think he misunderstood me somewhat in regard to an interim
committee.
I have agreed that an interim committee is a possibility as an interim committee of the
Upper House, but I have made it clear, I hope, that certain provisions, not ofMr Storey's
motion but of the amendments to be moved by his Leader, are, we believe, amendments
that we cannot comply with or meet. We do not believe they are reasonable, given the way
that the parties and Parliament function.
I am particularly concerned about the notion of this early meeting because when I speak
about moving quickly I am talkin~ about still havin~ to refer the matter of this party's
membership, to a constituted meetmg of the party whIch can be called quickly.
I cannot indicate that it will be called today, or even tomorrow, but I am willing to
negotiate with the Leader of the Opposition on the shortest time in which the Government
can make names available. The Government does not function in the same way as the
Opposition, and when I say the Government will move quickly, I do not mean 15 minutes
after the House rises.
The Hon. H. R. Ward-Not speedily!
The Hon. E. H. WALKER-I have put it as best I can-not just for myself, but on
behalf of the Leaders of my party. The matter must properly be referred to members of
the caucus of the Government Party, and that can be done quickly.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-Are you meeting tomorrow?
The Hon. E. H. W ALKER-I am willing to talk about the shortest possible time in
which to do that, but I ask Mr Hunt to consider the withdrawal of the last amendment as
the first priority and, secondly, it would suit the Government if members can meet in the
manner Mr Haddon Storey's amendment suggested to discuss the matter of a chairman,
rather than simply naming an interim chairman. The procedure would then be discussed
as suggested and, no doubt, agreement could be reached about a chairman.
That is the manner in which the Government thinks it should be done. As soon as the
eight people are named it can proceed. It does not mean a fortnight, but possibly a couple
of days for the naming of the Government members.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-It means a fortnight.
The Hon. E. H. W ALKER-A party meeting of the kind necessary can be called short
of the next caucus meeting as planned. I am not saying we have to wait that long.
The Hon. Haddon Storey-If they cannot agree on a chairman, they cannot do anything
until Parliament meets.
The Hon. E. H. W ALKER-I believe, as the Leader of the Opposition believes, that
sanity will prevail when the committee meets in regard to the chairman. We may be able
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to come to some agreement on how this is to be handled between now and the next time
Parliament meets if some spin-off occurs.
I do not believe it is proper, as the Leader of the Opposition has suggested, that the
chairman be named outright without the procedure that Mr Haddon Storey offered. I am
asking the Leader of the Opposition to withdraw those two proposals on the assurance
that the Government will meet and talk with him to move as quickly as possible on this
matter.
That is the sort of ground that will give honourable members the chance to begin, as Mr
Hunt eloquently said, to move as soon as possible towards the prospect ofajoint committee.
The bona fides of this Government have to be offered in terms of placing a notice of
motion before the Legislative Assembly. The Government cannot move a motion of this
sort by leave. Notice of the motion must be given, and this could be done possibly later
today for tomorrow.
That is what the Government hopes will be done. The Government will move quickly
towards a joint committee. In the meantime it would prefer to return to the original
formulation as put by the Leader of the Opposition. In particular, the Government
believes it is not possible for the committee to be constituted today, or even possibly
tomorrow, as it needs a day or two to have the meeting necessary for us to nominate who
will be on the committee.
The Hoo. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province) (By leave)- The National Party
regards this as a matter of considerable urgency, which is the way it has dealt with it from
the beginning. It has held this urgency as a matter of public interest and because of the
considerable confusion and doubt among people at the attention that has been directed to
inaccuracies in the Budget documents and the obvious need for examination of the
Budget. Therefore, the National Party is concerned at any move that might delay the
establishment of an Estimates Committee by this House.
The National Party has no basic objection to the establishment of a joint Estimates
Committee, but surely the process of doing that will take time, and time is important
when one considers that only five or six sitting weeks remain in this sessional period. The
Budget documents have been presented for some weeks and there is clearly a need for
immediate examination of those documents.
Honourable members should proceed immediately to establish an Estimates Committee
of this House. The Government on many occasions has said that the House should be
involving itself in more committee work. Members on all sides of the House have been in
agreement with that view.
The Hoo. J. H. Keooan-Mark Birrell does not like committees.
The Hoo. B. P. DUNN-I do not think he disagrees with that view.
The Hoo. J. H. Keooao-Are you on a committee yourself?
The Hoo. B. P. DUNN-I am not on ajoint committee for obvious reasons.
The Hoo. J. H. Keooan-What is the obvious reason?
The Hoo. B. P. DUNN-The Attorney-General is not on a Parliamentary committee
as he does not have time to serve on a committee, and neither do I have time to serve on
a committee at this stage.
The PRESIDENT-Order! I ask the honourable member to ignore interjections.
The Hoo. B. P. DUNN-There is a clear need for the House to involve itself in more
committee work and an Estimates Committee is an obvious way in which it can involve
itself in an important examination of the Budget documents. The proposal for a joint
committee of both Houses in an issue that may need further discussion by the Leaders of
the parties. It has already been referred to and honourable members may be expected to
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refer to it on future occasions. However, so far as this Budget is concerned, let us proceed
to set up an Estimates Committee today.
The way in which the Government resisted the initial moves towards the establishment
of an Estimates Committee concerns the National Party. That is why the National Party
has supported the tightening up of Mr Haddon Storey's amendment, which means the
committee must meet quickly and start its work immediately. The National Party's
representative on the committee, Mr Hallam, is prepared to sit on that committee and to
start work on the examination of Estimates immediately.
The way in which Government members in this House and another place have strongly
resisted the establishment of an Estimates Committee leads us to believe the Government
may delay the committee's operations. Therefore, what Mr Hunt has proposed to this
House is not unreasonable. It will ensure that the committee is bound at least to start its
work immediately and report back to this House as soon as possible. The National Party
will consider the joint committee proposal as put forward by the Labor Government. It
welcomes that opportunity for discussion, but believes the House should proceed now
with establishment of an Estimates Committee of this House alone.
The Hon. JOAN COXSEDGE (Melbourne West Province)-I want to say a few words
today, and I shall be briefand blunt. I have just witnessed the most amazing performance
that I have seen in this House for some time, and I have been here since 1979. This House
is well-renowned for its cant and hypocrisy, but the performance just witnessed in the last
half hour beats the lot.
A couple of amendments have been foreshadowed today. The first amendment is to be
moved by Mr Hunt, who wants to set up the hanging committee-the Estimates Committee
of this House. An amendment was then foreshadowed by the Minister for Health, who
quite correctly wants to set up a joint House committee, an appropriate idea for this
Parliament. Honourable members heard the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs
put forward propositions which demonstrated a substantial shift in the Government's
original position. He shifted a lot further than I thought was necessarily politically desirable,
but nevertheless the shift took place.
However, what has happened? Honourable members who do not even bother to take
any interest in committees have had the gall to turn down that proposition-with more
hypocrisy than I have seen for a long time coming from members of the corner National
Party, and God knows, they are past masters at it!
We have Mr Hunt who wants everything cut and dried, even down to nominating who
should be on the committee and who should chair it. Mr Hunt can hardly say that that is
a democratic process. I think it is the most outrageously anti-democratic proposition. He
then has the gall to suggest that the committee should meet within 15 minutes of the
House rising.
Honourable members are today witnessing a political stunt put up by the Liberal Party
and its conservative mates in the corner to put in place a phony committee so that at some
time in the future the Opposition can invent a reason to deny Supply.
An Honourable Member-Rubbish!
The Hon. JOAN COXSEDGE-That is what it is all about. I do not believe it matters
a damn who is on the committee or who chairs it. Members of the Opposition have never
liked bein~ out of office. They see themselves as the party of government. They cannot
handle beIng in opposition and are looking for an opportunity of bringing down the
Government, but they will have something of a problem because they have Jeff Kennett
as their Leader.
The Hon. M. J. Sandon-Jeffwho?
The Hon. JOAN COXSEDGE-Jeff Kennett is obviously unacceptable to the
conservative forces in this State because he is an electoral embarrassment. Many of them
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are anxious for Jeff Kennett to go. He has made it clear that to hang on he is prepared to
use the Legislative Council to refuse Supply, and the Government believes this proposed
committee is the basis on which he will attempt to do it.
I have served on joint Parliamentary committees since coming into this House. I firmly
support them and I attend regularly, and I regularly attend subcommittees. I have been a
member of the Legal and Constitutional Committee and a member of its forerunner, the
Statute Law Revision Committee. The Legal and Constitutional Committee in particular
works very well; its members cooperate well; it bolsters this Parliament and makes its
work more effective.
That is the pathway that should be followed in this matter. I see no merit at all in
moving away from that correct process. Honourable members should support the existing
committee system, which is an example to other Parliaments in this country. It has been
a pacesetter and this Parliament should stay with it.
Why does the Opposition want to change the format? The proposition put before this
House by the Opposition is a blatant political ploy, as has been exposed in the past halfhour by the reaction of the Opposition to the compromise put by the Leader of the House.
I support the joint Parliamentary committee proposition, as moved by the Minister for
Health.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-Like Mrs Coxsedge I thought the offer
made by the Leader of the House represented a reasonable position and a reasonable
compromise. As he indicated, he was putting a genuine compromise and, as he also
indicated, it was a shift from the position adopted by the Government this morning.
However, it has flushed out the true motives of the Opposition, just as the amendments
foreshadowed by Mr Hunt flushed out the true motives.
Honourable members heard Mr Birrell speak this morning on Parliamentary committees,
and the Government gives him all the credibility that he deserves on Parliamentary
committees, because he has not served and apparently will not serve on Parliamentary
committees of this Parliament.
The Hon. M. A. Birrell-What about the Prisons Service Committee?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-The only one on which Mr Birrell has ever served is a
committee of the Upper House, the Prisons Service Committee, which made
recommendations that individual members of the Opposition have done their best to
undermine and on which they have attempted to score cheap political points ever since
that committee brought in its report. What a sham that committee was!
It is all very well for Mr Hunt to talk about implementation when, in respect of the
search, for instance, for a low-security women's prison the Liberal Party seeks to score"
points both here and electorally. Let us hear no more of the humbug about the Prisons
Service Committee! I have received no support from members of the Opposition in trying
to implement that.

Honourable members have witnessed today another example of the way in which the
Opposition sees this Parliament operate. On occasions Mr Hunt has endeavoured to use
the numbers in this House for political stunts. If the Opposition were serious about this, it
would participate in either the existingjoint committee, the Economic and Budget Review
Committee, or in the one foreshadowed by the Minister for Health and the Leader of the
House.
If the Opposition wants Parliamentary scrutiny of the Estimates and of the Budget, why
limit it to scrutiny by a committee of one Chamber? The Opposition apparently wants
Parliamentary scrutiny of Government action, and the Government supports
Parliamentary committees. It established the joint Parliamentary committees that currently
operate. Why will not the Opposition participate in or accept the Government's offer of a
Session 1986- 17
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joint Parliamentary committee? The answer is that the Opposition wants to control it so
that it can use the committee as a political stunt.
Honourable members have seen Mr Hunt use this place time and again. On the one
hand, he likes to stand as a man of principle and honour but, on the other hand, honourable
members saw the debacle that occurred when he endeavoured to do something that
genuinely outraged the community, as he has outraged previous communities on a number
of occaSIOns, when he tried to call an individual to the Bar of the House. Honourable
members well recall that debacle.
What Mr Hunt is trying to do by his amendments is no less outrageous, and he will
stand condemned for a very long time for the amendments that he has circulated. While
asserting that he wants Parliamentary scrutiny of the Budget and the Estimates, he refuses
to participate in a joint Parliamentary committee. While asserting that he wants
Parliamentary scrutiny of the Budget and the Estimates, what he wants is to establish a
committee of this House alone, and to name the members and the chairman in advance
so that he and the Opposition can control the numbers. He then wants it to meet 15
minutes after the House rises. It must go down as one of the most contemptible documents
in Parliamentary history.
One would have to go back, I suppose, to Lord Lansdowne and all of those other people
and come right through to the toe-cutter, Reg Withers, to see the equal of the sort of
nonsense that Mr Hunt is endeavouring to perpetrate on this House. Indeed, one might
be forgiven for thinking Mr Hunt is a down-market Reg Withers. Here we have a man
who wants Parliamentary scrutiny of the Budget, but will he participate in an existing
Parliamentary committee? No. Will he accept the Government's offer of a special new
joint Parliamentary committee? No. He is supported by Mr Birrell. Will Mr Birrell serve
on a Parliamentary committee of any kind, other than one set up by the Legislative
Council? No.
Mr Birrell is resolutely a man of the nineteenth century. He is, I suppose, seen in some
quarters as a relatively young Liberal, but he will not have a bar of joint Parliamentary
committees. The only committee on which he will serve is one of the "hanging" committees
that Mr Hunt put forward in the interests of apparent Parliamentary scrutiny. What Mr
Hunt means is scrutiny by members of the Liberal Party who happen to hold seats in the
Legislative Council. It has nothing to do with Parliamentary scrutiny.
IfMr Hunt were serious about this, he would agree to participate in ajoint Parliamentary
committee, but he is not prepared to do that. He wants in the foreshadowed amendment
not only to name the members of his party and those of the corner party who are to serve
but also to name and endorse the chairman of the committee until the committee itself
determines otherwise. Having done that and having named the chairman of the committee,
he thereby automatically gains the numbers.
It may be that there will be trouble in the Liberal Party caucus on that committee. The
members may lose confidence in Mr Chamberlain, and Mr Guest might stage a coup and
become chairman.
It is possible that Mr Guest will be chairman. Perhaps that is what he has in mind
because that is how open it is. He will have Mr Chamberlain chair the committee until he
gets rolled in the caucus of three; until Mr Guest stages his coup!

The well-known non-performing, non-participating Mr Birrell will be on the committee
with Mr Guest-if it is one of those days when Mr Guest happens to turn up at Spring
Street. Of course, honourable members know that Mr Guest does not come here all that
often and poor old Mr Hallam is being dragged along to bob along like a cork on Mr
Hunt's not inconsiderable waves.
This list of Mr Hunt's foreshadowed amendments will stand some scrutiny in the future
and will last for a long time in the annals of Parliamentary history in this country because
it is singularly shabby, even for this place, which has a miserable reputation.
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Even in a place where the interests of ordinary people have constantly suffered, a place
with the reputation of protecting privilege and distortions, a place with the unhappy
history of the Legislative Council, this list of amendments is a shocker by any standards;
and it will be remembered for a very long time as such.
It is a striking list of amendments and, indeed, it is an indication of the decline of Mr
Hunt, the decline of his judgment. He has learned nothing from the Graeme Stoney
debacle last year and he is now putting forward a list of foreshadowed amendments which
names the chairman of the committee and he is using the numbers in this place to see
that--

The Hon. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-On a point of order, Mr President,
I seek your ruling on your earlier comments when you said that honourable members were
to debate the motion moved by Mr Guest and the amendments moved by Mr Storey and
that the subsequent and foreshadowed amendments by Mr Hunt and the Minister for
Health would be debated at a later stage.
The PRESIDENT-Order! The ruling was quite correct. I uphold the point of order. I
was engaged in some conversation with the Clerk and I was not listening to the AttorneyGeneral, but he must confine himself particularly to Mr Guest's motion and Mr Storey's
amendment.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I will do so, Mr President.
The insensitivity that the Opposition feels about the foreshadowed amendments of Mr
Hunt is a good indication of the way even Mr Dunn-who does not exactly have a thin
skin on these matters-wishes to distance himself from the list of foreshadowed
amendments; just as Mr Hallam and Mr Lawson both want to distance themselves from
Mr Birrell's history of non-participation and non-performance in Parliament by
immediately declaring that they were serving members of a Parliamentary committee.
They could not run away fast enough from Mr Birrell because they did not want to be
accused of being involved in the hypocrisy in which Mr Birrell has engaged and they also,
obviously, do not share the sentiments of Mr Birrell because they were only too anxious
to distance themselves from him.
I do not believe there has been a time in recent political history, certainly in the last
generation or so, when we have seen an Opposition as bankrupt as this one. If readers of
newspapers and followers of politics in this State think back over the past eighteen months,
they will not be able to remember a single positive policy issue that the Opposition in this
State has taken up.
Government members have heard nothing from the Opposition during the past eighteen
months apart from reaction to Government proposals. The Opposition is no longer
functioning as a political unit in any real sense. It is functioning as a group of individuals
who come along to Parliament and react, very often in a negative way, to Government
proposals.
One could not say that the Victorian community is blessed with an Opposition that is
dedicated to pursuing ideas or principles of its own or presenting alternative positive
strategies and policies that it has developed on its own account. The Opposition in this
State is politically bankrupt and the community is probably the lesser for it.

National Party members interjecting.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-No one expects the National Party to take ideas seriously;
its members are vague and I do not really condemn them because it has never been a party
with a history of ideas. However, the Liberal Party does sometimes pride itself on being a
party of ideas, but what does it stand for? If one reaches a situation where one has to
represent the Government, one is not met with alternative proposals, one is not met with
alternative strategies. If a visitor from another place asks, "What does the Liberal Party
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stand for on the portfolios that you hold?" one is unable to answer because the Liberal
Party is not articulating any ideas at all.
It must be very rare for an Opposition to be almost halfway through another
Parliamentary term and it has failed to make any progress at all on ideas or in formulating
policies of any kind. It is simply intellectually bankrupt.

The Hon. J. V. C. Guest interjected.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-Mr Guest is bleeping out from the opposite side of the
Chamber and I suppose nothing could symbolise the bankrupt nature of the Opposition's
political ideas more than the fact that it has put Mr Guest on this committee, together
with a proven non-performer from whom everyone else in the Opposition wants to
distance themselves-Mr Birrell.
Proceedings today have been another example of reaction. The Opposition wants to
establish a committee to examine the Budget. It is not saying that it has any alternative
strategy at all. It is not saying that it wants Parliamentary scrutiny of the Budget; it wants
scrutiny by a Legislative Council committee that is dominated by the Opposition.
Let us be very clear about what scrutiny it wants because Opposition members do not
purport to say that they want scrutiny by a committee of thIS Parliament; they want
scrutiny by a Select Committee of this place and that is why Mr Birrell is prepared to
participate only in the process whereby he has the numbers.
For the same reason, Mr Hunt has slipped noticeably in his grip on political issues in
the past eighteen months and also in advancing his cause. Like my Leader, I can see very
little reason why the Government should be interested in participating in what is a mere
charade, because the Opposition is simply proposing a political stunt.
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash Province)-In reply, and also on the amendment
to-The PRESIDENT-Order! Mr Guest has the right to speak only, at this stage, on Mr
Storey's amendment. Mr Guest will have ample opportunity to speak on the foreshadowed
amendments as they come forward, and ample opportunity to sum up-to give his final
remarks in reply if his motion is amended. At this stage, Mr Guest has the right only to
speak on Mr Storey's amendment.
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST-In that case, I shall seek leave, when Mr Hunt's
foreshadowed amendments are moved, to make my concluding remarks and my comments
on those amendments. I believe leave will be granted at that stage.
The Hon. HADDON STOREY (East Yarra Province) (By leave)-On the question of
Mr Guest's right of reply, as the mover of the original motion, he would normally have
the right of reply.
As I understand the proceedings, the first step that will occur when the debate has
concluded is that the Question will be put that the words I have proposed to omit from the
motion stand part of the motion, and if it is decided that the words do not stand part, you,
Mr President, will proceed to put the further amendments.
If that is so, it seems that Mr Guest would have no opportunity of exercising his right of
reply unless he is given that right of reply before you, Mr President, put that first Question.
The PRESIDENT-Order! No amendment can be moved until the words proposed by
Mr Storey to be omitted from Mr Guest's motion are omitted. The final vote on Mr
Guest's motion cannot be held until that is done and the time for Mr Guest to reply is just
prior to that vote on the final form of the motion, which is at the conclusion of the debate.
It does not matter what process occurs, somewhere down the line the House must vote
on the acceptance or non-acceptance of Mr Guest's motion, and at that time he will be
given the opportunity of summing up.
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The procedure is complicated so honourable members will have to bear with the Chair.
No amendment can be moved to the words proposed by Mr Storey to be substituted until
the House has resolved that the words proposed to be omitted from Mr Guest's motion
shall in fact not be part of the motion. The question that has to be resolved first is that the
words proposed to be omitted from Mr Guest's motion stand part of the question.
The House proceeded to divide on the question that the words proposed by Mr Storey
to be omitted stand part of the motion (the Hon. R. A. Mackenzie in the chair).
The PRESIDENT-Order! In view of the confusion, it seems to be the will of the
House that the division be suspended and the question be restated. The House is voting
on Mr Storey's amendment as to whether Mr Guest's motion remains in the form as he
proposed it. The question is that the words proposed by Mr Storey to be omitted from Mr
Guest's motion stand part of the motion.
The words proposed by Mr Storey to be omitted from the motion were so omitted.
The PRESIDENT-Order! That disposes of Mr Guest's original words. Mr Storey's
proposal is now open for the amendments foreshadowed to be put in turn and, therefore,
I call on the Minister for Health.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-I move:
1. Proposed paragraph (a), omit "an Estimates Committee" and insert "a joint Estimates Committee".

The amendment calls for the establishment of a joint Estimates Committee which would
be representative of both Houses. I do not intend to speak on the amendment because the
arguments have been well canvassed. The Leader of the House and the Leader of the
Opposition have made it clear that the Government should proceed by way of notice of
motion in another place to demonstrate its bona fides in establishing this committee. That
will be done provided it is made clear to the Government that some adjustment will be
made to the time referred to in Mr Hunt's amendments.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-I have already made it plain that the
Opposition will consider the possibility of a joint Estimates Committee as a long-term
solution to this problem when it sees the text of that motion. However, as the Leader of
the House has virtually acknowledged by his proposal, the proper way of doing that is to
put forward a motion in another place. If and when that happens, the Opposition will
consider it as a long-term solution.
In the meantime, the only effect of that motion will be to delay the appointment of an
Estimates Committee by this House to consider the Budget.
For that reason, and without formulating a view on the long-term proposal of a joint
Estimates Committee, the Opposition cannot accept the amendment to the motion because
the urgency is here and now. For those reasons, the Opposition proposes to vote against
the amendment.
The Hon. W. A. LANDERYOU (Doutta Galla Province)-I am amazed at the attitude
taken by the Leader of the Opposition. The offer from the Government is so generous in
the extreme that one would imagine what we should do is go home quickly before we end
up with three committees.
The Government has proposed to establish ajoint Estimates Committee of both Houses.
to consider this year's Budget-a Budget, incidentally, which passed through the secondreading stage without dissent in another place this afternoon.
It is absurd and extreme for the Opposition to carry on this vendetta against the
Government in an attempt to bolster up the prospects of Jeff Kennett as Leader of the
Opposition. I hope leffKennett remains Leader of the Opposition forever, but Mr Ward
must be his sole remaining Liberal Party supporter in this House.
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The Leader of the Opposition does not have the support of31 per cent of his own party,
yet he has consistently received 31 per cent support throughout the community as recorded
by Gallup polls over many months. That is the worst record in the history of Gallup polls
since they commenced in this State.
I have sat in this Chamber and listened to the hypocrisy of the Opposition, which does
not even give the honour and glory to Mr Guest for having his motion carried. Mr Guest's
motion has been made piebald not only by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, Mr
Haddon Storey QC, who corrected the motion of Mr Guest, but also by the Leader of the
Opposition, Mr Hunt, who has corrected the amendment of the Queen's Counsel.
We then are faced with the position of a member of this House-who wishes to be a
member of the Estimates Committee to be established by this House-asking Parliament
to give the committee permission to hold meetings while Parliament is sitting, but he is
too busy to attend to his other duties as a member of this House.
That again underlines the hypocrisy of the position surrounding the motion moved by
the Opposition. The motion is pure gutter politics of the Liberal Party. It has no intention
of attempting to discover any faults in the Budget. It is trying to create hysteria in the
community that there is something wrong with the Budget.
A small mistake has been admitted by the Treasurer in one area and there are a number
of spelling and punctuation errors in the Budget. Does the Opposition suggest that a
committee should be established to inspect those matters?
This Government has tabled in this House and in the other place more documents in
association with the Budget and other matters underscoring the economic policies of the
Government than has any other Government.
When the Labor Party was in opposition and asked even basic questions of the then
Liberal Government, it was told that the information was unavailable. When I asked a
simple question such as, ··What funds involving Victorian taxpayers' moneys will be used
for municipalities?" I was told by the then Minister for Local Government, now the
Leader of the Opposition in this place, that I was on a fishing expedition.
Fancy anyone having the audacity to ask what funds were allocated to local government
on an electorate by electorate basis!
The PRESIDENT-Order! Mr Landeryou is starting to stray from the amendment.
The Hon. W. A. LANDERYOU-I wanted to underscore the hyprocrisy of the
Opposition. The Opposition cannot have Mr Long on the Estimates Committee because
his estimates of the time it takes to travel from Parliament House to his home and the
actual time often vary considerably from the truth. Mr Guest constantly sends out bills
which just say, ··Pay". I shall give my local member a miss.
I now come to another member of the back bench, the honourable member for sewerage,
who constantly attacks the Government on Budget matters.
He has overlooked the matter although he has had vast experience in terms of Estimates
and the preparation of Budgets and so on in the past.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-On a point of order, Mr Landeryou
has not said one word that relates to the amendment.
The PRESIDENT-Order! On the point of order, I have been very tolerant with Mr
Landeryou and I ask him to confine his remarks to the amendment.
The Hon. W. A. LANDERYOU (Doutta Galla Province)-I can understand the concern
of Mr Hunt because his amendment in itself proposes a committee where he nominates
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the people from his party and from the corner party, and then he attempts to carry out in
a more democratic way-The PRESIDENT-Order! The House is discussing the amendment of the Minister for
Health.
The Hon. W. A. LANDERYOU-I understand that, but I was explainin~ why Mr Hunt
is concerned about me attacking his amendment. The proposal of the Mimster for Health
gives this Parliament-not this gerrymandered House of geriatrics but this Parliamentthe right to determine who should be on the committee. In that context it will be a
committee of some meaning and a committee with teeth. It is a committee that, in
opposition, I would have enthusiastically supported. It is a committee which this
Government is prepared to offer to this House in a spirit of compromise.
Certainly the Leader of the Opposition can take the point that perhaps the Government
was tardy, but it was tardy in the context-if one looks at it closely in relation to the
proposal of the Minister for Health and the amendment-of repeated threats against its
very existence.
This Government has an obligation to protect its tenure of office and to act in the
interest of all Victorians. It is the Opposition that suddenly seized on this proposition of a
committee to examine Estimates. It did not seize on it when Mr Guest first proposed it
while the Liberal Party was in Government. It did not seize on it when Mr Guest first
proposed it in 1982.
There are members sitting on the front bench opposite who came to me giggling about
the stupidity of Mr Guest and his proposal. It seems to me pure humbug, when one
considers the matter against the background of creating hysteria about Supply, and because
the major newspapers in this State have published editorials against the Opposition, it is
clutching at straws to try to find some other justification for opposing the amendment of
the Minister for Health.
What the Minister has proposed on behalf of the Government, buttressed by his Leader's
support and generous offer, is in fact an offer that the Opposition, if it were serious and
really concerned, not only about this Budget but also about future Estimates and future
budgeting with respect to the State of Victoria, would accept enthusiastically. It is not a
Question of a few days' delay.
If the Liberal Party and, indeed, the National Party, were so concerned about the Budget
for this fiscal year, why did not at least one of the members of the Opposition in another
place say "No" when the Speaker in another place put the question to them? It is pure
humbug, like the motion before the House.
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash Province)-I was proposing to confine any further
remarks I wished to make to my right of reply at the conclusion of the debate. However,
the proposal for the establishment of a joint Estimates Committee rather than simply a
committee of this House does need to be answered.
I do not want to attempt to answer all the misstatements of fact made by Mr Landeryou
in his cavalier speech, either those relating to members on the front bench of the Opposition
side of the House or to the way people send out bills, except to say that his reference to
support for Mr Kennett is totally unjustified and 95 per cent at least of the Victorian
Parliamentary party would say that he was never in a stronger position or held in higher
esteem, and that is more than Mr Landeryou could say for Mr Cain!
Let me come to the nub of what Mr Landeryou should have been speaking about. The
fact is that we will, of course, as my Leader said, give due consideration to any bona fide
proposal or, I suppose, to any proposal, bona fide or otherwise, from the Gover~ment
about a joint Estimates Committee.
I have considered the matter carefully over a number of years and I have never thought
that the existing provisions for a joint Parliamentary committee-that is the Economic
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and Budget Review Committee-on Estimates could work. I do not think the
Government's hastily prepared proposal, whatever it may be when it finally reaches the
light of day, will work.
The fact is, as Mr Landeryou said, the Appropriation Bill is halfway through the other
place. The Estimates Committee should be able to report to the House to facilitate the
House's proper consideration of the Appropriation Bill.
It is ridiculous to suppose that a joint Estimates Committee, whether under the guise of
the present Economic and Budget Review Committee or some new creation that might be
thought up by the Government, could possibly be motivated even if it could be organised,
to do its work in any way that was really useful.
. It is ridiculous to suppose that, in the early weeks of the Budget session, on the first
Wednesday when the House often does not sit, on the Thursdays it does not sit and all the
other times when there is little work for this House, waiting for the Appropriation Bill to
arrive here, that during those times Assembly members are going to obtain leave to come
and serve on the joint Estimates Committee to prepare a report which will not be read in
time for their own debates which, in other words, will mean their debates will treat the
Estimates Committee's work as a formality.

That is absurd. It shows that, as with the original structures of the joint investigatory
committee system proposed in 1982, the Government is not really interested in a committee
system or any type of committee except to make work for its own backbenchers and as a
way of keeping Opposition members busy and not worrying the Government.
That may be a slight overstatement and I want to stick to accuracy in this debate because
I regard it as of great importance to this House and to the Parliamentary process. I know
the Minister for Health has genuine interest and a past commitment to make committees
work in this House as, I would like to emphasise, Mr Birrell also had, long before he came
to this place. I shall come to that point in exercising my right of reply.
I want it to be clearly understood that it is not sensible to set up a joint Estimates
Committee. For that reason, I oppose the amendment of the Minister for Health.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-I was interested to hear Mr
Landeryou speak about hypocrisy in this debate. He should have really examined the
stand of his own party during today's debate on this issue if he really wants to know the
meaning of the word "hypocrisy".
The Government that Mr Landeryou supports was dragged squealing to the barrier on
this issue. It was clearly in total opposition to the establishment of an Estimates Committee.
In another place it ridiculed the establishment of an Estimates Committee. In this place
we had the Leader of the Government calling it a hanging committee. He spent 15 to 30
minutes ridiculing the proposition that has been put forward by the Opposition and the
National Party today.
It is only when Mr Landeryou's party recognised it was presented with a fait accompli
and that it could not head off the challenge and that in this case the Opposition and the
National Party were going to proceed as planned that we find compromises. We find
suggestions of a joint Estimates Committee.

Honourable members know of the negotiating talents of some of the Ministers and they
know that if they move to ajoint Estimates Committee they would be giving approval for,
or accepting a considerable delay in, the work of this committee. It is a delaying mechanism
that is being deliberately introduced by the Government. It may be seen to be a long-term
compromise but in the short term it is a convenient tool to delay the examination of the
Budget documents. That is why the National Party cannot accept it. This is a matter of
urgency, not just for members in this place, but also for the people of Victoria. The motive

Estimates Committees

8 October 1986

COUNCIL

489

of the Government is clearly aimed at trying to delay the examination of the Budget
documents.
.
The National Party cannot accept the amendment of the Minister for Health but will
examine that matter in the future and deal with it in due course. The National Party
believes the House should proceed to establish an Estimates Committee so that it can be
in operation by the end of the week.
The PRESIDENT-Order! The Minister for Health has moved an amendment to omit
the words ""an Estimates Committee" and insert the words Ha Joint Estimates Committee"
in proposed paragraph (a). The House has to decide whether the words Han Estimates
Committee" should be omitted.
The House divided on the question that the words proposed by Mr White to be omitted
stand part of the proposed amendment (the Hon. R. A. MacKenzie in the chair).
22
Ayes
Noes
21
Majority against the amendment
AYES
Mr Baxter
Mr Birrell
Mr Chamberlain
MrConnard
Mrde Fegely
Mr Dunn
Mr Evans
MrGranter
MrGrimwade
Mr"Hallam
Mr Hunt
Mr Lawson
MrLong
Mr Macey
Mr Miles
Mr Reid
Mr Storey
Mrs Varty
MrWard
Mr Wright

NOES
Mr Arnold
Mrs Coxsedge
MrCrawford
Mrs Dixon
Mr Henshaw
Mrs Hogg
MrKennan
Mr Kennedy
Mrs Kirner
Mr Landeryou
Mrs McLean
Mr Mier
MrMurphy
Mr Pullen
MrSandon
MrSgro
MrVan Buren
MrWalker
MrWhite

Tellers.'

Mrs Lyster
Mr McArthur

MrGuest
Mr Knowles

Tellers:

The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-I move:
I. Omit proposed paragraph (b) and insert"(b) The Estimates Committee shall consist of eight members of whom the Honourable B. A. Chamberlain,
the Honourable M. A. Birrell, the Honourable J. V. C. Guest and the Honourable R. M. Hallam shall be four
and four shall be appointed by lodgment of the names with the President at any time by the Leader of the
Government."

The only matter to which I desire to refer is the suggestion by the Minister for Agriculture
and Rural Affairs that it was in some way improper to name members in the proposed
amendment. I want to make it clear that the honourable member was quite incorrect and
that May provides absolutely to the contrary.
May's Parliamentary Practice, at page 682 of the twentieth edition, the current edition,
makes it quite clear and I shall read the relevant section:
Each session, other committees may be set up upon motions in which are laid down their orders of reference,
the numbers to be proposed as the quorum and the powers with which it is proposed that the committee should
be invested. The members are usually nominated at the same time. Such committees cease to exist at prorogation
or (if they have not been given power to report from time to time) after they have made their report to the House.
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I have journals from the House of Commons from which I can give specific instances, if
required. The reference in May is clear and specific. My amendment names the honourable
members who have been nominated by the Leaders of the Opposition party and the third
party. Those honourable members have been named, as I indicated previously, and have
indicated their willingness to act. With respect to those honourable members nominated
by the Leader of the House at the time I foreshadowed the amendment, the Minister for
Agriculture and Rural Affairs indicated that the Government may not participate in the
committee. It is a matter for the Government whether it nominates names at all. If the
Minister fails to do so the onus is on him.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I direct to the
attention of the House Standing Order No. 188. I accept that the Standing Order probably
does not take precedence in the manner in which Mr Hunt has moved the amendment,
but the House may be interested in the Standing Order since Mr Hunt is claiming absolute
probity in the motion he has moved. Standing Order No. 188 states:
Every Member intending to move for the appointment ofa Select Committee shall, one day at least preceding
the nomination of such Committee place on the Notice-paper the names of the Members intended to be proposed
by him to be Members of such Committee; but if the mover be desirous that the Committee be appointed by
ballot then the number only need be stated.

I am not saying this necessarily holds, but I do indicate that the way Mr Hunt is moving
the amendment is quite out of keeping with the establishment of previous committees,
practices and customs, about which the honourable member is so happy to tell the House,
as ifhe were the guardian of proper behaviour.
The Leader of the Opposition is moving an amendment improperly and should know
it. He should have done It properly.
The Hon. HADDON STOREY (East Yarra Province)-The rule to which the Leader
of the House referred applies where there is a motion for the appointment of a Select
Committee without naming the members to be appointed. However, in this case there is
a motion for the appointment of a Select Committee which names the members. That is
done perfectly appropriately according to May, as described by Mr Hunt. The fact that
that is true is demonstrated by the fact that the Leader of the House is not raising a point
of order on the matter.
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash Province)-It is regrettable to see the Leader of the
House crashing to such an illogical position. He is objecting to the naming of members
appointed to the Estimates Committee, but nobody raised any objection to the original
motion, following Senate precedent, that allowed unnamed people to be nominated. In
that case, the Leader of the House would not have known who was to be appointed to the
Estimates Committee. What on earth is he objecting to? It is a point for the sake of making
a point.
The paragraph proposed by Mr Hunt to be omitted from the proposed amendment was
so omitted.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-I shall move amendment No. 2
standing in my name-The Hon. F. S. GRIM WADE (Central Highlands Province)-On a point of order, Mr
President, I indicate to you that Mr Hunt has moved that words be omitted, and that has
been done. It is now appropriate to insert the relevant paragraph.
The paragraph proposed by Mr Hunt to be inserted in the proposed amendment was so
inserted.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-(South Eastern Province)-I move:
2. Omit proposed paragraph (c) and insert"(c) The committee shall examine, inquire into, consider and report to the House on the annual Estimates

and any additional or supplementary Estimates of receipts and payments of the Consolidated Fund and
other Budget Papers and on any matter arising out of the Estimates or Budget Papers.".
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The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD (Templestowe Province)-On a point of order, Mr President,
I have raised this matter on previous occasions and I have raised it in discussion with the
Clerks. I refer to the fact of whether this House can appoint a committee to examine
matters that may be examined by a committee that has already been appointed by this
House and the other House by statute. I realise the mockery of it and I have read through
May, to find a specific example.
The amendment moved by Mr Hunt moves closer than the original motion to the
functions and powers of the Economic and Budget Review Committee. The Parliamentary
Committees Act states:
The Economic and Budget Review Committee may, in addition to the powers and duties conferred or imposed
on it by sub-section (I), inquire into, consider and report to the Parliament on any matter arising out of the
annual Estimates of Receipts and Payments of the Consolidated Fund or other Budget Papers.

I shall now refer to the amendment which states:
The committee shall examine, inquire into, consider and report to the House on the annual Estimates and any
additional or supplementary Estimates of receipts and payments of the Consolidated Fund and other Budget
Papers and on any matter arising out of the Estimates or Budget Papers.

At page 207 of May it is stated:
The law of Parliament provides the framework for, and determines the nature of, Parliamentary procedure,
which consists of the rules and arrangements made by either House for discharging its constitutional functions
within that framework. The principal distinction for practical purposes between Parliamentary law and procedure
is that any change in the law of Parliament can only be effected by statute, whereas either House is free to modify
its own procedure by its independent action; and that for the regulation of procedure recourse is not had to
statute except for the purpose of effecting similar procedural changes in both Houses, or of co-ordinating the
rules of procedure to changes in the law of Parliament.

Parliament has established by statute a committee to examine matters touched upon by
Mr Hunt. I say that the House cannot simply establish an Estimates Committee. To begin
with, it is a mockery to establish a committee to examine matters that can be examined by
a committee already established by Parliament. It is illogical and is a mockery of the
powers of Parliament.
Upon examination of May, it appears that it requires an Act of Parliament to repeal the
powers in relation to the existing Economic and Budget Review Committee; to pass an
Act of Parliament and not simply make alterations to Standing Orders. The House must
amend the law, and that is the point I wish to take up as it is fundamental to the action
which the House is taking.
The point of order should be ruled upon because the House is creating a situation where
it is appointing a committee to examine the same matters that a committee already has
been appointed by both Houses of Parliament to investigate.
The Hon A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-On the point of order, Mr President,
I indicate there is neither substance nor logic in it. Mr Arnold has directed the attention of
the House to a provision in the Act which provides that the Economic and Budget Review
Committee may undertake certain inquiries. The House is dealing with a different
proposition. The Estimates Committee will undertake inquiries of a somewhat wider
nature.
The Economic and Budget Review Committee has not undertaken those inquiries. The
expression, "may undertake" those inquiries obviously does not debar others from making
them and it does not confer exclusive jurisdiction. If the honourable member needs any
further examination of the issue, he should look at the case of Armstrong v. Hammond
decided by the Supreme Court in the 1950s. Under the Police Offences Act it was indicated
that certain officers may undertake prosecutions. It was held quite clearly that the use of
that expression could not possibly exclude others from doing so.
In this case, the fact that a jurisdiction to undertake inquiries has been conferred and
never used cannot interfere with a requirement that the committee appointed by this
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House shall undertake inquiries in this field, and, indeed, in a wider field. It is quite clear
that there is no exclusive jurisdiction for the Economic and Budget Review Committee.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD (Templestowe Province)-On the point of order, Mr
President, I accept what Mr Hunt said about the definition of what is mandatory and what
is permissive. All honourable members understand that. However, I am talking about
another issue entirely-what Parliament can do and what it cannot do.
I am saying that Parliament has already vested the powers in an existing committee and
those powers cannot be vested in another committee without an Act of Parliament. It is
easy for members of the Opposition to shout and bray and say that this matter is quite
simple, but a whole range of people to whom I have spoken over a period do not think it
is quite that simple.
The carrying on of the opposition parties does not add to their argument. I believe a
ruling should be made. If any member of the opposition parties wishes to make a point on
this issue, he or she should do so. Members of the opposition parties should not dilly-dally
and trivialise the issue by debating the definitions of "shall" or "may".
The PRESIDENT-Order! On the point of order, I am inclined to agree with Mr
Arnold that there is some degree of illogicality in endowing two committees with similar
functions. Nevertheless, despite whether it conforms to logic or convention, the point
remains that this House has the power to appoint a Select Committee. There is nothing to
say that if the other House has a similar one this House cannot appoint one also. Therefore,
I cannot uphold the point of order.
The paragraph proposed by Mr Hunt to be omitted from the proposed amendment was
so omitted.
The paragraph proposed by Mr Hunt to be inserted in the proposed amendment was so
inserted.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-I move:
3. Omit proposed paragraph (d).

The amendment relates to paragraph (d) ofMr Storey's amendment. It reads:
The committee may proceed to the despatch of business notwithstanding that all members have not been
appointed and notwithstanding any vacancy.

That is to be read in conjunction with paragraph (g) of Mr Storey's amendment which
states:
Three members of the committee shall constitute a quorum.

The proposition of a quorum of three entirely defeats the purpose of a Select Committee.
Effectively, it means that the committee can meet with representatives of only one party
making up the quorum. There is no similar provision in any Standing Order or under the
legislation creating the joint Parliamentary committee system. There has never been in
the appointment of any Select Committee of this House such a provision which defeats
the purpose of having within the Upper House an all-party Parliamentary committee.
It is quite clear that, notwithstanding the remarks of the Leader of the Government
about the role of the Government on this committee, in attempting to pursue this paragraph
as it stands the Opposition is seeking the establishment not of a Select Committee but of
a one-party committee under the auspices of this House. That is not to be condoned. It is
not consistent with the notion of an all-party Parliamentary committee of the House.

The Hon. HADDON STOREY (East Yarra Province)-I reject entirely the suggestion
made by the Minister for Health. Quite clearly there are similar provisions in Senate
Estimates Committees. The whole purpose of a quorum of three is to enable the committee
to proceed through its business. If the Government had not said what it did say today and
if it were not so apparent that the Government is determined to obstruct and delay the
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operations of the committee, there might be no need for this provision, but it is to
safeguard the right of a committee proceeding even though all the members may not have
been appointed.
It is a necessary provision. There is nothing to suggest that it is intended that the
Estimates Committee be a one-party committee. The Government can nominate its four
members today. It can nominate the chairman once this motion establishing an Estimates
Committee has been finalised by presenting the names to you, Mr President. I reject
entirely the Minister's assertions.

The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash Province)-I point out that the original motion
was very carefully designed to make the Government realise that its cooperation was being
sought to act like the Government in the Senate and to work just as the Senate does. It is
based on the Senate precedent. Why, at this stage, is the Minister suggesting that Mr Storey
is acting otherwise? The Government has not taken note of the wording of the original
motion.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I commented
on this issue this morning. It is a blatant wording. The reality is that there will be a
situation where the committee may meet as a quorum of three when members from
another party have not even been appointed to the committee and it does not matter at all
if there are vacancies. A quorum of three can form a committee and they can go ahead
and proceed as if that was a respectable all-party Parliamentary committee of this House.
Mr Storey suggested that it was not really a necessary provison but it is included only
because of the way the Government has spoken today. The provision is there. It is
nonsense to suggest it is there as a result of the way in which the Government has spoken
today. It was there all along. If Mr Storey had thought that in reality, he would have
reserved this provision and said at the end of the day that as it looks as though th~
Government will not take part, the Opposition will insert this paragraph for a quorum of
three because the committee will be able to go on meeting even if the Government does
not nominate its representatives.
Mr Storey made that provision right at the beginning because he knew that he would be
able to run a committee on a quorum of three and it would not matter if the other members
did not turn up. That is outrageous and undermines the intent ofa committee of this sort.
There is little precedent for Mr Storey's actions. I ask Mr Storey whether the quorum for
Senate committees is three out of eight.
The reality is that Mr Storey has set up a circumstance which is cynical in the extreme.
It undermines any proper use of a committee of all parties of this House. The Opposition
will hang itself on it. I hope the public will be aware of what the Opposition is intending.
Mr Storey's provision is a grubby, underhand vehicle. It should ':lever ha~e been .s~ggested
in the first place. If~ at the end of the ~ay,. Mr Storey had l;>eh~ved thIS proYlslOn was
needed, the issue mIght well have been mlt1ated and dealt WIth In some dlg:r:l1ty, but Mr
Storey inserted this provision right at the beginning. It is clearly somethmg that the
Government must oppose outright.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-Mr Storey's provision is clearly
designed to enable the committee to work and to prevent any party simply boycotting the
committee by not turning up. Earlier, I referred to the journals of the House of Commons
which indicated that the procedure that was adopted was common and was an acceptable
one, and I referred to the practice there as indicated in M ay of naming persons in motions.
The particular motion that I was going to refer to at that point happened to be an
appointment ofa committee of twelve in the House of Commons, on 18 November 1974,
at page 77. It was a Select Committee of twelve and the committee was to have power to
send for persons, papers and records and to report from time to time with four for the
quorum of the committee. That is four out of twelve-one-third; this is three out of
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eight-more than one-third. The purpose is to ensure that the committee can operate
whether or not the Government proceeds to appoint its members.
It will be on the Government's head if it does not appoint its members, but that is a
decision entirely for the Government and one that the Opposition cannot make.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-You are a fraud. It is a total sham.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-Here it is, in the journals of the House of Commons. There is
no substance to the Government's argument.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD (Templestowe Province}-In the course of the debate on
this issue over a number of years, Mr Guest has pointed out his intention to establish a
system of committees similar to·that of the Senate. If that is the case, why does he move
away from the quorum provisions that exist for the Senate?
We know that the membership in the Senate is six members and the quorum is three
members: it is one-half-three out of six. I emphasise that point for Mr Hunt's benefit. It
is all right for him to refer to the journals of the British Parliament, or the "Domesday
Book", or whatever he likes.
The provision proposed in Mr Guest's original motion was based on the Senate
committee system. He has quoted that fact time and time again. Therefore, I would have
thought, for the sake of uniformity and consistency, that Mr Guest would be insisting that
the quorum be a minimum of three members out of six.
However, of course, the blatant dishonesty of the Opposition in regard to this provision
makes it apparent that the Opposition wants to be able to control that committee,
irrespective of the intentions of the Government members. I thought Mr Guest would
move an amendment of his own to bring the provision into line with the Senate situation,
so that the quorum would be at least half of the total number of members of the committee.
The Hon. E. H. Walker interjected.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-That is right; one could then reach the situation of just
having two committees.
I should have thought it was incumbent on the opposition parties to try to recover some
honesty in this matter so that this committee will not be besmirched with the lack of
credibility and lack of honesty of the Opposition-that is, if the Opposition does move to
bring the provision into line with the Senate committee in relation to the quorum.
The PRESIDENT-Order! Mr White has moved that paragraph (cl) be removed from
the amendment proposed by Mr Storey. The question is that paragraph (cl) stand part of
the proposed amendment.
The House divided on the question that the paragraph proposed by Mr White to be
omitted stand part of the proposed amendment (the Hon. R. A. Mackenzie in the chair).
Ayes
22
Noes
21
Majority against Mr White's
amendment
AYES
Mr Baxter
Mr Birrell
Mr Chamberlain
MrConnard
Mrde Fegely
MrDunn
MrEvans
MrGranter

NOES
Mr Arnold
Mrs Coxsedge
MrCrawford
Mrs Dixon
MrHenshaw
MrsHogg
MrKennan
MrKennedy
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AYES
MrGrimwade
Mr Guest
Mr Hallam
Mr Hunt
Mr Knowles
Mr Macey
Mr Miles
Mr Reid
Mr Storey
Mrs Varty
MrWard
MrWright

NOES
Mrs Kirner
Mr Landeryou
Mrs Lyster
Mr McArthur
Mr Murphy
Mr Pullen
MrSandon
MrSgro
Mr Van Buren
MrWalker
MrWhite

Tellers

Mrs McLean
MrMier

Mr Lawson
Mr Long
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The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-I move:
3. In proposed paragraph (e), omit "a Chairman and".

The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-As I understand
it, in another part of Mr Hunt's amendments the chairman is named so the word
"chairman" is taken out and the clause reads "deputy chairman". We are opposed to the
notion of the naming ofa chairman in this manner.
I made the point earlier that the formulation made by Mr Haddon Storey seemed to be
a proper one. I do not intend that we divide on this portion of the amendment but I
indicate that, when dealing with substantive amendments on the word "chairman" the
House should divide. However, I do not want this amendment to pass without making
the point that it is an improper way of establishing who is chairing a committee being put
together in the way it is.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD (Templestowe Province)-I support the Minister's remarks.
I would be interested to know, when it comes to task and if it is a four-four vote and the
chairman has a casting vote, whether he will appoint himself chairman. It is an unusual
procedure to be naming a chairman as chairman of a committee even though it might be
only an interim position.
I direct attention to what happened with the Prisons Service Committee that was foisted
upon the Government by this House. At least we had the dignity and the good sense to
come to an arrangement about the chairman of that committee. That was done most
appropriately.
This is a reflection on the attitude of the Opposition and Mr Evans who was also a
member of that Prisons Service Committee. He would have recalled the agreement that
was reached. In fact, the Leader of the Opposition was made the chairman of that committee
which functioned well.
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash Province)-This is a good opportunity to put to
rest once and for all any suggestion that there has been a political takeover of the procedures
I proposed. It has been conceded on all sides that I have advocated this committee as an
improvement on the effectiveness of Parliament and that it is something that I have been
proposing for many years.
A year ago, the proposals were simply based on Senate precedent and they presupposed
Government cooperation. Last week it became increasingly apparent that the Government
was terrified of anybody looking at what is in its Budget Papers. Naturally I began to
consider the necessary steps to be taken to make sure that the Government could not
simply refuse to cooperate with the committee and stall for several weeks until the
Opposition could be accused of holding up the Budgetary process.
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Therefore, Sir, I arrived at the need for an amendment that is much the same as what is
now in this amended motion, and the proposed amendment to appoint a chairman is
simply to ensure that the Government could not drag the lead and stop the process of the
Estimates Committee going ahead. Mr Hunt was quite reluctant to adopt that approach.
The PRESIDENT-Order! The question is that the words proposed by Mr Hunt to be
omitted stand part of the proposed amendment.
The words proposed by Mr Hunt to be omitted from the proposed amendment were so
omitted.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-I move:
4. Proposed paragraph (g), omit "Three" and insert "Five".

For effective committee operation it is essential that the quorum be five and not three and
that there be eight members of the committee. It can be significantly dislocating to the
activities of the committee if it is not made clear that representatives of all parties form
part of a quorum for the effective day-to-day activities of the committee.
It is possible, notwithstanding a motion that is foreshadowed later by Mr Hunt, for
three members of the committee to meet and form a quorum. I believe that it is not
appropriate for that to occur. It should be possible for all bona fide members of the
committee to have an opportunity of attending with a view to there being not fewer than
five present to form a quorum.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-At this stage, the Opposition has no
certainty whatever of whether the Government will appoint its four members. If the
Government fails to appoints its four members, it would be ludicrous to have a quorum
of five in a committee whose appointees number only four. For those reasons, the
Opposition rejects the Minister's amendment which could be used as a means of entirely
frustrating the work of the committee.
The PRESIDENT-Order! The question is that the word proposed by Mr White to be
omitted stand part of the proposed amendment.
The word proposed by Mr White to be omitted from the proposed amendment was not
so omitted.
The Hon. C. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-I move:
4. Omit proposed paragraph (k).

On reflection, this paragraph appears to be unnecessary.
The PRESIDENT-Order! The question is that the paragraph proposed by Mr Hunt to
be omitted stand part of the proposed amendment.
The paragraph proposed by Mr Hunt to be omitted from the proposed amendment was
so omitted.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-I move:
5. Omit proposed paragraph (I) and insert"( I) The Committee may ask for explanations from(i) Ministers who are members of the Legislative Council.
(ii) with the leave of the Legislative Assembly, Ministers who are members of the Legislative Assembly;
and
(iii) public servants and other relevant officers".

This amendment is for clarification purposes only.
The PRESIDENT-Order! The question is that the paragraph proposed by Mr Hunt to
be omitted stand part of the proposed amendment.
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The paragraph proposed by Mr Hunt to be omitted from the proposed amendment was
so omitted.
The PRESIDENT-Order! The question is that the paragraph proposed by Mr Hunt to
be inserted in the proposed amendment be so inserted.
The paragraph proposed by Mr Hunt to be inserted in the proposed amendment was so
inserted.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-I move:
6. Omit proposed paragraph (c) and insert"(r)

The chairman of the committee shall be the Honourable B. A. Chamberlain until the committee or the
House otherwise determines.".

I was extremely reluctant to include this amendment. It arose solely from indications of
the Government's non-cooperation. The Opposition was not prepared to have the
committee frustrated. It, therefore, provided a means of ensuring that it could and would
work.
I indicate in response to the request made earlier by the Leader of the Government that
I shall certainly be prepared to meet with him and the Leader of the National Party to
discuss the question oflonger-term chairmanship of the committee, if that is his wish. The
committee too will have the opportunity of considering and discussing that question.
However, in the meantime, until the committee makes its own decision, there must be ',a
chairman to ensure that arrangements can be made and that the committee can meet.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I indicate that,
in line with the comments I made previously on this issue, we shall be dividing on this.
We simply do not agree.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD (Templestowe Province)-I also agree with the remarks
made earlier, particularly in view of the comments made by Mr Hunt. Again I direct his
attention to the experience of the Prisons Service Committee. An amendment of this
nature is a reflection on the way Mr Hunt uses his colleagues and the way he regards other
members in this House.
The House divided on the question that the paragraph proposed by Mr Hunt to be
omitted stand part of the proposed amendment (the Hon. R. A. Mackenzie in the chair).
Ayes
21
Noes
22
Majority. for Mr Hunt's amendment
AYES
Mr Arnold
Mrs Coxsedge
MrCrawford
Mrs Dixon
Mr Henshaw
Mrs Hogg
Mr Kennan
Mr Kennedy
Mrs Kirner
Mr Landeryou
Mrs Lyster
Mr McArthur
Mrs McLean
MrMier
MrSandon
MrSgro
MrVan Buren
MrWalker
MrWhite

NOES
Mr Baxter
Mr Birrell
Mr Chamberlain
MrConnard
Mrde Fegely
MrDunn
Mr Evans
MrGranter
MrGrimwade
MrGuest
Mr Hallam
MrHunt
MrKnowles
MrLawson
MrLong
MrReid
MrStorey
Mrs Varty
MrWard
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Tellers
Mr Murphy
Mr Pullen
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NOES
MrWright

Tellers
Mr Macey
Mr Miles

The paragraph proposed by Mr Hunt to be inserted in the proposed amendment was so
inserted.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-I move:
7. After proposed paragraph (s), insert"(I) Subject to any resolution of the House or the committee the chairman may summon a meeting of the

committee on not less than two working days notice by telegram or letter or otherwise with the consent
of an absolute majority ofthe actual membership of the committee.
(u) The first meeting of the committee shall be held 15 minutes after the rising of the House this day in the

Legislative Council committee room.".

There have been discussions involving the Leader and Deputy Leader of the Government,
myself, the members nominated from this side of the House as members of the committee
and the Leader of the National Party. Subject to an indication from the Government that
it will proceed to appoint members, the Opposition would not want to make that task
unduly difficult. If the Government is prepared to give an assurance that it will appoint
members and not seek to frustrate the work of the committee, I would be prepared to
substitute for the words, "15 minutes after the rising of the House this day", the words "at
10 a.m. on Friday, the 10th day of October 1986". That would give a clear day for the
Government to complete its arrangements on the selection of its nominations. I make that
offer. If that course is desired, that is a time that does appear to be suitable.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I made it clear
earlier that the Government is of the view that the notion of a meeting 15 minutes after
the House rises is not only improper but it is also impractical. The Government would be
unable to meet that deadline in any sense.
As the Leader of the Opposition suggests, discussions have been held. It is possible for
the Government to meet the possibility of a meeting at 10 a.m. on Friday. If the Leader of
the Opposition is willing to make that amendment to the wording of his proposed
amendment, the Government is willing, albeit reluctantly, to nominate four members to
act as members of that committee.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-I thank the Leader of the Government
for his willingness to nominate those members. In view of that assurance, I seek the leave
of the House to amend my amendment by deleting the words, "15 minutes after the rising
of the House this day" with the view of inserting the words, ~~at 10 a.m. on Friday, the
10th day of October 1986".
Leave was granted, and the paragraphs, as amended, proposed by Mr Hunt to be
inserted in the proposed amendment were so inserted.
The PRESIDENT-Order! The question is that the words proposed by Mr Storey to be
inserted in Mr Guest's motion, as amended by the House, be so inserted.
The proposed amendment, as amended, was agreed to.
The PRESIDENT-Order! The question is that Mr Guest's motion, as amended, be
agreed to.
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash Province)-I regret that this debate has not been
treated as an occasion for celebrating a major procedural innovation. No-one has doubted
that the move to put into place efficient Parliamentary procedures to improve the
performance of a bicameral Parliament has been put forward bona fide.

Mortuary Industry and Cemeteries Committee

8 October 1986

COUNCIL

499

We should have totally satisfied any fair-minded listener that the amendments flat have
been made today have been necessary only because of the extraordinary failure of the
Government to cooperate with the Opposition and the National Party in putting into
place an historic step in the development of Parliamentary procedures in this House.
For my part, the principle that I shall always vote on in the committee-and I am sure
my colleagues on the Opposition side of the House agree-will not be to obtain undue
political advantage but to ensure that explanation continues and that the processes of the
committee ensure its purposes are carried out. Support for Legislative Council committees
has been clear Liberal Party policy and Victorian Parliamentary party policy since early
in 1982.
There have been no real differences of opinion; there have been only negotiating
difficulties in putting into place this policy by the use of the numbers of the Opposition
and the National Party. There has been no difference within the Opposition ranks and no
hestitation or opposition on the part of Mr Hunt in particular. I commend the motion to
the House.
The motion, as amended, was agreed to.
The sitting was suspended at 6.34 p.m. until 8.8 p.m.

MORTUARY INDUSTRY AND CEMETERIES ADMINISTRATION
COMMITTEE
Eltham Cemetery
The Order of the Day for the consideration of the report from the Mortuary Industry
and Cemeteries Administration Committee was read.
The Hon. J. G. MILES (Templestowe Province)-I move:
That the Council take note of the report.

In speaking to the report on the Eltham cemetery problem, which has existed for some ten
years, I should like to pay tribute to the Mortuary Industry and Cemeteries Administration
Committee, which is chaired by the honourable member for Preston in another place, and
the members of which are the honourable members for Broadmeadows, Derrimut,
Gisborne, Gippsland East in another place and me. It is an all-party committee.
I also thank the Government members, the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs,
the Minister for Health and the Premier for their cooperation with the committee in its
efforts to resolve this difficult problem, and also the staff of those Ministers, in particular
Mr Bill O'Shea from the Department of the Premier and Cabinet.
I also thank the hard-working committee staff, Mr Gary Senn, Mark Roberts, Helen
J amieson and Peter Quail and the two chief protagonists in the issue: from Montsalvat,
Sigmund Jorgensen and from the Eltham Cemetery Trust, the members of the trust and
in particular, the chairman Mr Fred Jones, and Mr Frank Burgoyne, the longstanding
member to whom I shall refer later.
In order to speak to this report, a brief background must be stated. Firstly, the Mortuary
Industry and Cemeteries Administration Committee looked into the whole question of
cemeteries in Victoria; it was established in 1982. Secondly, I must make the point that
the committee's investigations have become more important recently because there is a
gross shortage of cemetery space throughout Victoria, particularly in the metropolitan
area. In fact, most cemeteries are complete or nearly complete. That is a great problem for
whatever Government is in power during the next ten or fifteen years, because by the start
of the 21 st century there will be little cemetery space available although there are one or
two new cemeteries in the offing, such as at Bundoora.
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The Eltham Cemetery is full. By the end of 1986 there will be no more space for graves
in the Eltham Cemetery. The committee was alerted to this problem by the Eltham Shire
Council in a letter dated 5 June in which it indicated its concern that the Government in
April 1985 had apparently made a decision to resolve the problem of the Eltham Cemetery
and the argument between the cemetery and Montsalvat, but it made the decision without,
according to the shire council, adequate consultation with the local protagonists and
interested parties, including the Eltham shire.
As a result of that letter to the committee, which I have tabled, the committee investigated
the problem, which concerned an area ofland that is under dispute. Honourable members
can visualise the artists' colony of Montsalvat in Eltham, which is separated from the
Eltham Cemetery by a fairly narrow strip ofland, of approximately 2 hectares in size.
The land was originally controlled by Montsalvat until 1961 when Mr J ustus J orgensen,
the chief executive, owner and founder of Montsalvat, sold this strip ofland to the Eltham
Cemetery Trust. I indicate at this stage that I am personally involved as a local member
for that area with an office in Eltham, and I have looked over Montsalvat and spoken to
Sigmund Jorgensen. I am convinced that Montsalvat has made a great contribution to the
history, tradition and art of that area, indeed of Victoria.
Montsalvat was founded as an artists' colony in 1935 by Mr Justus Jorgensen, a famous
Victorian artist who had travelled overseas and then returned to Eltham. It is a tribute to
him that he was able to build, practically with his bare hands, that monument to his
memory, the artists' colony at Montsalvat.
On the other hand, the Eltham Cemetery was founded in 1858, nearly 130 years ago,
and people such as Frank Burgoyne, a descendant of the famous General Burgoyne of
American military history, and many others founded that cemetery with a view to the
dead of Eltham being buried in Eltham. So the cemetery goes back nearly 130 years.
In 1961, Mr Justus Jorgensen of Montsalvat sold to the Eltham Cemetery Trust the strip
of land between Montsalvat and the cemetery of about 2·7 hectares. The land is now
reduced to 2 hectares because a piece of land was excised. In 1967 it was declared by
Governor in Council edict to be reserved for cemetery purposes. However, because noone actually signed the planning permit at the time to officially rezone the area for
cemetery purposes, and although it is reserved for cemetery purposes the land has never
been officially rezoned by the planning permit. Therefore, nght throughout the 1970s and
the 1980s there has been a long-running dispute which has split the Eltham community in
the sense that Sigmund Jorgensen, son of Justus Jorgensen, has tried hard to get that strip
of land back for the Montsalvat Trust and the Eltham Cemetery Trust has tried hard,
because of the overcrowding of the cemetery, to use that strip ofland for burial purposes.
Letters have gone back and forth to newspapers, press releases have been made, all
kinds of lobbying and statements have been made on both sides of the fence. I believe I
can say that I can see both sides, as there is a point of view to be expressed on both sides.
In April 1985, the Government with its three Ministers, the Premier, Mr Cain, the
former Minister for Planning and Environment, Mr Walker and the Minister for Health,
Mr White, on advice attempted to solve this problem by making a decision announcing
that the strip of land could be sold back to Montsalvat, and if Montsalvat could not buy
the strip ofland it was to be put up for public auction.
This of course pleased Sigmund Jor~ensen but it did not please the Eltham Cemetery
Trust. That decision was made, as I said, just over a year ago and the committee, as well
as individual members of Parliament, have been lobbied or pressured on that decision
ever since.
As I said, the committee was asked by the Eltham Shire Council to look into the matter
because it believed all points of view had not been canvassed. The committee looked into
the matter and its report was tabled in the House by me in May 1986. In making the report
the committee spent six months in research. It received numerous written and oral
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submissions. It had a public inquiry in Eltham at which various points of view were
canvassed and put forward. The committee announced its decision to the House in May
1986. I shall read the recommendations from the Fifth Report of the Mortuary Industry
and Cemeteries Administration Committee on Land Reserves at Eltham Cemetery, May
1986, in which the committee recommends that:
R.I. The decision by the Premier and two Ministers to dispose of the vacant cemetery land adjacent to the
Eltham Cemetery and Montsalvat be withdrawn.
R.2. The rezoning of the land under the Town and Country Planning Act 1961 for cemetery purposes be
proceeded with as a matter of urgency.
R.3. The Valuer-General to revalue the 0·751 ha ofland excised in 1983 to regularise Montsalvat boundaries.

If I may interpose there, when Mr Justus Jorgensen sold the land to the cemetery trust in
1961, it was realised later there had been a mistake made in the drawing up of one of the
boundaries and the portion of land-this particular O· 751 hectares of land was actually
part of Montsalvat and that was offered to Sigmund Jorgensen in 1983. He accepted the
offer and the price was $55 000. Although Montsalvat is using that strip ofland, so far the
price of $55000 or the present-day value or whatever has not been paid. The next
recommendation is:
R.4. The Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands finalise its offer to the Montsalvat Trust for the sale
ofland to regularise the boundaries of Montsalvat.

The reasons for the committee reaching this decision are these, which I shall quote from
the fifth report:
I. Lack of fundamental evidence in the Victorian Tourism Commission report to support its findings and
therefore an inappropriate document upon which to base the decision to dispose of the land.
2. Lack of substantive evidence to suggest that the development of the land concerned for cemetery purposes
would be detrimental to the aesthetics and operations of Montsalvat.
3. Lack of evidence to suggest that the use of the land concerned for cemetery purposes will affect the
Government's future options ifMontsalvat is donated to the State of Victoria.

That was one of the reasons for the Government's decision in April 1984, based upon the
report of the Victorian Tourism Commission which said, in effect, that if Montsalvat was
donated to the State and leased back by Montsalvat from the State, and certain renovations
and improvements were made, Montsalvat could be a greater tourist resort or tourist
establishment than it is now. It was said that it could be developed for tourism.
The committee could not see the Victorian Tourism Commission report as being
decisive, and received people from the commission at a public hearing. It did not receive
substantive evidence that, firstly, Montsalvat would be donated to the State or, secondly,
that it would necessarily be a greater tourist establishment than it is now to the public of
Victoria.
The committee is not blaming the Government for reaching a decision based upon the
commission's report. The committee thought that the report did not have the depth
necessary for the Government to reach such a decision. Sigmund Jorgensen has more or
less poured cold water upon the idea that Montsalvat may be used as a tourist area, with
bus loads of tourists arriving, as he termed it. He is not at peace with that concept. He
wants to maintain Montsalvat as a peaceful resort for artists and visitors.
In conclusion I shall read and table press reports since the Government and the Mortuary
Industry and Cemeteries Administration Committee decided to recommend that the
Government withdraw its decision of last year. I table an article from the Sun in August
1986-1 do not have the exact date. It states:
Frank Burgoyne, of Bridge St, EItham, is a descendant of British major-general John Burgoyne, who surrendered
to American revolutionists near Saratoga Springs, New York, in October, 1777.

The article includes a photograph of Frank Burgoyne near the grave of his ancestors. He
said that he wants to ensure that descendants of his ancestors, like him, are buried in
Eltham. He said that he has nothing against Montsalvat.
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The article continues:
"The funny thing is the cemetery was there so long before Justus Jorgensen started Montsalvat," he said.
"He told me once that was one of the reasons he chose the site. He said having a cemetery nearby was 'a
European concept' which fitted in with the architecture of his buildings."

On the other hand, Sigmund Jorgensen has effectively presented his point of view,
promoting the ambience and peaceful security at Montsalvat, and he does not want a
cemetery in the area, with the noise and commotion that may result. He said that roads
may be widened, more people will visit the area, car parks will be provided and so on. In
fairness to Sigmund Jorgensen, he has made his point. The committee members even
attended a jazz band festival there one Saturday-which involved considerable noise,
although it was pleasant noise-and it was suggested by Jorgensen that the friends of
Montsalvat should form together to protect it from any change.
In conclusion, I consider that Montsalvat must be protected. The Mortuary Industry
and Cemeteries Administration Committee also decided that Montsalvat must be protected.
It has made an important contribution to the cultural heritage of Victoria and the last
thing the committee or I, as a representative ofTemplestowe Province, and inhabitants of
Eltham would want is any threat to Montsalvat.
Sigmund Jorgensen's efforts to maintain Montsalvat and improve it are to be
corn mended. I understand his point of view. On the other hand, I understand the point of
view of people like Frank Burgoyne and those who say that the Eltham Cemetery is almost
full and, as the Bundoora Cemetery is probably five years from completion as well as a
considerable distance away, the land that the Eltham Cemetery Trust bought in 1961 and
reserved for cemetery purposes in 1967 should be used.
I hope the Government will accept the committee's unanimous, all-party decision. The
committee consisted of three Labor Party members, two Liberal Party members and one
National Party member. Honourable members were discussin~ the establishment of
committees this afternoon. This is an example of an all-party Joint committee which
worked extremely well.
The problem is to preserve the peaceful ambience of Montsalvat and also allow the
Eltham Cemetery to bury the dead in that strip of land in Eltham. I pay tribute to Ron
Curley, senior administrator in Health Department Victoria, who has given the committee
considerable advice on this matter. It is estimated that burial space will be available for
another 50 years if that strip of land is able to be retained by the Eltham Cemetery Trust.
With the shortage of cemetery space in the metropolitan area, that is an extremely important
point.
I request that the Government takes note of the report. It has been more than four
months since it was tabled in this House and I assure the Minister for Agriculture and
Rural Affairs and other honourable members that the matter is still of concern in Eltham.
I receive letters of complaint from both sides of the fence most days of the week. The
matter must be resolved. There is sincerity on both sides of the issue. I hope the
Government will act speedily and accept the report of the committee, even ifit means, in
effect, rescinding a decision made by three Ministers in April 1985.
The motion was agreed to.

DISALLOWANCE OF STATUTORY RULES
The Hon. HADDON STOREY (East Yarra Province)-I move:
That the Health (Radiation Safety) (Amendment) Regulations 1985 (S.R. No. 49/1986) be disallowed.

The reasons for the motion are fully outlined in the report from the Legal and Constitutional
Committee, which was tabled in this House earlier.
The motion was agreed to.
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The Hon. HADDON STOREY (East Yarra Province)-I move:
That Regulations 6, 7 and 8 of the Adoption (Inter Country Adoption Fees) Regulations 1986 (S.R. No.
35/1986) be disallowed.

The reasons for the motion are fully explained in the report tabled earlier in this House
from the Legal and Constitutional Committee.
The motion was agreed to.

FOOD (AMENDMENT) BILL
For the Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health), the Hon. E. H. Walker (Minister for
Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

Food is one of the fundamental needs of mankind. In modern society a large portion of
our food is processed, pre-prepared and packed, and contains a variety of preservatives
and other additives. It is, therefore, essential that the Government have the ability to set
basic standards for food to be observed by manufacturers and sellers.
The broad aim of food law is to ensure that any food offered for sale is wholesome, free
from harmful levels of additives and contaminants, complies with a minimum standard,
and is labelled in such a way as not to mislead consumers. Each State and Territory has
its own food laws and for many years the Commonwealth, States and Territories have
been striving to achieve common standards for food and for labelling offood products.
The advantages of uniformity need little emphasis. Consumers benefit because a food
product, wherever it is marketed in Australia, must comply with the same high standards
of quality and wholesomeness. Industry profits because goods do not have to be
reformulated, relabelled or repackaged whenever they cross State boundaries. The
community gains because consistency simplifies food law administration and provides a
firm base for the rationalisation of domestic import and export requirements. National
uniformity has the potential of making manufacturers more cost-efficient. It will also
reduce pressures on prices in the market place.
Model food standards in Australia are developed by the National Health and Medical
Research Council in cooperation with the States and Territories and with industry and
consumer groups. However, each of the States and Territories must adopt the model
standards in their own food laws if they are to be given effect nationally.
Victoria has long accepted th~ concept of uniformity. The Food Act, passed in 1984,
established the legislative framework for the implementation of the national code in this
State.
The national standards themselves were promulgated in Victoria as the Food Standards
Regulations 1985. These, together with the Food Act, came into operation at the beginning
of this year.
However, despite commitments by all Governments to the principle, uniformity has
yet to be achieved in practice.
The essential problem is the need for each State and Territory to take independent
action to implement a standard, or to change an existing standard, as recommendations
are made by the National Health and Medical Research Council.
National standards are constantly being updated. This makes synchronisation virtually
impossible under the present system. To overcome the problem, the Australian Health
Ministers conference has proposed that Governments should adopt standards by
incorporating the National Health and Medical Research Council standards in their food
laws.
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The proposal calls for the agreement of the Commonwealth, States and the Northern
Territory to the establishment of a Ministerial council to be known as the National Food
Standards Council.
Each of the parties to the agreement will be represented on the council by the Minister
responsible for the administration of that State or Territory's food laws.
The major role of the council will be to consider and, if thought fit, to approve food
standards formulated by the National Health and Medical Research Council.
A party to the agreement undertakes to take such legislative or other steps as are
necessary to incorporate in its own laws those standards which the council has approved
to take effect not later than the date specified in the Commonwealth Gazette.
The effect is that standards will be adopted at the same time by each State and Territory
which is a party to the agreement.
The Victorian Government has endorsed the agreement and is confident that the
establishment of the National Food Council, as outlined to the House, will ensure that
uniformity in food standards becomes a reality rather than an ideal. The agreement has
also been entered into by the Commonwealth, the other States and the Northern Territory.
The main purpose of the Bill is to give effect to the commitments of Victoria under the
National Food Standards Council agreement. This will be achieved by amending the Food
Act so that the Governor in Council can make regulations incorporating or adopting the
provisions of a food standard as formulated by the National Health and Medical Research
Council and approved by the National Food Standards Council.
Regulations made pursuant to the agreement will not require the preparation of a
regulatory impact statement. However, the regulatory impact statement procedures will
apply in the event of any proposed departure from the national standard by Victoria.
The limited negation of the Subordinate Legislation Act I have outlined is not designed
to frustrate the will of Parliament as expressed in that legislation. Rather it is an essential
corollary to the National Food Standards Council agreement to enable this State to fulfil
its obligations to introduce food standards without amendment and at the same time as
other Governments in accordance with the terms of the agreement.
Nor will it obviate the need for consultation. Food standards are, in fact, developed as
a result of a lengthy consultation process involving all interested parties. This not only
includes participation through the National Health and Medical Research Council itself,
but also through the Food Standards Committee which will provide the Victorian input.
The opportunity of the Bill is also being taken to make some machinery improvements
to the Food Act. These are the outcome of a joint Health Department Victoria/Institute
of Health Surveyors working party and subsequent discussions with the Food Technology
Association on behalf of industry. The amendments are designed to facilitate the
administration of the Act and to strengthen its evidentiary provisions.
Details of the specific amendments proposed are set out in the explanatory notes printed
with the Bill for the assistance of honourable members. I would mention that clause 17 of
the Bill contains a reversal of proof provision with respect to claims made on labels or in
advertisements relating to food. It will, in effect, put the onus on the seller to prove the
truth of any statements which he or she has made about a food product. The clause, to all
intents and purposes, will re-enact in the Food Act a provision which has proved of value
in facilitating prosecutions by health surveyors under the Health Act.
The National Food Standards Council agreement is a remarkable achievement. It has
been signed on behalf of every Australian Government, irrespective of its political
persuasion. The agreement recognises that we can no longer afford the luxury of having
seven standards for food operating in this country. For the first time, it will give Australia

Industrial and Provident Societies Bill

8 October 1986

COUNCIL

505

an effective national code for food products, and rationalise what up to now has been a
regulatory minefield for industry and consumers alike. I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of the Hon. H. R. Ward, for the Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (East Yarra
Province), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until the next day of meeting.

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

OBJECTS
The Bill seeks to amend the Industrial and Provident Societies Act 1958 to:
prevent the further registration of industrial and provident societies;
enable the inspection of a society by the Registrar of Cooperative Societies at the
registrar's discretion; and
enable societies registered under the Act to migrate or be registered either voluntarily
or at the direction of the registrar under the provisions of the Co-operation Act 1981
or the Companies (Victoria) Code.
BACKGROUND
There are 30 industrial and provident societies registered in Victoria under the Industrial
and Provident Societies Act 1958. The term "Industrial and provident societies" was once
the generic term for cooperative societies other than building societies. Although some
societies registered in Victoria today operate in a similar way to producer or trader
cooperatives, many societies now act as agents for friendly societies. Most societies control
considerable amounts of money and public funds.
The Act sets out the way in which institutions wishing to carry on any industry, business
or trade may be re~istered. Once a society is registered, the Act provides very few controls
over the way a socIety may operate.
Despite the considerable sums of money these societies control, the Act sets no liquidity
or prudential requirements or like controls over societies. It imposes reporting obligations
which are far more lenient than the obligations that apply to companies or cooperatives
registered under the Companies (Victoria) Code or the Co-operation Act.
The Act gives the registrar no power over the investments a society may make. The
registrar cannot on his own initiative inspect the books of a society, nor appoint
administrators, receivers or liquidators in appropriate circumstances. The registrar is
powerless to investigate even the most serious of complaints about the misuse of society
funds. The registrar often has to stand by and observe struggles between board members
and committees for proprietorship of these societies and the considerable funds to which
they have access.
Because of this limited regulation, the registrar is reluctant to register further societies.
The registrar often tries to persuade applicants to seek incorporation under other legislation.
In contrast to the relative freedom from regulation of industrial and provident societies,
other types of business organisations, such as cooperatives and companies, which may
carry on similar businesses, are subject to quite stringent controls. These controls are
essentially designed to protect the interests of those who supply funds to cooperatives or
companies. Cooperatives, for instance, must maintain their liquidity at a certain level,
observe Ministerial determinations authorising investment of funds and are subject to
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inspection by the relevant authorities. Companies wishing to raise funds from the public
must comply with the stringent requirements of the Companies (Victoria) Code before
funds can be raised.
The relative freedom from regulation of industrial and provident societies is clearly
anachronistic. Honourable members will agree that reform is long overdue. The need for
reform was recognised in the Financial Institutions Review administered by the then
Minister of Housing which reported in 1984. This Bill seeks to implement some of the
recommendations of the review and to modernise and further rationalise the way in which
societies are regulated in Victoria.
Honourable members may be aware that the progressive deregulation of the Australian
financial system over the past three years has highlighted both the deficiencies of the
regulatory system and the need to rationalise the way in which the financial system is
administered and controlled. A recent report of the National Companies and Securities
Commission on the framework of regulation of Australian financial markets showed that
there was considerable overlap in certain aspects of the regulation of financial markets and
inconsistent application of other regulations.
A plethora of regulations dealing with various types of financial institutions which
operate in substantially the same way still exists. The regulation of industrial and provident
societies is a good example. Most of these societies have operations which could equally
well be carried out under the Companies (Victoria) Code, the Co-operation Act or similar
legislation.
The Government has recently taken an important step in rationalising the web of
financial regulation in Victoria by centralising the administration of building societies,
friendly societies, industrial and provident societies and cooperatives into the Corporate
Affairs Office and appointing the Commissioner for Corporate Affairs as the registrar for
each type of organisation. In relation to industrial and provident societies, this
rationahsation remedied the unacceptable situation of annual returns of societies being
lodged with the Corporate Affairs Office while responsibility for registering and endorsing
the rules of a society lay with the Registrar of Cooperative Societies. The Bill is a further
step in this rationahsation process.
PRINCIPAL PROVISIONS
As noted, the Bill seeks to preclude the registrar from registering any new societies under
the Act. To make it more attractive for societies to be regulated in the same way as
organisations which carry on the same type of business, the Bill also seeks to allow
societies registered under the Act to voluntarily transfer to the provisions of legislation
such as the Companies (Victoria) Code and the Co-operation Act. Amendment to the
Industrial and Provident Societies Act to bring it up to date with these pieces oflegislation
and to give it adequate regulatory provisions was thought inappropriate. The amendments
would have only added to the web of regulation rather than rationalising it.
The Bill also seeks to give the registrar the power to direct that societies migrate to the
provisions of other legislation, if it is in the public interest or in the interests of the
members of the society to do so.
The Bill seeks to give the registrar power to investigate and inspect the books of a society
registered under the Act. This will enable complaints to be followed up and adequately
assessed and will enable the registrar to determine whether it is in the public interest to
require a society to migrate to another Act.
SUMMARY
In summary, the Bill is designed to rationalise and modernise the way in which societies
are regulated and to minimise the possibility that the rights of members of these societies
and the funds they make available are not abused. I commend the Bill to the House.
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On the motion of the Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province), the debate was
adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until the next day of meeting.

BUDGET PAPERS, 1986-87
The Order of the Day for the consideration of Budget Papers, 1986-87 was read.

The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-Prior to moving
this quite historic motion for the consideration of the Budget Papers, I indicate that the
Leaders of the three parties in this House have discussed what we now agree upon as a
reasonable set of guidelines to be considered and, hopefully, followed by members of this
House when the debate on the Budget Papers proceeds.
Some comment has occurred in this House previously, but I should formally read those
guidelines so that honourable members understand what is intended with this new kind
of debate. The proposed guidelines are:
I. Debate on the motion to take note of the Budget Papers enables discussion on both the major principles
arising in connection with the Budget and its detail, including all matters which could be raised in debate on the
Appropriation Bill in the House or in Committee.
2. The purpose of the motion is to assist in the more efficient despatch of the business of the Council, and not
to duplicate discussion on the same issues.
3. Thus, a member who raises a matter or issue on the motion should not again raise that matter or issue in
the debate in the House or Committee on the Appropriation Bill.
4. When the Appropriation Bill is received, it is envisaged that debate on that Bill and the above motion
should proceed cognately and that thereafter debate on issues of detail affecting specific departments or
appropriations should be reserved for debate in Committee on the Bill.
5. These guidelines are not intended to operate as amendments to Standing or Sessional Orders, but rather to
assist members in choosing when best to contribute to Budget and Appropriation issues and in safeguarding
against duplication.

They are a sensible set of guidelines. I hope that the new procedure agreed to by all parties
will expedite the work of the House. Usually, the chance to debate the Appropriation Bill
arises quite late in the sessional period, but this year we are able to start earlier, and I
commend these guidelines to the members of the House.
I do not think they will be applied in a rigid manner. It simply covers a situation and
hopefully significant repetition will not occur in either the second·reading debate or the
Committee debate on the Appropriation Bill. With those few comments, I formally move:
That the Council take note ofthe Budget Papers, 1986-87.

The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash Province)-In rising at this hour, I am, to some
extent, doing a favour to the Leader of the House. Today, more significant debate has
already taken place in this House on matters affecting the economy, the State and the
Budget than in any discussion that is now likely to be held on the Budget Papers.
I have always seen that the tabling of the Budget Papers as soon as they are available on
the day the Treasurer presents the Budget in the other place, would allow the more efficient
despatch of business of the House.
When I sought to have the papers tabled last year, that was one purpose and a purpose
one has to have in mind if one is to pursue a course of a bona fide attempt to make the
Houses of Parliament work efficiently and effectively.
The more important purpose that I had in mind was that we could do something
different and more efficient. What has now been put in train is the much more efficient
and, for this House, within Parliament as a whole, the distinctive procedure of Estimates
Committee investigation, to make something of the Budget-the Appropriation Bill-and
the Estimates and the Budget Papers generally, in a way that has not been done before.
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The new procedure is not designed to duplicate anything that may be brought up in the
debate on the Appropriation Bill. It would be more appropriate to deal with an updated
version of the matters that have been brought to the attention of the public and of the
Legislative Assembly by the shadow Treasurer and by others when the Estimates
Committee has had a chance to produce more information on the Budget.
The debate on the Appropriation Bill will also afford the opportunity of discussing
technical and detailed problems in the Budget. That, also, will be helped by the work of
the Estimates Committee.
I wish to use the procedure to tackle the more general problems of the Cain Government's
budgetary and economic approach. Indeed, I will not take the discussion significantly
beyond the year that has just passed.
The Government's most obvious problem is its attempt to apply ideas from the academic
world inhabited by Dr Sheehan and, more briefly, the Treasurer to the realities of the
Victorian economy.
I have used the words "Victorian economy" advisedly because it is one of the Treasurer's
claims that he and the Cain Government have discovered the "State economy" as a
concept and an entity.
The other relevant and related claim is that the Government has rightly run a Keynesian
economic policy in Victoria.
If these fundamental aspects of the Government's economic thinking-the notion of
the "State economy" and the Keynesian economic policy-are found to be fallacious, the
rationale for the whole Government strategy disappears.
The notion of a State economy is fallacious except in a sense which is irrelevant to the
Government's alleged innovations in macro-economic policy. One can assess the wealth
ofa State separately from other entities or States. One can assess the income of Victorians
separately. One can assess employment levels and the structure of the Victorian economy.
It is relevant in some contexts to point out that Victoria is predominant in the automobile,
textile and footwear industries. One can point to unexploited resources such as brown
coal, numerous mountains on which to ski or medical research institutions, and that has
been done in an intelligible manner by the Government.

When considering a State economy one can point to imbalances that can be corrected.
For example, if a State is overexposed to the fate of the automobile, textile or footwear
industries, or in Queensland the sugar industry, that overexposure can be rightly feared as
a cause of unemployment in the State that might affect it at some stages of the trade cycle
or as a result of longer-term Government trade policies or the state of world trade.
One can also point to a lack of infrastructure. Honourable members might recall that
the late Sir Frederic Eggleston wrote in the early 1930s a book State Socialism in Victoria,
which was a celebration in part of the creation of the State's infrastructure-the greatest
example being the State Electricity Commision.
It is interesting to note as an aside that Japan started its rise to industrial ascendancy by
massive Government intervention in the late nineteenth century. The Japanese, at least,
have also learned how the value of sunsetting, of devolution, of selling off-in short, of
not regarding all Government activities as permanent and as necessary attributes of the
State.

The main reason for saying that the notion of a State economy is fallacious, despite all
the examples I have given as one way one can make sense of the notion, is that we have
no Victorian currency. Therefore, we have no monetary policy and no control over interest
rates, apart from a dangerous ability to add to the demand for capital which tends to
increase interest rates and a rather ill-used ability to influence housing interest rates.
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We have little control when considering the relevance of the notion ofa State economy
in the way that the Treasurer likes to think of it. We have little control over the way taxes
are paid by Victorians. We have little control even when tax concessions are given by the
Victorian Government, for example, payroll tax or land tax concessions where land tax is
paid by business, because the concessions may be partly cancelled out by the effects of
Commonwealth taxation.
Section 92 of the Constitution ensures that we cannot, as a State, operate a tariff policy
or any widely effective protection policy. One acknowledges misguided attempts by State
Governments led, if that is the right term, by the New South Wales Government to enforce
preference for local manufacturers and suppliers.
However, I do not believe anyone would suggest that is a widely effective protection
policy. It is an example to demonstrate to the instinctive protectionists that protection is
a dangerous policy on which to embark.
The absence of the ability to impose a protection policy weakens any suggestion that
Victoria has a State economy for the purposes of macro-economic policies. Victoria has
no foreign exchange control system. It has no barriers to spending money on consumption
in the shops and casinos of other States. It has no barriers to investing moneys in
Queensland or Western Australia rather than in Victoria from the savings and profits of
Victorian businesses.
The importance of this to the validity of the Keynesian macro-economic policy, such as
has been espoused by the Government, is clear. The essence of a Keynesian economic
policy is for the Government to take steps to increase aggregate demand, primarily by
Government spending.
The policy also implies reducing aggregate demand in ideal circumstances, but that does
not seem to have happened more than very occasionally in one or two countries over the
past 50 years.
The essence is that the Government takes steps to increase aggregate demand primarily
by Government spending, including transfer payments such as pensions, and, consistently
with that, by encouraging private expenditure by the increased availability of money
which is much the same as having lower interest rates.
I now turn to what the Government has done in its term in office. Honourable members
should consider the appropriate measures of the degree to which the Government has
pursued the "counter-cyclical" policy it has claimed it is following. I suppose "countercyclical" must be accepted although it implies that there should be real restraint, real
deflation at times by the Government instead of the bastard form of Keynesianism which
has been experienced in recent years.
The evidence demonstrates that the Government has not achieved what it claimed and
apparently set out to achieve. It demonstrates that its clumsy calculations have failed to
take account ofleads and lags in economic effects, or that it has simply failed to understand
where th~ economy has been heading, so it has mistimed its stimuli.
There is also a theoretical reservation which should be mentioned at the outset. It might
be the case that aggregate demand is not now a useful variable on which to operate. The
argument would have to be that a much more sophisticated understanding of a highly
segmented international economy is necessary, more so than in the case of the 1'930s or
1940s. It has always been true that it matters where a Government stimulus is given, by
providing pensioners with more money to spend on the essentials of life or handing out
incentives to Mr Bond to build a private university. Different stimuli have always had
different effects. In the more complex world of the 1980s the difference in those effects for
specific spending policies of the Government are likely to be significant and aggregate
demand is likely to be much less useful as a variable on which to operate.
Now I can summarise the case against the Government's achievements in the following
way. The economic strategy adopted by the Cain Government committed it to improve
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the economic environment by pursuing what it called a counter-cyclical State macroeconomic policy and restoring the financial viability of the Budget. That latter point is not
one I want to emphasise; I just want to mention it in passing.
The evidence in the Budget documents up to the present ones has demonstrated that
the Government is neither implementing the counter-cyclical economic policy nor restoring
the Budget's financial viability. On a basis consistent with the definition of the Budget
deficit used by the Commonwealth Government, the Australian Bureau of Statistics and
the Cain Government's own definition of the effect of the deficit, the Budget Papers
national accounting statement shows that the State's 1985-86 projected deficit exceeded
$1 billion for the first time in Victoria's history.
Mr Acting President, you will forgive me if I wait until we have the advantage of the
Estimates Committee before I give an analysis of what the current Budget Papers show.
The projected deficit, as I said, exceeded $1 billion for the first time in Victoria's history
and was 142 per cent or $592 million greater than the last Liberal deficit and involved a
real increase of 78 per cent. The Cain Government Budget deficit is already proportionately
larger than the Commonwealth deficit.
Deficit in the State context does have slightly different implications from the implications
in the Commonwealth context. I shall come to that at a later point. The Government's
claim that to pursue a counter-cyclical economic policy-in its own words, stimulatory in
1982-83 and 1983-84; severe and less expansionary in 1984-85 and 1985-86unfortunately for the Government, is contradicted by the evidence. The deficit disclosed
by the national accounting statement, which is one of the statements included in the
Budget Papers and which the Budget Papers disclose as "designed to facilitate the study of
the macro-economic impact of Government decisions in the economy" shows that the
Government's asserted stimulatory 1983-84 Budget ran a deficit that was 3·3 per cent
lower than 1982-83 in real terms. It speaks for itself.
The less expansionary 1984-85 and 1985-86 Budgets, in fact, ran deficits of 67·6 per
cent and 132 per cent higher than the so-called stimulatory Budget of 1983-84. There is
no real attempt to impose restraint. It is just a little less stimulatory or a little more. The
descriptions the Government has given are not right and its understanding of what it is
doing is not right.
The national accounting figure also· contradicts the Government's claims that it has
pursued a counter-cyclical economic policy in terms of capital expenditure, a slightly
different measure to the one provided by the deficit. In 1982-83, total capital outlays were
expansionary compared with 1981-82, the last Thompson Budget. They exhibIted nil
growth.
In 1984-85 and 1985-86, total capital outlays were claimed by the Government to be
less expansionary than in 1982-83 but were, in real terms, more expansionary. The
Government's claim that its first two Budgets were stimulatory and the second two
Budgets less stimulatory rests on the inclusion of items which are not considered capital
expenditure under the national accounting function; for example, costs of the Ministry of
Transport's early retirement scheme. However, even if the Government's figures on public
sector works and capital expenditure are accepted, the result does not support the
Government's claim.
I interpolate that the Treasurer's claim about the financial viability of the Bud~et having
been restored is not consistent with the fact that last year we had the first $1 billIon deficit
achieved by a Victorian Government.
The Government's own Current Account definition of the deficit-I shall not take the
time of the House to go into that, but it is readily available for anybody who wishes to
look it up-does not support the Treasurer's assertion once the Government's
manipulations of the Current Account are examined and once one adjusts for these
manipulations, one finds that the 1982-83 Current Account deficit of $141·4 million was
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succeeded by two surpluses in 1983-84 and in 1984-85 and a huge Current Account deficit
of $105 million in 1985-86.
We come to the conclusion in making the comparison between claim and achievement
that either the Cain Government is making claims about macro-economic policy without
knowing the true position in re~ard to the policy and adopting policies that are frequently
the opposite of what it thinks It is doing, or-and it may be doing this as well-it does
know the true position but has adopted a consistent policy of misinformation.
The honourable members who are interested in following this extremely important
point about the Government's misinformation or its simple ignorance of what it has
actually been doing might care to refer to the extensive analysis in chapter 2 of a recent
publication of the Liberal Party entitled Failure of the Cain Government's Economic
Strategy. I commend that as a most thorough and professional piece of work.
In the face of reality, we still have the priests and brethren of the Keynesian religion
mumbling their mumpsimus. I make that reference in the hope that some of the
Government members who like their books and are not averse to study and learning, but
who clearly have an aversion to any attempt at numeracy, will understand the reference
and feel more comfortable in this debate.
It has become a kind ofshibboleth to speak of "counter-cyclical macro-economic policy"
and, they do continue to pay lip-service to the counter-cyclical policy which the Treasurer
says he has been pursuing.
Of course, accepting their own definition, the fact is far worse than a failure to do what
they aim to do and claim to have done. By their own definition they must have been
making things worse because when they mean to stimulate an economy they thought they
needed to stimulate more and they were in fact stimulating less; they were reducing their
deficits. When they thought it was time for restraint and less stimulus, in fact, they were
providing a greater stimulant to the economy. However, I shall not emphasise too much
the suggestion that, on the Government's own definition of what it is on about, it has been
making things worse because the real point is that the macro-economic efforts of the
Government are largely irrelevant or random in their effects.
The House should consider the impact of additional spending from borrowings, whether
capital or recurrent spending.
States cannot print money and cannot even obtain money cheaply from the Reserve
Bank or from an inflation of the money supply. A State Government cannot increase Ml,
M2 or M3. It may be that sophisticated instruments for borrowing created by the State
may have the effect of an increase in the money supply. It is often overlooked that one of
the ways in which the velocity of circulation of money and, prima facie, economic activity
can be increased is by creating new kinds of credit instruments.
I give the House an example by way of examining the premises of the argument. A
person who writes an IOU is, in effect, creating money providing that his credit is good,
and he is increasing the velocity of circulation of money-money in the sense of the
currency that we have in our pockets or as bank deposits. Provided they are using IOUs
to finance a transaction, they are managing to finance more transactions with a stable base
money supply in the M 1, M2 or M3 sense by creating that most simple of credit instruments,
the IOU. Governments and finance institutions around the world have a great number of
devices that they are able to use to gain finance or create credit, which virtually has the
same effect as increasing the money supply.
However, I remind the House that the State Government cannot print money. It does
not have access to that power as does the Commonwealth Government. The State
Government has to pay the going market rate of interest, as to its instrumentalities and
authorities, with only minor concessions for the State's relatively high credit worthiness
as an established taxing authority in a prosperous community when it wants to finance
recurrent or capital expenditure from out of borrowed money.
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In recent years this has meant paying real interest rates several percentage points above
the traditional long-term interest rates. The traditional Consols were 2·5 per cent to 3 per
cent and the famous Daltons were 2 per cent bonds in Great Britain in 1947, before
inflation took off. That was probably the absolute nadir of experience that people had with
hitherto honest Governments, of robbing them, considering that inflation was going to be
stimulated by the Government.
The fact is that over the centuries it has been shown that in real terms people will give
up pure liquidity for absolute guarantees of around 2·5 per cent to 3 per cent in real terms
from an obviously totally reliable borrower.
The State Government has been paying a great deal more than that and is paying vastly
more than the rates of interest applicable during the 1970s and early 1980s when, for
considerable periods, interest rates were negative or negligible, to the point where highly
experienced actuaries with decades of experience were willing to use a 1 per cent real
discount rate in assessing the value of superannuation funds. They were also willing to
give evidence in order to persuade courts, right up to the High Court of Australia, that
negligible discount rates were appropriate for assessing the lump sum equivalent offuture
loss of earnings.
My point being that although low interest rates were available for a long time, and
although the world has suffered high interest rates for some period, State Governments
should never lose sight of the fact that the traditional gilt-edged rate to which the trend
always returns is something like 2·5 per cent to 3 per cent.
It follows, obviously, from the State Government having had to pay these high interest
rates that loan capital has been in demand. It follows, other things being equal, that the
State has been squeezing out other sources of demand and SQueezing out those organisations
or individuals that borrow money for investment purposes. The State has been, to some
extent, also squeezing consumption demand which depends on credit. Recently Australia
has tended to move in the same direction as the United States of America, where consumer
credit is an enormously large part of the economy. If the Government has been squeezing
out the other possible sources of demand, why should it claim to be stimulating the
economy to encourage growth?

The reason for the high interest rates might be said to be the need to suck-in overseas
funds to pay for the standard oflivingwhich Australians have not been earning, including
Government expenditure which Governments have not had the courage to finance from
taxation.
That is not an inconsistent point to the one I was previously making about "squeezing
out". It is simply a different aspect of dealing with a large number of variables, where one
has to examine all of them~ and has to say "other things being equal", as economists well
know.
It has been true of Australia for many years that high interest rates have been needed to
suck-in overseas funds. This has become far worse under the Cain and Hawke
Governments, with their deliberate expansionary policies, as they call them, financed with
borrowed money. Victorian Government policies have contributed to Australia's severe
balance of payments problems, to the lower value of the dollar and greater foreign exchange
losses, not least within State instrumentalities. The State Government has contributed to
higher interest rates, and ultimately, to a greatly diminished standard ofliving. That is the
ordinary result of continued high real interest rates.

A lower standard ofliving is the ordinary result of a depreciated dollar. Only a substantial
cut in real wages can ensure that losses inflicted by policies that have not turned out lucky,
because our terms of trade have not turned up, or because manufacturing industries have
not suddenly come good with a rush and developed enormous export capacity, are shared
evenly-but the losses are not shared.
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The only way to ensure that the losses are shared around the community and not just
through unemployment, inflation or both, is through a cut in real wages, and as I indicated
earlier, that is something that the Cain Government has refused to openly acknowledge.
We are now hearing a lot about the Swedish, West German and Austrian ways of doing
things. However, we are speaking of the realm of culture and history much more than the
realm of economics. We are in the realm of the characteristics of the unions involved and
the real historical experiences of the people involved, which is overwhelmingly important.
I am not arguing against the Swedish way of achieving its goal, if that is what the
Government wants to adopt, but lower real wages must be the goal and means to recovery
and funny money policies will not work; no pseudo Keynesian policies will work, especially
when, as I pointed out earlier, the State has no power over the currency.
What I have said makes it clear that I do not concede the appropriateness of countercyclical stimulation of demand by the Commonwealth Government even if it is, as it is
alleged, counter-cyclical. The Keynesian prescription was ideal for the United States of
America in the 1930s. The United States had no serious trade problems and did not have
to be concerned with debauching its currency by running deficits for considerable periods.
Of course, in this slightly different world, the United States of America does have
something of a trade problem with other powerful economies and currencies that have
some possibility of taking over as major international trading currencies. Years of running
large deficits, both on current accounts of the balance of trade and a fiscal deficit are
,beginning to have some impact, but a remarkably small impact one must say.
The aspects of this which are significant are that there is still only a small proportion of
the gross domestic product of the United States of America involved in international
trade, something of the order of 6 per cent or 7 per cent, and, as well as that, America's
own currency is already overwhelmingly established as the dominant trading currency
being borrowed and used to pay for the imports that give that country its huge balance of
trade deficit.
There is, of course, another factor which exempts, to some extent, the United States of
America, even in the 1980s, from the severe consequences of running a highly stimulatory
fiscal policy, and that is that other countries need the United States for their economic
welfare.
It may be a curious definition of economic welfare that allows the Japanese to go on
working so hard, taking only eight days holiday a year and cutting prices to the bone so
that they virtually make losses on the excellent cars that they send to Australia-but that
is their choice. That gives them a prosperity of a kind. It keeps unemployment relatively
low and it keeps the inflation rate low. It also helps to maintain social cohesion.

I come back to the point that, for a variety of reasons, the Keynesian prescription,
especially in the 1930s, was ideal for the United States of America.
By contrast, in the United Kingdom there was a heavily trade-exposed economy which
had been badly weakened by the first world war and by inappropriate monetary problems,
especially foreign exchange policy, in the 1920s. However, the United Kingdom had a
reserve currency, a currency freely used for international trade in the 1930s. To that
extent, it was better off than Australia, which is also trade exposed, but which had and has
an almost purely domestic currency. Accordingly, Australia is not in a position to go on
running deficits for any length of time without severe international penalties inflicted by
money markets sending the value of the Australian dollar down very much faster than is
ever likely to happen to the American dollar.
How much worse still is a provincial economy, an economy such as Victoria's? It cannot
even depreciate its currency to allow adjustment. Canberra's pseudo-Keynesians threaten
us with lower standards of living, a depreciated currency and inflation as natural
Session 1986-18
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consequences of their policies. The tendency of Victoria's policies is to add unemployment
to those evils. However, the Victorian "peso" cannot be devalued.
Victoria may well be saved by its economic structure and by the fact that it still has the
greatest manufacturing base in Australia to take advantage of the depreciation of the
Australian dollar. As I said, the policies that the Government puts so much store on are
largely irrelevant. In view of the lack of success in achieving goals, one must be thankful,
I suppose, that the Government has not succeeded in creating a relevant macro-economic
policy. It is difficult to think ofa polite expression; I can think of bad language used in the
common room in the economics faculty and the fact that, in reference to the Treasurer, a
little knowledge is a dangerous thing.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (the Hon. M. J. Arnold)-Order! I am sure that Mr Guest
will not attempt to fall into such bad habits in this House.
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST-I can usually rely, if not on your imagination, Mr Acting
President, on the imagination of other Government members.
The Government's adherence to economic theory is not entirely misguided. We have
heard the Government speak of comparative advantage in relation to economic strategy
and of the need to emphasise what Victoria can and should do relatively well in a
competitive market. It would make a lot more sense if the Government were to recognise
the complex structure of even a provincial economy in the 1980s and attempt a serious
impact study of its expenditure in particular areas. It should also study the impact of its
macro-economic policies, such as its attempts to borrow to stimulate, especially in the
rural economy, the manufacturing sector and so on.
It would make sense if Keynesian policies were related also to the much greater effects
that Commonwealth policy will nearly always have. It would make sense if the Keynesian
policies of a provincial arena were related to what the Commonwealth Government has
set out to do. We should not allow the Treasurer to strut with pride in the autonomy of
Victoria with its "little Keynes" and its "big Keynes"- Dr Sheehan and his little mate.
They really should take their lead from the Commonwealth Government if they are going
to engage in these flights of fancy in the macro-economic policy.

The ACTING PRESIDENT-Order! The expression "my little mate" could almost be
regarded as unparliamentary.
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST-Perhaps we can add it to the list. The trouble is, we would
then be too tempted to use it.
In a debate on the Budget Papers we should be seeking many things from the Government
and we should ensure that the Government is attending to certain matters of the economy
of the State. Parliament should be given a balance sheet: an adequate statement of the
assets of the State, how they are managed, how they are determined, what earnings are
being obtained from them, and so on. Parliament should be told about the return on
capital that the Government is obtaining.
I do not wish to divert into byways and sidetracks but if a Government is borrowing on
one's behalf and it is paying high interest rates, one really wants to know whether one is
getting a positive return on one's investment after allowing for depreciation, amortisation
and interest-in other words, debt service. That sort of thing would be elementary to
businesses but it is simply not elementary to the Government.
I shall add a little about why the Liberal Party's approach to public sector management
and the economy is inherently superior to that of the socialist Government which you, Mr
Acting President, support. The Liberal Party over several decades, it is true, has been
forced by a movement of opinion lasting perhaps 100 years in the direction of
interventionism-of Government activity well beyond the competence of the Government
to manage.
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It is not so much the percentage of the gross domestic product constituted by Government
expenditure in its various forms which transfer payments-I am well aware of the figures
relating to Austria, Sweden, and so on-but when one comes down to it, the Government
today is suffering from a failure to understand the limits of organisational capacity.

This is also an important point for those who want to engage in debate on a subject
which is alive in concept but which essentially has disappeared from view in the precise
terms in which it was raised late last year. I refer to privatisation.
The ultimate rationale for following Governments all around the world in devolving.
Government activities through sale or by other means onto private enterprise is simply
the organisational incapacity of large organisations with excessive spans of control to
handle multifarious activities, often without anything even remotely equivalent to a
bottom line test to meet, and compounded by the constitution of the management structure.
Mr Acting President, I should like you to consider the well-known failure in the corporate
world of the conglomerate which became so fashionable as the result of undisciplined,
unthought-out takeovers in the 1960s. It has become quite apparent that organisationswhich are far less complex than Government, engaged in far fewer incompatible activities
and far fewer activities that cannot be judged by a simple bottom line test-simply have
not survived the ultimate test of being able to pay the interest on their borrowed money
and a dividend to their shareholders if they have not one central competence. They have
failed, too, in the long run where any subsidiary businesses do not depend on the
competences which are closely related to that one major area of competence.
The consequence in the commercial world has been large-scale sell offs of divisions and
subsidiaries, often management buy-outs, often simple sales-assets stripping, it could be
called-which have often been the subject of criticism because people like Brierley, Holmes
a Court, and Elliot have been astute at recognising assets that were not working for them
and could not be made to work for them given their particular competence in any adequate
way, which they therefore sold off or put into joint ventures against which they could
borrow money, and so on. That is the lesson of the commercial world, a testing world
where, by and large, the people who get to the top are supremely expert at managing people
and money and specialised organisations.
What should one expect to make of a world where the managers are a small sample of
people who have got themselves elected to represent geographical regions for the most
diverse reasons, whose attention is divided between winning local votes, speaking to
practically nobody in this place and in the other place, attending Cabinet meetings which
are largely discussions of tactics or internal party problems, and so on? One could go on
ad nauseam and hardly even get to the nub of management-even to the all important
task of the chairmen and boards of directors of substantial organisations of choosing
effective, full-time managers.
There is no particular reason for elected politicians to have the time, inclination, talent
or concentration to actually make the decisions that count-even to choose the right
people. Even supposing that they could then give them a set of coherent objectives and a
set of rationally defensible, understandable priorities and measurable objectives of any
kind, whether they are well or indifferently chosen, and one has the people in management
who can carry out these policies, the policies and objectives may change for reasons which
cannot be rationally determined until an election has occurred and suddenly, there is a
change of Government. The reason for the change is simply that the incoming Government
has a different policy and those managers-the bureaucracy-have to carry out the new
mandates.
In order to do this impossible task, who would one choose? I do not suppose that one
could in general choose anybody better than tenured public servants, but they cannot
possibly develqp the kind of expertise which is comparable to that which somebody in the
oil business gets in oil or somebody in a mechanical engineering business gets in engineering.
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The Hon. E. H. Walker-That is a presumption. There is a capacity to develop expertise
equivalent to senior adminstrators of the world-it is quite possible.
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST-There is some. One knows the remarkable talents and
experience of some senior administrators in the Public Service both here, in the
Commonwealth and in other States. Sometimes they even manage to remain in a particular
department long enough to do that. I can mention one whom I know very well-Paul
Clarkson in the Ministry for the Arts. He is probably the leading arts administrator in
Australia though hardly an outstanding example from the point of view of the career
Public Servant.
Given that the Ministry for the Arts has an impossible task of dividin~ up money
between incommensurable objectives, it is possibly only the size of the MinIstry and the
task it performs which allows it to perform well, within the limits that the Government
imposes on it.
One knows also that there are people in planning who have considerable expertise, and
in many other areas-it would be invidious to try to name less than all. However, the fact
remains that collectively they have to carry out an impossible task and ultimate
accountability is not really possible in the private sector sense because there are few tests
for most of them apart from the question whether they have spent the money appropriated
to them last year, and just that money and no more.
The difficulty that the Government has had in developing its performance indicators to
back up its commitment to program budgeting is a fair indication of the sheer impossibility
of the task which has been given to Public Service administrators.
An incoming Liberal Government would recognise that times have changed, that it is
at long last possible to be honest about our own limits as politicians and of the Public
Service organisation-an organisation of many competent people where there are many
round pegs in round holes, square pegs in square holes, as well as many square pegs in
round holes-but not capable of miracles.
It is possible for a Liberal Government to recognise the limitations of government and
that, by and large, if one can put things into the hands of private people or even voluntary
organisations who are not answerable to a central Government with a pinnacle of distracted
elected politicians; if one can allow them to respond to the individual vote of the person
with his dollar, the ·person with his voucher, or the person who simply has a ration but
whose choice can affect the esteem in which the provider of a servIce is held or the
promotion or career prospects of that person-one will get much better results.
One will also avoid the conceptually impossible task of balancing all the priorities which
Governments pursue simply because they have to hold that middle ground, the difference
between a 50·1 per cent vote and a 49·9 per cent vote-the reason for a ~eat perversion of
the choices which are made, because all the concentration of democratIc government has
notoriously been on appeasing that swinging vote to the detriment of those who would get
an infinitely better service if they produced their dollar-perhaps a dollar that was
transferred to them by payment transfer by the Government-and bought it from the
willing services provider, instead of knowing that all they had by way of currency was a
single vote and that, if they were in the wrong sort of electorate, they would hardly count
at all.
The attitude of the Liberal Party is, therefore, quite simply, humility. We will be seeking
to reduce the functions of government to its essentials, to those things which only the
Government can do or which the Government must do. Given the time necessary to
concentrate on the few things that the Government must do, once it has shed the
inessentials, it would still be able to see what the market would not provide or that the
Australian culture or the present Australian education level would not provide from
private initiative, and that Government intervention was essential. But recognising the
need for intervention will not longer imply permanent active intervention.
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What I am saying is that, although a Liberal Party Government will reduce the role of
government to its simple essentials-and thereby ensure that what is done by the
Government is done better-we will not try for the irrelevancies of this present
Government's macro-economic policy and all its busy work around the edges, which
cannot be weighed against all the busy work it is doing around all the other edges and
which cannot in any way be rationally assessed.
As a result of reducing government to efficient essentials, we will allow ourselves to look
and see whether we should perhaps try, as most countries have done in the past, as I
mentioned Japan did in the late nineteenth century, to do something that is essential and
critical to the welfare of this State.
Perhaps in the 1930s it was critical to ensure that the State Electricity Commission
developed the brown coal deposits. Perhaps there is an equivalent today. I am not saying
in any doctrinaire way that it may not be critical for us to develop some post-graduate
research work in our universities or some training for electronics engineers or biochemists
to produce the basis for private entrepreneurship or individual talents to produce the next
wave of prosperity for Australia.
I just wanted to make those remarks of a general philosophical character to point to the
basic distinction between the Liberal Opposition, which is to be the next Government,
and the still highly interventionist Government of the Premier and the Treasurer who
seem to think that, somehow, they can encompass the whole myriad of knowledge that is
required to ensure the welfare of millions of highly different people with different interests
and different motivations.
The Liberal Government will not make those mistakes. As I said, we will ensure that
government is efficient, that it is confined to its essentials and, as a consequence, the
people of Victoria will be taxed less and their initiative will be less inhibited. In that way,
we see a prosperous Victoria under the next Liberal Government.
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-The Appropriation (1986-87, No. 1)
Bill is an extraordinarily important measure because this House will be asked to consider
the authorisation of expenditure amounting to almost $9 billion in recurrent and works
and services expenditure.
Indeed, honourable members are required to consider what funds are raised from
Victorians via taxes and charges and how that money will be spent in terms of the services
to be provided.
I should like to comment on three particular aspects of the Budget and the documents
that support it. I shall briefly talk about the underlying philosophy and the assumptions
upon which the Budget and the documents are based. I shall spend some time talking
about particular initiatives taken in the Budget, especially in relation to expenditure
programs, and I shall then refer to the form, content and structure of the documents
themselves.
At the outset, I concede that, indeed, this would have been an extremely difficult Budget
to frame. As the Treasurer himself points out, there are enormous problems within the
Australian economy. In fact, the Treasurer highlighted the enormous problems that exist
in relation to this nation's balance of payments; and we should all be quite alarmed at the
rising level of overseas debt.
Because of those factors, a large degree of pessimism has emerged within the Australian
population, especially with investors and entrepreneurs. That is the last sector in which
we need a lack of optimism.
The Treasurer also had another problem to contend with. The revenue base of the State,
the traditional source of funding, has been shrinking over recent years. In fact, on an
unchanged policy basis, we are told to expect a growth of only 3 per cent in that revenue
base.
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There are two bases of comparison for that growth rate. The obvious one is to examine
Commonwealth funding on a similar basis. In fact, that is quoted in the Budget Papers.
On the same unchanged policy basis at a Federal level, revenue is expected to increase by
something like 10 per cent.
The other basis of comparison is the anticipated inflation rate. The Treasurer has
announced an expected inflation rate of approximately 8 per cent. The Budget documents
and the assumptions that underlie them are predicated on that 8 per cent figure.
The primary cause of that slump in the income base, which is highlighted by these
comparisons, has resulted from the turmoil in the international oil market. This has wiped
off $150 million from the royalties earned from Bass Strait. To put that in perspective,
that is approximately 1·5 per cent of the entire Budget aggregate. That is a substantial
markdown.
Of equal concern, if not more so, is the plateau shown in income derived from land and
share transfers. I say that is possibly of more concern because it indicates that economic
activity has stalled.
On the positive side is the devaluation of the Australian dollar. In the Budget Papers
the range of that devaluation is put at 19 per cent over the past twelve months. It is even
more marked than that and most commentators suggest that it has been closer to 40 per
cent over the past eighteen months. That is a massive downturn in the Australian currency.
Apart from the fact that no one in Australia can take any joy from the depreciation of
the Australian dollar-after all, that is the judgment of our currency by other countriesit has produced an impact on our productive sector and has given us an added advantage
in the international scene.
The Budget figures state, and I readily concede, that because Victoria's manufacturing
base is in relative terms broader than that of any other State in Australia, this State is well
placed to capitalise on the advantage gained by the decline in the Australian dollar.
The only positive point the Treasurer makes-and one from which I take no
consolation-is the relativity in the economic indices between Victoria and the other
States. The Treasurer says that although the economic indicators applying to this State are
sick-and we all agree on that-those of other States are even sicker.
The Budget provides no joy for any of us in the unemployement rate or investment
levels. Just because we sit in the gutter and starve, there is no consolation to be gained
from the knowledge that our neighbours sit beside us and starve also. However, I am
prepared to acknowledge that this would have been a tough Budget to frame. I have been
involved in the framing of Budgets in private enterprise, admittedly on nothing like the
scale that the Treasurer has had to face, but the experience has given me some insight into
the problems confronted by the Treasurer.
I am consoled by the fact that the Budget contained no new taxes and I give credit where
it is due. I am pleased-or perhaps relieved-that at least the Government has placed
great importance on the cutting of expenditure rather than the raising of taxes to meet the
shortfall. Again I give credit where it is due.
I also give credit to the extent to which the Government has resisted the temptation to
increase borrowings to take up the shortfall. It must be said that the restriction was, to
some degree, external in that it was imposed by the Federal Government via the Australian
Loan Council.
The Treasurer has stated consistently that the Government has been prepared to make
the tough decisions. I should like to speak about how tough those decisions are. The
Treasurer points to the fact that departmental spending has been slashed by $150 million
and that the rate of growth in expenditure is smaller than has occurred in relative terms
over the past quarter of a century. He highlights the fact that in relation to recurrent
expenditure the growth rate has been 6·6 per cent and he compares that with the anticipated
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consumer price index increase of 8 per cent and states that there is, therefore, a reduction
in real terms.
The Treasurer then speaks about a 1·5 per cent productivity directive which is to replace
the 1 per cent directive that applied last year. He highlights the fact that this is expected to
produce an economy of $79 million in departmental expenditure and that there will be
cuts over and above that $79 million in four specific departments.
For instance, we learn that over the course of this year Victoria will be employing fewer
teachers, and retrenchments of approximately 1800 personnel in the ranks of the railways
will occur. That sounds extremely tough but it is really not tough at all. A 6·6 per cent
increase in recurrent expenditure is no consolation simply because it falls within the
inflation rate. If we are to obtain advantage from the decline in the Australian dollar, the
advantage that the Treasurer acknowledges is out there, we must be aware of the conditions
that apply internationally.
Australia is not an island in an economic sense; it depends heavily upon its international
trade. Those with whom we trade, and against whom we trade, have domestic inflation
rates that are dramatically less than ours. This government has allowed the advantage of
the decline in the Australian dollar to be eroded by the degree to which our expenditure
has been allowed to expand. We have wasted the opportunity of taking up the slack. We
have lost the opportunity of easing the cost burden on the private sector, that sector that
the Government acknowledges is best placed to take up that slack, and is keen to do so.
We had a chance to do something dramatic about that burden and the Victorian people
expected something to be done. Victorians are aware that we are living beyond our means.
They expected a tough Budget. I am certain that that applied to the private sector, the
sector that we hoped would turn the issue around.
I do not think the decisions were tough. The Government pussyfooted around a golden
opportunity. An illustration of what I mean is shown in the issue of payroll tax.
To its credit the Government has consistently maintained its concern about
unemployment. However, at the same time it maintains a penalty on employment. It
continues to penalise the very sector that can aid the level of unemployment.
Payroll tax is the most iniquitous tax that has ever been devised. It is clearly
counterproductive and the Government must see the wisdom of taking every opportunity
of reducing it.
In Budget Paper No. 1 on page I-which is indicative of the priority given to payroll
tax by the Government-the Treasurer talks about tax reliefin significant areas and states:
We wiIl increase the general exemption level for payroll tax from $230 000 to $250 000. We will also raise the
level at which the 6 per cent rate phases in from $1·2 million to $1·3 million.

The Treasurer then proceeds to point out that approximately 4700 employers will benefit
from the concessions at a cost to the Government of$3·7 million in 1986-87. That sounds
fine until one examines the Budget Papers which highlight exactly what payroll tax receipts
will produce for the Government. Last year, in 1985-86, the Government received $1179
million from payroll tax. The expected level of return from payroll tax for the current
financial year is $1285 million. This is the anticipated increase in revenue from payroll
tax. While the Treasurer speaks of payroll tax in the context of tax restraint, the Government
is anticipating an increase of $1 06 million in its collections from that source, which is an
increase of 9 per cent. However one dresses up the figure, it is an increase beyond the
expected increase in the consumer price index, yet the Government claims it is exercising
restraint!
Payroll tax provides approximately 38 per cent of the total revenue of Government, and
this Government is clearly prepared to penalise employers by imposing a huge burden of
payroll tax at an average level of 5 to 6 per cent. The Government talks about restraint
and the cost of tax concessions-what a specious claim!
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If the Government were genuine in wanting to provide tax relief to the private sector it
had the opportunity by taking some really tough decisions.
Prior to the introduction of the Budget, the National Party issued a discussion paper in
which it pointed out that there were potential cost savings to the Government amounting
to $395·5 million in a number of areas.
The National Party estimated that by placing a ceiling on the numbers of public servants
the Government would effect a saving of$62 million.
By placing a freeze on wages in the public sector the Government would effect a saving
of$146 million.
The abolition of the annual leave loading for public servants would produce another
saving to the Government of$33 million.
The Government could achieve savings of a further $50 million in the public transport
sector. An amalgamation of Government departments would produce a further saving to
the Government of $2 million. The abolition of several statutory or semi-statutory
authorities would produce further savings to the Government of$2·5 million.
Last year the Government responded to similar calls for restraint by asking us to identify
where these economies could be made. Therefore, the National Party issued a document
which specifically nominated those areas where economies could be made to help turn
around the sad position the Victorian economy is currently in.
The savings of almost $400 million could more than wipe out the collections in land
tax. Alternatively, it could allow the Government to take dramatic action in relation to
payroll tax. Payroll tax could have been slashed by one-third. The savings could more
than halve stamp duty or allow the Government to totally abolish the State fuel tax.
The savings could also have allowed the Government to act on a matter that is dear to
the heart of the National Party; that is, it could return the funds taken from the grain
industry through the public authority dividend tax on the Grain Elevators Board.
I shall detail the savings that could be effected in the Public Service. It is extremely
important and urgent that the Government take immediate measures to rein in both the
size and the cost of public sector employment. Approximately 60 cents in every $1 of
Government spending goes on wages in the public sector. The immediate impact of a
ceiling on Public ServIce employment numbers would have a dramatic economic impact.
The number of employees in the public sector has increased from 272 000 in April 1982
to 302 400 in March 1986.
I have compiled a table which shows the growth in employment in the public sector in
Victoria. I seek leave to have that table incorporated in Hansard.

Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
PUBLIC SECTOR EMPLOYMENT

NSW
VIC
QLD
SA
WA
TAS
NT
ALL STATES
COMMONWEAL TH
GOVT
(a = March of each year)

J984a

J986a

0005

0005

0005

%

362·1
281·0
173·0
104·4
116·4
38·4
15·2

368·3
302·4
180·6
108·3
121·8
38·2
16·1

6·2
21·4
7·6
3·9
5·4
0·0
0·9

1· 7.
7·6
4·4
3·7
4·6
0·0
5·9

1090·5

1135·7

45·4

4·2

422·1

434·2

12·1

2·9

Increase
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The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-The increase in employment in the Victorian public sector
has been 30400 over a four-year period. On average there has been an additional 7600
persons employed in the public sector in Victoria each year since 1982.
One must assume that that trend will continue, although no information has been
provided in the Budget Papers on employment in the public sector.
There are, however, clues to that trend in other areas. For example, if one refers to page
20 of Budget Paper No. 5, it shows that under Act No. 6386-which I admit is not
inclusive-in relation to superannuation, in 1985-86 the Government set aside $289·9
million. The Budget Papers reveal that that cost will soar to $339 million in the current
financial year, which is an increase of 21 per cent.
Therefore, the increase the National Party anticipates of 7600 public servants this year
is in no way unreal; if anything, the figure is conservative.
According to the figures in the table which I have incorporated in Hansard, Victoria has
had the highest increase, absolutely and proportionately, in the public sector of any State
in the Commonwealth. The increase in employment in Victoria's public sector is almost
twice the average of all other States.
In cold, hard facts 47 per cent of all new State public sector employees joining in the
past two years have joined the Victorian Public Service. Assuming that the increase in
public sector employment for 1986-87 will be the same as the average for the past four
years-I have already said that is not an outlandish claim and that it may be conservativean immediate freeze on employee numbers would ensure that wage costs associated with
employing an additional 7600 public servants would be saved.
According to the November 1985 figures of the Australian Bureau of Statistics-they
are also conservative-average weekly earnings for employees of the Victorian public
sector were $409.20 which is around $21 300 annually. Using those figures the National
Party has been able to predict that by placing a ceiling on public sector employment, a
saving of nearly $162 million would be achieved. In addition to a restriction on numbers,
we also called for an immediate freeze on public sector wages.
At first glance that may appear to be tough but in real terms it would merely help to
redress some of the inequity that has crept in between salaries and wages that apply in the
public sector compared to those that apply in the private sector.
In the 1985-86 Budget Estimates, salaries amounted to approximately $2391 million.
Overtime and penalty rates amounted to a further $44 million which gave a total of$2435
million.
If one assumes that during this year wages will increase by 6 per cent, a freeze on the
public sector wages would result in a cost saving of $146 million. That is calculated by
simply taking the total wage bill for last year and applying a 6 per cent increase. Again that
is a conservative estimate because it is based on the assumption that there will be no
discounting of wage increases.
On a similar rationale, and using the same raw data, the National Party predicted that
the abolition of the 17·5 per cent holiday leave loading would produce a saving of almost
$33 million. Wage earners must be called on or compelled to forgo holiday leave loading
because the Victorian economy can simply no longer afford that sort of extravagance.
In addition, I mentioned public transport costs. The National Party acknowledges the
initial steps taken by the Government to cut back labour levels in the transport sector, but
by singling out V/Line the Government has thrown away the opportunity of gaining a
significant savings in the overall transport system.
The National Party is told that senior transport officials would be happy to effect similar
labour savings in the metropolitan tram and train operations, and that approximately
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1000 Metrail positions, and a further 800 from the tramway operations could be abolished.
The point consistently made was that that could be achieved without a cut in transport
services.
Given that the average yearly cost for every transport Ministry position is about $28 000,
which is again a conservative figure, the saving to the Government in one year would be
in the vicinity of$50 million.
Amalgamations of Government departments such as the Ministry of Consumer Affairs,
the Ethnic Affairs Commission, statutory or semi-statutory bodies, the Land Conservation
Council, and State Boards of Education-which were destined for the axe as were district
health councils-have been discussed and my colleagues will expand on those initiatives
later in the debate.
I turn now to the assumptions that underlie the Budget documents. The central
assumption that underpins the entire philosophy of the Budget is the economic growth
rate expected in the coming year. The documents suggest that the growth expected in
Victoria~s gross domestic product is 3 per cent. The Government has based its entire
strategy on an assumption that non-farm gross domestic product will rise by 2 to 2·5 per
cent and that there will be a rebound in farm product. I shall return to that issue later.
The Government's forecast is extremely brave, given the Treasurer~s comments. At
page 5 of Budget Paper No. 2 the Treasurer has outlined the expectations in the immediate
o\1t1ook for the Australian economy. He says they "have deteriorated markedly in the last
six months". The Treasurer-not I-poses the question: will the present pause in economic
growth develop into a major economic downturn? He also asks:
Are the adjustment processes which are already under way adequate to resolve over time Australia's problem
of external balance or will further policy action be required?

The Treasurer also commented on the fact that full-time employment rates are of concern.
He mentioned that output growth disguises a distinct slowdown in economic activity
throughout the year. He mentioned the downturn in dwelling activity in the first half of
1986, the marked decline in motor vehicle registrations and the general weakening in
business and investment.
The Treasurer made those comments, yet he talks about an expected growth of 8 per
cent in the consumer price index. What the Government has done is to take the national
GDP figure and add a margin on the premise that our more diversified manufacturing
base will give Victoria a greater opportunity of responding to the decline in the Australian
dollar.
I envisage two problems with that: first, in the past the stimulation to growth has come
from capital spending. The Government has spoken of the need to prime the economy by
allowing capital investment to expand. That is the rationale behind the dramatic growth
in capital spending in the past. Now we are told there is to be a cutback in the growth rate
of capital spending. That must in turn have an impact on the level of growth in gross
domestic product.
Secondly, in the words of the Treasurer, there is expected to be a strong resurgence in
the primary sector. He obviously has not listened to grain growers, read the newpapers, or
observed international markets, particularly for rural commodities, because the prospects
in that sector are extremely dismal. In fact, those in the best position to make such
predictions, expect returns in the rural sector to decline.
The forecast upon which the entire Budget is based is not only brave but extremely
foolhardy. The central question is: what happens if that is not achieved? It is simple to set
upon a target for growth. If in fact we do not achieve that growth rate, that obviously has
to impact upon the level of income received by Government. I do not believe we will

Budget Papers, 1986-87

8 October 1986

COUNCIL

523

achieve that predicted income and I, therefore, expect that there will be a revised program
of expenditure drawn up by the Government during the currency of this financial year.
I have not been critical of the accuracy in budgetary predictions in general terms, in
fact, to a large degree I must concede it is very good. But then it should be good. We are
entitled to the best expertise in that field.

As an aside, I point to one indicator which the Treasurer clearly did not predict accurately
last year when he referred to an expected 12 per cent growth in Investment. In fact, we got
approximately 3·9 per cent, but the point I make in relation to the gross domestic product
prediction is that we now need that 3 per cent growth to keep the ship afloat. We have set
a course based on a presumption that we will get that growth and that we will earn the
income automatically derived from it. More importantly, however, we have also set out
expenditure programs on that anticipation.
The predicted GDP growth is extremely optimistic; that is the kindest I can be. Ifindeed
the Treasurer is required to be optimistic to go to the end of his dream, to make the Budget
balance, it is my view his dream will take him over the edge of the cliff in economic terms.
The House knows that if that were the case I would stand on the edge of the cliff and
applaud. However, it is not just the Treasurer who will go over the cliff, but every man,
woman and child in Victoria.
If those predictions are wrong and I believe they will be-and I put that on the record
now-then our income will be wrong, and so will be the expenditure patterns. I am
prepared to put on the record that the Government will be required to revise those
predictions.
I shall turn to some of the initiatives of the Budget particularly in relation to the
expenditure programs.
Firstly, I am prepared to concede-in fact I am happy to concede-that the expenditure
priority given to housing is indeed a relief. There is a 21 per cent funding increase in that
area, and it is expected that 3100 new units will be completed this year.
Of course, we are delighted to see that; anyone who is concerned about the waiting list
for public housing, of approximately 28,000, could not help but be delighted by that
priority.
We have, perhaps, raised one question mark in relation to that, and that is the anomaly
that the Government would take that sort of initiative and at the same time it would wipe
out the stamp duty exemption applying to first home buyers. I find that hard to come to
grips with.
Here we have a Government saying, "We are concerned about housing matters; we are
concerned about the waiting list in relation to public housing". Yet at the same time it is
prepared to destroy the great dreams of at least some people, of owning their own home.
In addition we are pleased to see that at last the Government has given agriculture
something like the priority it deserved. It is true to point out that last year's expenditure
allocated to that sector dropped in real terms. We saw that as sheer madness and we said
so.
This year, the increase is to be 9·4 per cent, approximately $114 million. We put on
record that in fact we are relieved about that.
While talking about the overall economic profile of our nation, it makes good sense to
capitalise upon our natural advantages. However long we talk about it, there can be no
dispute that our natural advantage lies in agriculture. We will have cyclical problems; we
have had them ever since Federation, but the point I make is that that is the sector which
is best placed and most determined to turn the economy around. The National Party sees
it as extremely important; it is simply pragmatic that agriculture gets the priority it
warrants.
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However, because it is also important that we broaden our economic base and thus
minimise the effects of the cyclical nature of agriculture, we need to recognise the importance
of the manufacturing and tertiary sectors as well.
If we are to take advantage of the devaluation of the Australian dollar, it is important
that we have the level of technology that will produce the sort of turnaround that we need.
The National Party is delighted to see the additional 1500 tertiary places provided in the
Budget, as that is an important initiative.
We are also pleased to see the sort of initiatives taken in apprenticeship training-220
places is a drop in the bucket but at least it is a drop in the right bucket. I am also delighted
to see the Budget's reference to the importance of students getting back to the traditional
fields of mathematics and sciences. For too long we have allowed our students to meander
into areas of studies which are almost totally irrelevant. It is important that those sorts of
initiatives are being recovered.
I turn specifically to the form, content and structure of the documents. I have already
acknowledged that indeed because of the economic climate in which we operate, this was
a difficult Budget to frame. I have already given credit where it is due, in my view, in
relation to the individual expenditure program but-it gives me no particular joy to say
it-I cannot find anything complimentary to say about the form, content or structure of
these documents.
All my comments to this point have been made on the presumption that we have been
provided with documents that give honourable members a true fair view of the affairs of
the State.
The Hon. M. J. Arnold-It is the best of any Westminster system in the whole world.
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-That is an important qualification, in my view, and I
make the point that as a recording exercise that the Budget documents are unsatisfactory.
In terms of disclosure and accountability I believe they are pathetic. That is a considered
view.
If I had the choice I would ask the Treasurer to take them back and to get them right. I
believe that is fair comment.
Today, I took the point about program budgeting; I heard that mentioned a couple of
times in an earlier debate and I concede that is an important initiative, but I would much
prefer to have an old-fashioned balance sheet so that we would have some idea of the
assets and liabilities of this State, so that we may get an idea of our financial viability.
I made the point in another debate earlier today that this is not some corner store we
are operating; it is the biggest enterprise in the State, with an expenditure of $10 billion,
but what are we given on which to base our assessment of the enterprise? It is more or less
an extract from the State's cash book; it is a basic list of receipts and payments. It is based
on the crudest form of cash accounting.
Cash accounting simply means that incomes and expenses are not recognised when they
are earned or incurred but rather when they are physically received or paid.
I admit that is consistent with the Westminster tradition. It does not make it any better.
The Hon. M. J. Arnold-But ours is better than others around the world.
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-Then the others must be pathetic as well. The point I was
making about cash accounting is that it opens the door to all sorts of manipulation,
particularly on the expenditure side. Expenditure can simply be deferred at the end of a
period to dress up the real picture, and that is the thing that concerns me.
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Of course, the value of creditors outstanding at the end of each year can vary
dramatically.
Can honourable members be sure that the Government withstood the temptation to
deliberately defer expenses to present a pretty picture? How confident can we be on that
score? Honourable members have discussed that matter in the House in recent months
and the Government has been shown to be at fault. As a result of those charges, revised
guidelines were issued in September 1985 which required that departments meet a certain
standard ill the settlement of creditors accounts.
On this matter honourable members must rely primarily on the honesty and integrity
ofthe Treasurer, although we are given some clues from the Auditor-General's report and
we get some evidence from individual creditors who complain directly to honourable
members about the fact that the Government is tardy in the settlement of accounts.
The Auditor-General has conducted a review of the way in which the Government
settles those accounts. Page 77 of the Auditor-General's report reveals that no less than 23
per cent of all creditors' accounts are outstanding for more than eight weeks, which is
almost one-quarter of all accounts.
If honourable members were to be charitable and assume that all those accounts were
payable within 30 days-the standard in private enterprise-that would mean an average
of 45 days. The Government has not met the 45 days' average and cannot pay more than
three-quarters of its accounts within eight weeks. What does that do for one's confidence
in the Government?
Honourable members are entitled to know what value of creditors' accounts were
outstanding at the end of the trading year. The Auditor-General does not tell us and the
Treasurer does not tell us. All we can gather is what we are able to glean from suppliers
themselves.
I did not chase this information, but I have one such account which happens to be from
the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands. It relates to services which were
provided prior to 5 May. The work was completed some time before that but it was
admitted on 5 May. One can presume, because one can trust the Treasurer, that no
accounts were deferred before the end of the financial year, and that this account was paid
when due at the end of June and included in expenditure for that year. In fact, the account
was not paid until 28 August. The only access I have to internal records is at that sort of
level. An amount of$1200 was not included in expenditure until 30 June, but it had been
incurred months before that date.
The Hon. N. B. Reid-That was one of their better services!
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-Yes, the question may well be asked: if that is the case
with creditors' accounts, what other matters are being handled in a similar manner and
been conveniently excluded?
The Hon. N. B. Reid-Did you look at royalty collections?
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-Yes, I did. The Government has indicated that total
salaries and wages are accrued. I learned that first in response to the same issue which I
raised in the debate last year, but honourable members were also told that other expenses
are not accrued, such as long service leave and holiday pay entitlements. Honourable
members have no idea of those liabilities. The unfunded liability of those two areas alone
must be massive, and yet we are not told what it is. We are given no clue whatsoever. The
point I make is: how is the 6·6 per cent claim of increasing recurrent expenditure looking
now?
There are many other instances. For example, I refer to library funding on page 51 of
Budget Paper No. 5, which indicates that expenditure has declined from $17·175 million
last year to an estimate of$13·2 million this year. The casual observer would presume that
funds have been cut. That is a logical conclusion until one looks at the point of payments.
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The Government's first payment will apply to next March and the second payment will
fall on 1 July 1987. It has not cut expenditure, it has only deferred it. There is no saving
whatsoever: It is a clever piece of manoeuvring.
The Hon. Robert Lawson-It is creative accountancy.
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-It is a masterpiece of creative accountancy!
Another grave question mark relates to capital and revenue. Honourable members are
entitled to rely upon the Budget documents as presenting a true and fair view of the affairs
of the State. That being the case, it is fundamental that we can also rely upon the accuracy
of the differential between capital and revenue.
On the expense side, honourable members are entitled to rely on the fact that outlays
which are of immediate expenses will be shown accordingly, and that expenses which
apply to capital accretion will be shown as acquisition of assets.
On the income side, honourable members are entitled to rely on the fact that there is a
differential between revenue of an immediate nature and income derived from loans
which create liabilities further down the track.
Within the consolidated account are two headings: "Recurrent Expenditure" and "Works
and Services". That should be the division between the operational and capital sectors. It
should be precisely that, and I refer to an authority on the subject who stated:
While it would be possible to transfer funds between the current sector and the works and services sector of
the Consolidated Fund, the principle of maintaining financial viability in its most straightforward form dictates
a balance between recurrent revenues and expenditure in any given year. This means that recurrent revenue is
not used for works and services expenditure, and works and services revenue (whether from borrowings or other
services) is not used for recurrent expenditure.

Those words explain precisely what I was saying.
The PRESIDENT-Order! What is the quotation from?
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-That authority is none other than the Treasurer at page
68 of Budget Paper No. 2 of 1985-86.
I now refer to page 75 of the Auditor-General's report for this year. In dealing with the
distinction between capital and revenue, he states:
However, the segregation of the State's payments into an operating and capital classification is not clear due to
the inclusion in "recurrent expenditure" of a number of capital transactions and conversely the inclusion in
"works and services expenditure" of significant operational expenditure.

He also states:
In respect of 1985-86 works and services expenditure an audit overview of major payments identified
approximately $254 million of operating expenditure included in the works and services classification, as set out
in Table 3.12A.

He sets it out as follows:
$ million
Interest and finance charges
Repairs and maintenance
Other

156·8
67·9
29·5

A total of $254 million has been incorrectly classified. To put that into perspective it
represents approximately 3 per cent of last year's recurrent expenditure. If the Treasurer
can make a mistake of $254 million in classification, how does his 6·6 per cent estimated
increase in recurrent expenditure look? I for one lack confidence in the Treasurer's claims
that he has reined in expenditure and restrained taxes.
It is difficult enough to come to grips with that, but on top of that the Government has
gone to much effort to divert further expenditure and liability completely away from the
Budget sector. That is the best trick of the lot-simply avoid having to report on expenditure
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or liability by shifting the responsibility off Budget and moving it over to the public
authorities. The ultimate burden on Victorians will not change in any way; it is simply
shielded from view.
Honourable members recently went into the question of the Thomson dam at some
length in this House, and that is a very good example of the matter to which I am referring.
Quite apart from the environmental impact in that case, which was dealt with at length,
the trick perpetrated in that instance is to have the ratepayers of the Board of Works pick
up a major future cost that would have fallen on the Budget sector. In other words, the
Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works picks up the debt and, indeed, even further
reimburses the Government $135 million for past outlays, the net effect acknowledged by
the Treasurer being $60 million on this Budget. It is no wonder he was enthusiastic in
defending that exercise! It is a nice little turn of phrase, "to protect the Budget from a
further $60 million expenditure".
The exercise concerning the Portland smelter was almost as good, but it produced an
economy of only $7 million. I refer to the scheme under which this State holds a 35 per
cent equity in the smelter.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-It has "ot saved us 1 farthing; it only saved the Budget that
amount.
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-At page 6 of the Treasurer's Budget speech he talked
absolute nonsense about the improved productivity of the smelter. I could not believe
that when I read it. Someone should tell the Treasurer that the Portland smelter has not
yet gone into operation, yet he is talking about its improved productivity.
Apart from that, the Government has hived off its responsibility for the flexible tariff to
the Portland Smelter Unit Trust. As I mentioned, the net effect of that exercise is to reduce
the impact on the Budget by $7 million. The trick in this case is that the trust will be able
to fund from loans whatever penalty there is from that flexible tariff. All the Treasurer has
done is to move the liability sideways.
The question I pose to the House in relation to that matter is: what prospect does
Victoria have of selling units in the trust when prospective buyers are aware that the trust
carries whatever responsibility is derived from movement in the tariff'? In this year it
amounts to $7 million. What will it be next year, and what impact will that have on sales
of units in the trust?
That is how the Government has produced a Budget in which it claims to exercise
restraint. That is the sort of confidence trick to which it has descended to produce that
apparent effect.
I shall deal now with this State's management of assets and liabilities. I raised the same
issues last year and I am pleased that the Minister who responded then assured the House
that the Government was moving towards an improved plan for management of the assets
of this State and its long-term liabilities, and I am delighted that the Treasurer has given
the same sort of commitment.
Apart from the questions that I raised concerning identification of expenditure on assets,
I again refer to the Auditor-General's report on this issue. At page 71 of his report to the
end of June 1986, he says:
There are no comprehensive guidelines or directions, legislative or otherwise, clearly establishing the lines of
authority and responsibility for the recording, management and control of physical asset holdings.

He then comments:
As part ofa review of Government insurances, the Treasurer wrote to departments in October 1984 informing
them of the need to maintain asset registers.
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That means he invited them to list the assets; to at least identify the assets that Victoria
owns. He was not worrying about the valuation at that stage but saying, "Let us get a
listing of what we own". The Auditor-General went on to say:
An overview conducted of departments' asset recording systems provided the following broad conclusions:
(I) procedure manuals relating to asset recording mechanisms had not been adequately developed to assist in
the effective management of departmental assets;
(2) departmental asset registers have not been established for some categories for asset holdings whilst those
registers which are in place are in many cases incomplete.

He further notes that holdings of valuable physical assets are not reported and that
departmental financial statements do not record physical asset holdings; and he says that
of course that diminishes accountability of departments to Parliament.
. Of course it does; but worse still are the Auditor-General's comments on asset disposal.
They are damning indeed. He says in so many words that the Government has indulged
in wholesale bending of the rules. He identifies that, during 1985-86, land and property to
the value of$71·4 million was disposed of, and he says that that sort of information was
drawn from a number of receipt classifications; it does not represent the full amount of
sales proceeds simply because the information was not obtainable.
He makes the point, and the House would do well to heed it:
The Constitution Act 1975 and the Audit Act 1958 provide that all public moneys, unless specifically provided
otherwise in legislation, be paid into the Consolidated Fund.
. . . departments sales proceeds. although banked correctly into the State's accounts, have been accounted for
as an offset against expenditure authorisations (appropriations). This is contrary to the provisions of the
legislation. . . .

That is a kind way of saying that what has been happening is illegal. The Auditor-General
says that it is "contrary to legislation". He recommends that guidelines be developed to
record and control physical assets and says that they should be reported in the Treasurer's
statements. I say, "Amen" to that.
The Auditor-General says that the Treasurer's statements should include a consolidated
statement of proceeds from the sale of assets and he recommends that:
The Department of Management and Budget advise departments that the practice of offsetting asset sales
proceeds against expenditure appropriation does not comply with legislation. . . .

As I pointed out, that is a kind way of saying that what the Government has been doing is
illegal.
I point out that remedial legislation cannot come too quickly. Honourable members are
entitled to accept that asset registers will be kept and that they will be accurate. Honourable
members are entitled to accept that assets which are owned by the State and then sold
should be accounted for. If the Government is to have any credibility, that is the least that
should be expected of it.
I now turn to liabilities and I refer particularly to the Treasurer's comment that we can
expect to see improved management techniques in this area. I am delighted to learn that,
but I am intrigued to have him identify that those management techniques are expected
to improve the cost of debt service this year by $15 million. A cool $15 million will be
achieved by the implementation of those improved management techniques. I wonder
where they have been for the past four years if they can suddenly pop out of the cupboard
and produce a savings of$15 million.
I am intrigued that the Treasurer stated that to produce the best possible result it is
necessary for the Government to employ a consultant. Where are all the experts in the
public sector if the Government has to obtain external assistance to make the best of its
Budget? That is an indictment on the current management and it is not a pretty picture
for the future.
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I wish to refer to another problem involving debt, which is the extent to which the
structure has been shifted on to public bodies.
The Auditor-General provides two charts, 3.4D and 3.4E, which show that the dimension
of that shift has been massive.
Although the direct capital liability from the State to the Commonwealth Government
has remained almost static over the past four years and, in fact, has declined marginally
in real terms, the public bodies borrowings over the same period, which are guaranteed by
the Treasurer, have more than doubled. Those borrowings have increased from $6 billion
to $14 billion over the same period. How about that for a noose for future generations?
That debt level has more than doubled in four years.
Page 90 of Budget Paper No. 2 contains a table of the composition and servicing of
public sector debt.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-Total liabilities are greater again!
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-I shall take them one at a time. The table shows that at
the end of 1982-83 the total Victorian public sector debt was $13·2 billion and at the end
of June next year it is expected that that amount will increase to $20·7 billion. In other
words, it is expected to increase by 57 per cent in four years.
The Hon. Robert Lawson-What is new?
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-I shall come to that. What concerns me is the cost of
servicing that debt. In 1982-83 the figure was $1191 million. This year it is expected to
increase to $2061 million, which is an increase of 73 per cent over four years.
The debt level for every man, woman and child in Victoria will be $5000. The servicing
cost, which is only the interest charge, will be in excess of$500 for every man, woman and
child. That is an enormous millstone we are passing on to future generations.
There is ample evidence that Victoria is on a treadmill in that it is now borrowing to
meet the interest commitment of previous debts. Any honourable member who has been
involved in private enterprise knows exactly where that treadmill leads. It inevitably leads
one down the gurgler!
While speaking about debt levels, I should also refer to the accuracy with which they are
disclosed in the Budget Papers. The Treasurer states that the total public sector debt at 30
June 1986 was $18·9 billion. The Auditor-General states at the same time that it was $21
billion, which is a difference of$2·1 billion. That is significant enough, but it is astounding
that when the Treasurer is questioned on that point he speaks about the difference between
net and gross debt. That is a lovely turn of phrase. There is a $2·1 billion discrepancy and
it is put down to a difference in terminology!
I make the point that Victorians either owe the money, and it is, therefore, a liability,
or they do not owe the money. Surely the Auditor-General and the Treasurer should be
able to come up with a figure that is a little closer than a difference of$2·1 billion.
However, apart from that I am concerned that, according to the figures of the Treasurer,
the debt level has increased by 17·3 per cent this year.
I wish to turn to the comments of the Auditor-General at page 42 of the report. He
states that the $21 billion that he records is a broad estimate only of Victoria's debt and
he further states:
... we consolidate the reporting of all long term liabilities of the inner and outer Budget sectors to provide
Parliament with the means of monitoring the financial viability of the State. I strongly support this view and
recommend that this information be compiled annually by the Department of Management and Budget and
reported in future Treasurer's statements.
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How much more fundamental can one get? The Auditor-General has stated that all debt
should be included in the Treasurer's statement. He states further:
The 1985-86 Treasurer's statement identifies the capital liability of the State to the Commonwealth and the
contingent liability in respect of the borrowings by most public bodies. The Treasurer's statement, however, does
not disclose:
the total public debt of the State covering both the inner and outer Budget sectors.
the total annual debt servicing charges of the State comprising both interest and loan redemption.
the extent to which various State revenues are applied to debt servicing.

He further makes the point that his predecessor expressed precisely the same view that it
was necessary to show the total debt. That is extraordinary. Honourable members are
entitled to some answers on why the debt is not revealed there.
I wish to refer to another area involving leasehold commitments. I stated in the debate
earlier today that I had heard much about the Government's practice of selling off assets
and leasing them back. I was concerned that I was then unable t6 find reference to that in
the Budget Papers. I was told by officers of the Department of Management and Budget
not to look for it any longer because it was not there and I would have to obtain it from
the Auditor-General's report.
I refer the House to pages 47 and 48 of this report which state that these leasehold
liabilities are not disclosed in the Treasurer's statement. From table 3.4E I note that the
lease commitment on 1 July 1986 was $1191· 7 million, which is almost $1200 million.
The Treasurer did not think it was worth mentioning in the Budget, even as an aside.
There was no mention of the contingent liabilities for future generations. What it shows is
that the book value of assets sold, according to the Auditor-General is $475·2 million.
What the Treasury received from those sales was $599·2 million. One might say, "That is
not a bad deal; we sell the assets with a book value of$475 million and we get $599 million
as the proceeds of the sale".
However, out of that $599·2 million in proceeds, we will have to find $1200 million to
fund those same assets. That is the commitment from 1 July onwards. We do not know
what the figure was before 1 JUly. One can assume it was about the same level that will
apply from here on in-that is, about $100 million a year. Therefore, it is dramatically
more than $1200 million. How is that for great business sense? That is good stuffl One
sells one's assets and receives almost $600 million and then assumes a commitment of
$1200 million to refinance them.
I am speaking about assets that we already owned, not assets that we are going out to
purchase now. All we set about to do was to refinance them to release funds for other
sectors in the Budget.
If that is not concerning enough, the Auditor-General has this to say about other
financial areas:
In addition to the areas identified under the previous headings, a number of bodies have utilised such financing
arrangements as deferred payments, overseas trade credits, security deposits and repayable front end capital
contributions.

There are some classic terms there! I would love to know what "repayable front end capital
contribution" means. Who got them? What assets were flogged to get them, and so on?
We are not getting one word or clue on the how or where or why of these financing
arrangements.
In relation to overseas borrowings the scene is almost as dismal. I refer to page 49 of the
report of the Auditor-General. If one looks through the Budget documents with respect to
overseas borrowings, what the Treasurer primarily says is that we have reduced our
exposure to currency fluctuations. In other words, we have limited the impact of devaluation
or at least the vagaries of the international currency scene. So one, therefore, thinks,
"Perhaps we have taken some initiatives and protected ourselves" That is, until one reads
table 3.4 of the Auditor-General's report.
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Total overseas borrowings at 30 June 1986, according to the Auditor-General-and he
is our best source-were $1815 mi1Jion. Unamortised foreign losses at 30 June of the
previous year, that is 1985, were $351 million. Losses incurred during the year 1985-86
were another $198 million. We wrote off $71 million that year and we capitalisedwhatever that means; it is another nice term one does not get in relation to expenditurea further $27 million. We have unamortised but recognised accumulated losses in relation
to overseas debt of$451 million.
Now, that is where this Treasurer has taken us. That is the Treasurer who has claimed
to produce all the goodies and who has improved the standards of accounting and
disclosure. It is he who reports a loss in that sector alone of $450 million and he stands
condemned for it.
The list goes on and on. I want to turn to pages 81 and 83 of the Auditor-General's
report. I will briefly speak about paragraph 3.14.16 on page 81 which states that unspent
annual allocations totalling $2·354 million were transferred via the Treasury trust fund
prior to the end of the financial year without the approval of the Treasurer and credited to
departments other than the ones responsible for the administration of the programs under
the annual Appropriation Act.
I thought that was illegal. We are speaking about the laundering of funds from one
department to another via the Treasurer's trust fund, without his approval. The AuditorGeneral states that the transfer of appropriations from one department to another by
means of the Treasurer's trust fund, as detailed in the table, circumvents the requirements
of the Act. I repeat: that is a very kind way of saying that it is illegal.
It is not $1 or $2; we are speaking about $2·354 million. The Auditor-General
recommends that the practice of using the Treasury trust fund to transfer appropriations
between departments prior to the end of the financial year cease. That is a precise
recommendation. The Auditor-General further recommends:
The Department of Management and Budget implement procedures to ensure proper accountability by
departments over transactions within the Treasury trust fund.

Why does the Auditor-General of an enterprise as large as a State Government have to
make that sort of statement? It is legislation which this Parliament passed, yet, here we
have a Government that is prepared to bend the rules for its own use and which is prepared
to launder funds through the Treasurer's trust fund. That is, according to the AuditorGeneral; honourable members do not have to take my word for it. The Auditor-General
is making that extraordinary claim.
There are many other mistakes and complications in these documents. I can go back to
my original premise. This is an enormous enterprise and we are entitled to an acceptable
standard of disclosure. The accountability in these documents is a very bad joke.
I draw a comparison between the standards which apply in this case to those that would
apply in the outside world. I refer to the Companies (Victoria) Code which states that at
the end of the financial year in relation to a public company it is necessary for the directors
to resolve quite formally that in their opinion the profit and loss account is drawn up to
give a true and fair view of the profit or loss of the company and that the balance sheet is
drawn up to give a true and fair view of the state of affairs of the company.
Section 276 of that code states:
. . .. if a director of a company fails to take all reasonable steps to comply with or to secure compliance with
the provisions of the Act he is guilty of an offence.

I shall come to the point. In the standard case a penalty of $5000 applies. If there is an
intent to deceive-and I am not implying there was an intent to deceive-there is a
penalty of$20 000 or imprisonment for five years, or both.
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That is the standard of care applied in the outside world. That is the sort of standards
that are applied in the business sector.
The biggest enterprise in the State is providing this standard of reporting, cash accounting.
I shall never understand how that extraordinary situation has been allowed to occur.
The Government may not be subject to the same sort of rigorous standards as is private
enterprise, but it is subject to the judgment of the electorate. It will pay for its excesses and
the tricky accounting procedures that have been perpetrated. It is chicanery at its worst.
I do not envy the task of those who will be responsible for turning this ship round and
unscrambling the mess we have now, particularly in relation to the public sector debt. The
Government has passed on an extraordinary and lamentable legacy to future Victorians.
I maintain what I said at the outset, that the Budget documents are a disaster, not for
what they do say but for what they do not say.
I appreciate that the work in the Budget documents is not entirely that of the Treasurer,
obviously he has many others upon whom he has to rely, but if it is not the Treasurer's
work then it is his responsibility. The Treasurer obviously cannot fulfil that responsibility.
He is responsible for the mess. I take no joy whatsoever in saying that the Treasurer should
resign.
On the motion of the Hon. ROBERT LAWSON (Higinbotham Province), the debate
was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until the next day of meeting.

ADJOURNMENT
Confiscation of assets of people convicted of crimes-Office of Intellectual Disability
Services-Delays in Supreme Court hearings-Assistance for Schizophrenics-Palliative/
hospice care program-Alpine planning group
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I move:
That the Council, at its rising, adjourn until Tuesday, October 21.

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

The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-I raise a matter for the attention of the
Attorney-General in relation to an article in the Age newspaper of26 September this year,
which had the Minister's photograph attached to it.
The article related to the confiscation of assets of people convicted of crimes. The intent
of the legislation was to prevent criminals from keeping the proceeds of their criminal
actions.
The matter I raise with the Attorney-General is one that I am sure he is familiar with
because it concerns one Norman Sims of Pine Lodge, near Shepparton, and relates to
stolen cattle. The Attorney-General has received a considerable amount of correspondence
on this matter. Some 47 cattle were stolen from Mr Norman Sims-The Hon. J. H. Kennan-This was a share farming agreement?
The Hon. N. B. REID-It was not a share farming agreement.
The Hon. J. H. Kennan-There was a share farming agreement.
The Hon. N. B. REID-Mr Sims is having a difficult time because these cattle were
stolen. The Attorney-General is obviously familiar with the case because it was raised with
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him by Mr Baxter and by Mr Digby Crozier, the honourable member for Portland in
another place. This issue has created considerable difficulty for Mr Sims, particularly in
respect oflost income because the cattle have not been returned to him.
The Hon. J. H. Kennan-Court action is still pending, is it not?
The Hon. N. B. REID-Yes, it is.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-On a point of order, Mr President, I
understand there is a pending court action. I am quite happy for principles to be discussed.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-Mr Reid is talking about the principles.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-If I can proceed without the constant interjections of Mr
Hunt.
Honourable members interjecting

The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-They are at it again. Mr Reid is constantly referring to a
person called Sims and I believe that the matter he is raising is presently before the court.
Although I do not object to a discussion about matters of principle, I do object to honourable
members raising and canvassing matters in a case which is before a court and Mr Reid
should desist from this matter.
The PRESIDENT-Order! The Attorney-General has raised an important point of
order. If the matter is sub judice Mr Reid should be aware of that, and I warn him if he
enters into that field I will call him out of order.
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-Thank you for your guidance, Sir. This
case appeared on the front page of the Sun on 11 June and I am canvassing the principles
which were involved in another article that was published in the Age. I want to explore
the principle of the intent of the legislation which the Attorney-General is proposing to
introduce. The intent of the proposed legislation is to prevent criminals from keeping the
proceeds of their crimes. I ask the Attorney-General that where property can be identified
as stolen property-in this case, I understand they are principles that applied in the
accusations-whether that identifiable stolen property can be returned to the owner. The
Attorney-General's press release relates to that important principle.
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT (North Western Province)-I raise a matter for the
attention of the Minister for Community Services which refers to the Office of Intellectual
Disability Services which comes within her department. The matter relates to four
residential units at Mildura, two of which come within the jurisdiction of the State and
two within the jurisdiction of the Commonwealth Government.
According to staffing formula determined by the Department of Community Services,
there should be one senior staff member allocated by the State Government to assist in
the management of these two State units. At present only one staff member has been
supplied by the Federal Government and this staff member has to manage the four houses,
including the two run on behalf of the State Government.
I have been advised that the necessary staffing resource has not been provided by
Community Services Victoria, despite acknowledgement by the Northern Mallee/Loddon
Campaspe regional headquarters staff that they are eligible and that they do have a need
for that position. The committee believes it is already overstretched by the management
and administrative demands of the four houses, let alone the demand of the effective
program development and oversighting of the effective work of the individuals concerned.
I am also informed that the Sunraysia hostels for the mentally retarded, which administers
the four homes, is the only organisation in the Northern Mallee/Loddon Campaspe region
that is not funded by management staffed by the Minister's department.
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I ask the Minister whether she will consider these matters and endeavour to expedite an
appointment of the one management person to those homes.

The Hon. G. P. CONNARD (Higinbotham Province)-The matter I direct to the
attention of the Attorney-General deals with the delays in hearings in the Supreme Court.
As far back as August 1983 I wrote to the then Attorney-General about the problem-this
was following corrrespondence received from the Chairman of the Victorian Bar Council
who said that in the view of the council, the delays being experienced were then so serious
that .he quality of justice being afforded to the citizens of the State was being seriously
affected.
At the time the Premier, who was the then Attorney-General, replied to me that he was
concerned about the congestion in the civil list of the Supreme Court and was contemplating
action. I was disappointed to read in the Age of Wednesday, 10 September 1986 that the
judges' 1985 report, which was recently published, commented on the same matter.
The judges called for more staff and stated that understaffing had contributed to last
year's decline in judicial productivity. The article said:
Part of the blame for the rise in administrative workload was attributed to the failure ofthe Attorney-General,
Mr Kennan, to appoint a full-time secretary to the rules committee, despite giving a commitment to do so a year
ago.

The matter is serious in terms of justice to people of the State. Therefore, I ask the
Attorney-General when a secretary will be appointed and when the request by the Victorian
Bar Council about additional justices for the Supreme Court will also be implemented.

The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash Province)-I direct a matter to the attention of the
Minister for Health but I gather he is not coming back this evening. The Leader of the
House would be able to give exactly the same answer as the Minister for Health in this
case.
Recently I was visited by a woman by the name of Glenda Walsh on behalf of the
Citizens Commission on Human Rights. She brought me a copy of a little booklet called
Schizophrenia, which was published in 1985 by the Health Department in cooperation
with the Schizophrenia Fellowship of Aust. Incorporated.
My attention was drawn to a particular section entitled, HHow to get Help", which,
among other things, said:
I. Write down as concisely as possible a list of all the things the person is doing which are causing concern and
which seem to you to indicate deterioration. This list helps you to see the picture more clearly, but most
importantly, it should help the doctor to do so. It is too easy to forget what you really wanted to say and become
confused in an interview.

7. If the person manages to present himself so well that the doctor cannot see that he is ill, the situation
becomes more complex. Your list of disordered behaviour becomes all the more important. On these occasions
it may be necessary to phone for help from the police surgeon who has the authority to recommend.

I am sure this and other parts of the booklet are commendable but the point made to me
is that the information is entirely directed to assisting a person who appears to be or is
alleged to be suffering from behavioural disorders, which may be well within the range of
eccentricity found in ordinary families.
As a consequence I was asked to make particular reference to the need to include a
reasonably short and readable statement-perhaps when a second printing of the present
booklet is made-that contains some advice for potential patients or those who feel
themselves to be under suspicion, threat or attack.
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I shall briefly Quote what has been suggested and then I shall hand the copy of the
booklet to the Leader of the House to pass on to the Minister for Health. The section
headed, "Statement of patients rights", says:
I. A voluntary patient may discontinue therapy at any time. If you are voluntary take advantage of your
freedom to search for a therapist or counsellor of your own choosing. who is sympathetic to your beliefs.
2. You have a right to obtain a second opinion.
3. You may only be committed in the interests of your own health and safety or for the protection of others.
Just because someone says they will commit you does not mean you will be accepted by a Government
institution. Do not let such threats deter you from exercising your voluntary rights.
4. You have a right to obtain any Government records relating to you through the Freedom of Information
Act. If the institution believes the matter could be harmful to your mental health. the information can be released
to your doctor. If you have a poor relationship with your doctor search around until you find one that is
cooperative.

I cannot recommend the precise words of the statement because I have not studied the
matter but the advice seems to be sensible to give to someone who feels they are being
treated as odd and who could be judged as mentally ill.
I ask the Leader of the House to seek from the Minister for Health a statement to ensure
not only those who are related to people suspected of having schizophrenia but also
potential patients are assisted with advice.
The Hon. ROSEMARY VARTY (Nunawading Province)-I direct a matter to the
attention of the Leader of the House as the Minister for Health is not in the Chamber. The
matter relates to funding for the Palliative/Hospice Care Program. I should like to know
whether the intention is to integrate this program with existing services to pick up on some
valuable work being done in various sectors of the State or whether it is intended to
duplicate those services and, thereby, cause a dimunition in the use of the resources that
have been allocated.
The last thing one wants to see is a duplication of costly services because a number of
programs are currently in the planning stage, especially in the eastern metropolitan area.
It would be helpful to know just what the situation is for the allocation of that funding.
The Hon. D. M. EVANS (North Eastern Province)-I refer the Minister for
Conservation, Forests and Lands to the alpine planning group that is currently working in
the alpine area of north-eastern Victoria. Concerns have been expressed to me about the
operations of the group and the planning process that it is going through. Concern has also
been expressed about its approach, in view of the fact that the major legislation for the
extension of alpine parks did not meet with approval.
I am concerned that many areas in which the group is at present working are already
being covered by other sections of the department.
Is the Minister satisfied that the group is acting economically? Can she report on the
progress the group has been making and of the degree of public participation and
consultation? Is the group looking at issues such as access through the park, visual
management and becoming involved in once-over logging? Does the group have a good
liaison with departmental people?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I have taken
note of the matters directed to my attention by Mr Guest and Mrs Varty and I shall
transfer both issues to the Minister for Health. In Mr Guest's case I shall give the Minister
for Health the documentation. I shall see that both matters receive a response as early as
possible.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-Mr Reid referred to proposed
confiscation of assets legislation. I hope to be able to introduce a Bill into the House in the
next month. The Bill will reflect the result of discussions of the Standing Committee of
Attorneys-General. It will apply to serious crimes and will apply similar provisions that
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now exist in the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act relating to persons convicted
of serious crimes. Where the assets can be traced to the profits of those crimes, there will
be the capacity for an injunctive procedure pending final hearing of the charge so that the
assets can be frozen and, on conviction, the possibility of the assets being seized.
The importance of the discussions of the Standing Committee of Attorneys-General has
been to work out interstate reciprocity so that the provisions cannot be avoided by simply
moving the assets across the border.
Mr Connard raised with me a matter that I am grateful he raised. It is true that in
August 1983 the Victorian Bar Council and the Law Institute of Victoria issued a statement
calling for the appointment of six additional judges. At the time they wanted additional
judges in the Supreme Court. Given the physical facilities, it was not possible to appoint
additional judges in total in the Supreme Court.
One additional judge was appointed to the Supreme Court and ten additional judges
have been appointed to the County Court. In four years the Government has appointed
eleven additional judges across the two courts, which far exceeds what the Bar Council
and the Law Institute were hoping for.
In addition, the present Budget provides for the leasing of three floors of the barristers
chambers behind the County Court. The judges chambers will be moved from the County
Court into that area and extra courts will be created for the hearing of criminal trials in
the County Court. The number ofjudges of the County Court has increased from 33 to 43.
Mr Connard referred to the annual report of the Judges of the Supreme Court for 1985,
which was tabled in the House during the first week of the sessional period. The report
made a criticism that must be put in context.
The report indicated that the judges hoped to appoint a chief executive officer to deal
with the administrative workload. That appointment has now been made. The report also
indicated that the commercial causes list was proceeding promptly.
The judges reported the fact that the former caretaker's flat at the Supreme Court has
now been converted into what is described as excellent accommodation for judges'
secretaries. The judges expected there to be the permanent installation for the first time in
any Supreme Court in Australia of word processors. I am happy to report that eight word
processors are in operation. In contrast with one word processor for 30 judges of the
Supreme Court in New South Wales, Victoria has eight word processors for 22 judges.
The Government is in the process of installing word processors in the County Court.
At page 12 of the report, the judges referred to the fact that a full-time permanent
secretary for the rules committee had been sought in August 1984 and that I had indicated
that such an appointment would be made. I recently had cause to examine the letter on
which the judges relied for that assertion, and some expansion is required.
I indicated to the judges that I would make a Parliamentary Counsel available to assist
the judges not only of the Supreme Court but also of the County Court and that the
Parliamentary Counsel would have rule-making work as his first call. There was never an
indication in the correspondence upon which the judges relied for their assertion that I
would provide a full-time secretary for the Supreme Court alone.
An appointment has now been made of a Parliamentary Counsel to assist judges of the
Supreme Court, the County Court and the Magistrates Court. Due to staffing exigencies,
it was not possible to make a full-time person available. However, the present arrangement
is satisfactory.
In relation to the delay in courts generally, I direct the attention ofMr Connard to pages
17 to 19 of the judges report where it is indicated that, in accordance with the position in
August 1983 and the complaint by the Victorian Bar Council and the Law Institute of
Victoria about delays of two years, much of the work is now dealt with promptly and the
delay in civil appeals is now four months. The delay in personal injury cases is down from
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two years to fourteen months and the delay in causes other than commercial causes is
seven months. The delay in commercial causes is even less.
The report indicates a satisfactory state of affairs. Some delays still occur with crime
trials where the facilities are being expanded. Members of the Bar Council and the Law
Institute are pleased with the strides that the Government has made in the past three years
and regard them as the greatest strides for better administration of justice in the history of
this State.
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-I thank Mr Wright for
bringing to my attention the predicament of the Sunraysia hostels for the mentally retarded.
I am advised that the current staffing formula for residential committees of management
provide for no State-funded management support where the committees are managing
two or less units. When the number of residential units increases to three, a program and
services coordination position is provided.
I am happy to indicate that the third community residential unit is scheduled to open
in Mildura in January, which is a short time away. At that time, funds will be provided
for management support positions.
I noted that Mr Wright asked me to review the situation personally. I have given a
general and formula-style answer to his question. Next week I shall spend some time
looking closely at the situation because I know it is possible for management committees
to become over-stretched, especially as a third facility is coming on line. Certainly the staff
component that he seeks will be available by January.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forest and Lands)-I inform Mr
Evans that the planning team operating in the alpine area is perfectly appropriate. It is a
planning team for the alpine area and not just the alpine park. The Department of
Conservation, Forests and Lands is responsible for proper planning of all public land.
The team is doing an excellent job in terms of its association with local communities,
and I am interested that Mr Evans could not quote the local communities or persons who
were critical of the team. When he does, I shall get the management team to take up the
concerns.
The motion was agreed to.
The House adjourned at 11.39 p.m. until Tuesday, October 21.
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Tuesday, 21 October 1986
The PRESIDENT (the Hon. R. A. Mackenzie) took the chair at 3.3 p.m. and read the
prayer.

REFERENCE TO HONOURABLE MEMBERS
The PRESIDENT-Before commencing proceedings, I should like to comment briefly
on two matters. In the course of debate during the last sitting week, which was perhaps a
little more lively than normal for debates in this House, on two occasions honourable
members in another place were referred to simply by their surnames. I think "Cain" and
"Kennett" were mentioned in the course of debate. I remind honourable members that it
is their duty to refer to members in another place by their proper titles and to give them
the respect that is due to them as members of Parliament.
The other matter I raise is that, over the past few years, the practice of addressing other
members by their first names has been creeping into debate in this House. Indeed, that
practice seems to have grown and become accepted in this House. I wish to put a stop to
it. In keeping with the traditions of the House, when referring to members in this House,
honourable members are to refer to them by their proper titles and not on a first name
basis.

LEADERSHIP OF LIBERAL PARTY
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province) (By leave)-Mr President, I have
the honour to inform the House that I have been elected Leader of the Opposition in this
place, in place of the Honourable Alan Hunt.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs) (By leave)This event should not be allowed to pass without some comment. I welcome the
Honourable Bruce Chamberlain as Leader of the Opposition in this House and I would
also like to say a few heartfelt words about the Honourable Alan Hunt, who has now been
removed from the position of Leader of the Opposition.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-I resigned.
The Hon. E. H. W ALKER-I am sorry; I shall reword that-the Honourable Alan
Hunt, who has resigned from the position of Leader of the Opposition. I regret that
resignation and I say in all sincerity that this House is losing as Leader of the Opposition
a man of great talent and integrity. I go so far as to say that he is without doubt the best
Leader of the Opposition or of the Liberal Party in this House in my time and well before
that. I refer to that in terms of his time in government as well as his time in opposition. It
is a matter of regret to all members of the Labor Party that he is not now the Leader of the
Opposition in this House.
I have had a close relationship with Mr Hunt over a number of years and I say without
any equivocation that he has always been most honourable in his dealings with the
Government and, when he was in government, with the Opposition. Most honourable
members know that there has never been a circumstance-and I refer to events of some
note in recent times that were misrepresented and misreported-where he has not acted
most directly and honourably.
His resignation comes at a time when he has continued to function forthrightly, honestly
and with great honour in the circumstance as he sees it.
I do not mean this speech to sound as if he had passed away. I hope that he will be in
this Parliament for many years to come and that he will adorn this House as he has always
done because of his belief in the form and the proper use of this House. I think it was that
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very quality that has brought about the unfortunate-from our point of viewcircumstances of the past few days because we have lost with that Leader of the Opposition
what I would simply call a great man.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province) (By leave)-I extend the
congratulations of members of the National Party to the Leader of the Opposition, the
Honourable Bruce Chamberlain. I am sure that we will continue to cooperate together as
we have been able to do under Alan Hunt's leadership of the Opposition.
I also place on record my thanks and that of my party for the cooperation, advice and
working relationship that we had with Mr Hunt during his period as Leader of the
Opposition in this House. He has a deep affection for the Parliamentary process. He
certainly has a deep regard for the Legislative Council and that has been of enormous
benefit to the House, to me and my party.
I thank Mr Hunt for the cooperation, advice and guidance he has given to me and has
no doubt provided to other members in this Chamber.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province) (By leave)-I thank the Leader of the
House and Mr Dunn for their kind remarks. I also congratulate Mr Bruce Chamberlain
on his election to the post that I have vacated. He has the very qualities that the Leader of
the House claimed that I had. I shall support him loyally and I am sure that both Leaders
will find him as easy to deal with as honourable members have said they found me.
I just need to say that nobody need feel sorry on my behalf. I counted the costs of the
action I was taking, and I was perfectly prepared to accept the consequences. Those who
may have thought that I was about to resign will be disappointed.
The Hon. J. H. Kennan-You will come back in the next push!
The Hon. A. J. HUNT-I intend to stay here and contribute to my party as best I can
and to support Mr Bruce Chamberlain as Liberal Leader in this House.

COUNTRY FIRE AUTHORITY (AMENDMENT) BILL
This Bill was received from the Assembly and, on the motion of the Hon. J. E. KIRNER
(Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands), was read a first time.
QUESTIONS WIT/lOUT NOTICE

WESTERNPORT REGIONAL PLANNING AND CO-ORDINATION
COMMITTEE
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-My question without notice is
directed to the Minister for Planning and Environment. Has he yet decided that he will
honour the undertaking given by his predecessor, the Minister for Agriculture and Rural
Affairs, in relation to the number of Ministerial appointees on the Westernport Regional
Planning and Co-ordination Committee not exceeding the number of municipal
appointees?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Minister for Planning and Environment)- I am glad to
respond to what is obviously a question from the shadow Minister for Planning and
Environment, Mr Hunt. I congratulate Mr Hunt on retaining his seat on the front bench
between the two Bruces, one who retains his seat lawfully and one who, like Mr Hunt, has
become a squatter.
The Hon. Robert Lawson interjected.
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The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-It has been worrying me, and I was wondering who was
going to become the spokesman for planning and environment. I am pleased to see that
Mr Hunt is doing the job, and I look forward to continuing to cooperate with the Opposition
spokesman on planmng and environment in the same way as I did before Mr Hunt moved
one step sideways. The answer is, "Probable".

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, FORESTS AND LANDS
The Hon. D. M. EVANS (North Eastern Province)-I refer the Minister for
Conservation, Forests and Lands to concerns that I expressed in the autumn session in
this House on the operation of the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands.
I ask the Minister whether it is correct that a major structural reorganisation is currently
taking place within that department; and, if it is correct, will the Minister inform the
House, either at Question time or in the form of a Ministerial statement, exactly what
those changes may be so that the House may examine their importance?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-A major
restructuring of my department is not taking place. There has been a streamlining of the
department, particularly the Corporate Services Division which previously had ten sections
and now has five.
I have also created an executive support unit to replace the previous Policy Co-ordination
and Strategy Unit. The Fisheries and Wildlife Service has been restructured to reflect the
recommendations of the excellent Arnold report. The restructured Fisheries Division will
now be able to concentrate on its role in the fisheries area and in working on riverswildlife has been added to the new National Parks and Wildlife Division, which brings it
into line with all other eastern States and the Commonwealth.
The ecology unit has been added to the new Public Land Management and Forests
Division of the department to ensure that the assessment of public land in Victoria is
carried out on a proper ecological base.
There has also been a splitting of the jobs of the deputy director-general and the Director
of the Regional Management Division.
Previously that position was held by one {>erson, but it has now been split into two jobs,
which underlines the importance of the posItion of Director of the Regional Management
Division in my department.
The other major objective involved in the streamlining of the department was to ensure
that to obtain an integrated department, every director should accept a policy' function
across the department, and in the proposed streamlining that is exactly what WIll happen.
I should also point out to the House that the streamlining will be done within budget.

ESTIMATES COMMITTEE
The Hon. L. A. McARTHUR (Nunawading Province)-My Question is directed to the
Leader of the Government in this House and relates to the Estimates Committee. Will the
comments made by Mr Hunt, as reported in the Australian Financial Review of 20
October, which included the words "like a cheap stunt, a cynical exercise in expediency",
influence the Government in making available resources to that committee?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I am conscious
of the article published yesterday in the Australian Financial Review to which Mr McArthur
refers. I believe the comments ofMr Hunt contained in that article have a sound base but
they bring this House into serious disrepute.
Given the comments by the former Leader of the Opposition, the Estimates Committee
established two weeks ago must be seen to have lost all credibility. For once an honest
statement has been made by the man who at that time led the Opposition in this House.
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The reality is that the Government saw right from the beginning that it was a cheap
political move to establish a committee of that kind. During the debate, which lasted
almost a day, the Government indicated that it was not averse to the notion of establishing
an Estimates Committee and moved a motion to establish a Joint Estimates Committee.
However, the resolution passed on that occasion has now been Questioned.
The Hon. A. J. HUNT (South Eastern Province)-On a point of order, Mr President,
the Minister is not answering but is debating the Question.
The PRESIDENT-Order! The Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs is straying
from the Question and is in some way reflecting on a vote taken by this House. Therefore,
he is out of order.
The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-On a further point of order, Mr President,
what Mr Hunt is reported to have said in some article has nothing to do with Government
administration and, therefore, the Question should be ruled out of order.
The PRESIDENT--:,Order! There is no point of order. The Question certainly involved
Government administration. The Leader of the House was asked whether the comments
of Mr Hunt would have any influence on the Government. Therefore, there is no point of
order; however, I invite the Minister to keep that point closely in mind.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-The Question
relates to the matter of allocations to the Estimates Committee. It is a matter for the
Government to determine whether it should continue to allocate resources to a committee
which was established two weeks ago and which has been financed by the Government
since then.
In the light of comments made by the former Leader of the Opposition in this House, it
is clear that the committee has been totally discredited. It is also clear that the Government
has every right to review whether it will continue funding such a committee.
At the conclusion of the debate, the Government reluctantly agreed to nominate four of
its members to that committee, and I point out that those members have attended all
meetings.
But the reality is that, in the light of the comments of the most senior member of the
Opposition as ofjust a few days ago, it is now not proper, in my view, for the Government
to carry on the charade and to fund it. It is an absolutely correct Question to ask, and I
indicate to the Questioner that the Government will definitely review whether it wishes to
~o on resourcing a committee that has been so discredited and brings this whole House
mto disrepute.

DEBTS OF INCORPORATED ASSOCIATIONS
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-On 1 October I addressed a
Question to the Attorney-General in relation to the very doubtful activities of one Bruce
Hulley which were putting into jeopardy millions of dollars of Victorian investors, funds
in the exotic fruit industry. Has the Minister yet considered the desirability of amending
the Associations Incorporation Act so as to protect the investors' funds?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-It is nice to be asked. For a minute I
thought all we were going to hear from Mr Chamberlain was a personal explanation for
his activities at the end of Question time, but apparently another Bruce has got into
difficulty. It seems to be an unfortunate first name.
The Hon. N. B. Reid-I am proud of it.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-Mr Reid is proud of it. Can I say, certainly Mr Chamberlain
did raise the Question. I saw him looking at a copy of Hansard and gathered that he was
reading some of his own Questions. I am certainly looking into that matter, as is the
Commissioner for Corporate Affairs.
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RECURRENT EXPENDITURE OF HOSPITALS
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT (North Western Province)-I refer the Minister for Health
to the fact that the regional directors of health are negotiating with our public hospitals in
Victoria to reduce their recurent expenditure by $35 million for 1986-87. Is the Minister
aware that there is great concern among these hospitals that should these reductions go
ahead there will be a reduction in patient care and also that the lives of patients could be
endangered? Can the Minister inform the House when these negotiations will be completed
so that the hospitals will know when they can get about their business and the sword of
Damocles that is hanging over their heads will be removed?
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-In response to the last part of Mr
Wright's question, it is hoped that the budgetary process with most hospitals will be
concluded, if not by 31 October, then shortly thereafter. The process is in accordance with
the process agreed upon between Health Department Victoria, the Department of
Management and Budget and the Victorian Hospitals Association. A joint statement has
been prepared in relation to that, which has been sent to each hospital so that each hospital
in the State is aware of the process.
I shall quote from part of the statement which has not only been produced jointly but
also is signed by the Chief General Manager of Health Department Victoria, the Chairman
of the Victorian Hospitals Association and the Director-General of the Department of
Management and Budget.
The Hon. K. I. M. Wright-Is that available to the House?
The Hon. D. R. WHITE-That is available and I shall give Mr Wright a copy. It states
in part:
Each of the parties involved in the joint discussions is cognisant of the challenge of the budget targets and
objectives which have been set. In recognition of this it is accepted that, provided that it can be demonstrated
that hospitals/V HA have tackled these targets in good faith through 1986-87, then the Minister for Health can
approach the Treasurer to discuss funding issues relating to the experience of hospitals during 1986-87.

There is an agreed process which is not designed in any way to diminish the nature or
extent of professional services that are currently being provided but it is recognised that
some opportunities in the non-professional area, particularly in the hotel and catering
area, might be taken advantage of in terms of generating some savings.
Those discussions are proceeding in accordance with that joint statement productively
and constructively. We look forward to them being concluded in the next few weeks.

CHILDREN'S WEEK
The Hon. JEAN McLEAN (Boronia Province)-I ask the Minister for Community
Services, in the light of this week being Children's Week, to outline what the Government
is doing for children in its program?
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-I thank the honourable
member for the question which I did not interpret as being a metaphor of political life in
Victoria. I take it seriously. I began the celebrations of Children's Week by attending the
72nd anniversary of the Boroondara Free Kindergarten in Richmond. Some honourable
members would be aware of the Boroondara Free Kindergarten, which is very close to the
high-rise flats. The population there is largely non-English speaking.
As I said, I was there celebrating the anniversary and also launching a program for
ethnic aides to be associated with the program. We have been able to fund 16 hours of
ethnic aides to provide communication between parents and the kindergarten aides, who
will do interpreting and translating and also work through some bicultural programs with
those children. Hardly any children in that area are from English-speaking backgrounds
and, therefore, it is particularly important that their special needs be attended to. Later in
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the day I hope to make a detailed statement about the planned programs we have in mind
for kindergartens.
I also direct attention to the shared child-care centre program which is provided by
Federal, State and local governments and which will add a further 30 child-care centres to
the 42 in the first round. We would expect to see those 30 centres completed in the next
twelve to eighteen months.
When the Labor Party first came to government in this State the protective services
network was really tied up in the Children's Protection Society, which was funded to the
tune of $1 million. We have now taken over the service and the funding has more than
trebled. The protective services network is in receipt of $3·3 million and although I
envisage that more funding will be needed for those services in the next few years; that is
a legitimate start to the program. In addition, there is a concentration on providing
additional infant welfare sessions. During Children's Week it is as well to remind
honourable members that we have been able to organize an additional 240 sessions for
infant welfare centres throughout the State. They will be mostly in the high growth outer
suburban areas and rural areas.
The theme of children in poverty will be a major theme for the State Government
during the next twelve months. I shall be delighted to keep the House informed of what is
being done for children thoughout the State.

DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC PROSECUTIONS
The Hon. HADDON STOREY (East Yarra Province)-I refer the Attorney-General to
the case of Paul James Bussey, a school headmaster who was convicted of indecently
assaulting a school child and who received a six-month suspended gaol sentence. Will the
Attorney-General tell the House whether he has received requests for a review of the
sentence and whether the Director of Public Prosecutions is reviewing the sentence? If
not, will the Attorney-General ask the Director of Public Prosecutions to review the
sentence?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I should have hoped that members of
the Opposition would have understood by now-since it is almost four years since the
Government brought in the Director of Public Prosecutions Act-the roles of the AttomeyGeneral and of the Director of Public Prosecutions in prosecutions and sentencing matters.
I shall explain to Mr Storey again although I explained it some years ago that part of the
reason-The Hon. HADDON STOREY (East Yarra Province)-On a point of order, Mr
President, the Attorney-General was so engrossed in conversation, as Mr Arnold was
trying to inform him of the details of the matter, that he missed the question. If the
Attorney-General had been listening to the question, he would have heard that I asked
whether the Director of Public Prosecutions was examining the matter and, ifhe were not,
whether he would ask the Director of Public Prosecutions to do so. It is totally incorrect
for the Attorney-General to deliver a lecture on the role of the Director of Public
Prosecutions.
The PRESIDENT-Order! There is no point of order but I invite the Attorney-General
to answer the question.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-For the information of the House and
members of the Opposition the opportunity is open for any member of the community
who is interested in a particular case to write to the Director of Public Prosecutions. This
option is also available to members of the Police Force. They can write to the director and
ask him to lodge an appeal against the leniency of a sentence. That applies in this case and
in any other case.
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BARMAH STATE FOREST
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-I ask the Minister for
.Conservation, Forests and Lands whether it is a fact-The Hon. J. H. Kennan-Go and sit over there, Bill!
The PRESIDENT-Order! I remind the Minister for Health and the Attorney-General
that I have already spoken about the use of the first name. I will not tolerate it, even in
interjections.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-My question to the Minister for Conservation, Forests and
Lands is this: is it a fact that the Minister dispatched a team of photographers to the
Barmah State Forest on 8 September with instructions to gather photographic evidence of
damage being done to the forest by grazing cattle? Is it also a fact that the team of
photographers was unable to identify the source of damage for which the Minister was
looking and that the Minister had given instructions that she required the evidence prior
to the Cabinet meeting set down for Monday oflast week? Is it also a fact that, in the event
of the ground party being unable to acquire the evidence, the Minister then ordered aerial
photographs?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I can assure
Mr Baxter that we do not hand around photographs of any kind during Cabinet meetings.
The team of people from the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands took a
photographic record of the importance of the Barmah State Forest to the people of
Victoria. It is a pity that the National Party does not support that position because the
new park will be a State park that covers a wetland of international significance.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-It is wet at the moment, but it won't be in January!
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-That shows how much Mr Baxter understands about wetlands.
The new Barmah State Park is important because it covers wetlands of international
significance. It also will be an extremely important area for Aboriginal interpretation.
Honourable members will well recall that the Barmah State Forest provided one of Mr
Baxter's most embarrassing moments in this House and I am surprised that he should
raise that issue again. He referred to the Dharnya Aborginal Interpretative Centre as the
"black elephant". He fails to understand that that centre is an important development of
the Government in giving the Aboriginal community self-determination and a project
that the Aboriginal community can use to interpret Aboriginal culture to their own people
and to white people.
I am delighted to have that photographic record. If Mr Baxter would like to see it, I
would be happy to show him.

ESTIMATES COMMITTEE
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD (Templestowe Province)-In view of the events that have
taken place in recent days, has the Leader of the Government been informed of any
intended change to the representation on and chairmanship of the Estimates Committee?
I also ask the Leader of the Government whether the House will change its meeting hours
to facilitate the weekly leadership spill meetings that the Opposition will be having to
allow sufficient time for voting to be carried out.
I urge Mr Dunn to retain his slim and cadaverous look because plump Leaders in this
House have a poor survival rate.
The PRESIDENT-Order! The question is out of order.
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RED MEAT TRADING HOURS
The Hon. F. S. GRIMWADE (Central Highlands Province)-I direct a question to the
Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs regarding red meat trading. Some three weeks
ago, I directed a question to the Minister and asked him what action the Government was
going to take to enable red meat to be traded on equal terms with white meat in the market
place. In response the Minister kindly indicated that he would raise the matter with his
colleague in the other place, the Deputy Premier, and that he would bring his reply back
to me as soon as possible. I ask the Minister what was the advice of his colleague on this
matter and what action will the Government take, or is it still in the too-hard basket?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-Nothing is in
the too-hard basket for this Government. I appreciate Mr Grimwade's concern about red
meat trading hours, and he is quite accurate in his reporting of what occurred in this
House at his instigation more than once. I assure Mr Grimwade that I have followed the
matter through.
People who have read the Yes, Minister diaries will understand the difference between
the phrase, "under consideration" and the phrase "under active consideration". I assure
the honourable member that the matter is under active consideration. It is important and
attention is being given to it by Cabinet. Mr Grimwade should not have to wait much
longer for finality.

SALINITY CONTROL
The Hon. B. A. MURPHY (Gippsland Province)-I congratulate the Minister for
Conservation, Forests and Lands on receiving extra funding for salinity control in the fifth
Jolly Budget.
The Hon. R. I. Knowles-There is nothing jolly about it.
The Hon. B. A. MURPHY-There shall be a lot more Jolly Budgets yet. Will the
Minister explain to the House how she intends to spend that money in the best interests
of all Victorians?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-The increased
funding, as Mr Reid would appreciate, is most welcome. Since the salinity control program
has been introduced, State funding through the Department of Conservation, Forests and
Lands has increased from $700 000 in 1984-85 to $2·3 million this year. It is important
that that money is not spent at the centre but is directed so far as possible to community
projects and regional expenditure. Therefore, the department is directing some 90 per cent
of the $2 million to local programs, especially to encourage private land-holders to adopt
improved farming practices. Funding for those activities has been increased by 70 per cent
from last year's figure of$600 000.
It is important to increase general community awareness of the salinity issue. The
expenditure for community education in salinity will be complemented by the expenditure
of$140 000, which will enable community groups across Victoria to continue to participate
in trying to combat this area ofland degradation.

The Hon. N. B. Reid-I am pleased to see your improved performance; it is much
better than what it has been.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-I hope this appears in the Bendigo Advertiser next week
along with Mr Reid's usual truthful comments.
The other important basis for tackling the salinity issue in Victoria, which is rendering
land useless at the rate of approximately 1 per cent a year, is to tackle research not in an
airy-fairy sense, but in a sense of what land-holders want to know, whether it is about
groundwater or farming practices. The research budget for salinity this year in the
Department of ConservatIon, Forests and Lands alone will increase from $600000 to
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$800000. In cooperation with the Minister for Water Resources and the Minister for
Agriculture and Rural Affairs, I am confident that this year we will make great advances
in tackling the salinity issue and that the program will be both community based and
community owned.

PETITION
Planning (Brothels) Act 1984
The Hon. H. R. WARD (South Eastern Province) presented a petition from certain
citizens of Victoria praying for the repeal of the Planning (Brothels) Act 1984. He stated
that the petition was respectfully worded, in order, and bore 61 signatures.
It was ordered that the petition be laid on the table.

BUILDING CONTROL (AMENDMENT) BILL
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Minister for Planning and Environment), by leave, moved
for leave to bring in a Bill to amend Part VI of the Building Control Act 1981 and for other
purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

MELBOURNE (WIDENING OF STREETS) (REPEAL) BILL
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Minister for Planning and Environment), by leave, moved
for leave to bring in a Bill to repeal the Melbourne (Widening of Streets) Act 1940 and the
Melbourne (Widening of Streets) Act 1943 and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

EGG INDUSTRY STABILIZATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs), by leave, moved
for leave to bring in a Bill to amend the Egg Industry Stabilization Act 1983.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

ESTIMATES COMMITTEE
Progress report
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province) presented a progress report of
the Estimates Committee together with reservations recorded by certain members and an
appendix.
It was ordered that they be laid on the table and be printed.

The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs) (By leave)-I do
not wish to comment in any way on the content of the report because in the terms of
reference that is ruled out of order, but I wish to ask whether it is now competent for the
House to take up the matter of chairmanship.
Honourable members will recall that in the first instance Mr Chamberlain, now the
Leader of the Opposition in this place, was named as a Chairman of the Estimates
Committee awaiting the vote of the committee itself as to the chairman in the long term.
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As I understand, Mr President, the matter was brought before the committee and no
resolution of that issue occurred. It appears that there is an impasse.
The elevation of Mr Chamberlain to the position of Leader of the Opposition gives
some indication that the chairmanship of the Estimates Committee is a matter for this
House to consider, and I believe it would be proper for this House to consider it because
the conditions of the committee as established indicate a return to the House for a
resolution of the matter if the committee cannot resolve it. I seek advice in this regard.
The PRESIDENT-Order! The Leader of the Government has raised matters for which
he has two options. Either he can introduce a motion by leave in the House now or he can
give notice of motion for the House to consider the issue.

ECONOMIC AND BUDGET REVIEW COMMITTEE
State-Federal financial relations
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash Province) presented a report from the Economic
and Budget Review Committee on aspects of State-Federal financial relations, together
with appendices, a minority report and minutes of evidence.
It was ordered that they be laid on the table, and that the report, appendices and
minority report be printed.
The Hon. J. V. C GUEST (Monash Province)-I move:
That the report be taken into consideration on the next day of meeting.

I wish to remark on the excellent work done by the staff of the committee in preparing this
report. It has been prepared with considerable difficulty on technical matters that has
required research into extensive literature and it ought to be said that, without the work
of the extremely well qualified staff, Parliament would not have a report that has some
weight in the consideration of the requirements, particularly of Victoria, for presentation
to the House today.
The motion was agreed to.

PORTLAND SMELTER JOINT VENTURE PROJECT
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-By leave, I move:
That there be laid before this House copies of (a) the Portland Smelter Unit Trust financial statements 1985-86;
and (b) the Treasurer's Statement on the Portland smelter joint venture project.

The motion was agreed to.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health) presented the statements in compliance
with the foregoing order.
It was ordered that they be laid on the table.
On the motion of the Hon. HADDON STOREY (East Yarra Province), it was ordered
that the statements be taken into consideration on the next day of meeting.

PAPERS
The following papers, pursuant to the directions of several Acts of Parliament, were laid
on the table by the Clerk:
Arts Ministry-Report and financial statements for the year 1985-86.
Capital Works Authority-Reports and financial statements for the years 1984-85 and 1985-86.
Consumer Affairs Ministry-Report and financial statements for the year 1985-86.
Education Act 1958-Primary Teachers Registration Board Regulations 1986.
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Environment Protection Authority-Report for the year 1985-86.
Grants Commission-Report for the year ended 31 August 1986.
Health Department-Report and financial statements for the year 1985-86.
Historic Buildings Council-Report for the year 1985-86.
Land Conservation Council-Report for the year 1985-86.
Legal Aid Commission-Report for the year 1985-86.
Local Government Department-Report and financial statements for the year 1985-86.
National Parks Act 1975-Notice of consent to the extension of a miner's right claim in respect of land situated
in Kooyoora Park.
Parliamentary Committees Act 1968-Ministers' reponses to recommendations in Legal and Constitutional
Committee's reports on the Australian Constitutional Convention and the Burden of Proof in Criminal Cases
(two papers).
Planning and Environment Ministry-Report and financial statements for the year 1985-86.
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986-Codes of Practice relating to the care and use of animals for
experimental purposes and the use of steel-jawed traps (two papers).
Public Service Board-Report and financial statements for the year 1985-86.
State Bank-Reports. statements, returns, etc. for the year 1985-86.
State Electricity Commission-Report and financial statements for the year 1985-86.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts of Parliament:
Health Act 1958-No. 262.
Hospitals and Charities Act 1958-No. 261.
Magistrates' Courts Acts I 97 I-Magistrates (Summary Proceedings) Act I 975-No. 256.
Water Act 1958-No. 260.
Totalizator Agency Board-Report and accounts for the year ended 31 July 1986.
Town and Country Planning Act 1961Ararat-City of Ararat Planning Scheme I 953-Amendment No. 37, 1985.
Geelong Regional Planning Scheme-Amendment No. 143, Part I, 1986.
Melbourne Metropolitan Planning Scheme-Amendments No. 275, Part 38; No. 279, Part 2 (with three
maps): No. 312 (with four maps); No. 321, Part 3 (with map); No. 322, Part 2 (with map); No. 392 (with
two maps); No. 402 (with map); No. 414 (with five maps); No. 415; No. 416; No. 417; No. 418; No. 419;
and No. 421.
Moe-City ofMoe Planning Scheme I 966-Amendment No. 82, 1984.
Morwell-Shirc of Morwell Planning Scheme-Amendment No. 36, 1985.
Traralgon-City ofTraralgon Planning Scheme I 957-Amendment No. 63, 1985.
Wangaratta Sub-regional Planning Scheme. Amendment No. 19, 1986.
Victorian Development Fund-Report for the year 1985-86, pursuant to the Public Account Act 1958.

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

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT
Preschool (kindergarten) services
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-I desire to make a
Ministerial statement on preschool services, that is, kindergarten services.
In October last year, following the transfer ofa number of services from the then Health
Commission to the then Department of Community Services, I announced that there
would be an examination of all the State subsidised preschool and child care services.
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This examination followed the release of a number of reports initiated by the Cain
Government early in its first term of office.
I refer specifically to:
the Human Services Program report;
the report of the Committee of Review of Early Childhood Services, and
the report of the Child Welfare Practice and Legislation Review Committee.
These reports highlighted the need for better coordination and greater integration of
children services; a greater choice of services and an increase in flexibility of service
delivery.
THE INTERDEPARTMENTAL COMMITTEE
To carry out the examination, a committee was convened by my department, with
representation from the Department of the Premier and Cabinet and the Department of
Management and Budget. This committee was asked to provide me with a report which
made recommendations about planning, funding and administrative arrangements of
State-funded and subsidised preschool and child care services, a report which would
provide the basis for a planned approach to the provision of services which were cost
effective and consistent with Government priorities.
The interdepartmental committee met regularly from November 1985 to May 1986 and
released a discussion paper of the examination at the end of April this year.
The aim of the interdepartmental committee was not to repeat the exhaustive
consultation carried out by the earlier Committee of Review of Early Childhood Services;
however, individuals from employer groups, unions, non-Government organisations,
parent groups, training institutions and special needs groups were invited to form a
reference group to comment on the discussion paper. The composition of this group aimed
to reflect a broad range of interests in the early childhood field.
On this occasion I would like to speak about the findings of the examination and the
interdepartmental committee's recommendations as they relate to preschools.
The plans for State-funded child care services will be announced in the near future.
SUPPORT FOR PRESCHOOL SERVICES
The examination highlighted the fact that there is widespread support and appreciation
of the State's preschool services. Parents, kindergarten teachers and others involved with
the services expressed a high level of satisfaction with the nature of these services and the
opportunity they provide for parent management and involvement.
LEVEL OF SERVICE PROVISION
The data gathered as part of the examination showed that there are currently many
more preschool places than are necessary to meet the Government's policy commitment
of one year of preschool education for every Victorian child in the year prior to school
entry. However, the pattern of service provision across the State is uneven. Children in
some sparsely populated rural areas, or in rapidly growing urban areas do not have the
same access to preschool as children in other parts of the State.
The eleven mobile preschool units operating across the State were regarded as a very
effective way of bringing the service to isolated communities. Particularly in rural Victoria
the mobile preschool becomes a focus for the community and the service provided is far
wider than that of offering a preschool experience for four-year-olds.
I would like to see that more be done to maximise the potential of this service. The
interdepartmental committee recommends that the conditions of grant and sponsorship
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arrangements for this service be such as to enable redeployment of the unit as needs
change.
. In some metropolitan municipalities, in spite of the availability of preschools, some
children are not able to attend preschool because the hours of operation do not suit parents
who are in the work force. The interrelationship of child care and preschool services
requires further examination.
The examination also found that the toddler group program was inequitably distributed
across the State, giving 2000 children access out of an eligible population of some 75 000.
Because of the high ratio of professional staifto children in these programs I will be asking
my department to join with local communities to address ways in which these specialist
resources may be better used.
RA TIONALISA TION OF PRESCHOOLS
No-one would argue that every Victorian family has a right to their fair share of the
services available to the community. Unfortunately, because of the very tight budgets
within which we are all operating it has not been possible to find new money to go on
topping up as we might have done in the past.
The uneven provision of services across the State will need to be addressed by the
reallocation of existing resources. The interdepartmental committee saw the need for the
rationalisation of preschool places across the State so that resources can be redeployed to
ensure equal places access for all children.
Full rationalisation will only be possible, however, in those areas where preschools are
in close proximity, and where the access of four..year-olds to the service will not be
affected.
Some local governments operate a central enrolment scheme where families enrol the
child and record their preschool preferences. In this case rationalisation of the service is
already underway. Elsewhere preschool committees themselves deal with enrolment and
where necessary establish priorities. In this case the regional preschool adviser will continue
to provide information to committees of management and families about vacancies in
nearby kindergartens.
THE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL PROVISION
I am aware that, in some cases, provision in excess of the number of eligible children
may be required. Where preschool services are providing for children from non-English
speaking families, there may be a need for a higher ratio of staff to children, or those
children may require an additional year of preschool. It is also acknowledged that some
extra provision may be required to accommodate the small percentage of children who
may require extended preschool experience and where the parents, kindergarten teacher
and preschool adviser agree that the child is not ready for school.
PRESCHOOLS IN RURAL AREAS
Furthermore, in some rural areas of the State, rationalisation of the preschool service
may not be possible. For example, where population densities are low, the number of
four-year-old children eligible for the service may not be sufficient to attract a subsidy. A
strict approach to rationalisation could lead to the closure of the kindergarten. Yet in
those circumstances the kindergarten is often the only community service for miles. I
want to assure the people in those rural communities that I recognise the important role
played by this small but significant service in providing a central focus for children and
families who might otherwise be very isolated from each other.
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NEED FOR EARLY INTERVENTION PROGRAMS
The interdepartmental committee found that there was concern that the emphasis being
placed on one aspect of Government policy-that of providing one year of preschool-,
could draw attention away from those policies which direct services to children and
families with special needs.
I have particular concern for those children and .families in our community who may
need additional assistance if they are to benefit from the services generally available to the
community. Many of those who took part in the examination commented on the need for
services for these families.
The Field Officer Program was established with those children in mind-children who
because of isolation, disability or family circumstances, may not otherwise be able to
benefit from or even attend services. It is clear that there is a need for a range of such
programs.
•
Victoria has an excellent record as regards the provision of preschool services. It is
apparent, however, that more could be done to ensure that our preschool services are
relevant to children from the Aboriginal community and to the various ethnic communities.
I intend to direct some funds to'the development of bilingual and bicultural programs.
In line with the interdepartmental committee's recommendations I will be redirecting
savings from the rationalisation of preschools and the gradual phasing out of toddler
groups to develop services targetted to those children who have particular needs, that is,
children with developmental delay, physical impairment or behavioural problems.
PRESCHOOL ADVISORY SERVICE
My department provides advice and support to the field of children's services through
the Preschool Advisory Service. As well as regional preschool advisors employed by
Community Services Victoria, three non-Government organisations and one local
government authority receive salary subsidies to cover advisory positions. With the growth
of child care services in Victoria in recent years the demands on the Preschool Advisory
Service have changed. The interdepartmental committee's report recommends that as a
matter of priority the role of the preschool adviser should be clarified and the Preschool
Advisory Service rationalised across the State to enable its provision on either a local
government or regional basis. This will require some changes from non-Government
organisations that currently offer the service on a Statewide basis. These changes will
result in a more co"st effective provision of the service.
SERVICE PLANNING
The report of the preschool services highlights the fact that many of the problems which
need addressing in the services examined are ones which could be resolved by the
development of a more adequate planning model.
Those closely involved in services, the families who use them, the kindergarten teachers,
assistants and the local children's services coordinators, ought to be able to have a say in
what services are developed and how they are managed and delivered. This approach
would ensure that services are re'sponsive to need.
Many kindergarten teachers and kindergarten assistants have developed their own
support groups and have made stronger links with local and regional networks. I believe
this initiative ought to be encouraged as it will ensure that preschool services are part of a
coordinated network of services.
At the local government and regional levels there are already a number of planning
mechanisms which bring together those people most closely involved in the services. The
means that Victoria has in place an adequate infrastructure to enable needs-based planning.
What is needed is the harnessing of this capacity at local level, coordination at regional
and State level and the establishment of clear policy directions which will result in services
which complement parent care and reflect family and cultural needs.
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Given the significant investment of Commonwealth, State and local governm\~nt in the
development of children's services there is a need for cooperation and coordination of
effort across these levels of government and with the non-Government sector if the needs
of children and families are to be met in a cost-effective manner.
I intend to set up a Victorian Children's Services Planning Committee to provide advice
to me on the future direction of services for children in the State. This committee will
consult with the Commonwealth-State Planning Committee for Children's Services and
will maintain close links with regional planning bodies. Resource allocation will then be
part of a needs-based planning model.
ROLE OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Because it is the Government's view that local government has an important role to
play in the planning and delivery of services, procedures will be estabilshed to ensure that
no new childrer's services will be developed without consultation with the appropriate
local authority. Where local government does not have the resources to develop planning
mechanisms, regional officers of Community Services Victoria will assist. While the report
indicates that local government is the preferred sponsor for children's services, I am aware
of the important role played by non-Government organisations, particularly their record
in the provision of high quality specialist services.
CONCLUSION
The process of the interdepartmental committee's examination engendered considerable
interest and responses came from all parts of the children's services field. While at times
that field is divided by ideological differences it is, nevertheless, a field which is characterised
by deeply felt concern, energy and commitment.
I would like to thank the committee and all those who contributed to the examination.
I believe the recommendations of the committee, once implemented, will ensure that
children's services in Victoria will be provided in a way that is consistent with the
Government's social justice policy objectives.
It is my aim to have children's services that are distributed fairly across the State,
services that are shaped by the people who use them, and services which ensure that
children who might need additional help receive that help as early as possible.

On the motion of the Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Ballarat Province), it was ordered that the
Ministerial statement be taken into consideration on the next day of meeting.

DAIRY INDUSTRY (MILK PRICE) BILL (No. 2)
The debate (adjourned from September 16) on the motion of the Hon. E. H. Walker
(Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
The Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Ballarat Province)-The Bill seeks to change the pricing
mechanism for milk in this State. The dairying industry, of course, is of vital importance.
This importance has been canvassed a number of times in this House, as have the
difficulties that that industry is facing.
Each time the issue is raised, there tends to be uniform agreement that Victoria has the
most efficient dairying industry in Australia and that there is a capacity for our milk to be
supplied to interstate markets at a price which will be profitable to the industry but which
is a cheaper price than locally produced milk in those other States, particularly the New
South Wales market.
The Opposition has been critical of the Government for quite some time claiming that
it has not been aggressive in pursuing those options and that lack of action is certainly to
the detriment of the industry. The long-term future of the dairying industry will be secured
only when a national dairying industry is developed.
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At present a fairly rigid price structure is in place with more than 30 different price
determinations and those prices, when superimposed, are at ten different levels in the
chain of the industry, from the farmgate through to the retailer.
In recent years, unfortunately, the per capita consumption of milk has dropped. In
1985-86 it fell by 1·2 litres a head to 106·59 litres and that is continuing the trend of more
recent years, which is a matter of concern.
The Victorian Dairy Industry Authority claims that that is as a result of the milk
blockade, which honourable members will recall, together with the fact that the population
is an ageing one. However, overall consumption of packaged milk did increase by 0·5 per
cent.
The Bill grew out of an inquiry which the Government held following the milk blockade.
Honourable members will recall that in the dispute the issue at stake was that dairy
farmers had been denied a price increase for something like eighteen months and they
were experiencing severe cost pressures. The report recommended that there should be
some freeing up of the pricing mechanism covering the milk market. The Opposition does
not disagree with that principle, which was embodied in the Liberal Party's policy prior to
the last State election.
The operation of the pricing system clearly demonstrates that when some processors are
supplying major retail outlets at the determined price but providing a discount if the
account is paid within seven days-indications are that that discount ranges from 2·5 to 4
cents a litre-the current fixed pricing arrangement is not working and is not being
applied.
The Hon. B. P. Dunn-That practice will still go on.
The Hon. R. I. KNOWLES-Does that not then make something of a mockery of
Parliament's attempt to legislate on a price determination system?
Some time ago the Victorian Dairy Industry Authority put forward proposals to reduce
the number of zones in Victoria.
The Hon. H. R. Ward-Mr Acting President, I draw your attention to the state of the
House.
A quorum was formed.

The Hon. R. I. KNOWLES-Prior to last June the State was divided into 48 zones,
which the Victorian Dairy Industry Authority reduced to seven. Many of the concerns
that have been expressed about the proposed legislation relate to those changes in the
zoning rather than fear of the direct impact of the Bill.
It is the Government's intention that the new pricing arrangement embodied in the Bill
should operate from November this year. One of the concerns put to the Opposition by
milk distributors is that the dairy industry needs a longer period to adjust to those changes
to the zoning. I endorse that view, which is applicable to any change aimed at deregulating
an industry. The Opposition has always adopted the view that deregulation must be on an
orderly basis and at a pace that the industry being deregulated can adjust to. Therefore,
the Opposition urges the Government to consider whether the new pricing change ought
to apply from November.

The Bill proposes that there be a fixed farmgate price and that there be maximum and
minimum retail price levels, while all prices in those stages between would be set by the
marketplace.
The Bill proposes that from November until June next year the variation in the retail
price should be a maximum of 3 per cent or 2 cents a litre. It then proposes that the
minimum-maximum price be extended to 5 per cent or 4 cents a litre.
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It would be better if the changed pricing system did not commence in November. The
dairy industry should be given time to adjust to the changed zoning. There should be no
wholesale change in the 3 per cent minimum-maximum price until the Government is in
a better position to know what impact the changed pricing system is having on the dairy
industry.
It is absolutely fundamental that the Government should aim at freeing up the milk
pricing system but not at the cost of the dairy industry or those involved in the various
changes.

The dairy industry has a vested interest in the liquid milk market, which is the most
lucrative sector of the dairy industry. Jfthe proposed changes were to lead to a decrease in
the consumption of milk, it would be disastrous for the dairy industry.
The owners of corner stores have expressed a great deal of concern at the Bill. It was
only as late as this week that the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs agreed to talk
with representative bodies of that sector of the retail industry. That sector is concerned
not only at the 2 cents a litre margin but also at the changes that will lead to milk not being
distributed to their outlets.
The Hon. B. A. Murphy-They have been given a guarantee that the milk will be
delivered.
The Hon. R. I. KNOWLES-J should like to know how that guarantee has been given
because it is proposed that milk will be delivered only to those outlets that provide a profit
for the distributor. The same principle of a minimum-maximum pricing mechanism
should be applied at the processing and distribution level.
I know that was a proposal that was put to the Minister by the Victorian Milk Distributors
Association. The Minister has undertaken to examine the proposal. In my view that would
tend to give a greater degree of certainty in the intervening stages and, when in place, time
will tell whether it leads to a freeing up of the market and what its effect on the market
forces of the industry will be although this should not be at the expense of milk
consumption.
The United Dairyfarmers of Victoria has raised concerns regarding the proposed
exclusion of flavoured milk. I understand that, following discussions between the
association and the Government, the Government has now agreed to bring flavoured milk
back within the ambit of the Bill.
The United Dairyfarmers of Victoria has also raised the concern that clause 3 could
lead to different prices being set at the farmgate. The Government has always claimed that
the proposed changes to section 44 of the Dairy Industry Act would have allowed a
determination to specify different prices having regard to the locality in which the milk is
produced and the market for which the milk is intended.
The Opposition was concerned with the implications of the proposed amendment and
I understand the Government has now taken that concern on board and is proposing
amendments to make it clear that there will be only one farmgate price.
In conclusion, the Opposition will not oppose the measure. During the Committee stage
the Opposition will support the amendments the Government proposes to introduce and
I shall be pr9Posing an amendment to delete the movement to a 5 per cent differentiation
from June next year on the basis that we will then have in place a 3 per cent variationthe difference between the maximum and minimum price.
This will provide time to observe the effects of the proposed legislation on the Victorian
industry, and at some later date, ifit is deemed necessary to go further, that might be the
subject for new legislation. With those remarks, I point out that the Opposition does not
oppose the Bill.
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The Hon. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-The most difficult points which the
National Party has found to establish are: who wants the legislation; who will benefit by
it; and who really sponsored it? Representatives of the National Party have spoken to the
industry, the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria and producers around the State. They have
not really championed the cause of the Bill and are reasonably lukewarm about the whole
issue. They say that the proposed legislation was basically thrust on them by a report by
Mr Justice Robinson and the Victorian Dairy Industry Authority, sponsored, of course,
by the Government.
Representatives of the National Party spoke to the milk distributors, who made it clear
that they had not asked for the proposed legislation. In fact, the distributors opposed the
proposed legislation and have done so right from the stage of the report of Mr Justice
Robinson. The corner stores have not asked for the Bill. The National Party has not
received representations even from supermarkets, which one would expect to gain most
from the Bill.
The National Party has not received one letter from any of the large supermarket chains
saying that they support the Bill. The National Party has not received representations
from any retail outlets such as corner stores saying they want the Bill. The consumers have
not said that they want it. There has been no consumer pressure.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-Do they want cheaper milk?
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-The consumers have not been out there in their hordes trying
to obtain cheaper milk through the proposed legislation. Everyone wants cheaper
commodities. The National Party knows that this Government represents the consumer
and wants cheaper eggs, milk and meat. The Government expects the producers to be the
ones to absorb these cuts.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-That is not the case here.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-In this case it is the distributors and others through the chain
who will have to absorb these losses. In many cases the producers must bear the brunt of
the Government's consumer thinking. It is nice to talk about cheap food, but one has to
examine other aspects.
For a start, with respect to the milk industry, one must remember that we have an
outstanding product that is available through thousands of outlets throughout the State.
The outstanding distribution system means that on any day of the week one can go to a
corner store within a relatively short distance of one's home and buy a fresh, top qualtiy
product.
Is the price too high? I suspect-frankly-that the prices of milk and many other
products such as eggs and meat are relatively low, especially when one measures their
price against those of some other products that involve a high degree of processing or
manufacturing, or against the prices paid by overseas consumers for the same products.
The proposed legislation has not been sought by anyone other than the Government.
The United Dairyfarmers of Victoria and the Victorian Milk Distributors Association
responded to the report only because it was thrust on them. They had not sought it. The
report was seized on by the Government which is moving to further deregulate the
industry.
Earlier this year the Government moved to completely restructure the milk zoning
system. That was a major step towards deregulation. Until June the State was divided into
48 zones. Under the restructure of milk distributors, since that time, only seven zones of
distributors are allowed to distribute to a much wider extent across the State and are
allowed to sell into other zones. Deregulation in distribution zones has taken place. This
next step is a significant move and one that is much more important and has a much
greater impact than is at first recognised when one examines the Bill. It puts into play a
move towards deregulation. The Government sought legislation earlier this year that
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would lead it to a deregulation of milk prices in response to interstate trading si·:uations.
We tightened up that situation.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-Tightened it up-you just about ruined it!
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-We tightened it so that it could be used only in direct response
to a threat from interstate milk sales into this State to undercut our producers.
The National Party believes the action it took at that time was correct. In fact, the Bill
still includes provisions in it that were inserted in earlier legislation at the instigation of
the National Party. The Government wants to modify those provisions to some extent,
but it has the good sense to retain the bulk of them and I commend it for that.
The Bill places in jeopardy the excellent production, processing, manufacturing,
distribution and retailing system of milk in Victoria. The consumers are well served by
the present system and, as I proceed with my comments, I shall show that what is proposed
in the Bill will put that system in jeopardy. That has been made quite clear by the many
people who have spoken to representatives of the National Party.
Mr Knowles-and I suspect other honourable members will follow suit-spoke about
the position of the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria and the situation that exists in other
countries with milk sales and retailing. I was interested to read a report on the regulation
of market milk in the United States of America presented by Mr Jim Saunders, the
President of the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria, for whom I have some respect. Mr
Saunders led a delegation to the United States of America to examine the way in which
the milk industry in that country was regulated and the way that sales were apportioned
between supermarkets as against the corner stores.
On page 3 of his report on market milk regulations in the United States of America, Mr
Saunders makes the following relevant recommendations:
The primary objective of the market milk industry should be to maximise sales by ensuring the availability of
a complete range offresh quality milk and milk products at all outlets.
I. The corner store and local shopping centre are major outlets for milk and milk products in Victoria,
accounting for the majority ofretail sales. Any proposed changes to industry regulation should only be made on
the basis of an assurance of increased local sales.
2. In Victoria, supermarkets sell about 23 per cent of all milk. This compares with up to 75 per cent in some
States of the USA. Any regulatory or legislative changes that allow supermarkets to competitively advance their
presence in the fluid milk industry should be resisted unless there is demonstrated evidence of increased total
sales resulting from such change.
3. Vertical integration in the United States has no proven record of improving per capita consumption, total
sales or market efficiency and should be resisted unless an impact study can demonstrate otherwise in Victoria.

The Hon. E. H. Walker-He has come out wholeheartedly in favour of the present
move.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-On page 4 of the same report Mr Saunders makes the following
recommendation:
4. Price deregulation at the wholesale and retail levels in the United States has advantaged supermarkets
against smaller wholesale and retail operators, by tightening margins to the point where "local" sales have
diminished in proportion to the decline in per capita consumption. Price regulation should be maintained in
Victoria to ensure the maximisation of sales through all outlets.

I place some importance on the recommendations in the report by Mr Saunders, which
was prepared after an in-depth study of the system in the United States of America. It
bears out exactly the sorts of things that the National Party is saying will occur in Victoria
if the Bill is implemented.
The proposed legislation plays completely into the hands of the supermarkets and larger
retail outlets. I have no doubt in my mind that that is the logical flow-on effect of this
measure.
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Mr Knowles said, and I agree with him, that supermarkets and larger retail outlets have
the advantage of volume sales and are able to make some savings in the supply of milk to
them, ,which is largely profit.
The Hon. R. I. Knowles-They are doing that under the existing mechanism.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-Yes, I understand that and it alarms me. However, this
measure would allow them to move even further towards reducing the price of the milk
they sell because of their volume sales and they will be able to move to the minimum
price.
The smaller corner stores have smaller individual volume sales but have a large combined
volume sale and they will not be able to compete with the supermarkets and lars,er milk
retailers on a price basis. A rationalisation of the distribution and sale of milk WIll occur
to the extent that sales of milk will be more centralised with supermarkets.
The Victorian Milk Distributors Association is a group that represents in excess of 90
per cent of milk distributors in Victoria. Approximately 130 milk distributors operate in
the State and, as I said earlier, approximately 60 per cent of milk supplies are to small
outlets such as corner stores, which have relatively small volume sales but constantly fresh
milk; approximately 25 to 30 per cent of milk supplies are provided to supermarkets and
larger milk outlets.
The Victorian Milk Distributors Association, which represents the vast majority of
those distributors, has said that the Government has implied that the proposed legislation
is brought forward after consultation with the industry and after receiving industry
comment, but the organisation has told the National Party that it had not considered the
matter or that its views were sought. The association indicated it was only after Mr Justice
Robinson's recommendations that it was forced to respond to the proposals that were
being put forward. It believes the effect of the minimum-maximum pricing will be the
inevitable decline in per capita consumption of milk due to a forced redistribution of
service and a reduction in the number of milk distributors for retail outlets and that loss
of returns will be suffered right back to the farm level.
I received a submission from the Victorian Milk Distributors Association on 16
September and those comments are contained in that submission. The association states
on page 2 of its submission:
.
The Victorian Dairy Industry Authority has acknowledged that some distribution dairymen will go out of
business as a consequence of the legislation, if passed, and many milk bar type business will be forced to close.
It is a fallacy to say that supermarkets handle the greatest volume of milk, when in fact it is the milk bar type
outlet, which provides the large network of retail outlets throughout the State, and this type of outlet needs the
services provided by the distributing dairyman.

The main thrust of the amending legislation is directed toward the benefit of the supermarket at the expense of
the distributing dairyman, his employees, semi-wholesale customers and in turn the consumer. From the
consumer's point of view it would affect the young, families with young children, the old and infirm, all of whom
may not be able to travel long distances to obtain their fresh milk supply from a supermarket.
Even under the existing pricing mechanism, supermarkets have the advantage of access to more than one
margin, and in some instances, where they process and pack their own milk, they benefit from yet another profit
margin.

The association then states that the proposed legislation could allow supermarket chains
to virtually control the milk market and gain yet another advantage.
My last point in regard to this submission is that the association says on page 3:
The current milk distribution system, together with an absolute price, has served the community well at all
levels in the supply and distribution of fresh daily pasteurized milk, from the farm to the consumer. The
legislation, if passed, would have far reaching consequences in destroying the future of the industry as we know
it today.

Those comments are made by an association that represents 90 per cent of distributing
dairymen in Victoria.
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Its recommendations are clear. The association says:
The amended Dairy Industry Act provides the Government with the necessary ability to be able to compete in
the event of an interstate price war.

That refers to the amended Act of earlier this yearThis has removed the urgency for action mentioned by Mr Justice Robinson and affords the Government and
industry the lUxury of time to carefully research and plan any future moves towards deregulation.

So this move is not required to fight an interstate threat. The power is already there to do
that, so honourable members should not be fooled into thinking the Bill is necessary
because of a possible threat of New South Wales milk undercutting Victorian milk. The
Minister already has power to deal with that.
The association's third recommendation is that:
The current pricing method should not be altered at the present time, as there are few demonstrable benefits to
be gained from the proposed alternatives on the information to the industry.

The association is saying that, because milk will be sold cheaper at supermarkets and the
volume of sales at similar outlets such as corner stores will fall so that they will have to
sell at a higher price than supermarkets, the milk distributors will have to rationalise their
distribution system and one or two results will follow. One is that they will deliver to
those smaller outlets on a less frequent basis. I am sure the Minister has seen himself that
distributors deliver on Sundays and all sorts of days to maintain a ma$Eificently fresh
product in those small outlets. Instead of continuing to do that, they wIll deliver every
second or third day, and that will reduce the availability of top quality fresh milk.
One often finds that the stalest milk is sold in supermarkets because they buy it in
quantity and on occasions it takes some time to sell it out, but the smaller stores have a
volume that is constantly moving and their stock is constantly replenished. If one wants
fresh milk, one buys it at the smaller outlet, the corner store.
The milk distributors are saying that that will not continue to the same extent and that
the product will not be as fresh in the smaller outlets because they will not be supplied as
often. That will eventually mean that some will drop out completely from the system,
causing a contraction in the distribution chain. The distributors will lose employees, and
that will cause a further restructuring of milk distribution in this State, and some distributors
may be forced completely out of business.
What is the part of a milk distributor? I am sure Mr Knowles knows of McCann's
Advance Dairy Pty Ltd in Ballarat.

The Hon. R. I. Knowles-I know them well.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-They are top-class operators. I have had some discussions
with Mr McCann, the manager, and he has provided a considerable amount of information
to the Minister. I am most encouraged by the outstanding service that a person like him
provides to Ballarat, and it is not just Ballarat. The same sort of service is offered in other
places.
I shall quote what McCann's Advance Dairy Pty Ltd does for Ballarat and why it is so
important that the milk distributor is considered in this whole issue. When I read the
letter that Mr McCann wrote to the Minister on 15 October, I was surprised to find that
he said:
In my district of Ballarat we still have 3000 customers receiving this service ...

-which is a regular delivery service... which accounts for approximately 20 per cent of the homes in the greater Ballarat area. The remaining
balance of 80 per cent consists of 60 per cent going into corner stores, schools, factories, institutions and the
balance to supermarket chains. The servicing of a number of these small outlets in the main is uneconomical but
because we service between 35 to 55 outlets on an organised basis these drops are viable at the end ofthe day's
run. My point is that taking milk to all these outlets making it available and accessible to the community means
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that firstly they value the service offered and secondly we are saving them money by less travelling costs to the
inevitable reduced number of outlets as per the authority's proposal you will be voting on in its present state.

What an outstanding service from a distributor-3000 customers receiving a home delivery
service! We find also that 35 to 55 smaller outlets are serviced on an organised basis, and
that is by just one distributor.
I spoke to M. P. McMahon Pty Ltd, a distributor operating in the Sunbury area. That
distributor's situation really demonstrates that the smaller shops and outlets are very
significant, even in Sunbury, although to a lesser extent there perhaps than in some other
areas because of the moves by supermarkets in that locality.
An Honourable Member-It really affected them.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-Yes. Mr McMahon pointed out to me that supermarkets are
supplied through three outlets, representing 44·46 per cent; small shops and schools
account for 42 outlets and take 48·09 per cent of the milk supplied; and 390 customers are
on what he calls retail home deliveries and account for 7·45 per cent.
One sees that that distributor is providing supplies to three supermarket outlets but that
smaller shops, schools and so on account for 42 outlets, and he still maintains 390
customers on retail home delivery. That is an outstanding service to the people of that
community. However, what has happened to that distributor will happen increasingly if
the Bill is passed. In his letter to me dated 2 October 1986, Mr McMahon says:
Recently we have lost 2 supermarkets representing 35·16 per cent. If the 2 cent differential is introduced in
November and the 4 cent in June, our business will further erode. The supermarkets will corner the market,
resulting in overall reductions in milk sales.

Who will deliver to the 42 outlets? Who will deliver to the 390 customers who are serviced
by the Sunbury dairy if the Bill is passed and if the supermarkets capture the large
proportion of that market, thereby forcing the distributor to rationalise his operation? The
service to those people will be eroded significantly.
When I think of the Ballarat people, those in Mr Knowles's area, I wonder how he can
go home and live with this. I know that 3400 people in that area signed petitions.
The Hon. R. I. Knowles-You know that I was speaking on behalf of the party.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-I do not know whether Mr Knowles has a different view from
that of his party, but I have letters from his constituents. I might write them all a letter.
The Hon. R. I. Knowles-Ifyou do write to them, get stuck into the Government, not
into me.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-These are comments from consumers who were asked about
the effects that the Bill might have on the service that is currently provided. I wonder how
Mr Knowles can go home and live with this.
I shall select a page at random. This letter is from Mrs H. Holyoak of 4 Barrington
Court, Mount Clear, who states:
Ifmy home delivery service finishes I will be forced so drive five miles into Ballarat to obtain fresh milk every
day.

Mr Knowles is welcome to examine these submissions. Petitions have been signed by
3400 people. That shows what the people of Ballarat think about the service provided to
them. I commend Mr McCann for providing those comments from customers that I have
used as an example.
However, many other such institutions, such as M. P. McMahon Pty Ltd, supplying the
Sunbury area, can adequately demonstrate the extensive and efficient distribution system
already in place.
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Clark's Ferndell Dairy of Mooroopna, in a letter on 27 September 1986, made
representation to the Deputy Leader of the National Party in another place. That letter
states:
These proposals worry me a lot as we have already told you in previous correspondence. If these plans are
augmented, it will be "curtains" for many of the distributors such as ourselves in the milk industry, and will be
to no advantage at all to the per capita milk sales, which, in turn, will affect the community as a whole.

The new legislation, if passed, could allow supermarket chains to virtually control the milk market. This has
already been found to be true in other countries of the world, U.S.A. and Canada to name two, and, if a study of
the result was made, you would find that what we are telling you has already been found to be true there.

We strongly oppose the Government's move to have legislation passed which would effectively destroy the
current fixed pricing and distribution system leading to much disruption and the closure of many dairy businesses.

The Hon. R. I. Knowles-You said it is not working now.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-Ifit is not workin~ adequately now, the issue should be tackled
to see what can be done. What Mr Knowles IS doing is throwing his hands in the air and
saying that it is not working as well as it should be. Arrangements are being negotiated by
the larger retailers of milk, which should not be occurring. However, we believe it is no
good throwing one's hands in the air and saying that the best way to deal with it is to
de regulate the industry and everything will be solved.
The Hon. R. I. Knowles-What should be done?
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-The fixed price system for milk should be retained.
The Hon. R. I. Knowles-No, what changes would you make?
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-If a problem exists, that problem should be addressed rather
than moving towards deregulation as the solution. Mr Knowles has a problem with
deregulation-and that is not just in the dairy industry; deregulation will be disastrous for
other industries also, and the egg industry is one.
My colleague, the honourable member for Warrnambool in another place, has received
representation from Sungold Dairies Pty Ltd, which company has made similar points to
some of those mentioned by me in other submissions. However, I want to mention one
point made by Mr N. Tasker, Manager of Sungold Dairies Pty Ltd:
What nonsense under this circumstance to state that "the Bill ensures that there will be no unfair practices in
relation to retail milk prices such as below cost sales, for example the use of milk as a loss leader".
All the Bill does in this case is make the use of milk as a "loss leader" legal and encourage the growth of every
unfair practice in order to retain trade.

He goes on to point out some aspects of the dairy's distribution system. He also states:
There has not, to my knowledge, been any consultation of any real depth. There has been no social impact
study done to estimate how many distributors and country processors will fall before the thrust of this Bill.

This is how milk distributors regard this measure. All sections of this industry are so
closely entwined that any decisions made in any section will affect the whole chain. The
producers cannot isolate themselves from the distributors, retailers, processors and
manufacturers. It would be a major error for any section to do that.
Producers are protected under the Bill by a farmgate price. The Minister has spelt that
out and is prepared to spell it out in even finer detail by amendment at the Committee
stage. It is good that the producers are so protected. However, the producers should not
then take the attitude that whatever flows on from there is of no concern to them. The
total chain, from the producer to the consumer, is of vital importance. Each section is a
vital spoke in the wheel and if one of those areas fails, the supply and distribution of this
magnificent product can be placed in jeopardy.
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The Bill will not place the producer in jeopardy but it will certainly place the distributors
and the smaller outlets in jeopardy. That is what Mr Knowles must take on board.

The Hon. R. I. Knowles-It is terrible that one has to trust the market.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-Mr Knowles mentions trusting the market. I wonder whether
he trusts the Government. The market needs to be regulated. The industry has been well
served by the existing pricing system as laid down in the Dairy Industry Act. The National
Party has no intention of throwing this industry to the wolves. That is what deregulation
would do.
Admittedly there is room for improvement between the maximum and minimum
differential. However, the undertakings given to the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria are
not sufficient for members of the National Party. The United Dairyfarmers of Victoria
asked the Government not to move the proposed 3 per cent maximum-minimum to 5 per
cent until consultation and assessment has taken place on the effects of the 3 per cent
differential which, transposed into price, is approximately 2 cents a litre.
the Minister agreed to that and he spelt it out in a communication to the organisation:
Your letter advised me that the United Oairyfarmers of Victoria agrees that the proposed 3 per cent maximumminimum pricing arrangements should operate as from 1 November 1986, but that the impact of this approach
should be assessed prior to any widening of the differential from 3 per cent to 5 per cent.
The VOlA has assured me that, before it proceeds with price determination beyond I November 1986, it will
examine and assess the impact of the 3 per cent differential. In making their assessment, the VOlA has indicated
it will take into account the factors rasied by the United Oairyfarmers of Victoria.

He concluded by saying:
I also formally advise you that the Government will not accept any widening of the 3 per cent differential until
after the impact ofthe differential is assessed, and the industry has been consulted.

What does that mean? It means that the Minister wants to pass the Bill in its present form.
That involves a 3 per cent and a 5 per cent differential, with the 3 per cent coming into
play initially, and then a move to the 5 per cent.
All that is agreed to in the Minister's letter is consultation with the industry, and that is
not enough. If he wants to move to the 5 per cent figure, why cannot the Minister for
Agriculture and Rural Affairs-and he is prepared to do what the United Dairyfarmers of
Victoria want him to do-put the measure through with a 3 per cent minimum-maximum
and then introduce further legislation in a year or so to make provision for the 5 per cent
figure, if that is necessary?

The Hon. R. I. Knowles-That is in our proposed amendment.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-I know that is the proposed amendment of the Opposition.
That is really what the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria should ask for. It is not enough to
have an assurance that consultation will take place. The National Party will vote against
the Bill. There is no way known that we could accept a Bill that involves us providing for
the 3 per cent and 5 per cent differentials on the basis that the 5 per cent figure will be used
only after consultation. Once it is in the legislation and on the statute book, so far as the
National Party is concerned, that is it.
If the Minister wanted the Bill passed, I should have thought he would have gone one
better than just providing assurances. I should have thought he would have moved to take
the 5 per cent figure out of the Bill.
Mr Knowles has foreshadowed an amendment that will have the effect of doing that. I
certainly have sympathy with that action, but I make it quite clear to Mr Knowles that the
National Party would seek to remove both the 3 per cent and the 5 per cent and also the
minimum-maximum pricing.
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In order to do that, the National Party will vote against the Bill during the secondreading stage; it will call for a division at that stage. However, it will be necessary for the
National Party to consider amendments from the Government and the Opposition if they
are brought forward-and Mr Knowles has said that they will be-in the Committee stage.
A number of other aspects in relation to this Bill-and I believe some agreement has
been reached on them-relate particularly to flavoured milk. The United Dairyfarmers of
Victoria envisaged a great danger in completely removing the restrictions on flavoured
milk. I understand the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs is now prepared to
introduce changes to the Bill that will require a minimum price for flavoured milk to be
determined. I am sure that would meet with the approval of the industry. It certainly
meets with the approval of the National Party.
That concludes the points that I wanted to make on the Bill at this stage. The National
Party cannot support the measure. It believes the Government is strongly consumeroriented. It is not convinced that the consumers or the industry generally will be better
served by a deregulated industry and deregulated pricing.
Even though that system is to operate initially within certain margins set down in the
proposed legislation, the National Party believes it will steer the industry towards the
supermarket and the larger outlets. Some smaller outlets will fall by the wayside; many
will have a less regular supply and, therefore, the excellent product that is now available
to the consumer may, in fact, deteriorate in quality. That would be gravely detrimental to
the industry.
The National Party also believes the milk distributors, who are a vital link in that chain,
may be forced to rationalise to the extent that many of them will go out of business and a
significant number ofjobs will be lost in that area. The risk is too great and, as the National
Party sees it, the disruption to the. industry is too great. The fixed pricing system, which
has served this industry well in years past, should be retained.
The Hon. F. S. GRIMWADE (Central Highlands Province)-For an outsider looking
in at the milk industry, one would have to say that it is a most confused picture. It seems
to be highly regulated in the most extraordinary ways. In fact, it is an industry that is very
difficult to understand.
It should be very easy to see that milk could be ~athered at the farms, processed,
distributed and made available for sale in one easy, ummpeded flow. Unfortunately, it is
not as easy as that. Indeed, as I said, it is a confused picture. However, it is not confusing
when one talks about Victorian dairy farmers being the most efficient. I have seen some
estimates showing that Victorian farmers are the most efficient dairy farmers in Australia
and, indeed, they would compete on favourable terms with other dairy farmers in the
world. It seems a great pity that Victoria has such a regulated industry and, in theory, it
would seem best to have it deregulated entirely so that one is not restricted by State
boundaries, so that milk could be traded throughout Australia and so that the most
efficient dairy farmers are those who gain the most benefits.

That situation cannot be reached overnight. There has to be an easy transition so that
the industry itself has time to adjust to the changes that are occurring. Unfortunately, it
seems that the Government is bent on making changes to this industry almost on an ad
hoc basis, without enough thought about or investigation into the effects of those changes
before they are actually made.
Earlier this year, the zoning was changed-that was detailed by my colleague, Mr Dunn.
We are not yet sure of the extent of the effects that that rezoning will have on the industry
in the long term. It has not yet settled down, and it seems a pity that we should now be
rushing into the next change before we have had time to assess the previous one.
The proposed change is one which will take place basically at the retail end of the
industry. The Bill sets a minimum and maximum price, a 2 cent variation. It seems to me
that that 2 cent variation can be viewed in a number of different ways.
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One can say that milk in some shops will be 2 cents cheaper, and ask whether that is not
a benefit to anybody who is buying milk and intends to consume it. One might also say
that those shops that are selling milk 2 cents cheaper than a neighbouring shop will gather
all the business that might be available and put greater pressure on the shop that will not
compete on price. Therefore, it will certainly create a movement in the market.
I am not at all sure in my own mind that, if milk is made 2 cents cheaper across the
board at retail level, that will mean that more milk will be sold. The sale of milk often
occurs on the basis of convenience; it depends on whether one has to travel any great
distance, or whether it is delivered to the home.
There is no doubt in my mind that if milk is delivered to the house, as occurred some
years ago, that is the best possible way to stimulate the consumption of milk.
The point I make is that this price change has not been fully tested out by research and,
therefore, one could easily ask whether the Government is moving too quickly in this
matter. Based on the representations it has received from milk distributors, the Opposition
certainly believes the Government may well be moving too fast.
Like other members of Parliament, I have received representations from the Victorian
Milk Distributors Association, which really foretells that the Bill, when passed, will cause
milk distributors a great number of headaches. The association says, for example, that the
major drops will be taken over by other distributors who may be able to do it cheaper in
some way and, therefore, their overall level of service must go down.
In some senses, it is not unlike the airline industry. If one takes out the major routes,
which are the most profitable, of course one can provide those deliveries or that particular
travel from, say, Melbourne to Sydney, at a much cheaper rate. However, if an airline is
required also to service the less populous areas, or if a milk distributor is required to
service areas which do not have the throughput in volume, of course, it then becomes a
problem. Those people anticipate that their profit will be affected in that way.
The Opposition has also received representations from people involved in small milk
bars and corner shops. They do not believe the Bill is as draconian as the milk distributors
view it to be. Their view is that the 2 cent variation may not be too disastrous but if that
amount doubled it could be disastrous. If the level remains at 2 cents it will not be such a
bad thing.
Honourable members must recognise that this is the Government's Bill. If it were the
Opposition's Bill, the Opposition would be taking a different tack.
The Hon. B. P. Dunn-It is not the industry'S Bill, either!
The Hon. F. S. GRIMWADE-No, it is not the industry's Bill. The Bill has been
introduced by the Government. The Opposition must assess whether it should be allowed
to pass or whether the fact that it contains some problems and is not wanted by some
people should be opposed and thereby create further ripples that might be unacceptable to
the industry.
The Opposition has considered the matter and, as Mr Knowles stated, believes the best
solution is for the Bill to be allowed to proceed with some amendments. Those amendments
involve tying down the Minister to what he said in a letter to the United Dairyfarmers of
Victoria that only the 3 per cent change or the 2 cent differential, which is included in the
Bill, will be put into operation. We then will see what the result is before there is any
further change.
The Opposition suggests that the Bill should include only that change and, if the
Government wishes to make further changes, it should do so in further proposed legislation.
That is the correct way to approach this matter. I echo the comments of Mr Dunn when
he said that if the Minister has agreed to that in a letter, surely he should have introduced
that as an amendment and should not have left it to the opposition parties.
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Other groups are also affected by the Bill. The United Dairyfarmers of Victoria has been
involved in discussions with the Minister and I have a letter of 8 October 1986 from the
United Dairyfarmers of Victoria which states:
The UDV Executive ... is now able to advise you that the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria supports the Dairy
Industry (Milk Price) Bill 1986 with the amendments forecast by the Minister.

Those are the amendments which the Opposition is anxious to have adopted in the
Corn mittee stage. The Opposition will allow the Bill to proceed with those amendments.
The Hon. B. A. MURPHY (Gippsland Province)-I wish to support the Bill as a
member who represents thousands of dairy farmers who will be the main recipients of its
provisions. I also represent people who distribute milk and who operate milk bars and
corner shops.
I am surprised at the attitude of Mr Dunn who appears to be protecting the interests of
a few milk distributors and some corner stores. I should love to travel to the electorate he
represents and to say to people, "Do you know that Mr Dunn is criticising the Government
for attempting to guarantee milk prices to dairy farmers and at the same time is allowing
them to sell more milk because it will be less costly in some stores, depending on the
distributors?" .
The Government believes in deregulation to the extent that it frees up markets and
allows consumers to buy at less cost, if they wish to do so.
When I was a boy, I used to purchase milk from a milk wagon and carry it home in a
billy,
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-That was a long time ago!
The Hon. B. A. MURPHY- Yes, it was a long time ago. In those days people had ice
to protect the milk which was delivered daily to their doors. Only a small quantity of milk
would have been sold from dairies then, although in some country towns that would have
occurred more often.
We have now gone the full circle. Today our modern society has ultra-heat treated milk,
long-life milk and milk that can be refrigerated for five or six days. Sometimes I take a
carton of milk out of the refrigerator, look at the date, think it is a bit old, but when I drink
it it still tastes all right. I do not believe shops should sell milk that is three or four days
old, but it does keep well under refrigeration.
I have also had experience in milk delivery rounds. By the end of a round, after two or
three hours, some of the milk was almost boiling. However, that situation has improved
significantly.
People can now purchase milk from corner stores or supermarkets. Enormous advantages
will be available to dairy farmers if the price of milk can be reduced a little, instead of
what has occurred over the past few years when milk prices have increased for various
reasons. Although Mr Knowles demonstrated a good understanding of the Bill, I do not
agree that the milk blockades were responsible for the Bill.
The real problem involving the drop in milk consumption is that we are not having
enough children. I recognise Mr Knowles's contribution in that area. However, I ask other
honourable members to get cracking to see what they can do!
Last year schools had 17 000 fewer pupils than the year before. One can recognise how
much less milk is consumed among school children when that occurs. In the 1970s people
had families of one or two children and one of the results of that is that less milk is beIng
consumed.
A consumer is now more choosy about what he or she purchases and has a better range
of places at which to purchase milk or other items. The Victorian Dairy Industry Authority
has suggested to the Government-and it is the expert, not the Government-that the

566

COUNCIL

21 October 1986

Dairy Industry Bill (No. 2)

price of milk to the consumer should be lowered; the manner in which milk is distributed
should be changed; and milk sales should be encouraged. The Government should boost
milk sales to compete with the sale oflemonade, liquor and other less healthy drinks.
I am surprised at the attitude taken by Mr Dunn. The prime concern of the Bill is the
dairy farmer. The dairy industry has gone through a difficult period over the past ten
years. It experienced a slump in the 1970s and another slump in 1982-83 and has
experienced many trials and tribulations. However, no dairy farmers are walking off the
land. Land prices are certainly holding up for dairy farmers. Sales of cows and heifers are
almost at a record level. The Government must be doing something right.
Last week the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs visitied Bairnsdale and no
dairy farmers from that area were rioting, demonstrating or making any serious objections
to the Government's policy.
The Hon. G. P. Connard-They are very well represented by Mr Long!
The Hon. B. A. MURPHY-And by Mr Murphy. I was in attendance, but Mr Long
was not. Dairy farmers were not objecting to the Government's policy. The final nail in
the coffin for the National Party's argument is that last week the United Dairyfarmers of
Victoria fully supported the proposed legislation and said that it believed the Government
was taking the right approach.
This is one occasion on which the Opposition has recognised that the Government is
on the right track with its policy of deregulation. The National Party has not yet realised
that we are in the twentieth century, almost the 21st century, because it does not want to
break down the regulated industries that have occurred in Victoria for more than thirty
years.
It is a pleasure to support the Bill and I hope it will be passed by all parties.

The Hon. ROSEMARY VARTY (Nunawading Province)-We have heard speakers on
both sides of the House refer to the producers and the distributors of milk and the impact
the Bill will have upon them. Mr Murphy alluded, briefly, to the impact on the consumers.
I should like to deal specifically with that impact as it relates to children, families and,
particularly, to the older members of our society. I shall relate that particularly to those
people who are perhaps at the lower end of the socioeconomic scale, especially those
families living below the poverty line.
Milk is one of the most important components in the diet, not only of children but also
of older members of our community. The reality is, as we have heard, that there is a real
danger if this proposed legislation goes through that there will be a reduction in the
quantity of milk consumed.
For the level of consumption to remain the same, milk has to be at the right price and it
has to be readily available. I am concerned that that product will not be readily available
through milk bars and places where the families in the lower socioeconomic group regularly
shop. Having been involved as an operator of a small business at which a number of
families in poverty shopped, I know from their pattern of buying that they do not frequent
the supermarkets; they do not buy up in large amounts in one hit.
They have a small amount of money available to expend on food staples and they tend
to spend that at their local milk bars. If milk is available they will buy it but if there is no
milk available they will not go to the supermarket and buy it and as a result, the health of
children, particularly, will suffer because of their reduced intake of calcium.
Their teeth and bone development will suffer, and there will be a leaching of calcium in
the bones, particularly of older women, because their calcium intake has been reduced.
We then see a higher incidence of hip and bone fractures of people in this group and the
inability of their bones to repair easily.
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1 shall briefly go through some of the points that were raised by other speakers in this
general context. Before I do that 1 shall refer to the Government's social justice strategy
which was put out by the Premier in which it states:
In 1981-82, more than 200000 children in Victoria-representing 18 per cent of all children-were being
raised in families with below poverty line incomes.
The most worrying factor here is that in the midst of economic recovery, we may be witnessing a new cycle of
power and entrenching poverty for those already disadvantaged in many other ways.

It is clear that there is a possibility that more people will be unable to have access to an
important staple food because it is not available to them.
There is no doubt that fifteen years ago when the then Milk Board introduced a
compulsory service fee on home deliveries the consumption of milk dropped. That is a
fact; it is not fiction. It is a fact that because we increased the cost of that product we
restricted its availability.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-Who was the Government at the time?
The Hon. ROSEMARY VARTY-The lack of availability meant that those people in
need were not able to get the sort of product they needed.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-You admit it was an unfortunate move?
The Hon. ROSEMARY VARTY- I was not in Parliament then. I am not agreeing with
that action. 1 am not saying whether it was right or wrong; 1 am certainly not agreeing with
it.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-It had unfortunate consequences.
The Hon. ROSEMARY VARTY-Right. When the new Bill becomes law-and it is
fairly clear that it will-our smaller distributors, because it is uneconomic, will not distribute
to these small milk bars and a number of businesses will either be forced out of business
or will no longer offer that product.
The Hon. B. P. Dunn interjected.
The Hon. ROSEMARY VARTY-No, it certainly will not, and that, of course, has
been shown in studies in Canada and in the United states of America.
We have seen the Government also remove the availability of milk to kindergartens, so
1 question where the Government is heading in terms of its social justice strategy.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-Who got rid of school milk?
The Hon. ROSEMARY VARTY-We have seen the Government remove that milk
and we now see it reducing the availability of milk to families in poverty. I believe we
should all be concerned about that, because it seems there have not been adequate feasibility
studies done to show what the impact will be of what will occur as a result of this proposed
legislation.
Although we on the Opposition side are supporting the Bill, from a personal point of
view 1 must express these concerns, because I believe it is unsatisfactory that the views
and needs of the consumers are not taken into account. We should be looking more
carefully at those groups in our community who will be disadvantaged by the Bill.
The Hon. R. S. de FEGELY (Ballarat Province)-I join the debate to express some
concerns about the areas of distribution and particularly how it might relate in the long
term to small businesses. 1 am pleased that my colleague, Mrs Varty, has mentioned the
small business area, as have some other honourable members, because I believe that is a
pertinent area that will affect a great many people if the Bill is passed in its present form.
I confess that I have severe reservations about the entire Bill for the reasons I shall
elaborate on further down the track.
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The HOD. B. P DUDD-Y ou could vote with us.
The HOD. R. S. de FEGELY-I could vote with the National Party but I believe it is
probably unlikely.
The HOD. B. P. DUDD-We would be glad to have you.
The HOD. R. S. de FEGELY-Mr Dunn in his address commented on the aim and
purpose of the Bill.
The HOD. B. P. DUDD-Who wants it?
The HOD. R. S. de FEGELY-Who in fact wants it? I believe the Minister for Agriculture
and Rural Affairs commented that it would provide for the supply of cheaper milk to the
consumer. I dare say that is probably the only statement that I consider relevant so far as
the Bill is concerned. We all know that Governments invariably want cheaper food, and
having been a farmer all my life I am aware that Governments like cheaper food and the
consequence is this Bill.
Mr Murphy made the comment about the possibility of increased milk sales, and
although I would like to believe that is possible I consider it extremely doubtful. I cannot
see why we would go against the trend of what has already begun and what is happening
in other countries now, of the lessening milk sales virtually throughout the world. I cannot
see that the Bill will be of any benefit in that regard.
The Bill may have some benefits because it might control the price of UHT milk and
flavoured milk which could be beneficial.
Who will be the beneficiaries of the Bill? We know that at present the producers are
protected by their farmgate price, and that will continue. Therefore, it will not affect them
in any way at this stage. Will processors and distributors benefit?
It will not assist the distributors except perhaps the larger ones who may have the
opportunity of moving into the system and taking over from the weaker among their
ranks. In the retail area I can see only one set of beneficiaries-the supermarket chains.

I wonder why the Labor Party should be jumping into bed with the supermarkets which
would seem to be quite against its philosophy. I shall quote the document from which Mr
Dunn quoted. A report was made on the fluid milk industry in the United States of
America and Canada by three people from Australia, namely, Mr Jim Saunders of the
United Dairyfarmers of Victoria, Mr Lyall Shelley from the Victorian Dairy Industry
Authority and Mr Willis Parton from the Victorian Milk Distributors Association.
The report commented on the California Milk Stabilisation Branch and made similar
statements about areas other than in California. The report stated:
Up until 1975-76 there were very strict regulations concerning milk pricing at all levels. Legal action forced a
change when the supermarkets, not all of them, started to vertically integrate. The consumer thought that the
"freeing up" of pricing would mean cheaper milk; lower prices did eventuate, but only for several months, and
then the prices started to return to their previous level.
No, the present conditions have not benefitted the consumer in any way; neither have we seen any significant
increase or decrease in sales of milk. We did see a number of the Mum and Pop stores ...

They are the equivalent of our corner stores. It continues:
... going to the wall when the supermarkets started to use fluid milk as a "loss leader" to generate extra traffic
through their stores. Vertical integration has only assisted the supermarkets to make more profits; the extra
margins have not been passed onto the public.
We believe that price does not affect the per capita consumption offluid milk.

Where are the benefits of this Bill? Will we deregulate for the sake of deregulation?
Surely if we are to deregulate, we must first be sure that even though there may be
advantages in the short term there are benefits in the long term as well. I confess that I
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have grave doubt as to whether distributors, small business people or even dairy farmers
will benefit in the long term. I wonder whether the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria, which
organisation has agreed to the Bill with amendments, has thought the measure through.
One can bet one's bottom dollar that if the supermarkets gain control of the milk
industry, in the long term, they will squeeze everyone to the extent that prices will be
forced down. The dairy farmer will not be excluded from that squeeze in the end result.
As Mr Dunn has quoted most of the examples and figures that I was going to use from
the electorate that I represent I shall only touch on them. It is interesting that the zoning
to which my colleague, Mr Knowles, referred was introduced as a war-time measure. At
that stage there were 148 zones in Victoria and they were reduced some years ago to 48
and as from June 1986 they were reduced to 7. This is still settling into place.
One of the arguments put forward by the distributors is that they would like more time
to see how the scheme operates and to allow it to settle down before any further changes
are made. They wonder why the Bill must be rushed through at this stage before that
operation has had time to settle down.
One of the surprising aspects I found and perhaps many others found is that although
many of us thought home delivery of milk had virtually gone, a large percentage of milk is
distributed to individual homes. Approximately 3000 homes in the Ballarat area are
serviced not daily, as Mr Dunn indicated, but three days a week; approximately 20 per
cent of the total milk delivered in Ballarat is to individual homes; 60 per cent is to small
businesses; and 20 per cent to supermarkets. That compares with a State average milk
deli very of approximately 60 per cent to small businesses, 15 per cent to individual homes,
and 25 per cent to supermarkets.
The document from which I quoted earlier also spells out the value of home deliveries
of milk:
Everyone we talked to agreed with us, that the ""ideal" way to sell more milk, was to "home deliver" six or
seven times a week; but, just like Australia, economic circumstances have helped bring about the demise of the
home delivery system.

All would agree that if the home delivery system is to disappear, there will be a considerable
reduction in the sale of milk. This may well come about if the distributors are squeezed
more on price.
As has already been pointed out by Mr Dunn and Mr Knowles, the individual delivery
of small quantities is the expensive end of the market. If the distributor is squeezed on
price, he will naturally cut off those areas that are the least profitable. Therefore, home
deliveries will go first and small businesses will go second because it will not be possible
or economically viable for the distributors to service those areas.
I shall not repeat the figures that were quoted for the new and growing area of Sunbury
but the McMahon's diary, which supplies that area, stated that approximately 35·6 per
cent of its milk sales have been taken over by two distributors who have moved into the
area to supply two supermarkets.
Sunbury is unlike some of the older established places where a large percentage of milk
is sold through its supermarkets. Because of the loss of those two large retailers, McMahons
dairy suffered a serious reduction in its business and was left with the smaller end of the
market to service. The owners believe that will make it difficult for them to survive.
Much has been said about the maximum and minimum price for milk. The 3 per cent
differential proposed in the initial stages is probably acceptable. A 5 per cent differential
after June 1987 would be an absolute disaster for the industry. Already up to 4 cents a litre
is being discounted illegally through the system. If processors were given a further 3 cents
a litre, that would amount to 7 cents a litre which they could pass on to their big suppliers,
and it would spell the demise of small business people.
Session 1986-21
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Many representations have been made to me, and I know to the Minister. I have a
petition from the Ballarat area which protests against the Bill and which bears 3480
signatures. I also have a number of forms that were signed by ordinary people-people
who buy milk at small shops.
A form has been drawn up with an introduction and it then asks for comments. The
introduction states:
I wish to protest at your Government's intention to deregulate the current milk pricing arrangements, that will
force my home delivery serviceman to cease his service to me. Your intentions will also lead to the closure of
corner stores and milk bars and will add costs to me in obtaining daily fresh milk.

The forms were distributed to various stores for people to comment if they wished. The
Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs has copies of these. I shall Quote two of the
comments that were made. The first comment is:
While supporting two children and holding down a full-time job I have little or no time to go racing down to
the large supermarket for my daily milk supply. I feel that milk is a very important part of my family's nutritional
needs. Therefore I cannot do without my delivery service and the friendly smile that goes with it.

The second comment is:
What is this country coming to?
You can't have a drink.
You can't have a smoke.
Now we can't have our milk delivered.
Do the supermarkets have to have the lot?
P.S. They won't get my vote.
Does this solve the unemployment?
I thought this was my Australia, not Russia.

The Hon. B. A. Murphy-They do not have corner stores in Russia!
The Hon. R. S. de FEGELY-They probably do not as it would all go through the big
State organisations.
The Bill will create problems for the future. I go along with the Liberal Party in accepting
a possible 3 per cent amendment to the minimum and maximum price, but I certainly do
not a~ee with any more than that. !fa minimum and maximum price were introduced at
the dlstribution level, it would at least control the problems that occur with fluctuations
in pricing and undercutting of small businesses.
The Government should have examined other areas if it wanted to reduce the price of
milk. It could have considered the Victorian Dairy Industry Authority, which perhaps has
outlived its usefulness, as it represents a cost to the industry and should be examined
closely.
The annual report of the authority for this year outlines the milk margins of the retailer,
the distributor, the processor, the industry, handling, cartage and so on. It is interesting to
note that the increase from 1980 to 1986 for the Victorian Dairy Industry Authority in its
operations is 57 per cent. That is the highest increase of any section of the industry. I
wonder why the authority justifies a higher increase in its percentage margin over the dairy
farmer, the retailer, the distributor and the processor.
The Hon. R. J. Long-It is not controlled by anyone.
The Hon. R. S. de FEGELY- That is right; it sets up its own pricing arrangements. The
authority is a law unto itself. I ask the Minister to closely examine the operations of the
Victorian Dairy Industry Authority and ensure that it is pruned accordingly. I have grave
concerns for the future of small businessmen and dairy farmers. The Bill hands over the
market to the supermarkets, and I wish to have that protest on record.
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The House divided on the motion (the Hon. R. A. Mackenzie in the chair).
Ayes
30
No~

Majority for the motion
AYES
Mr Arnold
Mr Birrell
Mr Chamberlain
MrConnard
MrCrawford
Mr de Fegely
MrGrimwade
Mr Guest
Mr Henshaw
Mrs Hogg
Mr Hunt
Mr Kennan
Mr Kennedy
Mrs Kirner
Mr Knowles
Mr Lawson
Mrs Lyster
Mr McArthur
Mrs McLean
Mr Macey
MrMier
Mr Miles
Mr Murphy
Mr Pullen
Mr Sandon
MrSgro
Mr Storey
MrWalker

5

25
NOES
Mr Dunn
Mr Hallam
Mr Wright

Tellers
Mr Baxter
Mr Evans

Tellers
Mr Van Buren
Mrs Varty

The Bill was read a second time and committed.
Clause 1 was agreed to.
Clause 2
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I thank all
honourable members who spoke for their contribution, particularly Mr Knowles for his
substantial support of the Bill-in listening to his colleagues, I gather he must have had
some difficulty in the party room.
The Hon. R. I. Knowles-It was not my recommendation but Mr Grimwade supported
me!
The Hon. E. H. WALKER-I appreciate the comments made all round by the Liberal
Party. The National Party was predictable in its response but I believe a little offcourse on
the Bill.
I listened to Mr Dunn and I assure him that I have had significant talks with the various
parties involved-not just the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria, as he suggested. That
organisation has strongly supported the Bill, but I have spoken also to distributors and
processors and, recently, to the confectioners association-the milk bar people have been
in conversation with me.
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The Government has made several adjustments to the Bill to try to meet the sorts of
difficulties that they had foreseen. Even as late as today I have been discussing the matter
with Mr Peter J udkins who represents the retail confectioners. He accepts the Bill and is
very happy with the consultation that has occurred and the adjustments that have been
made.
The Hon. B. P. Dunn-He did not want it; it has been forced on them.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER-Mr Dunn should ask him now; I would not say that he is
wholeheartedly in support but he understands it and is not opposing what the Government
is doing.
Mr Knowles foreshadowed that the Opposition will move an amendment to the Bill, to
the second step, as it were-the 5 per cent step. I understand the caution that is inherent
in that move. I had previously made it clear to the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria that I
would not have been moving to the 5 per cent step without a considerable monitoring of
the 3 per cent step. No one knows exactly what will occur and it is important to monitor
it very closely.
I state quite clearly that the Government has no intention whatever of making life
harder for milk bar owners-certainly not. As honourable members will know, milk bars
sell several staple items that are the core of their businesses, such as milk, bread and
cigarettes. These are the sorts of items on which they make their living. The figures indicate
that milk sales represent 10 per cent of their cash flow, which is an important part of their
cash flow.
The Hon. B. A. Chamberlain-It is the lure.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER-Further, the convenience that they offer is the key to their
capacity to stay in business with other commodities. From time to time supermarkets and
other places discount certain items especially cigarettes. Milk bar owners tell me that they
have not suffered any significant reduction m sales of cigarettes despite that discounting.
It appears that their convenience overcomes the cent or two difference per packet. That is
true also of other items that they sell, including bread.
In this case the flexible option is available to them as well as to supermarkets. Mr
Judkins indicated to me that retail confectioners will seriously consider taking advantage
of the maximum-minimum situation. They may make a policy decision to hold to the
minimum price. Nevertheless, even if they do not do so, it is my view that there will not
be significant inroads in their sales. My hope, as Mr Murphy expressed it, is that there will
be steady increases in the sales of milk.
The Government of the day should do all it can to assist the processors and others in
the industry-distributors and retailers-to increase the sales of what is a good health
product, as Mr Dunn pointed out.
Amendments have been distributed which tend to reflect the negotiations and discussions
I have had with various groups. I simply foreshadow to the Opposition and its spokesperson,
Mr Knowles, that the Government does not agree with taking the 5 per cent step out
because I was willing to administer the process so that it will end up in the manner Mr
Knowles wanted. The Government would not have moved towards the 5 per cent if there
were any indication of substantial detriment of any kind to small retailers.
The Hon. B. P. Dunn-It could happen under another Minister.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER-That is true. As Mr Knowles's party has adopted that
position, the Government will not divide on the question, even though it does not support
the foreshadowed amendment.
The clause was agreed to.

Dairy Industry Bill (No. 2)

21 October 1986

COUNCIL

573

Clause 3
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I move:
Clause 3, page I, lines 12 to 17, and page 2, lines I to 5, omit all words and expressions on these lines and
insert:
. "44. (I) The Authority must by a determination determine the price that the Authority must pay to dairy
farmers for milk supplied by dairy farmers and accepted by the Authority.
(2) Sub-section (I) does not affect the powers and obligations conferred on the Authority under section 54.'.

The amendment makes it clear that the farmgate price will be fixed as it is now. The
Government has had significant negotiations on this Bill and the wording of the original
Bill and this amendment indicates that the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria confirms
assurances I have given to it in writing that the farmgate price will continue to be determined
as it is at present and the arrangements will continue to operate in the current manner.
The amendment was agreed to.
The Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Ballarat Province)-I foreshadow that I will move:
Clause 3, page 3, lines 3 to 9. omit all words and expressions on these lines and insert:
"(9) A minimum price specified in a determination under sub-section (7) must not be more than 3 per cent
lower than the related maximum price fixed in a previous determination."

This has the effect of deleting a reference to the 5 per cent differential between the
minimum and maximum price, and deletes 30 June for the cessation of the 3 per cent
variation. The issues were canvassed during the second-reading debate. It is a matter on
which the Liberal Party feels strongly. It will provide an opportunity for Parliament to see
how this change is operating, prior to a further change being made.
The Minister indicated that he has given an assurance to the United Dairyfarmers of
Victoria that he would not implement this transfer if there were some difficulties but, by
way of interjection, the Minister acknowledged to Mr Dunn this may not be so if there
were a change of Ministers. On a number of occasions assurances have been given that
have not been met at a later date in the spirit in which they were understood to have been
given and, for that reason, the Bill ought to be amended and any further change proposed
at a later date ought to be the subject of new legislation.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-The amendment moved by Mr
Knowles improves the Bill, but the National Party is disappointed that the Opposition is
not prepared to support it in the rejection of this particular clause which allows for the 3
per cent and 5 per cent variations. National Party members are prepared to support the
amendment on the basis that it improves the existing Bill, but I want to make our position
clear.
During the second-reading debate I made the point that if the Minister were attempting
to meet the requirements of the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria he should have moved
this amendment himself. I do not understand why he did not do that. It is one thing to
give assurances and make comments, have remarks recorded in Hansard and so on, but
the National Party knows that once this provision is passed in the House and is on the
statute-book, future Ministers and future Governments may not stand by the assurances
given by this Minister.
The National Party considers that the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria should have
demanded that the Minister take the 5 per cent provision out of the Bill and proceed only
with the 3 per cent. On a future occasion, after the assessment and consultation that the
Minister has spoken about, the Government could introduce a Bill to take the industry to
a 5 per cent maximum-minimum variation. The Minister has decided not to do that,
which I find disturbing. That is why the amendment is now before the Committee. It will
answer some of the criticisms of the proposed legislation.
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In supporting the amendment, I make it clear that the National Party maintains its
stance against the 3 per cent and against deregulation. Even though it will support the
amendment, it will make its stance absolutely clear once again by voting against the Bill
in the third reading.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I shall take up
the issue just commented on later, as I now wish to move an amendment that has just
been distributed. I move:
1. Clause 3, page 2, line 14, after "the" insert "minimum and".

The amendment will have the effect of amending clause 3 so that proposed new section 44
(5) will state:
The Authority must by a determination determine the minimum and maximum price or prices to be paid for
market milk (other than flavoured milk and ultra-heat treated milk) which is sold to the owner ofa dairy or the
owner of a milk shop.

After discussing the proposal with the Victorian Milk Distributors Association, the intention
is to apply the same maximum and minimum approach to the step prior to retail. This
was at the request of milk distributors.
The Hon. B. P. Dunn-We have never seen it! You are not asking us to consider this
now?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER-Mr Dunn can vote against it if he wishes. It makes very
little difference to the practice, but it was a late request by the Victorian Milk Distributors
Association to include the words, "minimum and" so that it is not just determined on the
maximum price at that step prior to retail, but a minimum and maximum approach. It is
a reasonable request.
The Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Ballarat Province)-Providing the amendment does
precisely what the Minister has just said, the Liberal Party supports it. One of the points
that the distributors put to the Opposition in discussion was that, although there were
minimum and maximum prices at the retail level, they were totally vulnerable further
down the line until the farmgate.
As the Minister has assured the Committee that the amendment will allow for a
minimum-maximum price at that step prior to retail, the Liberal Party will support the
amendment. It provides a little more assurance to the distributors that what they currently
have will be assured because under the current Bill they will be totally subjected to market
forces.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-I must express concern about being
lumbered with an amendment out of the blue, so to speak.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-You have been spoon-fed for too long!
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-Honourable members have had no notice of the amendment.
The Minister cannot do this. I propose that the Committee reports progress on this Bill
until after the suspension of the sitting for dinner.
It is vitally important that-The Hon. E. H. Walker-Can't you take any action on your own?
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-Now the Minister gets nasty: he wants to take his bat home.
We are dealing with a very complex Bill and the Minister has now proposed, in his words,
a ··simple amendment", but an amendment that may have a fairly significant impact; and
he asks the Opposition to take it on board with absolutely no notIce whatsoever. I am not
prepared to do that because if the Minister will not report progress on the Bill until after
the suspension of the sitting for dinner, I will be forced to move that progress be reported
so that I can consider the amendment and consult the members of the National Party on
its effect.
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I do not think that is an unreasonable request and I would welcome the Minister's
response to my remarks.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I suggest that
progress be reported. A reasonable approach has been made to me by Mr Knowles who
has suggested that Mr Dunn probably needs a little time to encompass the addition of
words to the Bill, or he may want to discuss the proposal with some of his party members
or ring his milk distributors.
I can hardly say no to the approach of Mr Knowles since he has been so supportive of
me and, therefore, I am quite happy to accept the fact that Mr Dunn will allow the matter
to de debated directly after the suspension of the sitting for dinner.
Progress was reported.

WATER (MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL
The debate (adjourned from Ocotober 1) on the motion of the Hon. D. R. White
(Minister for Health) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-The Bill is really a Committee Bill. I am
rather intrigued with the words that are used in, first of all, the purposes of the Bill. It sets
out the main purposes as being:
(a) to make miscellaneous amendments to the Water Act 1958 with respect to advisory bodies, committees

of management, the abolition of districts and to provide for appeals to the Planning Appeals Board;
and
(b) make miscellaneous amendments to the Water Acts to(i) make constitutional changes to correct anomalies and allow for efficient management structures
to be put in place;
(ii) increase the autonomy of local agencies while preserving an appropriate level of accountability
to Government; and
(iii) make miscellaneous changes mainly designed to provide greater equity to consumers.

I pay a compliment to the speech writers of the Minister's second-reading speech because
it appears that out of almost nothing, they have developed words which give the impression
that they are almost changing the world.
When one examines the Minister's second-reading speech, one finds that they refer to
the amendments in a slightly different form. The first group of amendments is "required
to provide a greater equity to consumers and user groups" and one is staggered to find the
second-reading speech goes on to state that the "amendments to the provisions of the
Water Act will enable the hard-working elected members of rural advisory bodies to be
paid sessional fees and be covered by accident insurance". That is one of the amendments.
that is set out but yet it comes under the grouping of "to provide greater equity to
consumers and user groups". I am absolutely amazed at the wording.
The second group of amendments are provided "to increase the autonomy of local
water supply and sewerage authorities". The second-reading speech further states:
Existing statutory requirements involve me and the Governor in Council in a large number of detailed
administrative and day-to-day operational matters.

I find that to be a machinery provision and it can hardly be classed as providing increased
autonomy to local water supply and sewerage authorities.
The Bill deals with a large number of unrelated amendments to the Water Act 1958, the
Drainage of Land Act 1975, the Geelong Waterworks and Sewerage Act 1958, the Latrobe
Valley Act 1958, the Mildura Irrigation Trusts and Sunraysia Water Board Act 1958, the
Planning Appeals Board Act 1980, the Sewerage Districts Act 1958, the Water and Sewerage
Authorities (Restructuring) Act 1983, and finally the Water and Sewerage Authorities
(Further Restructuring) Act 1984.
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It will be quite interesting to read what the writer of the second-reading notes will do
when the transfer of water entitlements is dealt with, or the riparian rights, dam safety or
the water courses issue, because they are really substantial amendments in this type of
field. I eagerly await the words the speech writers will use!

The Bill has already been amended since it was introduced in another place and those
amendments meet with the requirements of the Opposition. I am still a little intriguedperhaps the Minister could deal with this in his reply-as to the difference betwen advisory
bodies and advisory committees. It seems that they are performing the same function and
I would be interested to learn the difference between them.
My next comment relates to clause 5. It seems to me that anybody is entitled to make a
submission in relation to a flood mitigation scheme and, if the Minister accepts all the
variations, he can alter the scheme but ifhe does not accept all the variations he is obliged
to refer the submission to the Planning Appeals Board. That strikes me as being an odd
way of dealing with the matter. I should have thought that if someone were writing a
submission in this regard, one would have included every conceivable notion that comes
into one's head.
It occurs to me that the Minister ought to be able to accept a number of those variations
and still permit the scheme to proceed. However, it seems strange that if he does not
accept every one of those variations he must refer the submission to the Planning Appeals
Board; I do not know how the Planning Appeals Board works out which one the Minister
mayor may not be interested in because there is nothing in the Bill to assist the board.

The other matter concerns the fact that the Planning Appeals Board is required to report
only if it modifies or alters the scheme.
If the board rejects the submissions completely, under the Bill it is not obliged to report
at all. That appears to be a weakness in that particular provision.
The Bill has been amended in another place to conform with the wishes of the Opposition
and I can only report that the Opposition does not oppose the Bill.
The sitting was suspended at 6.21 p.m. until 8.5. p.m.

On the motion of the Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province), the debate was
adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until later this day.

DAIRY INDUSTRY (MILK PRICE) BILL (No. 2)
The House went into Committee for the further consideration of this Bill.
Discussion was resumed of clause 3 and ofMr Walker's amendment:
1. Clause 3, page 2, line 14, after "the" insert "minimum and".

The Hon. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-I thank the Committee for reporting
progress prior to the suspension of the sitting. It has allowed me time to ensure that the
proposed amendment meets with the approval of members of my party. I have also had
the opportunity of discussing the proposition with representatives of some sections of the
dairy industry, who have agreed to the proposed amendment.
Milk distributors want the proposed amendment to proceed so that a minimummaxim um price is set on milk sold either to the owner of a dairy or the owner of a milk
shop.
It is to be hoped that the proposed amendment will have the desired effect, and it is on
that basis that the National Party supports the amendment moved by the Minister for
Agriculture and Rural Affairs.
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The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I should like
to respond to the comments made by Mr Dunn, who asked why I had not previously
agreed to the amendment foreshadowed by Mr Knowles. I would still prefer that the
provision in its entirety be carried, that is, the minimum-maximum price of milk be set
at 3 per cent with a later 5 per cent.
The Hon. R. I. Knowles-We have done that.
The Hon. E. H. W ALKER-I am responding to Mr Dunn, who asked why the
Government has now agreed to make the change. The simple reason is that Mr Knowles
has made the change in his foreshadowed amendment and even though I would have
preferred the first formulation, the Government recognises that it is worth supporting the
idea put forward by the Opposition on the understanding that if I had called a division on
the original provision it would have failed because the National Party had made it clear
that it would have opposed this provision in the Bill. It is not necessarily by choice.
My assurances to the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria have satisfied that organisation
that a delay in the implementation of the 5 per cent formula was agreeable to it, because I
had agreed on consultation and the withholding of the 5 per cent formula until the
Government had agreed to it and had monitored the system.
I still prefer that position. However, that is not the view of the Opposition and I have
reluctantly agreed to Mr Knowles's amendment. I have done the best I can with my
formulation, but I am now prepared to agree to the amendment put by Mr Knowles.
The amendment was agreed to.
The Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Ballarat Province)-I have nothing further to add to the
logical points I advanced earlier in the debate. I move:
Clause 3, page 3, lines 3 to 9, omit all words and expressions on these lines and insert:
"(9) A minimum price specified in a determination under sub-section (7) must not be more than 5 per cent
lower than the related maximum price fixed in a previous determination."

The amendment was agreed to.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I move:
2. Clause 3, page 3, line 11, after "which" insert "flavoured milk and",

I have indicated that amendments Nos. 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 are consequential on
amendment No. 2 and that if amendment No. 2 is successful, I shall move those
amendments as consequential amendments.
Amendment No. 2 will prevent the use of flavoured milk being used as a vehicle to cut
prices. The amendment follows discussions with various sections of the industry in which
it became apparent that the Government's intention to deregulate the price of flavoured
milk might unwittingly land it with the difficulty that flavoured milk itself could become
a vehicle by which price cutting could occur for white milk.
I understand a practice might ensue in which a proprietor might be paid for white milk
but, with no control over flavoured milk prices, some flavoured milk might be supplied as
well, which would be a price-cutting technique. The amendment will now make it possible
to put a genuine floor price on flavoured milk and I hope the opposition parties will agree
with that principle.
The Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Ballarat Province)-The Opposition agrees with the
amendment and, in fact, would have moved a similar amendment if the Minister had not
done so. The flavoured milk market has been a significant growth area over the past few
years and all honourable members would be aware of the "Big M" campaign which has
led to the successful promotion of milk and has, at least, held the consumption of milk.
The Opposition welcomes the amendment.
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The Hon. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-The National Party felt the lack of
an amendment such as this was a glaring omission in the Bill. The National Party was
amazed, when the second reading of the Bill occurred, that the Government had left the
pricing of flavoured milk unregulated. The possibility exists for the undercutting of
flavoured milk, as the Minister has indicated. The United Dairyfarmers of Victoria made
vigorous submissions to the National Party, as it did to the Government and, no doubt,
the Opposition.
The National Party supports the intention for a minimum price of flavoured milk. It
would have supported an Opposition amendment to that effect, but the National-Party
now supports the amendment moved by the Minister.
The amendment was agreed to.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I move:
3. Clause 3, page 3, line 14, omit uunflavoured" and insert uflavoured milk and".
4. Clause 3, page 3, lines 26 and 27, omit all words and expressions on these lines.
5. Clause 3, page 3, line 28, omit u(l4)" and insert u(13)".
6. Clause 3, page 3, line 37, omit "(15)" and insert "(14)".
7. Clause 3, page 3, line 39, omit "(16)" and insert u(l5)".
8. Clause 3, page 4, line 3, omit U( 17)" and insert U( 16)".
9. Clause 3, page 4, line 3, omit usub-section (16)" and insert usub-section (15)".
IO. Clause 3, page 4, line 7, omit U( 18)" and insert U( 17)".

The amendments were agreed to.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I move:
11. Clause 3, page 4, line 15, after "Minister" insert "has consulted with the Victorian dairy industry as to the
need to issue a certificate and".

This amendment follows consultation with the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria and, as I
indicated in writing to that organisation, I will give an assurance that no action will be
taken on milk price undercutting under section 44A without prior industry consultation.
Mr Dunn referred earlier to the clause which was inserted in the Act not long ago. The
section relates to the procedure that would follow if it were known that, in Victoria or in a
particular location, price cutting had been undertaken, particularly with milk that had
come from another State. The section allows the Minister to respond directly to the
problem.
The amendment provides the assurance that the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria wanted;
that nothing would be done without prior consultation with the industry. I indicate that
in the normal course of events consultation would have occurred.
The Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Ballarat Province)-The Opposition supports the
amendment, but expects the Minister will do more than simply go throu~ the formalities
of consultation. The Opposition expects that if the need arises for the iSSUIng of a certificate
the Minister will take the industry into his confidence and will note the views that it
expresses.
The Minister has indicated that in the normal course of events that would have happened.
The amendment gives added reassurance to the industry. The Opposition welcomes the
amendment but hopes the spirit of the amendment is given effect if the need ever arises
for a certificate to be issued.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-I moved the original amendment
during a debate on an earlier Bill some time ago. I am pleased that the amendment will
now be incorporated into the Act. It was assumed that consultation would take place. The
Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs has a wider power. The Minister earlier indicated
that the National Party "nearly ruined if' and probably still holds that view. The
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amendment makes clear what the Minister can and cannot do. If the Minister takes the
action as indicated in the clause it has to be specifically in response to milk price
undercutting. Wide consultation and discussion with the industry is vital before such
action is taken.
The National Party is pleased that the Minister's assurances will be written into the
proposed legislation and supports the amendment.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-Mr Knowles
asked for an assurance that I have serious consultations with the industry before any
action is taken. I offer that assurance. The reality is that the dairy industry and the
Government have worked extraordinarily well during the past ten or twelve months.
Much of what is happening in the dairy industry today is because of the consultations
between the United Dairyfarmers of Victoria and the Government.
If the industry is attacked through price undercutting, no doubt the Government will
have to act in a concerted fashion. I indicate to Mr Dunn that it is necessary to act quickly.
I made the point previously that it is necessary to have the capacity to respond quickly on
behalf of all dairy farmers. Proposed section 44 of the Dairy Industry Act will provide that
where an initiative has to be taken to protect the industry It will be done on the basis that
all producers are involved and not just producers in one particular part of the State. It is a
concerted action and it must occur after significant and proper consultation.
The amendment was agreed to.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I move:
12. Clause 3, page 4, line 32, omit "44 (2),".
13. Clause 3, page 4, line 33, omit "44 (14)" and insert "44 (13)".
14. Clause 3, page 4, line 34, omit "44 (16)" and insert "44 (15)".
15. Clause 3, page 4, line 36, omit "sections 44 (10) and 44 (13)" and insert "section 44 (10)".
16. Clause 3, page 5, lines 9 and I0, omit all words and expressions on these lines.

The amendments were agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was adopted.
The Bill was reported to the House with amendments, and the amendments were
adopted.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a third time.

The House divided on the motion (the Hon. R. A. Mackenzie in the chair)~
Ayes
32
No~
5
Majority for motion
AYES
Mr Birrell
Mr Chamberlain
MrConnard
Mrs Coxsedge
MrCrawford
Mrde Fegely
MrGrimwade
MrGuest
Mr Henshaw
Mrs Hogg
Mr Kennedy
Mrs Kirner
MrKnowles
MrLawson

27
NOES
Mr Baxter
MrDunn
Mr Evans
Tellers
Mr Hallam
MrWright
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AYES
Mrs Lyster
Mr McArthur
Mrs McLean
Mr Macey
Mr Mier
Mr Miles
Mr Murphy
Mr Pullen
MrSandon
MrSgro
MrStorey
Mr Van Buren
Mrs Varty
MrWalker
MrWard
MrWhite

NOES

Tellers
Mr Arnold
Mr Hunt

The Bill was read a third time.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I indicated in
the Committee stage of the Bill the prospect of a consequential amendment. In fact, it is
necessary to move that amendment. I move:
Clause 3, sub-clause (9), after "sub-section" insert "(5) or".

This is simply to make it clear that the maximum and minimum price at the processing
level applies in the manner that it was intended. It is a consequential amendment to one
that was debated earlier but it needs to be moved to complete the Committee work on the
Bill.
The Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Ballarat Province)-Mr President, I do not know why "5"
was mentioned because any reference to "5 per cent" was deleted in one of my amendments
to the Bill in the Committee stage.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-It relates to
sub-section (5). It has nothing to do with the 5 per cent that has been taken out. This
consequential amendment is required to allow a maximum and minimum price at the
processing level. I mentioned it at the table during the Committee stage but there has been
some slight confusion. It is now necessary that it be included.
The amendment was agreed to.
It was ordered that the Bill be transmitted to the Assembly with a message desiring its
concurrence therein.

WATER (MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL
The debate (adjourned from earlier this day) on the motion of the Hon. D. R. White
(Minister for Health) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-The Bill comes before the House
at a rather odd and inappropriate time because the Minister for Water Resources has
made great play of the fact that a substanti,d review of water law is in progress. That is
certainly the case. The Minister went to Shepparton earlier in this sessional period and
released the first three or four discussion papers on water law reform in the presence of the
chairman and the general manager of the Rural Water Commission, various people from
the Victorian Farmers Federation and a widespread group of irrigators, members of water
boards and so on.
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I am surprised that this Committee-style Bill, which has many amendments to a variety
of water Acts, is proceeding at this stage, because of the wide-ranging inquiry that is under
way. We must concede that the Government works in mysterious ways and has its reasons
Ofor doing this.
One of the reasons that immediately comes to mind might be styled the Baxter-White
unloading mechanism because one of the first things the Bill does is to abolish a provision
that the then Minister of Water Supply, the Honourable David White, and I as the
spokesman for water supply for the National Party went to great lengths to insert in the
Water (Central Management Restructuring) Bill in 1984.
I have had the opportunity of perusing the Hansard record of 2 May 1984, on which
date there was much debate, and I suggested the insertion into the Water (Central
Management Restructuring) Bill of a provision for local advisory boards in the irrigation
industry to have some statutory authority as they had been in existence for many years
but had no authority under the then Water Act.
At that time I was insistent, as part of the reasons for the support the National Party
gave to that Bill, that local advisory boards be given a statutory basis. That was inserted
and became section 22B of the Water (Central Management Restructuring) Act.
This Bill proposes a new section 228 that will provide for the establishment of advisory
bodies to be purely at the whim of the Rural Water Commission. I shall remind honourable'
members of section 22B of the Water (Central Management Restructuring) Act:
22110 (1) The Board shall in each irrigation district convene an annual general meeting of irrigators and ifat any
surh meeting a resolution is passed calling upon the Board to do so, the Board shall provide for the election of a
Board for that district (in this section referred to as a "'Local Advisory Board") consisting of such number of
persons as the Board thinks fit to advise the Board on irrigation management and development.

I am surprised that this Bill seeks to omit that section. There is absolutely nothing in the
Minister's second-reading speech about this proposal. There is no reason for its being
done, nor is there any justification for or indication of any demand that it be done. I
believe it is an attempt to take away from irrigators their right to have some say in the
management of irrigation in this State.
We hear constantly about accountability and how the Government will give people a
say in the running of things. The Bill actually weakens the opportunity of people to have a
say because, instead of the formation of an advisory board being the decision of the
irrigators, as the present section 22B provides, it would be at the whim of the Rural Water
Commission.
I can only draw the interference from that that the water commission does not want
advisory boards and wants to dictate as to whether advisory boards exist.
The Hon. D. M. Evans-That is contrary to the views of the Public Bodies Review
Committee and is an important issue.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-I was not aware of that~ it is an interesting point. I am
disappointed that the Bill is moving in this direction, especially as no mention of it was
made nor any justification given in the Minister's second-reading speech. Some explanation
is demanded of the Minister when he responds on clause 4.
The Bill goes on to make some amendments to the Water Act dealing with flood
alleviation schemes. Much valuable work is being done in various parts of the State to
formulate proposals that will enable the massive floods experienced by the State from
time to time to be better managed-if that term can be used in relation to a flood.
The serious floods that occurred in northern Victoria in 1984 and, to some extent, in
1981 indicated that ajoint community plan for the handling of floods was highly desirable
and that flood prevention work undertaken by a particular person or authority could have
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deleterious effects on other land in the vicinity by causing water to flood across land that
would not be flooded under normal conditions.
I certainly support the work that is being undertaken, particularly in relation to the
Shepparton-Kanyapella flood study, which has now been going on for a number of years.
It has been taking into account what ought to be done both upstream of Shepparton,
between Shepparton and Murchison and more particularly, what measures can be taken
downstream of Shepparton in relation to the management and operation of Loch Garry
and Hancocks Creek and how the levee banks, which were built there at Government
expense before the turn of the century and have over the years been repaired on a
willy-nilly basis, might be better managed. Of course, similar studies have been undertaken
in other places such as Wangaratta in relation to the Ovens and King rivers.
I certainly support that concept. I certainly support the amendment, which is proposed
in the Bill before the House, that there be some recourse to the Planning Appeals Board
by objectors to those schemes, which will enable a fresh and perhaps dispassionate view
to be taken of the schemes. I do not believe it is any secret that water probably causes
more arguments in this community, in the rural community at any rate-whether it be a
surplus or a scarcity-than probably any other issue.
Certainly, at times of flood, there are many heated arguments and some actions are
taken which are later regretted. Any proposal that can enhance community participation
in the planning or the management of floods, I believe, is to be applauded.
Of course, it is probably a fact of life that interest in such issues is very high at the time
of the flood and immediately thereafter, but interest soon wanes as more average years
return and it is not until the next flood occurs that these matters are rekindled.
I commend the Rural Water Commission for its endeavours to ensure that interest is
kept going and that management plans are formulated even though, at the time, they may
not seem to be necessary or particularly urgent and important.
However, I do propose during the Committee stage to move an amendment which will
enable even greater community participation in the planning of these flood management
schemes. I shall not go into all the details of my amendment until that more appropriate
time, Mr President.
However, I do say that modern technology is quite radically changing flood regimes. I
give as an example the advent of laser plamng in irrigation districts which, even in dry
country, has radically changed both the rate of runoff of surplus water and also, in quite a
few instances, the direction of that runoff. It has tended to fill up natural depressions, to
change the slope of the land from one direction to another and to remove natural obstacles
which impede the rapidity of runoff.
I give as a particular example the Muckatah depression, which is a very shallow natural
waterway. Probably in nine years out of ten, it does not flow at all. It takes surplus spill
from an area known as Dowdle's Swamp just south-east ofYarrawonga and it meandersthat is probably the appropriate word-across the fertile plains of the shires ofYarrawonga,
Tungamah, Cobram, Numurkah and Nathalia. Eventually, that water enters the Broken
Creek in the Nathalia shire.
Under natural conditions, of course, it is a fairly slow-moving stream. I do not think
even "stream" is the appropriate word for it. The body of water slowly moves across very
flat country in a relatively ill-defined watercourse.
The Hon. R. J. Long-It is not really a watercourse, because it is only a soak.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-I do not believe it is a soak, either.
The Hon. G. R. Crawford-I do not think he was talking about the watercourse. I think
he was talking about you.
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The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-I agree it is scarcely a watercourse. However, under the
Drainage of Land Act, it can now be defined as a watercourse. Because of the laser planing
in that area, the rate at which that water flows off adjoining farmlands into the Muckatah
-depression has been speeded up to such an extent that the volume of water, in a given
time-following very heavy rainfall or flood from Dowdle's Swamp-is increased very
significantly, so that the decreased length of time it takes for that volume of water to reach
the already swollen Broken Creek in Nathalia is more than considerable.
Concern has been expressed in the Shire of Nathalia that increased volumes of water
are being foisted upon landowners in that shire at a time when-The Hon. B. W. Mier interjected.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-That shows how little Mr Mier understands the situation.
I have done my best to explain it to him, but he cannot cotton on.
The volume of water reaches that area sooner than it would under normal conditions,
which means the volume of water at the height of the flood is increased quite significantly.
Much concern has been expressed in the shire that any declaration of the Muckatah
depression in the drainage course needs to take into account that fact. There may well be
a need to take some further amelioratory action which may not have been necessary prior
to the advent of laser planing.
I am by no means decrying laser levelling. I believe it is one of the most productive,.
profitable and useful advances in technology that farmers have been able to use in the past
ten years.
The Hon. K. I. M. Wright-Particularly in the Kerang area.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-Yes, particularly in the Kerang area.
The Hon. H. R. W ARD-Mr President, I believe more honourable members ought to
hear the remarks of Mr Baxter. I, therefore, draw your attention to the fact that there is
not a quorum present.
A quorum was formed.
The PRESIDENT-Order! I call Mr Baxter to resume his speech. I suggest that he
returns to the matters relating to the Bill.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER-Thank you, Mr President. I am quite happy to take up
your suggestion. I believe I have sufficiently explained to the House the benefits of laser
levelling.
The particular aspect of the Bill to which I wish to allude tonight is that section which
provides for the Rural Water Commission to be deemed the owner of land under the
Drainage of Land Act when it is necessary to seek, under the provisions of the Drainage
of Land Act and the Planning Appeals Board, the removal of obstructions in the face of
floodwaters.
I refer to this amendment as a Madowla Park amendment, because it seems to me that,
because of the difficulties that have been experienced in that wedge of land between the
Goulburn and Murray rivers near Echuca-where a private landowner has built very
substantial levee banks across the face of the floodwater, which resulted in 1981 in the
forcing of very significant floods onto other landowners; and yet there has obviously been
a very difficult legal problem in forcing that landowner to remove those levee banks-this
amendment seems to be directed at that situation.
I am not saying that is the only situation because I presume there are similar examples
around the State. I believe the Government needs to have the legislative power to force
the removal of obstructions across the face of flood waters where it can be clearly
demonstrated that such obstructions are not in the public interest, and in this specific case
that can be so demonstrated.
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My concern is that there will need to be more consultation before that fairly drastic step
is taken. For that reason, I shall propose amendments in the Committee stage which will
involve the local municipality in the making of that decision. I will do that because it will
bring local knowledge into play.
There is some risk in the Bill as it stands that enthusiastic officers of the Rural Water
Commission based in Orrong Road, will look at their maps and, in a specific flood
situation, will take the view that they should resort to the amendment that the commission
be deemed to be the owner and thus seek the removal of those banks without adequate
local discussion.
Although I do not wish to detract from the ability of the Rural Water Commission to
take what is a fairly extreme step, I wish to ensure before such an extreme step is taken
that a close scrutiny of the proposal occurs and that there will be input from local
municipalities and landowners.
The Bill canvasses many amendments to water Acts, most of them machinery, but there
are three matters I direct to the attention of the Minister.
The first is why is it necessary to change the section so recently inserted into the Water
Act to deal with local advisory boards? There must be some reason for that, but there is
no indication in the second-reading speech why that is so.
The second and third matters relate to two amendments dealing with flood proposals
and with the removal oflevee banks.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time and committed.
Clauses 1 to 3 were agreed to.
Clause 4
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-I invite the Minister to inform
the Committee why it is necessary to change the way local advisory boards are to be
established under the Water Act because there is nothing in the Minister's second-reading
speech to indicate why this is being done. I object to the provision because it takes the
formation of advisory boards out of the hands of irrigators and puts it into the hands of
the Rural Water Commission.
The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-In the second-reading debate I canvassed
this point and I agree with Mr Baxter. Section 22A of the principal Act provides for the
appointment of advisory committees. Section 228 provides for the election of those local
advisory boards. Now, in addition to that provision, an advisory body is to be introduced.
I ask the Minister: what is the difference between an advisory committee and an advisory
body? It seems to me to be doubling up on the whole process. I should have thought that
advisory committees were capable of doing the same work as advisory bodies and I am
interested in the Minister's response.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-I noted the comments of Mr Baxter in
the second-reading debate about the work we did on an earlier occasion in constituting
these organisations. I wish to point out that 42 advisory bodies currently provide advice
to the Rural Water Commission on matters relating to the management of rural water
resources of Victoria. However, these bodies are not formally established and, therefore,
could be viewed by consumers as being no more than an informal consultative forum.
Advisory body members are elected by and represent rural water consumers on an
honorary basis and currently receive no sessional fees for the considerable time they spend
on advisory body functions.
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The proposed legislation will formally constitute advisory bodies to ensure that these
bodies be recognised by both consumers and Government as genuine consultative forums
and will enable the payment of sessional fees to their members.
In respect of this matter, I further state that it is important to recognise that the Rural
Water Commission is not the same body that the State Rivers and Water Supply
Commission was, in that the latter commission was made up of three full-time executive
mem bers who were essentially engineers.
Today, the Rural Water Commission is a representative body comprising, among others,
a number of irrigators. I do not believe their role in assisting in the constitution of advisory
bodies will prevent them in turn from adequately and genuinely reflecting the views and
interests of irrigators.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-With respect, Mr Chairman, that
is the most appalling piece of logic I have heard for a long time. Before I deal with the
Minister's extraordinary logic, I should point out in response to the point Mr Long
made-and I thank him for his support-that the advisory committees provided for in
section 22A of the Act are different types of advisory committees from those referred to in
section 22B. It is interesting that the Bill does nothing about the advisory bodies referred
to in section 22A of the principal Act-they remain and continue as they have in the past.
They are advisory committees formed to advise the Minister and the commission on the
maintenance and operation of, perhaps, Lake Nillahcootie, or some other issue. They are
not directly related to the irrigators.
However, section 22B provides for the formation of local advisory boards, which have
been traditional in the water industry for many years. That is the reason the principal Act
has the phrase, "(in this section referred to as local advisory boards)" to differentiate them
from those dealt with in the preceding section 22A.
It is all very well for the Minister to say that they do not have any statutory basis. That
was the situation before this Minister and I inserted section 22B in the Act in 1984; it was
to give them the statutory basis. That is what we gave them; that is what they have.
It is ridiculous to say they do not have it. We even provided in section 61B (1) (c) the
manner in which they would be elected. It is quite absurd to say that the Rural Water
Commission is constituted differently to the State Rivers and Water Supply Commission.
We all know that!

However, there is a board with three irrigators on it out of eight members-that is all
there were. That was to provide for the local advisory boards in individual irrigation
districts where those irrigators requested it under section 22B, and what this proposes to
do-the Minister let the cat out of the bag about the commission not liking them-is to
change the Act so that it does not have to have them. I am most annoyed about it.
The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-I support Mr Baxter on this point. I
agree that section 22A refers to advisory committees and I agree that it makes provision
for payment of advisory committees, but proposed new section 22B refers to the
appointment oflocal advisory boards for a specific purpose, that is, to advise the board on
irrigation management and development.
It is true there is no provision there for payment; I agree with that. Obviously, irrigators
thought that was good enough to give them a chance to make a contribution towards the
whole purpose of what they are about. I confess I have great difficulty in accepting the
Minister's explanation as to the difference between an advisory committee and an advisory
board.

If that is what they are all about and, in fact, I said earlier-I hope I did-that I was
surprised irrigators did not object to that amendment because it seems to me that irrigators
are being reduced in status because under local advisory boards they have an opportunity
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of making a contribution on irrigation management and development, but on the proposed
amendment affecting advisory boards we have no guarantee they will have the same input.
The clause was negatived.
Clause 5
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-I move, as an amendment:
I. Clause 5, line 23, after this line insert';and
(c) in paragraph (b) after "Gazel1e" insert "if satisfied that the councils of all the municipalities affected by the
scheme have agreed to the declaration ofthe scheme"; and

(d) after paragraph (b) insert"(ba) if the councils of the municipalities affected by the scheme have not agreed to the declaration within 15

months after the publication of the newspaper notice, the Governor in Council may declare the scheme (or any
modification thereof) to be an approved scheme in the absence ofthe agreement of all the councils;" and
(e) in paragraph (c) after "(b)" insert "or (ba)"; and'.

I canvassed this amendment briefly during the second-reading debate. Clause 5 deals with
flood schemes under section 338 of the principal Act. It provides for resort to the Planning
Appeals Board by objectors and the like, and I certainly support those provisions.
However, I am concerned that there is insufficient provision for local consultation. I do
not wish to propose a veto by local municipalities but it has to be remembered that the
people who live in these areas are the people who get their feet wet when there is a flood.
They are the people whose properties are destroyed, and we should take care when
proposing flood schemes to appreciate the fact that flood schemes often result in land
being declared flood prone. Naturally if one is the owner of such land, one does not accept
a declaration such as that lightly because it will possibly lead, at least, to some minor loss
of value and in some cases perhaps much more significant loss of value.
I believe there is the opportunity to get widespread agreement in the community provided
there is adequate time to go through a consultative process and for people to be given the
opportunity to come to a considered view that it is in the interest of the district as a whole,
even though in some way it may be a disadvantage to them as individuals.
I am afraid that because of the way the clause is drafted pressure could be brou~t to
bear on the commission. It need not even be a pressure; it might simply be a deciSIOn of
the commission in its keenness to get on with the job to move ahead immediately the 90day period-which is the current time limit under the Act-is up.
I believe there ought to be the opportunity of having the municipalities consider the
matter and to reach agreement on the scheme either unamended or with modifications
and in the to-and-fro of negotiation and consultation; it could well be that some enhanced
method of operation of the scheme could emerge. Every opportunity should be given for
that to occur.
I propose, therefore, that the Minister not be entitled to proceed with the scheme until
he is satisfied that all the municipalities affected by the scheme have agreed to its declaration.
As I said before, I do not want to make that a veto for ever, and I propose if they have not
agreed within fifteen months after the publication of the notice in a newspaper of the
formation of the scheme, the Minister can in fact proceed.
I believe that is a fair time scale. It is not as if we are dealing with something that is
urgent and is going to happen tomorrow. Of course, with flooding one does not know in
which season they will occur. It is not a matter that needs attention instantaneously; it is
a matter that needs careful consideration. I believe my amendment, by giving further
opportunity, without giving the right to veto, is a valuable safeguard which could properly
be inserted by the Committee.
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The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-The Opposition has carefully considered
this proposal, and I regret to say it is not convinced that the amendment is necessary. I
point out that under the proposed amendment to clause 5, a municipality has the right to
go before the Planning Appeals Board to have that matter determined.
As I understand the law, ifthe amendment goes through, a municipality is a corporation,
and under the Interpretation of Legislation Act it is a person and, therefore, is entitled to
make a submission to a planning appeals tribunal and be heard.
If this is so we can reach the situation in which every municipality that is affected by a
drainage, flood mitigation, or river management proposal could go before the Planning
Appeals Board and have the matter determined. I accept that there is a real problem in
most of these drainage, flood mitigation or river management proposals. Ifwe take drainage
and flood mitigation as separate items, the problem is always that somebody has got water
which he is trying to put into someone else's backyard-ifl might use a common expression.
The people occupying land where one is trying to put the water object violently, whereas
those people who are happy that the proposals take effect perhaps are in favour of it. That
seems to me to be a problem with every situation that arises in relation to drainage or
flood mitigation.
It seems fair to the Opposition that the municipalities or any person can go before the
Planning Appeals Board and have the matter aired. I believe the Planning Appeals Board
has proven that it has a section which is competent and fully qualified to listen to and
decide the matters at issue.
Mr Baxter has not convinced me or the Opposition that that is an unfair proposal. It
seems unreal to the Opposition that, having prepared a scheme-I remind the Committee
that it is a scheme in which the municipality would be strongly represented in preparationone can then hold out and say, "We will not agree with it (or fifteen months".
In the meantime costs escalate and at the end of fifteen months, regardless of the
municipality's consent, the Governor in Council can confirm the scheme and it goes
ahead. That seems unrealistic and would probably hold up a matter that could have been
settled much earlier before the Planning Appeals Board.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-I do not disagree with the
arguments advanced by Mr Long in the sense that it is open to the municipality to go to
the Planning Appeals Board. I do not disagree with him either that presumably the
individual municipality would have been closely involved in the preparation of the
scheme-not necessarily with the concurrence-but the municipality would have been
involved.
I am aiming to resist or discourage going off to the Planning Appeals Board as a last
resort before the situation reaches the last resort stage. I believe in this case a lot can come
out of it by negotiation locally. However, with the pressure-if honourable members
like-or the stick hanging over one's head there is a cut-off point, and agreement is either
reached within the proposed time scale or the scheme goes ahead anyway.
I go back to an experience between shires on each side of the lower Goulburn River
where, in early negotiations, it appeared that the gulf between the two was in fact far wider
than the river. However, after a fair bit of discussion, which took some considerable time,
a common view emerged.
I am simply endeavouring to avoid the situation where the commission appears-at
least to some of the people in the flood study area-to be acting prematurely. It is simply
another opportunity of coming to a common view on an issue which, as I noted in my
second-reading remarks, causes more arguments than anything else in rural communities.
The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-I said I thought the Opposition considered
that the fifteen-month period was unreal. One has to remember that, if the matter is
referred to the Planning Appeals Board, one gets six weeks to two months leeway at
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present. However, there is one thing I want to say that I omitted to say in my earlier
remarks, and that is that I would strongly recommend to municipalities that they should
appear personally before the Planning Appeals Board rather than employing barristers
and solicitors to appear for them.
That cost is unnecessary. They can do it well themselves and, if they have a good case, I
am certain the board will look after them. Therefore, it is a cheap process by which the
whole matter can be settled and one that should meet with general approval.
The Committee divided on Mr Baxter's amendment (the Hon. G. A. Sgro in the chair).
Ay~
5
Noes
34
Majority against the amendment
AYES
Mr Baxter
MrDunn
Mr Evans

Tellers
MrHallam
MrWright

29
NOES
Mr Arnold
Mr Birrell
Mr Chamberlain
MrConnard
Mrs Cox sedge
MrCrawford
Mrde Fegely
MrGrimwade
MrGuest
Mr Henshaw
Mrs Hogg
Mr Hunt
Mr Kennan
Mr Kennedy
Mrs Kirner
Mr Knowles
Mr Lawson
MrLong
Mrs Lyster
Mr McArthur
MrMacey
MrMier
Mr Miles
Mr Murphy
MrReid
MrSandon
MrStorey
Mr Van Buren
Mrs Varty
MrWalker
MrWard
MrWhite

Tellers
Mrs McLean
Mr Pullen

The clause was agreed to, as were clauses 6 to 11.
Clause 12
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-I move:
2. Clause 12, line 33, after this line insert"(3) The Rural Water Commission must not take action under this section except with the consent of any
municipality affected by the proposal.".

The amendment is similar to the one that the Committee has just determined except that
this amendment is to the Drainage of Land Act and not to the Water Act. The measures
in proposed section 90 of the Drainage of Land Act are extremely serious. They provide
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that the Rural Water Commission should take it upon itself to be deemed to be the owner
of certain lands for the purposes of having obstructions removed from what has been
declared a floodpath.
As I indicated in my second-reading speech, I am not opposed to that course of action
as a last resort and legislative authority should be available. However, that action ought
not to be taken lightly and without the utmost careful consideration. The amendment
proposes that there ought to be some ability of municipalities that are likely to be affected
to have a say. To that end, I move the amendment.

The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-Again I regret to indicate that Mr Baxter
has not satisfied the Opposition. I shall refer the Committee to what the amendment
proposes. Proposed section 90 provides that if a drainage flood mitigation or river
management proposal identifies any works that resist or restrict the flow of waters and
should be removed or modified, the Rural Water Commission shall, for the purposes of
this part, be deemed to be the owner or occupier of any lands.
If proposed section 90 did not refer to the Rural Water Commission and referred only
to the Director-General of Water Resources, I would have certain reservations. I remind
the Committee that the proposed section refers to the Rural Water Commission. It would
be necessary for the commission to move a motion to provide that if works restricted or
resisted the flow of water they should be removed or modified. The commission would
have to identify those works.
The Rural Water Commission consists of a general manager, the Director-General of
Water Resources, an officer employed by the Rural Water Commission and five others,
two of whom are representatives of irrigation farmers one who is the representative of
farmers who use water for domestic use and the watering of livestock, one is a person
experienced in the use of water or other managerial financing economics and one is a
person experienced in water management. The commission would not make such a
declaration unless it was absolutely satisfied that the works resisted or restricted flow and
should be removed or modified. On that basis, the Opposition cannot support the
amendment.
The amendment was negatived, and the clause was agreed to, as were the remaining
clauses.
The Bill was reported to the House with an amendment, and the report was adopted.

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

In so doing, I thank Mr Long and Mr Baxter for their support of the measure. The
Government has acceded to the views expressed by Mr Long and Mr Baxter about clause
4. When the Bill was debated in the other place, the matters were not pursued in the same
way. When the amendment is reported to the other place, the Government will take the
opportunity of having further discussions with Mr Long and Mr Baxter. I indicate that the
Government takes note of what the Committee has determined in respect of clause 4.
The motion was agreed to, and the Bill was read a third time.

JOINT ESTIMATES COMMITTEE
The PRESIDENT announced the receipt from the Assembly of the following resolution
with which it desired the concurrence of the Council:
I. That a loint Select Committee be appointed to inquire into and report upon the annual Estimates and any
additional or supplementary Estimates of receipts and payments of the Consolidated Fund and any other Budget
Papers relating thereto, referred to it by resolution of the Council and the Assembly.

2. That the committee shall consist of twelve members, comprising six members of the Legislative Council
and six members of the Legislative Assembly.
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3. That six members of the committee shall constitute a quorum.
4. That the committee shall elect a Government member as chairman who. in the event of equality of votes.
shall als9 have a casting vote.
5. That the committee may elect a deputy chailman who shall exercise all of the powers and perform the duties
of the chairman at any time when the chairman is not present at a meeting of the committee.
6. That the committee shall sit in open session. unless otherwise ordered. and may sit during any period when
the sinings of the Council and the Assembly are adjourned or suspended.
7. That the committee shall not meet while either the Legislative Council or the Legislative Assembly is
actually sitting. unless by leave of the Council or the Assembly as the case may be.
8. That the committee shall have power to send for persons. papers and records.

9. That a resolution referring Estimates or papers for examination may fix a day by which the committee shall
repon its findings to the Houses.
10. That. in addition to any other referral. the committee shall consider appropriate Parliamentary procedures
for the future consideration of the annual Estimates and shall repon its findings to the House by 30 April 1987.
11. That a Hansard repon of committee proceedings shall be circulated in a manner similar to the daily
Hansard of the Council and the Assembly as soon as practicable after each day's proceedings.
12. That the foregoing provisions of this resolution, so far as they are inconsistent with the Standing Orders
and practices of the Houses, shall have effect notwithstanding anything contained in these Standing Orders.

It was ordered that the message be taken into consideration on the next day of meeting.

BUDGET PAPERS 1986-87
The debate (adjourned from October 8) was resumed on the motion of the Hon. E. H.
Walker (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs):
That the Council take note of the Budget Papers. 1986-87.

The Hon. ROBERT LA WSON (Higinbotham Province)-Mr President, as I remarked
to you on a previous occasion when discussing a budget, there is good news and there is
bad news. There is plenty of good news contained in the five volumes of the Budget Papers
that tells about a State that is well managed-everything is going beautifully in the Garden
State of Victoria and Victorians have not a care in the world; but the bad news is contained
in the report of the Auditor-General, which paints an entirely different picture of the way
in which the State is managed.
Of course, the Auditor-General is somewhat confined by his Act as to how he should
make his report but on reading the report one has the impression that if the State of
Victoria were conducted as a commercial operation and the Treasurer were the chairman
of directors, he might be in a good deal of trouble because the Budget Papers do not convey
an accurate picture and many items that are relevant to the conduct ofthe State of Victoria
are either glossed over or omitted.
The Hon. B. W. MIER (Waverley Province)-On a point of order, the honourable
member is referring to the report of the Auditor-General which can be related only to the
1985-86 Budget. Therefore, any reference to the Auditor-General's report in relation to
this debate on Budget Papers, 1986-87 is not relevant. The reference that Mr Lawson is
making is out of date as it refers to last year's Budget and he is out of order.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-On the point of order, it is
clear that one of the Budget Papers is: Finance 1985-86- The Treasurers Statement for
the year ended 30 June 1986 and the Report of the Auditor-General. It is a document that
is before the House. It is one of the Budget Papers. I submit that it is perfectly proper for
the honourable member to refer to it.
In fact, to suggest that the House should be denied access to the report of the AuditorGeneral in this context would lead this House to a ludicrous situation. The report, clearly,
is a Budget Paper.
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The Hon. ROBERT LAWSON (Higinbotham Province)-On the point of order, I
invite Mr Mier to take note of the Budget Papers displayed in the House. One Budget
Paper is: Finance 1985-86-The Treasurer's Statement for the year ended 30 June 1986
and the Report ofthe A uditor-General. This Budget Paper is presented in the House as part
of the Budget Papers and it will be strange ifhonourable members are not allowed to speak
about it. The report is part of the Budget Papers.
The Hon. B. W. MIER (Waverley Province)-Further on the point of order, the point
I am raising is that Mr Lawson related the report of the Auditor-General to the current
Budget, and that is not relevant. I am not suggesting that he cannot refer to the report of
the Auditor-General. I am saying that he cannot refer to the report of the Auditor-General
in relation to the current Budget.
The Hon. B. A. Chamberlain-What nonsense!
The Hon. B. W. MIER-Mr Lawson cannot refer to the report of the Auditor-General
in relation to this Budget until the end of the financial year.
The PRESIDENT-Order! The House resolved in the motion that was moved:
That the Council take note of the Budget Papers, 1986-87.

The Budget documents include the report of the Auditor-General and Mr Lawson has
authority under the motion to make reference to that report as contained in the Budget
Papers, which I understand he is doing. Therefore, there is no point of order.
The Hon. ROBERT LA WSON (Higinbotham Province)-That was a strange
interlude-the Budget Papers are exhibited in the House for the purpose of this debate
and comprise several volumes, one of which includes the report of the Auditor-General,
yet Mr Mier suggests exclusion of comment on the most important. Obviously, Mr
President, the report ofthr Auditor-General is part of the Budget Papers and you are quite
right in your rUling.
The Hon. B. T. Pullen-What number is it?
The Hon. ROBERT LA WSON-It does not have a number but it is called: Finance
1985-86-The Treasurer's Statement for the year ended 30 June 1986 and the Report of
the Auditor-General. This is 1986.
The Hon. B. T. Pullen-It is a previous year.
The Hon. B. W. Mier-The Auditor-General referred to the last Budget-how dumb
are you?
The Hon. ROBERT LA WSON-I am speaking of the current Budget.
The Hon. B. W. Mier-It really is dumb.
The PRESIDENT-Order! There appears to be some misunderstanding. Can Mr
Lawson assure me that the Auditor-General's report actually is among the Budget Papers
tabled in the House for consideration?
The Hon. ROBERT LA WSON-Yes, Mr President. You will note that one of the
Budget Papers, a volume that I am holding in my hand, is precisely the same as one of the
volumes displayed in the House. The matter can be settled in a moment by a simple
physical check.
The Hon. B. W. MIER (Waverly Province)-On a point of order, if I might just explain
the position, the report of the Auditor-General is included in the Budget Papers. There is
no dispute about that. However, the Auditor-General can audit only the previous Budget.
Mr Lawson is referring to the report of the Auditor-General and relating it to the current
Budget. The Auditor-General audited last year's Budget-he cannot audit this year's
Budget until the end of the financial year.
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The Hon. W. R. Baxter-What are you frightened of?
The Hon. B. W. MIER-I am frightened of nothing. I am making a point. It is ludicrous
to refei" to the report of the Auditor-General and relate it to the current Budget, because it
is not relevant.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-Mr Lawson will show that it is relevant.
The PRESIDENT-Order! I understand that the actual Budget Papers have not been
tabled. I wish to have that matter clarified. Can I have some assurance from the Clerk on
whether the Budget Papers are tabled?
I understand that the Treasurer's Statement and the report of the Auditor-General are
not part of the Budget Papers on which this House based a motion for consideration; if
that is the case the House is to discuss under that motion only the Budget Papers tabled
for consideration. If that is correct and the document referred to has not been tabled, Mr
Lawson cannot refer to it but only to the Budget Papers that are relevant to the motion of
this House.
The Hon. ROBERT LAWSON (Higinbotham Province)-Mr President, may I bring
the Budget Papers to you and compare them with the one that I have in my hand?
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health) (By leaveJ-It is only the second time
that this has occurred with Budget Papers before the House for discussion. Last year, Mr
Guest moved the motion and this year the Government moved that the Budget Papers be
laid on the table. The Budget Papers on the table relate to the Estimates for 1986-87.
Mr Lawson has referred to the Auditor-General's report of the Budget Papers for
1985-86. Mr Mier has endeavoured to make the point that it is quite inappropriate for Mr
Lawson to direct attention to the Auditor-General's report of the Estimates for 1985-86,
but it should be known and understood that the Estimates for 1986-87 have not been the
subject of an audit. The Government does not mind Mr Lawson referring to the document
he has, knowing and understanding that what he is talking about is the Auditor-General's
report in respect of the Budget for 1985-86 and that honourable members are debating the
Budget Papers and Estimates for 1986-87.
The PRESIDENT-Order! I thank the Minister for Health for his explanation to the
House. I shall clarify for honourable members which papers were tabled for discussion.
The minutes for the proceedings of the Council of Wednesday, 17 September, indicate
that the papers tabled were:
(a) Budget Speech (Budget Paper No. I);
(b)

Budget Strategy and Review (Budget Paper No. 2);

(c) Estimates of the Expenditure requiring Annual Appropriation (as included in Budget Paper No. 3);

(d) Consolidated Fund Receipts and Commonwealth Payments to or for Victoria (Budget Paper No. 4); and
(e)

Budget Summary and Program Budget Expenditures (Budget Paper No. 5).

Those papers were tabled for debate in the Council.
I think the advice given by the Minister is the correct procedure for Mr Lawson to
follow inasmuch as he can refer to those papers, but not discuss them as he would the
other papers.
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD (Higinbotham Province)-On the same point of order, I
find that when one refers to the Budget Papers it is the total documentation produced by
the Treasurer for consideration of the House. One cannot possibly consider a Budget
unless one considers the statements of previous years. Mr Lawson was referring to the
Treasurer's Statement for the year ended 30 June 1986. It is impossible to consider a
Budget of any sort unless one looks at comparative indices of the previous years, which
the Treasurer's Statement does.
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The principle that you, Mr President, are announcing is extremely important to this
House. From my experience of life, when one is looking at a budget of a business or
institution one looks at the backward and comparative indices that are available.
Irrespective of the minutes as delineated by the Clerk, I beg you, Mr President, to consider
the issue because I understood those items to be part of the Budget Papers. I thought the
Budget Papers consisted of the total documents produced, including the document labelled,
Finance 1985-86, The Treasurer's Statement for the year ended 30 June 1986 and the
Report of the Auditor-General. It seems to me that the papers that were distributed by the
Treasurer were part of the Budget Papers. I am not familiar with what occurred on the
clerical side of the House, but I beg you to reconsider that ruling with a commonsense
view of the total Budget Papers.
The PRESIDENT-Order! The ruling I gave earlier is almost exactly what Mr Connard
has said. I pointed out that the House is breaking new ground, so to speak, in passing a
motion that certain papers be tabled and, as the Minister explained there is no reason why
Mr Lawson cannot refer to the documents. However, they are not to be debated in the
same context in which Mr Lawson can debate the tabled papers. He can refer to them in
the way he is doing, but it must be done in that context. I think Mr Lawson understands
that ruling.
The Hon. ROSEMARY VARTY (Nunawading Province)-On a point of order, Mr
Hallam made an effective speech on the Budget in the context of the Auditor-General's
report. He spent some time in his contribution debating that particular document. Does
that mean his speech was out of order?
The PRESIDENT-Order! There is no point of order. It was just pointed out to the
House that those papers were not tabled. If the House had been made aware of the fact
when Mr Hallam was making his contribution, he would also have been ruled out of order,
so to speak, although he would have been able to refer to the documents but not make the
contribution in the way that he did. Mrs Varty is correct in saying that Mr Hallam would
have been called out of order if this point had been brought to my attention at the time.
The Hon. ROBERT LA WSON (Higinbotham Province)-Thank you, Mr President. I
shall do my best to steer a very narrow course through all the dangers that surround me.
This does not take away from my original proposition that the good news has been
promulgated in the Budget Papers and the bad news is contained in another part, that I do
not dare mention in this place.
It is obvious from a reading of the Budget Papers and consideration of what the
honourable member for Brighton, Mr Stockdale, in another place said, and what has
gradually been elicited from the Department of Management and Budget during the
hearings of the Estimates Committee, that the Budget is riddled with errors, that it is an
unreliable document and that, despite the vast sums of money that have been expended
over recent years in preparing Budgets, the most gross errors are still being made. These
have been shown up in the past and will be shown up again in the future as the Estimates
Committee further carries out its work.
The material that has been uncovered and brought to light by the Estimates Committee
proves beyond question the value of that committee. As the Opposition pointed out, the
original Estimates Committees were founded in the Senate in 1960 and have been operating
to this very day. Both sides have been consistent during that time, because the original
Estimates Committees were formed by a Liberal Government and were resisted manfully,
would one believe it, by the Labor Opposition! That Labor Opposition did not recognise
an advantage when it saw it. The Liberal and National parties have established the
Estimates Committee in Victoria and it is doing an extremely valuable job.
I point out that twenty years ago 20 per cent of the income of the Australian taxpayer
went in supporting government. That amount is now 43 per cent, and increasing.
This Budget has done nothing to reverse the trend; in fact, the opposite is true. Because
of a direct influence of the Budget, the cost of living will rise again. This is because all of
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the indicators are taken into account when computing increases in the cost ofliving, and I
draw particular attention to the tariffs of the Gas and Fuel Corporation and the State
Electricity Commission.
They are levied and the money is taken away from the two statutory authorities and
paid to Treasury. This in turn causes all tariff charges to rise and these are counted into
the cost of living; therefore, tariff increases have caused a multiplier effect on the cost of
living and affect the Budget Papers being considered tonight.
The Government by its mismanagement of the economy in Victoria is creating a series
of black holes. If I may, I will take a moment to explain.
The black hole is an astronomical term. It is a region in space where a giant star or
galaxy has collapsed and the gravity is so intense that not even light can escape and
everything in the vicinity is drawn into the black hole. These black holes are like celestial
vacuum cleaners, sucking up everything by gravity and destroying galaxies, and the same
is happening with a series of black holes in the Budget, and I shall mention a few.
The first black hole is the State Insurance Office, which has not been mentioned this
time around but we know that last year it had a deficit of $1·1 billion. That is definitely
one of the tremendous black holes soaking up our money-soaking up all the spare cash
that is lying around, and it is getting worse.
Last year the Government had put $30 million into the State Insurance Office merely to
prop it up for a while; but that soon disappeared and it will not be long before the next
Budget comes around and more money will have to be put in again because of the
distorting effect of the $1·1 billion deficit which will carry over from last year and grow
even bigger.
I shall be interested to see the next report of the State Insurance Office because that will
illustrate the ever-growin~ distortion of Victoria's Budget process. Although this black
hole has been inherited, In part, it is also the Government's fault because it has done
nothing about the unfunded nature of the operations of the State Insurance Office. It is the
taxpayers of Victoria who have to find the $1·1 billion deficit as well as the further amounts
that increase the deficit daily because of the additional funds that have been borrowed.
What interest is being paid on that amount? No one knows and no one will know until
the report is produced and, even then, honourable members may not know.
The next black hole is the Portland aluminium smelter project. There was a time when
it was the responsibility of Alcoa of Australia Ltd to fund the Portland smelter. The former
Government was to lend it money, and Alcoa was to pay it back but that was not good
enough for the present State Government. It had to interfere and the result has been a
financial disaster for the State. There is no known way of getting out of this situation at
present, because we are relying on the spot price of aluminium which, at the moment, is
too low.
I shall now detail the amounts of money that have been paid into the Portland smelter
on our behalf by the State Government: the first was the unit trust purchase by the State
Government which cost $20 million. In addition, it has paid $3·1 million in interest;
therefore, so far the State has paid $23·1 million for an interest that has been valued at $18
million. Therefore, Victoria is $5·1 million down so far.
Then, in addition to the $20 million plus the $3·1 million interest, there was a loan from
Perpetual Executors Nominees Ltd of$572·8 million-just a minor sum so far as the State
Labor Government is concerned. We are speaking about half a billion dollars being
borrowed from the Perpetual Executors Nominees Ltd to pay into the Portland smelter.
When the Liberal Party was in government, it intended to lend Alcoa of Australia Ltd
$50 million and this caused the most immense uproar imaginable. The Liberal Party was
castigated for months over the Fiatter; "4t wJ at is the present State Government lending
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to Alcoa now? It is lending them $76·5 million! This gives a total of $672·4 million that
has so far been sunk into Alcoa.
The Chinese also have an interest in Alcoa. They invested a certain amount of money
and one could never guess from where that came-they borrowed it from Victoria! So
whatever the Chinese have put in, we have also put in and we pray and hope that some
day the Chinese will pay us back the money that they have borrowed.
That is the second black hole distorting the whole Budget process and, unfortunately, it
also does not appear in the Budget itself. It is in what is now fashionably referred to as
"the outer Budget". It has been shoved to one side so it does not show up in the Treasurer's
figures but it should be there because all of this is an inescapable charge on the people of
Victoria and we may have to wait years for the spot price of aluminium to rise in order to
recover our costs.
In addition, the dive in the value of the dollar has raised the Portland costs. I refer to a
press release that appeared in the Sun on 10 October, which stated, ""The State Government
is facing foreign exchange losses of $68·5 million on its investment in the Portland
aluminium smelter".
These borrowings were made in foreign currency and have to be repaid so we will lose
$68·5 million on these loans. It is an incredible sum of money to lose just because of
variations in the value of the Australian dollar~ but of the interference of the Government
in a perfectly legitimate transaction. If the original agreement had stood, responsibility
would have rested with Alcoa of Australia Ltd; the Government of the day would have
lent the $50 million and they would then have been on their own. They would have paid
the $50 million back and it would not have been such a disaster for Victoria.
That was not good enough for the Labor Government. It had to interfere and
consequently we are down $672 million, that we can identify, plus an amount we have
lost on foreign exchange; so things are going from bad to worse and that is an example of
another black hole.
The headline in the Australian Financial Review of Tuesday, 30 September reads,
""Victorian Government set to lose $173 million on Portland smelter." The difficulty is
that no one is quite sure of the figures. Unless we refer to the Auditor-General's report,
which I understand I can refer to from time to time, no-one is quite sure what is going on.
That is the estimate of the respected Australian Financial Review, a figure that should be
borne in mine-$173 million lost on the Portland smelter. Victoria is experiencing a
phenomenal loss, but the Government does not like it mentioned in this place.
Now follows the question of the sale and lease-back of assets, and I shall refer to the
Budget Papers for those figures, if I may.
The Metropolitan Transit Authority had assets worth $189·8 million, which the
Governmernt sold for $204 million. However, the authority now has to pay back $391
million on that lease.
The State Transport Authority had assets worth $192 million, which the Government
sold for $251·7 million and on which the State Transport Authority now owes $544
million. The Metropolitan Transport Authority and the State Transport Authority between
them have leasing debts totalling $935·9 million.
These two authorities are wounded giants which have never made a profit for Victoria
in their entire existence. There is no way that tney can service a $936 million debt. Who
will have to find the $936 million? The taxpayers, but that charge is not mentioned in the
Budget. One has to look elsewhere to find facts that are so vital to the financial well-being
of the State.
It would make sense if these authorities were actually making money. The State Electricity
Commission had assets worth $85·8 million, which the Government sold for $133·9
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million. The State Electricity Commission now owes $185 million, so it is $50 million
behind before it even starts.
The State Electricity Commission, which was regarded as technically bankrupt, and has
suffered tremendous losses on foreign exchange transactions, now has to find $185 million
or, in effect, $22 million a year to pay off the the debts that it has been landed with. That
is another of the financial black holes-sale and lease-back of assets-which is costing the
State so dearly.
The lease-back of State assets is distorting our financial affairs, but the various leaseback arrangements do not rate a mention in the Budget Papers. One has to look elsewhere
to find reference to these matters.
Until the Government includes matters such as this in the Budget Papers, the papers
are virtually useless because they do not reveal the true state of the Victorian economy.

The Hon. B. W. Mier-The Budget Papers now have more information than was ever
given.

The Hon. ROBERT LA WSON-The main source of true financial information is the
Auditor-General and his discussion and dissection of the Budget Papers. If honourable
members did not have access to the knowledge of the Auditor-General, they would be in
the dark because they would not know about the lease-back costs, which are not mentioned
in the Budget Papers. Honourable members would not know about the financial situation
of the Alcoa smelter at Portland were it not for the information provided by the AuditorGeneral.
I refer to long-term liabilities, which are the overseas debts the State owes. In 1985-86
Victoria owed $17·9 billion in one year.

The Hon. K. I. M. Wright-That is a bit conservative, is it not?
The Hon. ROBERT LA WSON-It is, because I understand that so far, this year,
Victoria's public debt stands at $35 billion. However, according to the figures before us,
Victoria's debt has increased over the last year by $175 million a month, which is an
incredible amount even by Labor Party standards. This is another example of the "black
hole" effect of which I have been speaking.
The casual attitude of Government members amazes me. Government members do not
appear to realise what is being done to the State.
I direct attention to an article that appeared in the Age on 19 September this year under
the headline, "$250 million wrongly listed in State accounts". The Age was brave enough
to quote a statement by the Auditor-General. How it got away with it, I do not know! The
article stated that, according to the Auditor-General, the State Government had improperly
classified more than $250 million of operating spending as capital expenditure. The article
tells an extraordinary story about errors, discrepancies and figures put in the wrong
columns in the Budget Papers. It is an indictment of the Treasurer that the AuditorGeneral has to repeat these errors.
The Auditor-General also said that he was having great difficulty in finding out various
items of information because either the departments do not know or they are very tardy
about informing him of what is going on.
Twenty years ago the ordinary taxpayer had to give 20 per cent of his income to the
Government, now it is up to 43 per cent and rising.
The Gas and Fuel Corporation has to pay a fee plus 33 per cent of its revenue each
month to Treasury. The Treasurer insists that is not a tax. The Treasurer claimed that,
according to the best authorities, the Gas and Fuel Corporation does not pay tax.
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It appears that, if the Gas and Fuel Corporation regularly sends out bills and Victorians
pay the bills and one-third of this money is creamed off each month, this is a tax. The
difficulty is that it also adds to the cost ofliving.

The Hon. B. A. Murphy-It is still the cheapest gas in Australia!
The Hon. ROBERT LA WSON-That is not to the credit of the Government or the
Gas and Fuel Corporation.We just happen to have an enormous amount of gas at our
front door.
An Honourable Member-At our back door.
The Hon. ROBERT LA WSON-At our back door-if you like. We have an enormous
amount of gas at the city gate and Mr Murphy and his party cannot take credit for it.
They should deserve contumely rather than credit for the fact that they are charging the
Gas and Fuel Corporation 33 per cent of its revenue every month for consolidated
revenue. It is obvious that the amount that Treasury takes from the corporation must be
added charges for gas and fuel, and that will increase the cost ofliving.
It has a cumulative effect which is disastrous. The Treasurer's estimate of what the
Government will get from the Gas and Fuel Corporation in the coming financial year is
$245 million. I cannot accept that is not going to affect the price of gas in spite of anything
that Mr M urphy might say.

I direct the attention of honourable members to the cost of consultation. The various
departments in Victoria have engaged consultants, at a cost of$50 million. All departments
have engaged consultants and the total cost of those consultants is nearly $1 million a
week. One can get an awful lot of advice for $50 million, but it does not seem to have a
beneficial effect. If they used a little more sense they could get rid of all the consultants
and save $50 million. We would be better off without consultants and retained the $50
million. That is a decision that has been made by the Government; we can refer to that
further later on.
There is the problem of the sale of assets. Huge sums of money are being received on
the sale of assets. I refer to page 71 of the report of the Auditor-General. According to the
Auditor-General, there are no comprehensive guidelines or directions, legislative or
otherwise, clearly establishing the lines of authority and responsibility for recording
management and control of physical assets.
The Treasurer wrote to the departments in October 1984 and informed them of the
need to maintain an assets register. Some of them have done so, some have not, but in the
meantime the Government has been authorising the sale of assets belonging to the people
of Victoria.
In the last financial year it sold $71 million worth of our assets, including property of
the Metropolitan Transit Authority, the Road Traffic Authority, State Transport Authority,
the Road Construction Authority, the Crown lands, the Ministry of Education and others.
I intend to speak on this subject at a later time, but for now I direct the attention of the
House to the $71 million of our assets that have been sold. There is no clear reason why
the Government has done so and there is no explanation in the Budget Papers.
I believe it would be of benefit to the people of Victoria to have some indication of why
and how these assets were sold and what has happened to them, because the Government
at present is dispensing the assets of the people of Victoria that have been built up over
the past 150 years.
The previous Government did not engage in the wholesale selling off of our assets. It
was only when this Government came to power and was so greedy for money, and so
desperate for more revenue that that has taken place.
An Honourable Member-For building schools and hospitals.
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The Hon. ROBERT LAWSON-We were building schools and hospitals in our days;
we did not find it necessary to sell off the people's investment. The most intense period of
asset building took place during the time of the previous Government.
The Hon. F. S. Grimwade-Would you describe it as asset stripping?
The Hon. ROBERT LA WSON-It has been put to me whether I would describe
current activities as asset stripping; that is a good description and I agree.
I have pointed out, as a sort of precursor of other speeches that will be made by members
of my party on this subject, the disaster that is impending because of the mismanagement
of the economy of the State of Victoria. Other honourable members are waiting until
further reports come out and we get more information from the Estimates Committee on
just what is wrong with the State of Victoria.
I believe I have indicated in these short remarks that our economy is in serious troublein spite of appearances-and that it is being mismanaged. It is like a business that is
foundering but is kept afloat by shareholders pumping in even more money.
However, there will come a time when the people of Victoria can no longer afford the
extravagances of this Government. It will run out of sources of revenue and that will be
the time when the people of Victoria realise the disaster that the Government has brought
upon them.
We have two years until the election and in that time the Government's pretensions
will be stripped bare and in the meantime Victorians will realise what the Government
has done to our State. The next election will be a day of reckoning.
On the motion of the Hon. ROSEMARY VARTY (Nunawading Province), the debate
was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until the next day of meeting.

ADJOURNMENT
Gippsland Lakes committee of management-Intellectually handicapped-Outer Eastern
Municipalities Association-Historic bluestone wall in St Kilda-Red Bluff BeachDon't Vote campaign-Bayside Boulevard-Health Department Victoria land at
Warrnambool
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

The Hon. B. A. MURPHY (Gippsland Province)-I raise a matter for the attention of
the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs in regard to the important meeting he had
last week in Bairnsdale, in the Gippsland area, with four other Ministers. I congratulate
the Ministers who went to Bairnsdale to look at some of the good thin~s that are happening
in the country and to discuss with country people what is happening In Victoria.
I congratulate the Minister for Community Services, the Minister for Conservation,
Forests and Lands, the Minister for Water Resources and the Minister for the Arts who,
along with some important members of the Labor Party, attended a well-attended
meeting-it was a sell-out meeting-for people to meet those members of the Government.
Do not try to tell me that the Labor Government is not popular in country areas!
I ask the Minister whether he will consider one of the questions raised regarding the
situation of the Gippsland Lakes. I was down at Gippsland Lakes last Friday and Saturday
and people made the observation to me that the Gippsland Lakes look better now than
they have for many years. I believe the Government should take some credit for this
because it has taken steps, for instance, to have sewerage installed at Paynesville and next
year Metung will have sewerage as well. This is gradually cleaning up the mess that was
inherited froll) the Liberal Government years ago.

