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Tuesday, 10 November 1987
The PRESIDENT (the Hon. R. A. Mackenzie) took the chair at 3.3 p.m. and read the
prayer.

ABSENCE OF MINISTER
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs) (By /eave)-I
indicate that the Minister for Health is sick. He has had a bad attack of 'flu and has been
in bed for about a week. He hopes to return to the House tomorrow. The Minister will not
be available for question time today or for the adjournment this evening. Fortunately
Government Business on the Notice Paper concerns essentially the Minister for
Conservation, Forests and Lands and the Attorney-General. I hope the Minister for
Health will be back on deck tomorrow.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

VICTORIAN YOUNG FARMERS
The Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Ballarat Province)-Is the Minister for Agriculture and
Rural Affairs aware that the Victorian Young Farmers are developing a strategy to broaden
their activities and membership, together with developing a closer administrative
arrangement with the Victorian Farmers Federation? Will the Minister receive a deputation
from both bodies to explore the possibility of the government's maintaining its support
for the Victorian Young Farmers, as it meets the statutory objectives of his department?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-In response to
the last part of the question, no, I will not be changing the pattern that I outlined in this
House some weeks ago.
The Hon. R. I. Knowles-You will not even see them?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER-No, but let me comment on that. I am constantly seeing
representatives of both the Victorian Young Farmers and the Victorian Farmers Federation
on the very issue that Mr Knowles raises. A lot of constructive work has been done in
relation to this change of support for the Victorian Young Farmers; and I have said
consistently that I am conscious that that organisation has done good work over the years,
and I hope it will continue to do excellent work for young people in Victoria.
I made the point in this House when this matter came up last week, and I shall make it
again, that, in fact, over the years, a very substantial grant has been made by governments
since the early 1950s to the Victorian Young Farmers and it has risen to $200 000 annually
in the past couple of years. The organisation concerned has a membership of between
2000 and 4000, so that the grant amounts to between $50 and $100 per head of the
organisation.
The pattern towards which the government is moving does not amount to taking the
funds away alto~ether. Youth work in rural Victoria is extremely important but, to give
another figure, m the 16 to 24-year age group there are some 180 000 people in rural
Victoria. The government believes it is entirely responsible to address its youth programs
to that number rather than to the 2000 to 4000. That is not to say that the 2000 to 4000
are unimportant, but rather that the work must be broadened.
I shall give honourable members another figure. Of the membership of the Victorian
Young Farmers, less than 25 per cent are on farms; more than 75 per cent of the people
with whom the movement deals-and this is a good thing-are town based or live in large
provincial towns and, indeed, a substantial body of them comprise one of the movement's

1276

COUNCIL

10 November 1987

Questions without Notice

largest branches in Melbourne itself. This is very impo,rtant, in my view: I am not making
a complaint; I am saying that the name may be a lIttle confusing. The Victorian Young
Farmers movement deals with a far greater proportion of town-based people than farmbased people.
Under the new situation the government will offer $40000 a year to assist that
organisation to continue its normal administrative function. That will be the same amount
as it offers to the Girl Guides Association of Victoria, another worthwhile organisation. In
the case of the latter organisation, it amounts to $8.80 a head. Even at the $40 000 that is
proposed, the grant for the Victorian Young Farmers will be $10 to $20 a head, so that
group will not be doing too badly. The Scout Association of Australia receives a grant that
amounts to less than $2 a head and the Victorian Association of Youth Clubs, a very
important body, receives around $3.15 a head.
Although we have made a change, a substantial amount of money will still go to the
Victorian Young Farmers; and the professional workers and the funding for resources for
wider work in rural Victoria in the 16 to 24-year age group will go to the Office of Youth
Affairs, which is a far more professional location to handle that work. So there is no
withdrawal offunds at all: it is a matter of placing the resources where they are needed.
At a meeting at Bendigo last month of the Rural Affairs Committee of Cabinet, the
Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands and I received a deputation-and discussed
matters with its members for half an hour-which was representative of the new Rural
Youth Network that is being set up by people of very real skill who are trying to pull
together clubs of young people throughout Victoria to coordinate youth work.
I make this point because it could well be through the Youth Affairs Division that we
might reinforce the Rural Youth Network, as we did the Rural Women's Network, which
has been so successful in recent years.

Honourable members interjecting.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER-In that regard, whatever happens, the working party that
is now under way-on which there are representatives of the Victorian Young Farmers
movement-will be fed these ideas by us and they will be working through to-The Hon. W. R. Baxter-"Fed ideas" are the key words.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER-Perhaps they need a few new ideas, Mr Baxter. Next year
when the Budget is completed and announced we will have paid substantial attention to
the welfare of the Victorian Young Farmers organisation and the rest of the rural youth in
Victoria in a highly responsible manner. The resource that has been put into it over the
years will be maintained.

K DIVISION, PENTRIDGE PRISON
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-Is it still the intention of the
Attorney-General to close K division at Pentridge Prison, as was stated in his Ministerial
statement on the day when the House last met, or is consideration being given to spending
a modest sum to restructure the building to make it sufficient for the detention of the
State's most difficult prisoners?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-It is my intention to close Jika Jika in
the form in which it has existed, and this has happened. As I indicated on the Friday
before last, we would consider the other purposes for which it could be used.
One of the problems-as I outlined to the House and as the editorials in the Age, the
Herald and the Sydney M orning Herald on the Saturday all recognised; they all applauded
the government for its decision-was the dehumanising aspects, which were offensive to
the government, to the community, and to those editorial writers and many other
commentators.
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To that end, we will be examining removing features such as the electronic doors and
undertaking extensive internal renovations, including some internal demolition that will
be necessary before the division can operate in a safe and humane way.
To ensure safety outwardly opening doors are necessary. The design of the doors was a
fatal flaw on this occasion. As I indicated to the House in the Ministerial statement, doors
should have the capacity to be opened outwards. We are also considering a reduction in
the number of doors, the possibility of discontinuing the use of the internal corridors,
removing the security cameras and doors being constructed on the outside.
For some months work has been taking place on unit 3 with an external door being built
there. We are considering the feasibility of continuing that work so that it can operate as a
separate unit. If that is opened it will not be used to house the State's most difficult
prisoners but it could be used as a separate division for other prisoners so that the space is
used.
The government is examining the cost of that refurbishment. More than 60 doors will
have to be replaced. I shall not say what it will cost, but it will cost thousands of dollars a
door and a considerable amount of work has to be carried out.
We have also looked at the cage-like structures, which are extraordinary. They are all
braced and if the top of the cage is removed there is a problem with the brace of the walls.
Removing those cages would be expensive and would require the rebuilding of the walls.
That is another flaw in the design. In the renovation we are considering the landscaping of
unit 3 and the possibility of removing some of the overhead wire.
Last Wednesday, as the honourable members for Geelong Province would be aware, I
inspected the high-security gaol at Lara. It is proceeding on time. The wall is completed
and much of the building and the early formative parts of the cells are already in place.
I have instituted special security arrangements around Hand B divisions and will
consider moving some of the external cameras from Jika Jika into areas around Hand B
divisions to tighten security.
I have already instituted nightly dog patrols between 7 p.m. and 7 a.m.; dog patrols have
not been used in Victorian prisons nearly as much as in prisons in the United Kingdom.
Honourable members will be aware that warders do not carry $uns in United Kingdom
prisons but dog patrols are used. The Victorian government Will maintain and, indeed,
lncrease dog patrols around Band H divisions in the next year.
The government will also carry out other security precautions in H division where very
dangerous prisoners are housed at any time; secunty will be stepped up in that area. The
government will also engage in other renovations at H division to ensure that a proper
regime of activities is under way.
As I shall indicate later in the week, the government will give special attention to
industry and training aspects as highlighted in the Out of Sight, Out of Mind program
referred to by Mr Evans. We will step up our efforts in that regard.

COUNTRY COURTHOUSES
The Hon. D. E. HENSHAW (Geelong Province)-Last March the government
advertised for public expressions of interest in the possible use of closed and vacant
country courthouses. Can the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands inform the
House of progress made in that regard?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I recognise
that many honourable members have been interested in the resolution of this issue. I am
happy to announce that nine of the submissions received from community groups earlier
this year have been approved, generally for a range of multiple community uses of these
important and historic courthouses.
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I thank honourable members, particularly the honourable member for Ballarat South in
the other place, for the work they have done in ensuring that the government takes notes
of the communities' submissions.
The Hon. M. A. Birrell-Mr Knowles would have helped if you had asked him.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-I did ask him. I am sorry, I thought you said Mr de Fegely.
All the closed courthouses are extremely important to local communities, firstly, because
they are architecturally distinctive in that they occupy prominent positions in each town;
secondly, because in many ways they are among the oldest surviving colonial buildings in
many cases; and, thirdly, in a number of cases they are ideal meeting places for communities
that do not have such facilities.
Small rural communities have taken significant pride in their courthouses and have
been concerned that the buildings might be sold and used for other purposes. I am pleased
to say that this will not be the case with courthouses.
The Jamieson courthouse is a wonderful example of community support and
participation. It is to be developed by the local users' committee for cultural and educational
activities, as a youth centre, an elderly citizens' drop-in centre, a tourist information centre
and a bushfire communications centre.
The administrative arrangements for tenancies have been revised, and local community
groups in conjunction with local councils have been asked to take responsibility for
restoration and maintenance of closed courthouses in lieu of paying rent. Rent will be
paid only if the Valuer-General's assessment is above the amount to be paid in restoration
and maintenance.
I am certain honourable members will be interested to learn which courthouses are to
be handed over to local communities in the next few days. The first is the Jamieson
courthouse, which I have already mentioned. The next is the A voca courthouse, which
will be handed over to the A voca and District Historical Society.
The Beaufort courthouse will be handed over to the Beaufort Historical Society; the
Smythesdale courthouse to the Woady Yallock Historical Society: the Woodend courthouse
to the Shire of Newham and Woodend, and subtenants; the Sea Lake courthouse to the
Sea Lake Little Theatre Group. I hope Mr Dunn approves of that.
The Hon. B. P. Dunn-Yes, I do.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-The Rural Women's Network will also drop in from time to
time. The Macarthur courthouse will be handed over to the Macarthur and District
Historical Society; the Casterton courthouse to the Community Arts Activities and Learning
Centre; and the Yackandandah courthouse to the Shire ofYackandandah.

EXEMPTIONS UNDER FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-The Attorney-General will be
aware of the doubts expressed about the validity of the regulations which seek to exempt
the Director of Public Prosecutions, the Police Complaints Authority and seven other
government agencies from the operation of the Freedom of Information Act.
Will the Minister instruct those agencies not to regard themselves as exempt from the
Freedom of Information Act until the Legal and Constitutional Committee has completed
its inquiries on this issue?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-No.
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MANUAL HANDLING CODE OF PRACI1CE
The Hon. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-I direct to the attention of the
Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs the proposals by the Occupational Health and
Safety Commission in Victoria to introduce a manual handling code of practice that will
limit the lifting of weights to a maximum per individual of 16 kilograms or less.
Is the Minister aware that the draft proposals, if implemented, would make farming an
almost impossible occupation-for example, the shearing of sheep, the handling of seed
or fertiliser in bags, and many other tasks around the farm?
Will the Minister ensure that this ludicrous proposal does not get past first base within
the government as it is entirely unworkable across a whole range of industries and
occupations, particularly agricultural industries?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I was not
conscious of the matter that Mr Dunn brings to my attention. I understand the problem
he has outlined and I shall follow up the matter.

HOME OWNERSHIP FOR INTELLECTUALLY DISABLED
The Hon. M. J. SANDON (Chelsea Province)-Will the Minister for Community
Services inform the House of the progress made in developing a home ownership proposal
for people with intellectual disabilities?
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-There are two strands, and
I shall detail them: firstly, Community Services Victoria is working carefully through all
the details involved in making a secure arrangement for one individual who is intellectually
disabled and who is living at present with his parents so that he may continue to live in
the family home following their death.
The department has identified the resources necessary to support this arrangement so
that the man, together with one or two other intellectually disabled people, can reside in
the house and continue to participate in the life of that community.
A contractual agreement has been prepared which establishes the roles and
responsibilities of all parties to the agreement. The agreement will enable the family house
to be used as part of the proposal, together with resources made available by the department
to help establish and support the domestic arrangements. I understand that negotiations
to finalise the agreement will begin in the near future.
The details that have been worked through in this particular instance may be useful
when developing a model, if such a thing is possible, for the middle-aged intellectually
disabled because, as I have said on many occasions in the House, we are dealing with
between 5000 and 10 000 people who are middle-aged intellectually disabled and possibly
will be in need of residential care soon.
The second strand is that there is an ongoing committee which comprises representatives
of Community Services Victoria, a representative of the Public Trustee and the Public
Advocate; representatives of parents involved with intellectually disabled people, and
representatives also of the Returned Services League and Legacy who have shown particular
interest in this proposal. The committee is working through details of a program which
should be of benefit in terms of secure future accommodation for this group.

CHILDREN'S PROTECTION SERVICE
The Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (East Yarra Province)-Is the Minister for Community
Services now able to advise the House what additional funds will be spent on the Children's
Protection Service this financial year?
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The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-I have given considerable
detail of the plan and the amount of resources that will go into children's protection during
the next eight to twelve months.
As honourable members will be aware, two new child protection units have been clearly
identified in the Budget-one for the east Gippsland area and one for the Wimmera.
Further, the department has made it clear to the Estimates Committee that it is reviewing
a number of programs. Some of those reviews are nearing completion but are not yet
completed.
It is believed that an additional $1·9 million or $2 million will be injected into the
protective services area to take care of service deficiencies that have been directed to my
attention and which are acknowledged.

However, I assure the House that this is not simply a matter of money. Many of the
groups leading the campaign on child protection issues are also saying that it is not simply
a question of resources. Obviously there are management questions, retention questions,
supervision questions, training questions and, perhaps most importantly, an integrated
system between all aspects of all departments that have something to do with child
protection.
To this end, a number of Ministers will be meeting together as a committee-the
Ministers for police and emer~ency services, health, education, the Attorney-General and
me-to consider ways in WhICh the child protection services in this State can become
more finely integrated.

PASSPORTS FOR ADOPTED PERSONS
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-The Minister for Community Services
may be aware that, under a recent amendment to our Federal law, adopted unmarried
minors who seek a passport will now be required to gain the consent of each person
entitled to access to the adoptee before that passport can be issued.
As this is obviously contrary to the spirit of the adoption law in this State, I ask the
Minister: what action is she contemplating to overcome this obvious anomaly?
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-I thank Mr Hallam for
directing this matter to my attention. It has not yet been directed to my attention by
Community Services Victoria. I will obviously obtain more information about the situation
and return to Mr Hallam with that information. If further amendment of some kind is
necessary, I will be approaching members of the opposition parties in that spirit.

OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER FOR THE ENVIRONMENT
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD (Templestowe Province)-One of the initiatives of the
government in the area of planning and environment was the establishment in 1986 of the
Office of the Commissioner for the Environment. The initial Commissioner for the
Environment was Mr David Scott, also the Chairman of the Land Conservation Council.
Can the Minister for Planning and Environment inform the House what progress has been
made in that office since its establishment in 1986?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Minister for Planning and Environment)-I thank Mr
Arnold for his interest in environmental matters. As the House would be aware, the Office
of the Commissioner for the Environment was established last year and, as Mr Arnold
indicated, Mr David Scott was the first commissioner. In April of this year the assistant to
the commissioner, Mr Peter Christoff, was appointed and the works program of the
commissioner's office was initiated.
Since April the office has initiated a process of consultation with government and nongovernment organisations about directions for future environmental monitoring and
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reporting in this State, a matter that I know concerns Mr Baxter who turns green whenever
he enters· Harrietville.
As a result, the office intends to produce annual state of the environment reports, each
focusing on a particular aspect of the environment. It is also intended that every five years
a comprehensive overview report will be issued. The office is now in the process of
preparing the next state of the environment report, and this is on Victoria's inland and
marine aquatic environments. It will be published next year.
The report will focus on changes in water quality and the physical and environmental
condition of our rivers, streams, wetlands, and marine and coastal areas. Development of
the set of key indicators of environmental change in this area is well under way and that
has been assisted by a scientific advisory group convened by the commissioner for this
purpose. The office has issued a series of discussion papers as part of the process of
developing these indicators.
Requests to government departments and to non-government research institutions are
currently being made on the basis of these indicators. The government intends to establish
monitoring programs, where required, to ensure that ongoing data will be provided to
meet the requirements of this reporting process.
In the near future, the commissioner intends to call for public submissions to the report
and to conduct several public meetings to elicit community input.
I look forward to the strong environmental stand mounted by Mr Evans and Mr Baxter
in the Buckland Valley and Harrietville in the north-eastern region being maintained.

OPENING OF QUARANTINE CENTRE
The Hon. R. S. de FEGELY (Ballarat Province)-I understand that the Minister for
Conservation, Forests and Lands personally vetted the invitations drawn up by her
departmental staff for the opening of the quarantine centre on 22 November. In doing so,
she eliminated from that list all local Liberal members of Parliament, the shadow Minister,
Mr Plowman, and any other people connected with the Liberal Party. I understand she
replaced their names with those of Labor Party supporters and members.
Will the Minister explain to the House why she imposed a party political embargo on
invitations to the opening of this public facility that belongs to the people of Victoria and
has been paid for by taxpayers?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I think I
have a remarkable reputation.
The Hon. B. A. Chamberlain-You certainly have.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER -Before the Opposition defines it, I will define it as being one
who makes sure that I invite all local members of both sides of the House to any of the
wonderful achievements that we celebrate regularly in my department. I shall certainly
make sure that any mistakes on the quarantine centre invitation list are corrected and that
invitation lists are appropriate for all local members of Parliament.

PARENT-TO-PARENT PROGRAM
The Hon. JOAN COXSEDGE (Melbourne West Province)-I ask the Minister for
Community Services to inform the House of the parent-to-parent program operating in
west Sunshine.
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-This is a terrific program
that has been funded by an extremely small grant of between $5000 and $10000 under the
community services and development grants. That grant pays for a part-time coordinator
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and trainer who has brought together a number of people who have had the experience of
bringing up disabled children.
I attended a meeting the other night to present certificates to people who had undergone
the training program. I spoke to some of the women-men also attended the programwho had become parents of disabled children some fifteen or twenty years ago. One
woman told me that when she brought her baby home from hospital she consulted the
Yellow Pages telephone directory because she did not know to whom she could turn to
share her experience or obtain advice.
This is the kind of program that harnesses the energy, commitment and goodwill of
twenty or so people in a region and enables them to assist other people undergoing similar
difficult times in their lives. It is the kind of program that should spread to a wider area.
One of the advocacy organisations for the intellectually disabled, Star Victoria Association
for the Disabled, is extremely keen on the parent-to-parent program and has inspired it. It
made a lot of input and wrote the original application, and would certainly like the
program to be developed in other regions.
Although a small amount of money is involved in the grant, it is a terrific community
resource and one that should be encouraged by every member of this House.

PETITIONS
Port Melbourne Bayside Development
The Hon. REG MACEY (Monash Province) presented a petition from certain citizens
of Victoria praying that the Port Melbourne Bayside Development be rejected in its
present form. He stated that the petition was respectfully worded, in order, and bore 604
signatures.
It was ordered that the petition be laid on the table.

The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash Province) presented a petition from certain citizens
of Victoria praying that the Port Melbourne Bayside Development be rejected in its
present form. He stated that the petition was respectfully worded, in order, and bore 453
signatures.
It was ordered that the petition be laid on the table.

Food irradiation
The Hon. JEAN McLEAN (Boronia Province) presented a petition from certain citizens
of Victoria praying that action be taken to ban the importation of radioactive cobalt 60 or
other radioactive substances for the purpose of food irradiation, and to disallow the
irradiation of food and the marketing of irradiated food. She stated that the petition was
respectfully worded, in order, and bore 345 signatures.
It was ordered that the petition be laid on the table.

Public hospitals
The Hon. REG MACEY (Monash Province) presented a petition from certain citizens
of Victoria opposing government plans to close and sell public hospitals and calling on the
government to improve the health system. He stated that the petition was respectfully
worded, in order, and bore 188 signatures.
It was ordered that the petition be laid on the table.

Dairy Industry (Amendment) Bill
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Tobacco Bill
The Hon. JEAN McLEAN (Boronia Province) presented a petition from certain citizens
of Victoria prayins that the Tobacco Bill be given speedy passage through Parliament. She
stated that the petItion was respectfully worded, in order, and bore 135 signatures.
It was ordered that the petition be laid on the table.

DAIRY INDUSTRY (AMENDMENT) BILI~
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs), by leave, moved
for leave to bring in a Bill to amend the Dairy Industry Act 1984.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

COMMAND PAPER
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General) presented, by command of His Excellency
the Governor, the report of the Supreme Court judges for the year 1986.
It was ordered that the report be laid on the table.

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

LEO CUSSEN INSTITUTE
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-By leave, I move:
That there be laid before this House a copy ofthe report ofthe Leo Cussen Institute for the year 1986.

The Hon. A. J. Hunt-What is wrong with 1987?
The motion was agreed to.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General) presented the report in compliance with
the foregoing order.
It was ordered that the report be laid on the table.

The Hon. A. J HUNT (South Eastern Province) (By leave)-Perhaps the AttorneyGeneral could tell the House when the report for the year ended 30 June 1987 will be
made available.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General) (By leave)-I am busy this week. I will
help with the drafting, but I do not know whether I will have time to get it done this week.
On the motion of the Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Ballarat Province), it was ordered that the
report 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:
Agriculture and Rural Affairs Department-Report and financial statements for the year 1986-87.
Chiropractors and Osteopaths Registration Board-Report and financial statement for the year 1986.
Community Services Department-Report and financial statements for the year 1986-87.
Dairy Industry Authority-Report and financial statements for the year 1986-87.
Education Act 1958-Minister's certificate of 21 October 1987 regarding the resumption of land at Narre
Warren.
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Egg Marketing Board-Report for the year 1986-87.
Gas and Fuel Corporation-Report and financial statements for the year 1986-87.
Grants Commission-Report for the year ended 31 August 1987.
Legal Aid Commission-Report and financial statements for the year 1986-87.
Local Government Department-Report and financial statements for the year 1986-87.
Public Authorities Finance Agency-Report and statement of accounts for the year 1986-87.
Public Trustee-Report for the year 1986-87.
Sport and Recreation Department-Report and financial statements for the year 1986-87.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts of Parliament:
Adoption Act I 984-No. 273.
Fisheries Act 1968-Nos. 282 and 283.
Grain Elevators Act 1958-Nos. 280 and 281.
National Gallery of Victoria Act 1966-No. 279.
Public Service Act I 974-PSD Nos. 46, 47 and 49.
Racing Act 1958-No. 285.
Registration of Births Deaths and Marriages Act I 959-No. 284.
Seeds Act 1982-No. 278, together with a copy of Seed Science and Technology, Volume 13, Number 2
1985, which by section 32 of the Interpretation of Legislation Act 1984 is also required to be laid upon
the Table.
Supreme Court Act 1986-No. 286.
Teaching Service Conciliation and Arbitration Commission-Report for the year 1986-87.
Town and Country Planning Act 1961-Melbourne Metropolitan Planning Scheme-Amendments Nos. 458,
479,482,495,498 and 499 (all with maps).
Transport Borrowing Agency-Statement of accounts for the period I July 1986 to I1 January 1987.

On the motion of the Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Ballarat Province), it was ordered that the
papers tabled by the Clerk, with the exception of statutory rules and planning schemes
under the Town and Country Planning Act 1961, be taken lnto consideration on the next
day of meeting.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT
Supreme Court judges
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I wish to make a Ministerial statement
in respect of the report of the Supreme Court judges for the year 1986.
BACKGROUND
When the Cain government came to power in 1982 it recognised that the court system
needed increased resources and improved management. While there had been lengthy
delays for many years at all three levels of the courts, no program had previously been
evolved for addressing delays or modernising the courts in any systematic way.
In little more than five years the Cain government has developed a comprehensive
strategy to progressively resolve the problems confronting the courts. In particular, it
recognlsed that, as with the prison system, the courts had been substantially underresourced. Expenditure on the courts has risen by more than 118 per cent in the period
1982-83 to 1987-88. This increase vastly exceeds the inflation rate and the rate of general
government expenditure. The amount allocated in the 1987-88 financial year is $88·1
million. The government has recognised that the courts required a greater share of the
Budget in order to cope with the challenges before them.
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However, the government has always recognised that additional resources are only part
of the solution. The primary focus of the government's strategy has been to introduce
modem management systems into the courts and to ensure that proper techniques of
judicial administration are applied. In this area, as in other areas, there is a considerable
capacity for greater productivity within any particular resource base.
For too many years there has been a continuation of administrative arrangements and
work practices within our court system which were wasteful. A strategy which was designed
to merely add additional resources with the management of the court system unaltered
would have been doomed to failure.
The success of the government's strategy to date is particularly evident in the Magistrates
Courts jurisdiction. A number of improved management and administrative arrangements
have been made, including the introduction of the mention system, to ensure that court
resources are used most efficiently. As a result of these changes, magistrates now sit longer
hours, and existing court space is used more because the flow of cases through the courts
is better managed. Delays are at an acceptable level despite the fact that some support staff
have been redeployed to the higher courts and only one additional magistrate has been
appointed. In addition, the jurisdiction has been very substantially increased.
Similar stories of success are to be found in the commercial causes list of the Supreme
Court where tight control is kept of the flow of cases by the judge in charge of the list with
the assistance ofa computer. Similarly, excellent judicial administration has been displayed
at the Administrative Appeals Tribunal where delays have been at a minimum despite an
ever increasing jurisdiction. Again, the secret has been found in sound judicial
administration WIth strong control over the list of cases.
RESOURCES OF THE SUPREME COURT
When I last made a Ministerial statement on the annual report of the judges of the
Supreme Court in 1985, I noted that the report for 1984 commented that there had been a
lack of modem equipment and a lack of adequate staff. At that time, I informed the House
of a number of measures which had been taken to improve the support for the judges,
including the supply of dictating equipment, the installation offour word-processing units,
the replacement of the fordigraph machines with modem photostating equipment, the
introduction of a fourth generation computerised telephone system at a cost of more than
$1 million in the Supreme Court and the County Court, the introduction of a
microcomputer for use in the commercial causes list, the supply of new bench chairs for
all Supreme Court courtrooms, the refurbishment of some jury rooms, and progressive
work on the Supreme Court building.
Since that time, very substantial further work has been carried out, including:
the completion of the word processing unit;
the judges' conference room and a smaller conference room have been renovated;
the main jury pool waiting room has been refurbished and jury facilities have in
general been improved;
a first aid room is being constructed;
the Prothonotary's general office is being refurbished;
new rooms for police and press reporters have been renovated;
one set of new judges' chambers has been completed;
renovations to the ground floor public toilets have commenced;
a staff recreation room is being established;
a central store is being established; and
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various rooms have been painted and in some areas new carpet has been laid,
including the carpeting of the first court.
All work to the jury rooms will be completed early in 1988. The work on the jury rooms
has included painting, recarpeting, new furniture, the provision of television and video
facilities to the jury pool room, new seating for jury boxes in courts five and eight, and the
installation of smoke extraction units in all jury rooms and the jury pool room.
During the year in question, approximately $220 000 was spent on renovations to the
court and that does not include the cost of repairs to the roof and the facade of the
building, which is continuing.
The judges' report is critical of the adequacy of the resources of the Supreme Court
Library. In addition to the direct grant of $25000 per annum made to the library, my
department makes available other materials to judges, such as Acts of Parliament, at a
cost to it in excess of$50 000 per annum. In addition, each Supreme Court judge receives
a library allowance of $1039 per annum which was introduced as a special resource for
each judge by the government. This amount is increased annually.
The government shares the judges' desire to improve the quality of the library services
and to this end it is actively supportive of the initiative of the Victoria Law Foundation,
which has undertaken an in-house review not only of the Supreme Court Library but also
of all court libraries. The objective of the review is to ensure that court libraries be
managed on an integrated basis to maximise effective service delivery.
I note in this context that currently the Supreme Court Library is not a member of the
Australian Bibliographic Network which would give the court access to the holdings of
130 major Australian library collections. It may well be that the Courts Library Committee,
which is independent of the government, should consider the annual $2000 cost of
membership of the Australian Bibliographic Network as a high priority.
DELAYS
The judges' report notes that much of the courts' work is dealt with promptly but says
that there are unacceptable delays in some lists. The government agrees with this analysis
and to increase the judicial resources available it recently appointed Mr Justice Teague as
an additional judge to the court, bringing the total number to 23.
The civil lists in the Supreme Court will be computerised during the current financial
year. There is an urgent need for more detailed statistics to be kept by the court for the
purpose of improving the management of case flow and resource allocation. It is anticipated
that the computer resources being made available to the court during this financial year
will assist in this task.
It is important to emphasise that adequate statistics and their timely release by the
Council of Judges is essential for rnanagement action to remedy emerging problems.
Similarly, attention needs to be given to the problems created by the fragmented
responsibility for the listing of cases in the Supreme Court and for determining priority
matters for hearing.

The success of the commercial causes list is an indication of the importance of strong
judicial control over the listing of cases supported by computer resources. In this context
it should be noted that the government has supported and funded the creation of a new
officer of the Supreme Court-the chief executive officer-to provide more effective
coordination and management of the resources of the court.
Perhaps the most important issue facing the courts in the determination of delays is the
introduction of effective case flow management. Mr Justice Gobbo of the Supreme Court,
the Listing Master, and the chief executive officer attended the case flow management
seminars and workshops conducted by Ms Maureen Solomon. The Council of Judges has
accepted a proposal for a case-flow management project to be implemented in the Supreme
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Court. Such case-flow management will be necessary if the court is to successfully tackle
its workload in the coming years.
JUDICIAL SALARIES
The judges, in their report, referred to the fact that the government has decided to defer
indefinitely the implementation of the recommendation ofMr Justice Robinson that a 7
per cent increase should be made to judges' salaries operative from 20 June 1986. The
judges go on to say that, "It is a fundamental constitutional principle that the remuneration
of judges should not be diminished during their term of office". The judges refer to "deep
resentment on the part of the judges" as a result of the deferral of their 7 per cent salary
increase.
It is important that this issue be placed in some perspective. In 1980, legislation was
introduced by the then government to provide for automatic increases for judges based on
the national wage case determinations of the Commonwealth Conciliation and Arbitration
Commission. National wage indexation was abandoned in 1982 and the Cain government
brought in new legislation in 1982-the Judicial Salaries Act 1982-which provided for
an immediate increase of 11·2 per cent and provided that as from 1 January 1983 judges'
salaries would be increased in line with the salaries of permanent heads of the Victorian
Public Service. Since that time judges have continued to receive those increases on a
regular basis. Immediately prior to the passage of the Judicial Salaries Act in December
1982, a Supreme Court judge's salary was $76450 with $3666 allowances. As at 1 November
1987, a judge's salary is $90955 with $4863 allowances.
In 1986 after consultation with the judges, the government decided to appoint a former
Deputy President of the Conciliation and Arbitration Commission, Mr James Robinson,
to make recommendations on judges' salaries. Mr Robinson recommended that a 7 per
cent increase in judges' salaries was appropriate having regard, principally, to increases
granted under the metal industry standard since 1982. He went on to make
recommendations for automatic increases in judicial salaries having re~ard to the salary
movement in a variety of areas and, in particular, the salaries of Federal Judges. As a result
of this report, the government enacted the Judicial Salaries Act 1987, which gave effect to
the Robinson recommendations with the exception of the 7 per cent salary increase, which
was deferred.
The government decided to defer indefinitely the 7 per cent salary increase due to
community concern and expectations about wage increases and catch-up pay rises. The
government is of the view that judicial salaries must have regard to community standards
and community wage increases. Recent publicity over potential wage increases in both the
public and the private sector have underlined the wisdom of the government's approach
in this regard.
The government believes the judges and the courts are part of our community and both
salaries paid to the judges and work practices in the courts must be responsive to community
standards. The Melbourne Herald recognised this in its editorial on 31 July this year. It is
correct to say that there has been a constitutional principle in the British sense that judges'
salaries should not be reduced. However, there is no question that judicial salaries have
substantially increased in Victoria in the past five years, even if there is an anomaly in
relation to the 7 per cent. The government rejects the notion that there has been any
breach of constitutional principle in relation to the 7 per cent.
It is to be noted that, in England, where the constitutional principle has its foundations,
there has been a large downward shift in the past 150 years or so between the salaries of
senior judges and the rest of the population. There is no suggestion in the literature on this
subject that the principle that judges' salaries should not be reduced has in any way been
breached by the obvious lowering relativities between judges' salaries and the rest of the
population over this time.
It is to be emphasised that this government, more than any other government, has
moved to actively address the question of judges' salaries and in both the Judicial Salaries
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Act 1982 and the Judicial Salaries Act 1987 it has provided for the most comprehensive
statutory packages for the continuing increase of judges' salaries in line with community
wage movements which has ever been introduced in this State. In addition, as indicated
earlier in this statement, the government has moved to substantially increase total spending
on the court and to increase the resources available to the court.
CONCLUSION
The judges' report indicates a number of steps that the judges have taken to reduce
operating costs, for instance in relation to jury pools. As the report notes, the court has not
been exempted from the need to make expenditure productivity gains.
The government has been prepared, however, to resource new policy initiatives which
are much greater than the productivity gains because of the underlying inadequacy of the
resources provided to the court. However, the government considers that the need to
make productivity gains still exists and serves to focus attention on the requirement for
change. That the Supreme Court appreciates the necessity for change is evident from its
report.
A tremendous amount of change has occurred in the administration of the court in
recent years and the judges of the Supreme Court of Victoria have been very much in the
forefront in improved judicial administration and in the work of bodies such as the Courts
Advisory Council and the Australian Institute of Judicial Administration. There will
undoubtedly be benefits from new technological initiatives such as the introduction of
computer assisted transcription, which has been introduced into the Supreme Court to
provide a fast and efficient running transcript at a reduced cost.
On behalf of the government, I thank the judges for the annual report and for their
extremely hard and effective work during 1986.
On the motion of the Hon. R. I. Knowles (Ballarat Province), for the Hon. B. A.
CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province), it was ordered that the Ministerial statement be
taken into consideration on the next day of meeting.

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

The major purpose of the Bill is to provide that the Totalizator Agency Board may
establish up to twenty offices or agencies on licensed premises anywhere within 60
kilometres of the GPO, Melbourne.
Honourable members will be aware that at present the TAB can establish facilities on
licensed premises only outside 60 kilometres of the GPO, Melbourne and not less than 15
kilometres from an existing TAB facility. The Bill provides that the restrictions in respect
of the 60 kilometre radius from Melbourne should be eliminated. The 15 kilometre
restriction in respect of country areas and the requirements for the Minister to consult
with the Liquor Control Commission and to approve the location of all such facilities in
writing will remain.
The powerful argument in support of the proposal is that with the extensive coverage of
racing live via satellite television networks, there is the potential for a resurgence of
widespread illegal starting-price betting unless alternative facilities for legal betting can be
provided. Recent experience interstate confirms that such is the case. The matter has been
brought to attention as a matter of concern by the gaming police and the proposal has
their full support.
The provisions will bring Victoria more into line with other Australian States in this
area. In New South Wales, Western Australia, South Australia and Tasmania TAB facilities
in licensed premises are now commonplace.
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The Bill also contains provisions in respect of the conduct of doubles totalisators. It is
proposed that the TAB should shortly offer the bet type of race-to-race doubles. The Bill
provides that in future all doubles bets through any totalisator should be subject to a
uniform deduction of 17 per cent. At present this rate applies to doubles bets which are
offered both oncourse and offcourse. Doubles bets offered only oncourse are currently
subject to a deduction of 15 per cent.
When the TAB operates on race-to-race doubles very few doubles will be subject to the
15 per cent deduction and, in the interests of uniformity, it is proposed that all should be
subject to the one rate of 17 per cent. The proposal has the support of the racing industry.
It is considered that the proposals in the Bill are necessary for the further development of
the racing industry.
I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of the Hon. F. J. GRANTER (Central Highlands Province), the debate
was adjourned until later this day.

TAXATION ACTS 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.

The Bill proposes amendments to the Pay-roll Tax Act, the Stamps Act and the Land Tax
Act to implement the major Budget taxation initiatives at an estimated cost of $76-4
million in 1987-88 and $133·7 million in a full year. It also includes proposals directed at
more effective enforcement of the legislation as well as a number of purely technical
amendments. The major payroll tax amendments are:
the introduction of payroll tax concessions for exporters from 1 November 1987 at a
cost of$7 million in 1987-88 and $14 million in a full year;
the restructure of the payroll tax rate scale at a cost of$30·5 million in 1987-88 at a
cost of $ 7 million in a full year; and
the introduction of voluntary contributions to the Victorian Education Foundation,
fully deductible from payroll tax at a cost of$7 million in 1987-88 and $15 million in
a full year.
The basic purpose of the payroll tax concession for exporters is to assist firms increasing
export earnings in real terms and firms maintaining a high real level of export earnings.
The concession will be determined by a two-part formula-one part relating to the increase
in exports and the other part relating to the level of exports in the base year. The base year
for export earnings is 1986-87.
As the intention is to provide the concession from 1 November 1987, a modified
formula will be used to determine the concession for the first fourteen months.
In broad terms, if the level ofa firm's export earnings were higher in real terms-that is,
adjusted for inflation-in the second half of 1986-87 compared with the first half of
1986-87 the firm would be eligible for a concession in 1988 related to the size of that
increase.
In future years the size of any concession arising from export growth will be related to
the real increase in the most recent full financial year over the level that prevailed in
1986-87. For example, the size of the concession related to export growth to apply from 1
January 1989 will be related to any real increase in the level of exports in 1987-88
compared with the 1986-87 base year.
The second part of the formula will give a payroll tax concession to firms whose export
earnings exceeded 20 per cent of gross operating income in 1986-87. However, the real
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value of that concession will decline if the firm does not maintain its export earnings in
real terms and if its export earnings actually decline the concession can fall to zero under
the formula.
The concession will be given as a percentage reduction in a firm's payroll tax bill. For
example, if a firm would otherwise have paid $100 000 in payroll tax, but the formula
showed it to be entitled to a concession of 3 per cent, its payroll tax after the concession
would be $97 000. The formulae and arithmetical examples are set out in the explanatory
memorandum.
In addition to the payroll tax concessions to exporters, a major restructuring of the
payroll tax scale is proposed. This has the objectives of:
providing substantial relief from cost pressures facing small and medium-sized
firms;
removing the disincentive of high marginal tax rates previously imposed on small
firms;
simplifying the rate scale for ease of taxpayer understanding; and
honouring the government's commitment to index the payroll tax scale.
The new scale can be described simply as:
employers with payrolls up to $300 000 pay no payroll tax;
a 6 per cent rate applies throughout the scale;
for payrolls up to $1 430 000 a year the 6 per cent rate applies only to wages in
excess of $ 300 000;
for payrolls from $1 430 000 to $1 692 200 the exemption of $300 000 is
progressively reduced by $1 for each additional dollar of payroll until the minimum
exemption of$37 800 is reached; and
for payrolls over $1 692 200 the exemption remains $37 800.
The distribution of the benefits of the reform is as follows-note that where taxpayers
are grouped for payroll tax purposes the group counts as one taxpayer;
the 20 per cent increase in the general exemption from $250000 to $300000
relieves about 1080 taxpayers from payroll tax altogether;
the allowance of a full exemption for taxpayers at the bottom of the scale reduces
the marginal rate of tax from 8·3 per cent to 6 per cent on payrolls between $300000
and $568 300, thereby providing tax relief of at least 39 per cent for 3610 taxpayers
with wages in that range. The lowering of the marginal rate provides a significant
incentive to increases in employment levels in small firms; and
for payrolls between $568 300 and $1 692 200 there are significant payroll tax
savings of over $5000 per annum for the majority of 2530 taxpayers in this payroll
range.
No taxpayer will be worse off under the restructured scale than under the present one.
An important element of the economic strategy is the establishment of the Victorian
Education Foundation with three objectives:
to increase the number of courses and/or places for domestic students in areas of
need relevant to the government's economic strategy;
where appropriate, to improve the quality of such courses in various ways; and
to contribute to the export of educational services.
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It is proposed that from 1 November 1987 contributions to the Victorian Education
Foundation will be fully deductible from payroll tax up to a limit for each employer of()'1
per cent of payrolls over $300 000. The mechanism for the payroll tax deduction will be
that taxpayers will be able to nominate a portion of their monthly payment as a contribution
to the Victorian Education Foundation. The amounts so nominated will be paid to the
foundation and deducted from payroll tax liability.

The major amendments proposed for the Stamp Act provide for:
a lifting of the annual exemption level for rental duty from $20 000 to $80 000;
abolition of the present $10 stamp duty on caveats and discharges of mortgages;
and
a restructure of stamp duty rates on land transfers.
All of these measures are to the benefit of taxpayers. The total estimated cost to the Budget
is $7·9 million in 1987-88 and $12·5 million in a full year.
The proposed increases in the exemption level for rental duty and the abolition of stamp
duty on various agreements should be seen as a continuation of the government's policy
of review and adjustment of taxes and removal, where feasible, of relatively minor taxes.
Honourable members will recall that over the three years to 1986-87 the government has
abolished ten separate stamp duties.
The proposed restructure of stamp duties on land transfers will remove a longstanding
anomaly. Under the'present eleven-step scale, wherever the rate of duty changes the new
rate applies to the whole of the transfer value. As a result, at these points in the scale a $1
increase in the price can lead to an increase in duty of some hundreds of dollars. For
example, an extra $1 in price on a transfer value of $100 000 increases the duty payable
by $803.
The government proposes to replace the eleven steps and stairs of the present rate scale
with a smooth rate scale with only four marginal rates. Most taxpayers, in particular
homebuyers, will experience lower average duty rates than under the old scale. There are
some points in the scale where the duty will be higher than at present but less than 5 per
cent of transfers will be dutiable at these higher rates. The duty rates at the top of the scale
will be unchanged. Taxpayers generally will benefit from the elimination of the
disproportionate jumps in the old rate scale.
The estimated cost of the proposed restructure of the land transfer rate scale is $6·5
million in 1987-88 and $9·8 million in a full year. As I indicated in the Budget Papers, the
government proposed, along with this reform of the land transfer duty, some measures to
attack avoidance of stamp duty. The anti-avoidance measures in relation to land transfers
are directed against the use of acquisitions of shares and units-dutiable at a relatively
low rate-as a devise for transferring real property.
The provision dealing with acquisitions of shares and units takes account of objections
previously raised by the Opposition concerning transfers of family farming companies
within the family. It also provides that shares acquired before the operation of the provision
will not be counted in the holding for purposes of determining a majority interest.
The Bill includes the following further measures designed to assist in the collection of
revenues due under the Stamps Act:
a provision similar to those in the Financial Institutions Duty Act, the Pay-roll Tax
Act and the Energy Consumption Levy Act to authorise the comptroller to issue
garnishee notices to debtors of taxpayers to require those debtors to pay that money
to the comptroller to the extent of that taxpayer's taxation liability; and
a provision for penalties to be imposed on bookmakers who fail to account for
un submitted betting sheets.
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The main purpose of the proposed amendments to the Land Tax Act is to implement
the restructure of the land tax rate scale announced in the Budget at an estimated cost of
$24 million in 1987-88 and $40 million in a full year.
The government has an ongoing policy of indexing the land tax rate scale to take account
of increases in the tax base. The tax base, of course, increases annually with land values as
measured by municipal valuers or by the Valuer-General's equalisation factors. Standard
indexation ensures that the percentage increase in land tax revenue for a year does not
exceed the percentage increase in the base. In other words, the standard indexation ensures
that land tax revenues and the average land tax burden increase in line with land values.
Land tax for 1988 is based on land values as at 30 June 1984 and it happens that average
land values in Victoria at that date were nearly 19 per cent higher than land values twelve
months earlier. Accordingly, standard indexation would have resulted in the average 1988
land tax assessment increasing by nearly 19 per cent. For 1988 the government proposes
to go beyond standard indexation and to restructure the rate scale as to achieve an average
land tax increase of less than 7 per cent for 1988 while ensuring that no taxpayer is worse
off than under standard indexation. Under the proposal land tax for 1988 will start at $30
on landholdings with an unimproved value of$85 000 at June 1984 values. This compares
with a 1987 threshold of$68 139 at June 1983 values, at which the tax is $20.
Most of the 70 000 taxpayers with land valued between $85000 and $350 OOO-at June
1984 unimproved values-will pay less land tax for 1988 than they did in 1987. All of this
group will be better off than under standard indexation. Even at the top end of the scale
no taxpayer will be worse off than under standard indexation.
At the same time it is proposed that the present 22-step scale be replaced by a five-step
scale. The new scale will be expressed in terms of rates applying to unimproved values
instead of Utaxable values"-under the present legislation taxable values are calculated
from unimproved values using the formula set out in section 7 of the Act. The change will
mean that tax liabilities can be read directly from the tax scale.
In addition to providing for this major land tax reform, the Bill includes an antiavoidance provision that self-incrimination is not an excuse for failure to provide evidence
lawfully requested by the commissioner. As a safeguard, the provision also protects the
taxpayer by prescribing that evidence so given is not generally admissible against the
person in criminal proceedings. This would restore the legal position to what it was
understood to be before a recent majority decision of the High Court.
The Bill also liberalises the definition of land used for primary production to broaden
the scope of the present exemption and to remove anomalies. In addition, there are several
purely technical amendments to each of the Acts. These are explained in the explanatory
memorandum circulated with the Bill.
This is a large Bill, not only in size but also in concept. It represents possibly the most
comprehensive taxation reform package ever to be brought before this Parliament.
I commend the Bill to the House.
For the Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash Province), the Hon. H. R. Ward (South Eastern
Province)-I move:
That the debate be now adjourned.

I note the remark made by the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs that it is a large
and important Bill. It is a pity that the Bill is being introduced after some provisions are
already in operation.
The motion for the adjournment of the debate was agreed to, and it was ordered that
the debate be adjourned until later this day.
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The debate (adjourned from October 27) on the motion of the Hon. J. E. Kirner
(Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands) for the second reading of this Bill was
resumed.
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-The Firearms (Amendment) Bill is a hasty,
ill-conceived piece of proposed legislation. It is not, as the government has attempted to
claim, an immediate reaction to the events of 9 August 1987 in Hoddle Street, Clifton
Hill, but is a political reaction well after that event.
I shall return to that comment later in the debate, but, firstly, on· behalf of my party, I
extend our deepest sympathies to the families of all the people involved in that dreadful
event at Hoddle Street, Clifton Hill, on 9 August 1987.
On 11 August 1987, in the Australian the Premier is reported as saying that Victoria has
the toughest gun laws in Australia. On the same day, the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services was reported in the Sun as saying that the Hoddle Street shooting was an aberration.
I said earlier that the Bill was not the immediate reaction of the government. The
government's immediate reaction can be seen from the statements of the Premier and the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services. The government's present reaction to the
events in Clifton Hill came later when political events and the emotions surrounding the
incident, as carried through the media, made it necessary to make more amendments to
the Firearms Act than originally proposed.
The original intention of the Minister for Police and Emergency Services was to conduct
a review of fireanns law and to appoint a review team to that task with the express
intention of introducing a Bill in the spring sessional period, then inviting public comment
and proceeding with proposed legislation during the autumn sessional period of 1988.
To substantiate that statement I refer to page 12 of the conclusions by the review team
regarding the review of the legislation. Paragraph 64 states:
It is the Minister's wish to introduce a flew Firearms Bill into Parliament in the 1987 spring sittings, to be held
over to the 1988 autumn sittings to allow public debate on the proposals. Accordingly, the Minister would be
pleased to receive the committee's recommendations on this report by mid-August in order that Cabinet
deadlines can be met.

The document is signed by R. A. Emslie, convener for the review team.
The government clearly did not propose to proceed with any firearms legislation during
this sessional period, but it intended to invite further public comment and enable a
reasoned and proper debate on improvements in the firearms laws in this State over the
Christmas period and to then take up the matter of improving the legislation during the
1988 autumn sessional period.
As I said, the procedure was not followed through to its fullest extent or to its logical
conclusion and honourable members are now faced with proposed legislation that has
been contrived and drawn up during the emotional period following the traumatic events
of the Hoddle Street shootings.
The Liberal Party has always believed that the purpose of firearms legislation should be
to protect the public from injury and to prevent damage to property arising from the
misuse of firearms. Following the State elections in 1982 and during the 1983 debate on
the Firearms (Amendment) Bill, which was passed during that time, I spelt out on behalf
of my party what could be achieved in improvements to the firearms legislation.
Those improvements were centred around the following: firstly, education and training
programs in the safe use and handling of firearms; secondly, the desirability of utilising
the shooting sports organisations to develop and implement the education and training
programs required; thirdly, consultation with the people and organisations who understand
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the fundamentals of safe handling and use of firearms before legislative changes were
contemplated; and, fourthly, uniform firearms legislation throughout Australia.
All the comments that I made in 1982 and during the 1983 debate on the amending
firearms legislation still apply. My view on this approach has not altered. In fact, many of
the events that have occurred recently have reinforced my view and that of my party.
At this point the philosophy of my party and the basic philosophy of the government
differ substantially. The government believes that restricting the ownership of firearmsthat is, the ownership of registered firearms in the hands of legitimate shooters-will
reduce serious crime involving firearms. I cannot agree with that, nor does my party agree
with that philosophy.
If one is to believe the statement of the Minister for Police and Emergency Services in
the 1987 version of the Firearms Safety Code, the Minister does not agree with it, either.
At the time, the Minister said:
Sensible, responsible and properly conducted shooting is a pastime which provides recreation, pleasure and
competition.

The Minister is also on record during that period and earlier as having made similar
comments. In fact, on radio 3DB on 24 March 1983, the Minister said that he would not
pretend for a moment that legislation would disarm the criminal element in the community.
The Minister is on record as saying on that occasion, as well as in the Firearms Safety
Code, that shooting conducted under properly supervised conditions by responsible and
sensible people is a pastime that provides recreation, pleasure and competition. Yet, in
another place, the same Minister said that the government believes that restricting the
ownership of firearms will reduce serious crime involving firearms. These two statements
are not compatible.
The Hon. W. A. Landeryou-Of course they are.
The Hon. N. B. REID-No, they are not. The Minister is on record on two occasions,
in 1983 and again in 1987, as contradicting that view. However, that is not the total view
of the government party, and, as a result, honourable members now have the Bill to
consider.
I noted in the second-reading speech the Minister's comments directed at the Opposition.
He said that the government's attempts to rectify the firearms situation-he was referring
to the proliferation of firearms in the community-were thwarted in another place by the
opposition parties, to their eternal discredit.
I am not the only one to express such views. Information which relates to the firearms
registration system has been provided to me by another source. I refer to a report by the
Victoria Police Firearms Registry of 317 Flinders Lane, Melbourne, dated 26 February
1987. The author of the document is Chief Inspector A. Newgreen, Registrar of Firearms.
He does not seem to have the same view as the Minister. In fact, his view is that the
registration of firearms as a means of combating the proliferation of firearms in Victoria
will not work.
At paragraph 24 of that document, the registrar states:
The registration program drastically needs a complete overhaul and update ...
27 .... I do not believe registration is the answer to the problem.

Those are the comments of the Registrar of Firearms, who plays an important and
responsible role in the control and registration of firearms in Victoria.
At paragraph 28 of that document, the registrar recommends:
I would therefore recommend that firearms registration be forthwith abolished...

Firearms (Amendment) Bill

10 November 1987

COUNCIL

1295

That is a recommendation from Chief Inspector A. Newgreen, Registrar of Firearms,
contained in a document dated 26 February 1987. Therefore, it is current. It is clear from
his comments that the police do not believe the current registration program will reduce
the proliferation offirearms in the community.
The shootings at Hoddle Street and in northern Australia have had a dramatic impact
on the feelings of the community in Victoria. The government was quick to seize on the
feelings of the community, which believed there was a need for additional legislation to
attempt to restrict the availability of firearms or at least to restrict the criminal misuse of
firearms. It was with that intention that the government claimed to have introduced the
proposed legislation.
The Liberal Party is prepared to go along with some of the government's proposals.
However, it has decided to take even stronger action on some aspects of the Bill, the first
of which is the automatic surrender of firearms and the suspension of a shooter's licence
if the licensee is charged with an indictable offence involving violence.
It is important that if someone is charged by the police with having committed an
indictable offence involving violence, he should hand in his firearms, receive a receipt,
hand in his shooter's licence, and, until the charge has been heard, be without firearms in
his possession. There is no doubt that someone who has been charged with an indictable
offence using some form of violence would be under tremendous stress through that period
awaiting trial. If the charge is either withdrawn or not proven, certainly the person would
have his firearms and shooter's licence returned and would be allowed to participate in his
chosen sport.

Anyone found guilty of an indictable offence using violence-in fact, using a firearm in
the commission of a crime-should suffer a harsher penalty. I foreshadow amendments
to be moved during the Committee stage to ensure that harsher penalties are introduced.
If someone is found guilty of an offence, in addition to receiving a sentence for that
offence, he should-if he has used a firearm in the commission of a crime-suffer an
additional penalty.
The Opposition will allow the government to introduce fingerprinting of applicants for
shooters' licences. However, unless the government is prepared to give members of the
Victoria Police the power to fingerprint suspected criminals, a sunset clause should be
introduced into the Bill so that after twelve months the fingerprinting provision would
lapse. That is a reasonable stance to take under the circumstances-to insist that the
government give members of the Victoria Police the power to fingerprint suspected
criminals.
The Opposition will be moving the standard provision which allows either House to
disallow regulations. We have gone through that argument on many occasions.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-And we will not be going through it again.
The Hon. N. B. REID-The Minister assures me that we will not be going through it
again. It is an important provision in the Bill because of an issue I raised in this House
regarding the ability of certain people to conduct war games using gas-powered firearms.
Members of the Opposition will want to have a close look at the ability of people to play
war games, and to determine whether gas-powered firearms can be used by organisations
that are allowed to conduct those war games under regulations.
The Opposition intends to allow automatic entitlement to a permit to purchase firearms
to members of approved shooting and sporting organisations and to farmers. An
amendment will be moved to include that provision in the Bill because shooting and
sporting organisations can be approved by the Firearms Consultative Committee and
their members will receive proper training in the safe handling and use of firearms.
Similarly, farmers should have an automatic entitlement to purchase firearms because
of the hazards of their occupation-the presence of snakes on their properties and the
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necessity on occasion to put down a sick or injured animal. Farmers must be allowed to
purchase a firearm without having to meet all the necessary requirements set out for other
people.
The Opposition wishes to retain and expand the Firearms Consultative Committee.
That committee has played a vital role in the education field of firearms safety and in the
administration of firearms laws in Victoria. The committee should have an expanded role
in the education, training, and accreditation of instructors.
Some time ago the government introduced an accreditation system for firearms training
instructors. Some of those people have been accredited by the Firearms Consultative
Committee for some time now, going back as far as 1986, and yet they have not been
given any proper role in which to carry out their training and educational functions. The
amendments to be moved will allow the Firearms Consultative Committee to have an
expanded role in the education, training, and accreditation of those instructors so that
members of the community and members of gun and shooting clubs can receive proper
training and education before taking out a shooter's licence and being able to purchase a
firearm.
In 1983, during the debate on the firearms legislation, those essential principles were
spelt out. The Liberal Party believes those principles should be pursued because that is
one way members of the community can be educated and trained in the proper and safe
handling and use of firearms.
During the Committee stage I shall move amendments to achieve the objectives I have
spelt out. The provisions will further toughen up Victoria's firearms legislation, particularly
in the areas I have mentioned, where there is need for an ongoing review. That review
should not be conducted in the emotional atmosphere in which the Bill has been presented.
The inclusion of the provisions will be in the best interests of the whole Victorian
community and will provide for consultation between States. I know the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services has convened a meeting to be held later this month
between all Ministers of police from other States. They will consider the direction that
firearms legislation will take in Victoria and throughout Australia in the future.
I suppose one of the most disappointing features of the lead-up to this legislation was
the shabby and shallow attempt by the Minister for Police and Emergency Services and
the Attorney-General to discredit me and my party on the stance we took during the 1983
debate on the firearms legislation.
The Hon. M. A. Birrell-He was proved wrong!
The Hon. N. B. REID-During the 1982 election campaign, the Australian Labor Party
made very clear public promises as to its firearms policy. The combined efforts of the
Liberal Party and the National Party held the ALP to those promises during the 1983
debate on the firearms legislation.
The Attorney-General continued his shabby attack in the Legislative Council on 19
August 1987, as reported in the Sun of 20 August, when he misrepresented me and my
party and misled Parliament. Finally, on 2 September 1987, he had to agree that he had
misrepresented me.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-On a point
of order, it is correct that the Attorney-General agreed that there had been some
misrepresentation of what Mr Reid had said but there was no agreement that he had
misled Parliament. I ask for that term to be withdrawn.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (the Hon. G. A. Sgro)-Order! I ask Mr Reid to withdraw
that comment.
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-I withdraw the claim that he misled
Parliament; the rest of the statement I made was correct.
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The Hon. W. R. Baxter-It is one and the same thing-if he has misrepresented a
member and admitted to it, he has misled Parliament.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT-I ask Mr Reid to withdraw the statement that the
Attorney-General misled the House.
The Hon. N. B. REID-I withdraw.
The Hon. Robert Lawson-Even though it is true!
The Hon. N. B. REID-Yes, I withdraw, even though, as Mr Lawson has said, it is true.
I return to the issue of future education and training in the safe use and handling of
firearms. The proposed legislation is rushed and ill conceived. It will be necessary for the
Firearms Consultative Committee and the Firearms Review Team to continue its work
and review of firearms laws in Victoria and Australia so that future changes to the
legislation are made in a considered, thoughtful way, free from the emotional atmosphere
that led to this Bill, and constructed in a responsible manner with the opportunity for
public debate and comment, and adequate time for both Houses of Parliament fully to
consider and debate any proposed changes. That opportunity has not been afforded with
this Bill. Any proposed changes to the firearms laws should proceed in that way.
I conclude by commenting on the tragic events in Hoddle Street. No firearms law could
have prevented those tragic events. The Premier and the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services have admitted that fact. Education and training in the safe use and handlin~ of
firearms and close attention to the ills, attitudes and social problems in current soclety
may lead to increased awareness and, ultimately, greater protection of the community. In
the Committee stage, the Opposition will propose a number of amendments which it
believes will improve the proposed legislation.
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-At the outset of my contribution I
place on record my personal interest in the Firearms (Amendment) Bill as I am a licensed
shooter holding an A, Band C category licence. I have been a keen shooter both of
smoothbore and rifle for many years and I own several firearms, all of which, I hasten to
add, have been duly registered. I know that, in the eyes of some, the fact that I own more
than one firearm makes me a potential Rambo and that I have been described as a captive
of the gun lobby, whatever that means. I needed no encouragement to take the stance that
I have on the Bill.
As legislators, honourable members have a duty to impose two simple but succinct tests
on any measure, particularly legislation that has the effect of diminishing or restricting the
rights of an individual. The two tests are simply: is it necessary; and will it work? The
proposed legislation fails both of those tests and does so miserably. I shall explain why.
As Mr Reid has explained, the proposed legislation was introduced following the Clifton
Hill massacre. There is no doubt that the Bill is a response to the atrocities in Clifton Hill.
The Minister's second-reading speech mentions the Clifton Hill massacre in the first
paragraph and then states:
Communities around Australia were rightly indignant that the means to perpetrate these atrocities were so
readily obtainable. The public has called for an urgent review of firearms controls and this government has
headed the call.

There is no doubt that the proposed legislation has been introduced as a direct response
to the Clifton Hill shootings. I shall say two things about the relationship between the Bill
and the Clifton Hill atrocities. I suggest we all share in the feeling of shock and horror at
the mindless loss of life in the Clifton Hill tragedy. I know we all share feelings of total
repugnance and almost disbelief that something like that could take place in our
community. The National Party would support any action that would have the effect of
preventing such an atrocity from being repeated.
I make it clear also that no change to our gun laws can be expected to guarantee that
such an event will not be repeated. I put that notion to rest because it is either, at its best,
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naive, or, at its worst, political opportunism. It is clear that the perpetrator of the Clifton
Hill killings was deran~ed. He had to be, by definition, because it was an unprovoked
killing with no logic, pOint or motive. No matter what is done with the gun laws, there can
be no guarantee that such an event will never take place again, given that the person who
perpetrates such a crime is obviously insane.
There are two important and significant references that support that claim. The first, as
Mr Reid advised the House, was by the Premier, who publicly denied that the Clifton Hill
killings indicated a weakness in the gun laws. He said, "Victoria's gun laws are the toughest
of any State in Australia", and put that statement on record shortly after the Clifton Hill
killings. He also said that any law that would guarantee that an event of that type will
never be repeated would be so repressive that no-one would support it. That is true.
The second reference was by the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, who is the
Minister responsible for this Bill. At a meeting in Springvale on 5 October, which was
attended by approximately 2000 licensed shooters, he was asked directly whether there
was anything in the Bill that would prevent incidents like the Clifton Hill shootings from
ever taking place. His answer was a simple and succinct, "No". He went on to describe
the Clifton Hill killings as an aberration. Only minutes ago Mr Reid was saying that the
Bill will not lessen the risk of a Clifton Hill-type shooting being repeated.
One must ask why the Bill has been introduced now in its current form, because it does
not mention the criminal misuse of firearms. Surely, that must be the central issue. The
conclusion I reach, which I know is shared by many other Victorians, is that it is nothing
more or less than a transparent attempt by the government to grab a few headlines and to
score cheap political points. It is an attempt by the government to cash in on the wave of
emotion that followed the Clifton Hill killings and an attempt to recover ground lost on
the law and order issue.
I suggest that those in the government ranks who are able to recognise the real intent of
the Bill should hang their heads in shame. The Bill does not penalise the criminal for the
use of firearms; it makes life tougher for the law-abiding shooter. Those are the facts.
I am adamant about two things: firstly, the central issue that should be addressed is that
of the criminal and negligent misuse of firearms-I believe all honourable members would
agree with that-and, secondly, that issue could be addressed effectively without making
life more difficult and expensive for the many thousands of law-abiding Victorians who
enjoy shooting in all its varieties as a sport or as a pastime. That could have been done
and we must Question the intent of the government in this matter.
The National Party has no love for the Rambos, ratbags or roadrunners of this world.
In fact, it would be tougher on them than would anybody else, certainly than would the
government. In fact, we have been intrigued by the government's Jekyll-and-Hyde attitude.
Is this the same government that we constantly criticise and castigate for its benevolence
towards the criminal element that is now driving its boots into the law-abiding shooters of
the State?
It is unbelievable that this has occurred, particularly when the shooters who will be
disadvantaged have committed no sin other than happening to enjoy shooting as a pastime
or sport.

The Hon. R. J. Long-If they were fair dinkum they would abolish automatic weapons!
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-The Bill misses the point. If the government said, "We
intend to throw the book at the criminal element", it would have our support but the
effect of the Bill is directed at the law-abiding person and not at the law-breaker.
It proposes a system that is impractical, unnecessary, and unenforceable. It builds on a
system that has been totally discredited by the experts within the government's own ranks.
The National Party will oppose the Bill in its present form and, at the least, it will seek
dramatic amendments, because the Bill fails the two tests to which I referred earlier.
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When the Bill was originally introduced, the National Party formed a committee to
investigate and report back on the Bill's content. That committee consulted widely with
individuals and groups in the community. The general position, as a result of those
consultations was that the National Party would be supportive of any attempt by the
government to strengthen the licence requirements for shooters but, equally, it would
oppose controls imposed on guns rather than shooters. That should not come as a surprise;
that is a consistent and predictable stance for the National Party to take, given that that
was precisely the stance that it took in 1983.
To broaden that stance a little, any attempt to keep firearms out of the hands of those
who are irresponsible or criminally inclined will have our support. To the extent that the
Bill beefs up the licensing system-particularly along the lines adopted in New Zealandthe National Party will support the Bill. Because it introduces a practical training course
to be conducted by accredited firearms instructors and because it advocates additional
testing in safety aspects for licence applicants, again the Bill has our support, but that
should not be a surprise because that is exactly what the shooting fraternity has been
advocating for some time. However, that is not the major thrust of the Bill.
It appears that the government has not decided how the testing will be improved. We
have been told that there will be practical training courses, but what does that mean? We
have not been told, and the Bill is unclear. We have been told that instructors will be
appointed, but what does that mean? Who will appoint the instructors; how will they be
selected; will they be paid; where will they be located; and does that mean that the
applicant living at the far end of the State must travel to Melbourne for testing? Again the
Bill is silent.

We have been told that the format and content of the theory test is also to be reviewed
by the Firearms Consultative Committee. That is strange because the Firearms Consultative
Committee is to be accorded the credibility of undertaking that task. We ask: why have
the other recommendations that have been made by that committee been totally ignored?
What has the government in mind?
I shall debunk another misconception, and that is that anybody can obtain a shooter's
licence. That appears to be the general view but it is a long way from the truth. Anybody
who wants to buy a firearm in Victoria today needs to be a licensed shooter and, to obtain
a shooter's licence, that person must present himself or herself to the police station to
complete a theory test, fill out a form-which asks, among other things, whether that
person has been convicted of an offence; why he or she wants a firearm; and what sort of
security he or she can provide-and then sign a statutory declaration.
Moreover, the senior officer at the police station must fill in a report that might say that
the applicant is unsatisfactory, in which case the applicant must appeal to a higher authority
to gain a licence. If the senior officer says, "Yes, I think the person should be approved",
the application sits for three weeks so that he or she cannot buy a firearm until after that
cooling-off period. That is a long way from the general perception that anybody can buy a
firearm.
If the government intends to beef up that licensing procedure as it has said it will, it will
have the support of the National Party but the major thrust of the proposed legislation
deals with the registration of firearms. The National Party does not resile from the stance
that the registration of firearms is pointless, costly, and impractical. It is the shooters and
not the firearms that the National Party wishes to control.
There is not a firearm in existence that loads and dischar~es itself without a shooter
being involved. If we are genuine in wanting to deter the crimInal misuse of firearms and
prevent accidental death and injury, we focus our main thrust on the control of firearms
rather than on the shooters. Imposing the control on the firearm is like saying that, because
we are concerned about the road toll, we will beef up the registration of motor vehicles. It
makes about as much sense!
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The Hon. E. H. Walker-That is not a good example. Missile control is another
example and the control is the agreement made between the parties.
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-The registration of firearms is pointless, and that has been
proven. The central issue is that one firearm in the hands of an idiot is much more
dangerous than 50 firearms in the hands of a person who is capable and responsible.
Once we have established and tested the bona fides of the applicant for a shooter's
licence there is no point in continuing the control structure. Also, the present system of
firearms registration in this State is in chaos. It is months behind, primarily because of the
. shortage of staff. It is reported that there are approximately 430 000 firearms registered in
this State, and people who are in the best position to know estimate that a further 300 000
unregistered firearms are in the system. Thus 750000 firearms are currently in the
community, and it is significant that the success of the ~overnment's system depends on
the control of not the first but the last firearm in circulatIon.
The current system will break down unless every firearm can be located and identified.
It is a joke that the system on which this government hangs its hat cannot claim more than
a 60 per cent capture rate. What self-respecting criminal would be concerned about a
firearm registration system that cannot catch more than 60 per cent of firearms in our
community? It is an absolute joke!
If the $overnment were startin~ from scratch, if there were not 300 000 unregistered
firearms In the community, and If the government could control the manufacture and
importation of firearms from overseas and interstate, perhaps there would be a modicum
of commonsense in the system being imposed on Victorians, but that is not the case.
I direct the attention of honourable members to some of the practical problems involved.
Even if it were possible to locate all firearms in the community, how would they be
identified? It has been suggested that perhaps firearms could be "fingerprinted". It is
possible to match a spent projectile with a specific bore, given that each is unique. It is
possible technically to record the rifling marks on the projectile and match it with a specific
rifle. The technology is available to do that, but it would mean that 750000 firearms would
have to be located and centrally registered. The government would require facilities to file
that information and to match up the projectiles with each firearm.
Of course, that is not takin~ into account the fact that half of the firearms are smooth
bore and that that system wIll not work with them. In addition, it does not take into
account the fact that many firearms have barrels that have been interchanged over the
years. I have a rifle which is now on its third barrel. The government would have to control
firearms not only at the point of purchase or manufacture, but also record those which
had been rebarrelled.
Another option is to record the serial number or proof marking of a firearm. Each
firearm has eIther a serial number or a proof marking but in many instances it would take
an expert to tell which was the model number and which was the serial number.
The Registrar of Firearms could inform the House that hundreds of firearms had been
registered under the one serial number before it was recognised that it was a model
number. The system breaks down because, in many cases, those marks cannot be
distinguished. Firearms have been registered under the names of telescopes. They have
been registered under the name Tasco and Bushnell because the purchaser registering
them did not know that firearms were not manufactured under such names.
These are the practical problems faced by a government wishing to register not a handful
but 750000 firearms. The classic example was related at the Springvale public meeting
where a shooter reported that he had sent an application to the central firearms registry to
have a ·22 pea rifle registered. Honourable members would understand that in most cases
a firearm is identified by its calibre; that is, the diameter of the bore. So a ~~22" is simply a
firearm having a bore ·22 of an inch across. The Registrar of Firearms decided that, in
some cases, the third decimal point should be used because some calibres have a third
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decimal point in their classification, and consequently this firearm was registered as a ·220.
Anyone with any shooting experience would know that there is a world of difference
between a pea rifle and a ·220 Swift: the latter has about three times the muzzle velocity,
range and killing capacity. However, it appears that in this case the registry could not
distinguish between them.
Even if it were possible to locate and identify all firearms in Victoria-and to overcome
these problems I have raised-it would take a criminal with a good hand file 2 minutes to
remove the serial number and create an unidentifiable firearm. The whole system could
be destroyed as simply as that because that firearm would be unidentifiable, and the system
governing the remainder of firearms in Victoria would be useless.
I have been informed that the Minister for Police and Emergency Services has received
advice from the Firearms Consultative Committee, from a body which the government
established to review gun laws in Victoria-the Firearms Act Review Team-and from
the Registrar of Firearms, Chief Inspector Newgreen. Mr Reid has already referred to Mr
Newgreen's report, but I shall spend some further time on it to raise significant points.
The report dated 26 February 1987, headed "Firearms Registration System" signed by
A. Newgreen, Chief Inspector, Registrar of Firearms, states:
By 31 January. 1987. in theory, all firearms that required registration in the State of Victoria should be
registered.

The Registrar of Firearms said that by 31 January 1987, almost twelve months ago, all
firearms should have been registered. Yet, in the real world, he has now conceded that
about 40 per cent of the firearms in Victoria are unregistered. Some 300 000 firearms, or
thereabouts, are unregistered in this State.
The Hon. R. J. Long-He said, "in theory"!
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-Mr Long is correct. The registrar continues:
It seems that the original aims and objectives were side-stepped, and I find it difficult to reconcile as to what
was sought to be achieved by the current concept of "registration". It seems just to be an elaborate system of
arithmetic with no tangible aim.

This is the Victorian R~gistrar of Firearms speaking. This is not somebody the National
Party. has brought in off the street. He said that the current system seems to have "no
tangIble aim". The government is not only hell-bent on malntainin~ this registration
system but is also intending to superimpose another tier of administratIon on the system,
which will only exacerbate the problem. The registrar continues:
Probably, and with the best of intentions, it may have been thought, that ifit were known what firearms each
individual in Victoria owned, some form of control may be exercised, and those who were guilty of criminal
misuse could be readily identified. This is a fallacy, and has been proven not to be the case.

The National Party could rest its case on the comments of the Registrar of Firearms, but
he makes one further point:
From the beginning of the registration program, problems developed, primarily brought about by a huge influx
of work without sufficient staff to cope with the demand. This was further compounded by the failure to act
quickly to rectify a situation that was reported on, and should have been foreseen.

That is a criticism of the government. The government's own system is breaking down
simply because it failed to act. The registrar continues:
Continual embarrassment was caused, and the registry and government were subject to much criticism.

I wonder why that was so when the system was breaking down so badly. He continues:
It is charitable to say, that from the outset, the expedient recording of data, and issue of certificates was a
disaster.

This is a report to the government by the Registrar of Firearms. He continues:
This to a very large extent has now been overcome, but many difficulties still beset us. Primarily, caused by
the processes used and an outmoded and absolutely unsatisfactory computer program.
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The government cannot even allocate sufficient resources to the system it intends to
continue to administer. That report is a damning indictment of the government.
The Hon. B. A. Murphy-He says the problems have been overcome!
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-Mr Murphy should listen to this, if he believes the
problems have been overcome:
Previous experience in New Zealand and South Australia, and now indeed in the State of Victoria, indicates
that firearms registration in the way in which it is implemented is costly, ineffective, and achieves little.

Honourable members certainly cannot say that the problems have been overcome!
He states further:
In my view, does it not repress or control the criminal misuse of, or irresponsible use of firearms?

I remind the House that I am quoting from the Registrar of Firearms in Victoria. He
states, and this is the damning part:
I would therefore recommend that firearms registration be forthwith abolished . . .

The Hon. J. E. Kimer-You are not seriously proposing that, are you?
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-This is a formal document of26 February 1987 signed by
Chief Inspector Newgreen. He further states:
Ifmy proposal is considered a proper and viable alternative, I believe it could be implemented in a reasonable
time span, would be less costly, and achieve far more in every way, than the concept of registration.

He is speaking of an alternative that he has put to the government.
In case it is unclear that the government knew of that report or that it did not understand
what the report said or meant, I shall quote from a letter signed by Race Mathews, Minister
for Police and Emergency Services, addressed to the Chief Commissioner of Police, dated
11 August 1987, in which he refers directly to the report from which I have just quoted.
He states:
I am referring the report of the firearms registration system by Chief Inspector Newgreen back to you for
further consideration.

He goes on to say:
I am concerned at the problems identified in the report.

The Hon. R. J. Long-How long was that after Hoddle Street?
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-I shall come to that. The letter further states:
But before considering further action on the future of the registry I require a more reasoned report. I would
also appreciate your view on whether an independent review ofthe operation ofthe registry would be helpful.

He calls for a more independent review. He has already cast aspersions on the Registrar
of Firearms in that he has insinuated that the registrar lacks independence.
I put it to the House that the registrar's position is far stronger than anyone else in this
community, given that ifhis recommendations are adopted by the government he would
lose his job. He has much more to lose than anyone else, and I suggest he is being extremely
professional.
I understand the Minister's wish to have further advice on the matter, except that we
are now rushing headlong into legislation that will not remedy that problem, not even
address the problem but will, in fact, compound it.
One must ask, "Why has the government completely disregarded that advice?" It has
not just disregarded the advice in relation to a completely discredited registration system,
but now appears determined to superimpose an even more costly and more administratively
difficult system of a permit to purchase.

Firearms (Amendment) Bill

10 November 1987

COUNCIL

1303

The National Party opposed the registration of firearms in 1983 and does so now. It
also opposes the permit to purchase because, if the registration offirearms is pointless, the
permit to purchase is even more pointless.
One must ask, "Why is the government so insistent on clogging up the system even
further?" One question would relate to the cost involved in the issuing of permits to
purchase. I put that question to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services during
hearings of the Estimates Committee. I asked him, "What do you think it would cost to
introduce the permit to purchase system this year?" He said that he did not know but he
expected it to be in the vicinity of$lOO 000; it was the blind leading the blind! The costing
has not been undertaken and the entire exercise defies logic.
For example, the Bill provides that any firearm sold at auction can be purchased only
by a person who holds the necessary exemption or a formal permit to purchase. If 50
people are interested in buying a firearm at auction, 49 of the permits to purchase will be
a waste of time. The police will be required to issue 49 permits that will not be used. It is
simply a waste of time.
In that scenario, one has to ask, "What is the government's real agenda?" The real
agenda is spelt out in the second-reading notes: it is to restrict the number of firearms in
the community and particularly to restrict the number of firearms held by individual
shooters.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-Are you objecting to restricting the number of firearms in the
community?
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-They have no correlation whatsoever to the question of
criminal misuse. U ntiI such time as the government is prepared to concede that, it will go
on this fairy hunt forever and a day. There is no evidence to indicate that there is a
relationship between criminal misuse and the number of firearms. If you do not believe
that, Minister, all you have to do is read the evidence from around the world.
It was the Attorney-General who said in this Chamber, in response to a question from
me on 9 September, that the governInent would review the issue of gun laws in the State
beyond the scope of this Bill. We are beginning to see the real agenda. It was the AttorneyGeneral who floated the concept that private firearm ownership should no longer be
tolerated. It was the Attorney-General in that same response who floated the concept that
firearms should be stored at a central armoury or on club premises.
It is intriguing that that quote came from the chieflegal officer of the State. It is he who
is suggesting that firearms should be located at a central armoury or on club premises.
That statement is so naive that it hardly warrants a response; it is ridiculous.

The only person in the community who would be advantaged or pleased about that
suggestion would be the criminal. What that suggestion does is to introduce the concept of
one-stop shopping for the criminal. All the firearms the criminal ever wanted would be in
the one location, and that is about the only thing the Bill would achieve, apart from the
fact that it would make life a misery for many thousands of sporting shooters who would
find it totally impractical.
I wondered earlier why there were estimated to be 300 000 unregistered firearms in the
State. One of the reasons is that many firearm owners, particularly in country locations,
are concerned that registration would locate and identify their firearms. Therefore, in the
event that the government followed the concept that has been floated by the AttorneyGeneral, confiscation would be much easier.
To people who have asked for my advice I have said, "I am sorry, I cannot advocate
that you break the law", but I certainly understand why people in that position would be
reticent to register their firearms. The government's objective is not to attack the criminal
misuse of firearms but to attack the concept of general firearm ownership.
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As evidence of that, I shall go through some of the aspects of the Bill. I first look at the
penalties proposed in the Bill. If an unlicensed person is found using, possessing or
carrying a firearm, even though it may be registered, he or she is liable to a penalty of
$2000, six months gaol and confiscation of the firearm.
I can hardly believe that the government would suggest those penalties when only in the
past few weeks the Attorney-General spoke about the need to review the penalties on
victim less crimes and suggested that many of those would be more suitable to communitybased orders. We listened to an impassioned plea from the Attorney-General not so very
long ago on that very subject, and now his government is suggesting that in a victimless
crime a six months' gaol sentence is appropriate-what ridiculous double standards! The
same penalty would be technically involved where there was criminal misuse, where a
firearm was used in the commission of a crime compared with someone's grandmother
who overlooked the need to have one of grandfather's war mementos on the wall registered.
That shows how bizarre it is. Again, the Bill does not tackle the real issue-the criminal
misuse of firearms, and I will make a couple of points in relation to that fact. The Firearms
Consultative Committee, which was established under the government, says in relation to
the proposed offences that an unregistered firearm should lead to a maximum penalty of
$100.
The review team makes a similar comment. Then we turn to the Sporting Shooters
Association of Australia and to a document it sent to me suggesting the penalties that
should be imposed under the Bill. It says that possession of a long arm by a person who is
not a licensed shooter should result in a fine of $500 and confiscation of the firearm. But
in relation to a prohibited person-that is, a felon in possession of a long arm-the
association has suggested a new offence. For the first offence, a $2000 fine and six months'
imprisonment, which is exactly what is imposed under the Bill; and for a subsequent
offence, a $5000 fine and twelve months' imprisonment. The significance of that penalty
is that a group in our community, according to the government, should be treated worse
than criminals and yet this association is sutmesting that the government's penalties are
not harsh enough. I find that to be a strange SItuation.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-Why don't you move to increase them then?
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-The Sporting Shooters Association says this about the
Bill:
The general thrust ofthe Bill is disturbing as it ignores the criminal misuse of firearms and firearm vandalism
which are the matters of concern to the community. Instead it attacks the law-abiding citizen with already tried
and discredited laws and creates massive penalties for minor victimless misdemeanours such as failing to register
a firearm.

That is a significant comment.
I refer now to the government's provisions relating to fingerprinting. There has not been
a better illustration of the government's double standards than this provision. The
government has stubbornly resisted moves to fingerprint convicted criminals. The
Attorney-General, who has just entered the Chamber, can talk for as long as he likes about
the Coldrey report but the truth is that today no convicted robber or rapist or even a
murderer need agree to be fingerprinted. This is absurd, considering the government will
now insult the 270 000 law-abiding citizens by saying to them, Hyou will need to submit
to fingerprinting if you want to be a licensed shooter".
Indications from that Coldrey committee report are that the police will be required to
rush off to a magistrate and say, HPretty please, can we fingerprint this nasty man who
raped or killed his next-door neighbour?" That is how absurd it is. The 270 000 lawabiding Victorians do not have a choice; they must submit to fingerprinting if they want
to be licensed shooters.
The Hon. J. H. Kennan-Like pistol shooters!
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The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-It is interesting that the Attorney-General brings up the
example of pistol shooters, because the two are like chalk and cheese. As it happens, I
went through a process of obtaining a pistol licence many years ago and two points really
intrigue me: the first is that the Attorney-General should now use as an example what is
potentially a concealed weapon, that is, a hand gun, when we are debating a Bill dealing
with long arms. The two are Quite different.
Is the Attorney-General trying to tell me that there should be no difference in control
over long arms as compared to hand guns? Does he really suggest that there should not be
a difference? Of course he does not.
The second point is that even after I went through the process of having my fingerprints
taken for that application, approximately three weeks ago when I checked to ascertain
whether they had been recorded, I learned that the police do not have access to those
fingerprints. That is how brilliant the system is. After going to all the trouble of having
fingerprints taken, apparently no-one knows where they are, or the police have no access
to them.
Another problem in relation to fingerprinting is one of mechanics. Approximately
270 000 licensed sporting shooters will have to be fingerprinted. The mechanics of that
will create enormous problems. It takes approximately half an hour to register each
person's fingerprints. That is throwing away 135000 police man-hours. And for what
purpose. To finish up with 270 000 sets of fingerprints of law-abiding citizens? The whole
thing defies logic; it is absolutely ridiculous and is insulting to those who will be involved.
Those 135 000 police man-hours could be spent much more efficiently and effectively
attacking the real problem-the crime rate. It should be put on record that the crime rate
has exploded under this administration. The police should not be carrying out the mundane
administration of fingerprinting law-abiding citizens, but rather out attacking the real
problem.
Another aspect of the government's double standards is the restriction on the sale of
ammunition to other than licensed shooters. That really shows how little the government
understands the real world. There would not be one criminal in our community who
would be worried about this provision. He does not need a large volume of ammunitionabout halfa dozen rounds would probably last him for twelve months. In fact, ifhe is any
good at his trade, he will not fire a shot because he does not need ammunition.
The majority of sporting shooters and professional shooters will be using large volumes
of ammunition and they will be causing the hiccups in the administration; but worse still,
apparently no-one told the government about componentry. The majority of sporting and
professional shooters load their own ammunition. They buy their own cases, shot, powder,
primers, projectile and componentry they need and they load their own ammunition. It is
much better and much cheaper. What is to suggest that a criminal will not do precisely the
same? It is so elementary that I cannot understand how the government fell for the threecard trick.

The Hon. W. R. Baxter-It will withdraw the Bill; you have totally destroyed its case.
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-The Minister for Police and Emergency Services said in
my hearing at a public meeting that no-one could complain about the provision in the Bill
that one must have a shooter's licence to buy ammunition. I gave him two or three
examples of problems and I suggest to the House that, as Minister for Police and Emergency
Services, he makes a wonderful Minister for the Arts.
What about the learner in the pistol club? Provisions exist within the rules of pistol
clubs that a learner must serve a six-month probationary period. He cannot obtain a
licence for six months. What will he do about ammunition? The Bill suggests that it is an
offence to provide him with any and the club cannot buy on his behalf because the law
says that it is illegal to provide ammunition to someone who is not a licensed shooter.
Session 1987-46

1306

COUNCIL

10 November 1987

Firearms (Amendment) Bill

The second example is that of the farmer's wife who does the weekly shopping and who
drives in from the farm to the small country town. Among the things she is required to
buy for the everyday needs of the farm is the ammunition. This is a frequent occurrence;
it happens time and again. She does not have a shooter's licence but she knows the fellow
who runs the sports store; she has known him for 30 years and so has her husband. Does
the government expect us to believe that the proprietor of the sports store will say, "I'm
sorry, Mary, I cannot give you the ammunition because you do not have a shooter's
licence"? Of course he will provide the ammunition; that is how stupid it is.
The Hon. B. A. Murphy-Why would he? He would be breaking the law.
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-The Minister says that the government will grant an
exemption in those circumstances. Why does the government not recognise that this is a
stupid Bill and that exemptions should be granted to all those who have a legitimate need
for ammunition?
Another illustration is of the farmcr who does not have a shooter's licence but who
provides ammunition for professional shooters to destroy vermin on his property.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-Why does he do that?
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-So that he can control shooting on his property. He does
not want to, or cannot do the shooting, but he will provide the ammunition to professional
shooters because then he knows which shooters and how many shooters are on his property.
Is the government going to say that because that person has no shooter's licence he
cannot obtain the ammunition or will he be ~ranted an exemption? The point I am making
is that if exemptions are to be handed out ID the way I have illustrated, the effect of the
clause is negative. The government should concede that this is a stupid provision and
withdraw it.
Another effect of the Bill is the reconstruction of the Firearms Consultative Committee.
The National Party concedes that the Firearms Consultative Committee has done a top
job under extremely difficult circumstances. If that is also the view of the government,
why is it now suggesting that the appeal provisions should be moved from the committee
to the Administrative Appeals Tribunal?
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-The government has been persuaded on that.
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-The government has been persuaded, but that was
suggested in the Bill in its original form. It was clear that that would have been more costly
and legalistic.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-Be gracious and say that we have been persuaded.
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-I shall be gracious to the extent that I place on record that
the government has agreed to our suggestions and has succumbed to commonsense.
The next question is: why have fees been increased from $10 to $15? I am cynical
enough to ask what has happened to the Premier's promise about government taxes and
charges. This is a 50 per cent increase! A more pertinent question is: will the $5 increase
on each licence deter the criminal? What a joke! The criminal did not pay the $10 licence
fee in the first place.
The point is that 270 000 or 300 000 licensed shooters each paying an extra $5 amounts
to $1·5 million. We now start to understand the government's real agenda. This is not 30
pieces of silver; it is $1·5 million. That is the price for which the government has sold out
the the sporting shooters of this State.
I turn to an argument that arises consistently from those who insist that private firearm
ownership should no longer be tolerated. The argument is that the licensing law should be
tightened so that it is tougher on the criminal. We agree with that. However, that does not
cover the issue of domestic violence.
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The Hon. B. A. Murphy-How will you stop that?
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-I was waiting for that question. We are asked, Hwhat about
the domestic tragedy that occurs simply because a firearm was close at hand?" My response
is: "what about the staysharp knife in the kitchen drawer; should that also be registered?"
If one talks to the police, one discovers that very few domestic homicides happen
without warning. In most cases, the police have been to the location once, twice or on
many occasions. Some warning has been given. The real problem is that the police do not
have the power to do the job with which they are entrusted. In some instances, they may
take a firearm by bluff but they do not have the power to do so.
The government should address the real problems in the community instead of hounding
the poor licensed shooter. Why is the government not prepared to confront the problem
of domestic violence? Why is it not prepared to mention homicide and censorship in the
same breath? Why is the government not prepared to consider violent videos that
masquerade as entertainment?
The government has decided that it will solve the firearms problem by making life more
difficult for the sporting shooter. That attitude is pointless. This is a bad Bill. It is a kneejerk measure of the worse kind. It is tokenism.
Like every other genuine shooter in the State, I want to stop every vandal and ratbag
who has given my sport a bad name. However, if we are genuine in wanting to do that, we
will tighten the licensing laws and crack down on the offenders instead of this pathetic
attempt that will involve additional police time and administration to no avail.
This State needs gun laws that are designed to minimise damage to persons and property.
However, every genuine sporting shooter has the right to enjoy his or her pastime with the
minimum of fuss and interference.
A practical compromise is available and it can be achieved with goodwill. The Bill does
not achieve the stated intentions of the government and it does not solve the problems
recognised by the government. In fact, it does not even approach those problems.
For those reasons, the National Party does not support the Bill in its present form.
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT (North Western Province)-The views of the National
Party have been extremely well outlined by my colleague, Mr Hallam, and he has
demonstrated the vast knowledge he has of the subject.
I take this opportunity of commending Mr Hallam for the manner in which he makes
sure he understands all proposed legislation before the House and all the problems that
are faced by his electorate. Western Province and the Legislative Council are most fortunate
to have an outstanding member of this calibre.
A1thou~ Mr Hallam has explained the Bill in concise detail, I shall make a brief
contributIon because of the considerable interest that has been expressed in the province
I represent. I mention in passing that I shall be involved with two other Bills and I shall
keep my contribution to this debate brief.
I as..ree with the critics of the government who have said that the response could be
descnbed as a knee-jerk reaction because it has been conceded by the Premier and the
responsible Minister that none of the provisions of the Bill would have prevented the
Hoddle Street shootings.
Preventive measures should be directed against the person, not against the firearm.
Licences for shooters and the registration of firearms are already provided in this State. I
have collected the many forms available at police stations which shooters are required to
fill in to obtain their licences and to register their firearms.
Victoria has an estimated 300 000 unregistered firearms. Mr Hallam has already pointed
out that one person can own 50 guns and be an absolutely safe member of the community,
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yet another person can have one gun and be a potential danger to the community. Many
others do not possess guns but find it very little trouble to borrow, steal, or purchase them.
The various contacts in police stations throughout my electorate have informed me that
the firearms amnesty is occupying the time of at least two or three members of the Police
Force in each country centre. Mr Reid, who made an excellent contribution to the debate
and Mr Granter would confirm that fact.
Personnel who would be administering the proposed changes, namely, the provisions
relating to fingerprinting, photographs and processing permits to purchase, would be
involved in an administrative nightmare. It would create a massive and almost impossible
task for police station personnel, who would be expected to simultaneously continue
normal police work.
The government has indicated it will recruit another 900 officers over the next three
years. I am aware of the generous retirement provisions for police and other emergency
services workers and I am concerned that there could be at least 1000 more retirements
from the Police Force in the next twelve months. No matter how hard the government
recruits to raise numbers to the required figure, the net increase in the number of police
will be minimal and there will be greater problems, if the Bill is passed in its present form.
Victoria had compulsory registration of firearms for nineteenyears; the requirement for
registration was discontinued in 1972 because it was ineffective and useless. The
government believes it can today reintroduce the necessary legislation and that suddenly
the requirement will be effective.
More investigative powers are required for our police to combat crime, including the
ability to fingerprint, to require the names and addresses, and to photograph suspects. Bail
should not be granted to any person on an armed robbery charge; even in recent months,
incidents have occurred where people on bail-often drug addicts with a requirement for
money to purchase drugs-have been driven to commit further crimes. Time and again
there has been a spate of such crimes committed by persons on bail.
Not one person committing such a crime has had a licensed pistol. In several States of
the United States of America, where there is a mandatory minimum twelve months' ~aol
for committing similar offences, there has been a 90 per cent drop in violent come
involving firearms. Western Australia has the toughest gun registration laws, yet the
highest crime rate in Australia. Tasmania has the largest registration of guns, yet has the
lowest number of crimes of that nature. Many more psychologically disturbed persons are
being allowed to freely mingle in our community; probably half those who were in
institutions ten years ago are now in that category, as would be confirmed by officers in
those institutions.
The National Party rejects the proposed requirement for shooters' licences to have the
shooter's fingerprints while the police lack the necessary powers to deal with criminal
suspects; I support the comments made by Mr Hallam. The Cain government has forgotten
about the victims of crime; it is obsessed with what it calls the civil liberties of our citizens
but those civil liberties are useless while that situation exists.
I support Mr Hallam in his claim for doing away with registration provisions in favour
of the New Zealand system. I commend Mr Hallam and our National Party colleagues in
another place, Mr Bill McGrath and Mr John McGrath, for organising meetings in their
electorates, at Horsham and Warrnambool.
The Victorian Field and Game Bendigo Inc. organised a meeting in Bendigo and I
commend that organisation for its initiative. More than 500 people attended that meeting.
The Hon. N. B. Reid-We fronted up.
The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT-Yes, we fronted up and I will enlarge on that. That
meeting gave Mr Reid and me the opportunity of explaining the Bill, and the views of the
National Party. I am indebted to Mr Hallam for providing useful information in that
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regard. Mr Bruce Reid was present-I give him full marks for turning up. Mr Ross
Williams of the Weekly Times, a person with an excellent knowledge of shooting, was
present; he writes for various publications about the subject.
I am sorry that the honourable member for Bendigo West in another place, Mr David
Kennedy, shirked the issue; he was nowhere to be seen when the meeting was held. Over
a period of years he has refused to meet representatives from the City of Bendigo. Mr
Reid, Mr Michael John and I have held and will continue to hold meetings with them.
The honourary secretary of the Victorian Field and Game Bendigo Inc., Mrs Maxine
Semple, expressed concern that the local Legislative Assembly member had taken that
attitude. Also, the Minister for Police and Emergency Services had promised to meet
them. I give credit to the Minister because he did have the courage to go to Horsham,
Warmambool and to another meeting in Melbourne to meet the people. The people have
judged the Bill for its inadequacies, its weaknesses and its unsuitability. Nevertheless, the
Minister was prepared to face the music.
Mrs Semple wrote to me on 6 October 1987. She stated her concern that the meeting
with the Minister had not taken place and she asked whether I was interested in the details
of her problem with the local members.
She recorded the various events in chronological order. On 14 September 1987 invitations
were sent to local politicians to attend a public meeting to discuss the proposed firearms
legislation. On 17 September 1987 she received a telephone call from Mr David Kennedy's
office, expressing his inability to attend the meeting but offering a visit to Bendigo by the
Minister to meet her organisation. That meeting was set by Mr Kennedy's office for 5
October 1987. The public meeting was held on 22 September and attended by approximately
500 people. That meeting was advised that the Minister had offered to meet, I assume at
Bendigo, with representatives of firearms owners, to discuss the proposed legislation.
However, by 29 September a definite time or place for a meeting had not been set. I
suppose that is understandable considerin~ that by this time a ground swell of opposition
to the proposed legislation as well as critiCIsm of the government had arisen.
On 1 October-surprise, ~urprise-Mrs Semple received a telephone call from Mr
David Kennedy, the honourable member for Bendigo West in another place, to say that
the Minister was not able to come to Bendigo, as promised. On 4 October she received a
telephone call from Mr Kennedy to say that the Minister was far too busy, that his program
was chock-full, and that the organisation members could go to Melbourne to see him if
they wanted to.
The representatives were unable to go to Melbourne because they work during the day.
They considered it was rather strange that the Minister was now saying that they should
travel to Melbourne to see him when Mr Kennedy had said that the Minister wanted to
see them. They had not themselves asked to see the Minister.
They were unable to _go to Melbourne and, on 4 October when Mr Kennedy rang to say
that the meeting was off, his manner was flippant, almost as if to say that when one makes
promises, sometimes they come off and sometimes they do not.
In fairness, I point out that the Minister for Police and Emergency Services in another
place was invited to attend the championship in Bendigo on 31 October. I understand the
Minister accepted and was present on the day. However, that was not really what the
representatives wanted; they wanted to discuss the Bill with the Minister before the debate
in the other place occurred. After all, they are the people in the field who understand its
ramifications. Mr Hallam abundantly illustrated that a little knowledge of what goes on
out in the field goes a long way. Victorian Field and Game Bendigo Inc. agrees with the
Bill in respect of: firstly, the maximum penalty of $2000 or six months' imprisonment;
secondly, testing procedures and that the shooter's licence course be improved and
toughened-that is National Party policy; and, thirdly, prohibition of ammunition sales
without production of a shooter's licence.
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The parts of the Bill with which the organisation strongly disagrees are the introduction
of a permit to purchase system, and the fingerprinting and photographing of applicants for
shooters' licences.
The organisation considers that the permit to purchase system would do nothing to stop
criminals obtaining firearms and would involve the police in a massive workload which
would eventually be funded by either the public or by shooters who are involved in a
number of shooting disciplines and limiting them to a greatly reduced range of firearms.
The organisation asks that the government consider the following positive suggestions:
firstly, the investigation of a separate licence for collectors; secondly, base licence
apphcations and firearms testing, both in theory and practice, on the excellent New
Zealand system; thirdly, a reduction of the proposed increase in licence fees to keep within
the government's much publicised "below the inflation rate" commitment; fourthly, an
assurance that all moneys collected from shooters go back into the sport either by way of
improvement of habitat or education and training programs; and fifthly, an identification,
to the satisfaction of the shooting fraternity, of exactly where all revenue gained from both
shooters and fishermen has gone since the Cain government came to power.
I welcome the opportunity of stating my views on the proposed legislation and providing
the House with the benefit of the views of Victorian Field and Game Bendigo Inc. The
organisation is disillusioned with and critical of its local member, Mr David Kennedy, for
his apparent lack of interest.
I have received deputations from and had discussions with representatives from all over
the province I represent, including the Swan Hill and Sunraysia areas. I completely
support Mr Hallam's statements on behalf of the National Party.
The Hon. F. J. GRANTER (Central Highlands Province)-I join with my colleagues,
Mr Reid, Mr Hallam and Mr Wright in offering a few comments on the Bill. As a former
Minister for Police and Emergency Services I had a good look at the registration offirearms
and shooters and I did not see any real alternative to the registration of the shooters.
I declare a pecuniary interest in that I am a primary producer and hold a primary
producer's licence. The proposed le~slation persecutes only the law-abiding, genuine
shooter. The massacres that occurred In Hoddle Street, Fitzroy Crossing in the Kimberleys
and at Hungerford in the United Kingdom cannot be related to a Bill such as this. The Bill
will not prevent those types of massacres.
I should like to know whether the firearm associated with the Hoddle Street massacre
was registered. I realise the Minister cannot provide an answer to that question because a
coroner's inquiry is pending. However, ample opportunity exists for persons to use
registered firearms in criminal acts if they so wish. The Bill will not stop criminals from
obtaining firearms. Mr Hallam alluded to the fact that there are probably many unregistered
firearms in the State today.
When I was the Minister for Police and Emer~ency Services I examined a number of
murder cases and the weapons used. I was astonIshed to discover how many knives and
other sharp instruments were involved. There is no way in the world that one can prevent
murders with implements such as firearms or sharp instruments from taking place. It is
ridiculous that genuine shooters should be required to have photographs and fin~erprints
on their licences when murderers or criminals are not photographed and fingerpnnted.
The Bill penalises genuine shooters. Most of the arguments against the Bill have been
presented by Mr Wright and, in particular, by Mr Hallam. They both emphasise the need
for shooter education and training. I agree that that is worth while.
My mind goes back to the 1983 Bill when the Attorney-General, who was then a
backbencher, played a big part. During the debate on that Bill, I said that I did not believe
the Bill would work. I conclude my remarks on the current Bill by saying: "I told you so".
The House divided on the motion (the Hon. R. A. Mackenzie in the chair).
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MrAmold
Mr Birrell
Mr Chamberlain
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Mrs Dixon
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MrMacey
MrMier
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NOES
MrBaxter
MrDunn
MrEvans

Tellers:
MrHallam
MrWright

Tellers:
Mrs Coxsedge
Mrde Fegely

The Bill was read a second time and committed.
Clause 1
Progress was reported.

FISHERIES (ABALONE) BILL
The debate (adjourned from October 14) on the motion of the Hon. J. E. Kirner
(Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands) for the second reading of this Bill was
resumed.
The Hon. R. S. de FEGELY (Ballarat Province)-The Fisheries (Abalone) Bill was
introduced to amend the Fisheries Act 1968. The purpose of the Bill is to alter the abalone
licence transfer provisions, to introduce catch quotas for abalone, and to implement a
prescribed abalone docket system for all abalone landed by the holder of an abalone licence
in Victoria.
The intention of the proposed legislation is to reduce the incidence of illegal fishing and,
to combat this illegal activity, the Bill introduces a form of docketing for licensed abalone
fishermen. The measure also introduces a quota system to protect the resource of abalone
in State waters with a view to keeping the fishing of abalone within a sustainable yield.
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The Bill allows for the establishment of three zones in Victoria: the western zone, which
stretches from the South Australian border to Queenscliff; the central zone which takes in
a portion of the bay from Queenscliff, around Melbourne and to the other side of the bay;
and the eastern zone which stretches from the end of the bay to the New South Wales
border. The Bill establishes the western zone immediately and allows for the other two
zones to be established progressively-as is considered necessary to protect the abalone
industry.
Some concern has been expressed by divers, especially from the eastern zone, about the
zoning and the introduction of a quota system. The Opposition has consulted extensively
with members of all sections of the industry but more particularly with divers from the
eastern zone. The people from the western zone appear to be pushing the government to
change the principal legislation.
In her second-reading speech, the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands noted:
The western zone divers approached my department early this year and proposed that catch quotas and a
compulsory landings docket system be introduced into the western zone in order to reduce fishing effort and to
tighten up enforcement.

There are a number of problems associated with illegal catching of abalone and selling the
resource. It has been extremely difficult to trace those who are working outside the law.
It is expected that the docket system will help to reduce the incidence of illegal fishing
of abalone. This will mean that anyone sellin~ abalone will have to produce the docket to
the wholesaler to prove that the fisherman IS legally licensed to fish abalone, and this
person will have to ensure that the amount of the catch is within the specific quota allowed.

The objection expressed by divers in the east to the implementation of the docket system
is largely because the industry virtually started in that part of Victoria. The eastern divers
have established an efficient industry that has been extremely lucrative. One can understand
why the divers involved are not keen to introduce too much bureaucratic interference in
their work.
As I understand the situation, the eastern divers have worked responsibly and have
policed their industry and worked within a sustainable yield. The major concern of the
eastern divers is about policing those who fish the area illegally. They were so concerned
about this that the eastern divers established their own surveillance and expended
approximately $40 000 a year to run a boat to carry out the surveillance work in an
endeavour to stop the illegal fishing and poaching.
The Bill contains a clause to allow the central and eastern zones to be established by an
Order in Council at the Minister's request. The eastern zone fishermen have asked the
Liberal Party to amend the clause. In conjunction with the Minister and the National
Party, the Liberal Party has examined that provision and agreed to comply with the wishes
of the eastern divers. An amendment which has been drawn up with the National Party
will be moved during the Committee stage to allow the central and eastern zones to be
introduced but only on the recommendation of the Fisheries Management Committee.
The amendment will provide a safeguard and will not detract from the establishment of
the zones, if they are required, but it will take a little longer to set them up. In the interests
of those fishing the area, the amendment will be worthwhile and is sensible.
The Opposition deems the Bill to be sensible because it aims to push the illegal fishermen
out of the industry. The Bill gives those already working in the industry an opportunity of
continuing their operations at a worthwhile and sustainable level. The measure does not
intrude too much on their operations.
Although the eastern zone abalone divers would have preferred the Opposition to
include an upper limit on the number of divers who would be allowed in that zone, the
Opposition will not do so. The eastern divers accepted that the Government was not
prepared to introduce an upper limit at this stage.
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With the foreshadowed Liberal Party amendment, I have much pleasure in saying that
the Liberal Party will support the Bill.
The Hon. D. M. EVANS (North Eastern Province)-The Fisheries (Abalone) Bill
replaces a previous Bill which was introduced almost twelve months ago and was far more
extensive. The previous Bill created considerable concern in the abalone fishing industry
and it had repercussions in both the recreational and professional fishing industries. It was
withdrawn by the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands because it obviously had
wider ramifications than at first appeared-particularly in the explanation of the Bill given
in the Minister's second-reading speech.
The new Bill is clearly a result of close consultation between officers of the Minister'S
department and the abalone fishermen who operate in the western zone of Victoria. I
understand there is one abalone fisherman out of the fourteen who operate in the western
zone who is not conforming to the disciplines prescribed in the Bill.
The Hon. R. I. Knowles-He isjust an entrepreneur.
The Hon. D. M. EVANS-He is an entrepreneur, as Mr Knowles remarks. That operator
has been mentioned because of some disciplinary concerns in the western zone.
The present Bill has been introduced following a very close consultation period. The
Minister has stated that the Bill is a result of that consultation and that it is strongly
desired by the industry in the western zone.
While the government has rushed a little into the legislation, provided that it is put into
effect with some degree of circumspection it will be all right. However, the Bill provides
for some powers that may not be in the best interests of the industry if they are misused.
Abalone fishermen operate in an industry that is increasingly retracting throughout the
world. The supply of abalone is being reduced because many of the world's fishing grounds
are being overexploited. Abalone is becoming a rare species in many parts of the world. It
is in great demand in certain countries-particularly Japan. Because of that demand
abalone commands a high price on world markets.
It is a desirable industry to be involved in, but it is also a dangerous industry. It requires
a substantial outlay of capital but the returns are very high. The licence and equipment
required to carry out abalone fishing require a substantial capital outlay. In those
circumstances there are clear problems that need to be addressed.

Firstly, those who have invested in the industry need to have their investment
safeguarded. Secondly, because of the high return and because of the danger of poaching
it is necessary to ensure that poaching is reduced. Otherwise overfishing of the abalone
resource in Victoria will certainly occur and the abalone resource in Australia will be
decimated, which has occurred in overseas countries.
Overfishing will mean there will no longer be a viable abalone fishing industry and
people who have invested in the industry will lose that investment. There are very good
reasons why self-discipline should be practised within the industry.
Some months ago media reports showed, and the Minister acknowledged the fact, that
adequate self-discipline was not being practised within the industry and adequate
supervision of the industry was not occurring. This Bill has been introduced as a result of
all those concerns.
The Bill was specifically requested by the western zone and specifically refers to that
zone. There has not been the same degree of consultation with the eastern zone. Along
with our colleagues in the Liberal Party, National Party members have met with people
from the eastern zone, particularly Mr Alan Taylor. National Party members contacted
Mr Rod Crowther from the western zone to try to ascertain the views of the industry in
that zone and to determine a course of action the National Party should take.
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Because the western zone is in agreement with the Bill I shall put aside consideration of
its concern in this matter. The major concern is to control overfishing. I recognise that the
Bill provides the opportunity for the Minister and her department-by regulation only
and not by the Bill-to include both the eastern and central zones under the ambit of the
Bill.
Fishermen from the eastern zone believe before they are included-and their views are
shared by fishermen from the central zone-consultation should take place. I shall Quote
from correspondence I have received from the Eastern Zone Divers Group dated 22
October 1987. In part it states:
The Eastern Zone Divers Group, while generally agreeing with the sentiments and broad objectives of the
Fisheries (Abalone) Bill, 1987, that is, restraint of poaching and efficient management of the resource, are
nevertheless concerned with a number of matters which, unless remedied, would not in our view be in the
interests of the fishery or the divers.

Some particular concerns are mentioned about the specification of divers, numbers and
units. They are concerned about the use of regulatory power to extend the proposed
arrangements-that is, to the eastern and central zones. They are concerned about the
definition of a processor, because the processor provides the very essential link between
the diver and the consumer and is the source and route by which illegally poached abalone
can reach the markets.
They are concerned that people who are licensed processors should be of sufficient
standing within the industry and that they should have a major investment in processing
facilities. It is their concern that only such people should be registered. Men of straw
should not be processors in the industry and should not be recognised under any Act.
They are concerned that prior to the extension of the Bill to cover the eastern and central
zones consultation should take place. They are concerned at the possible disruption that
may be caused by the introduction of additional licences. The western zone in its anxiety
to have the Bill introduced may have tended to ignore a possible future problem.
The industry-and the eastern zone in particular-is concerned about the possibility
that the value of their licences may be reduced by the introduction of additional licences.
It is not unlike the situation of a taxi driver in Melbourne who invests a substantial
amount in a licence but who finds the value of that licence reduced when more taxi
licences are issued and more taxis are put on the road. It is exactly the same with abalone
divers.
The divers are concerned that there is no control on the Minister's ability to declare
additional licences and to effect the sharing out of a scarce resource among more fishermen.
It is not an unreasonable concern.
Given the concerns of the abalone fishing industry-and particularly the concerns of
both the eastern and central zones-the National Party discussed these issues with the
affected people, as my colleague Mr de Fegely noted. As I have indicated, those in the
western zone are happy to proceed with the provisions of the Bill, but those in the eastern
zone are not.
An additional amendment can be made in which a further declaration can take place,
by Order in Council, subject to disallowance by either House of Parliament. The National
Party can seek to remove the provision relating to regulations from the Bill, but I understand
that the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands is not keen on that course of action
because Parliament will then be responsible for extending the seasons, or it can achieve a
similar objective by-Mr de Fegely has just referred to this and the National Party has
discussed it with the eastern and central zone divers' groups-allowing either House of
Parliament to disallow regulations. That would effectively bring the declaration under the
control of Parliament by allowing either House, not both Houses, to disallow the
regulations.
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It is the latter course of action that the National Party regards as more reasonable. It is
clear from correspondence received from the eastern zone divers' group that it is acceptable
to those divers and to the Minister. Once the amendments are in place the National Party
will have no difficulty in supporting the proposed legislation, given that its intention is to
control the overuse of a scarce resource, maintain the value of the investment that many
people have in the industry, and maintain a valuable export industry at a sustainable yield
level in Australia.
The sitting was suspended at 6.32 p.m. until 8.8 p.m.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD (Templestowe Province)-I have a particular interest in the
Bill. Part of the duties involved in reviewing the Victorian commercial fishing licences
was to examine the abalone industry, in conjunction with a number of other industries.
It is essential that Parliament give attention to the managing of fishing effort and a
solution suggested in the review was to examine management practices by the use of an
individual catch quota.
The Victorian Commercial Fisheries Licensing Review in August 1986 said, on page 97
of its report:
In Victoria, both government and industry are considering the introduction of an abalone management scheme
based on individual transferable quotas involving the use of a landings docket system whereby every commercial
landing of abalone would result in the issue of a docket showing the licensed diver, date, quantity, purchaser/
consignee, etc. One copy of the docket would accompany the catch to its eventual point of processing, one would
be retained by the diver and one would be sent to the service. It is believed that the adoption of such a scheme
would give divers greater operational and investment flexibility while facilitating prevention of the sale, possession
and processing of iIlegally-caught abalone. The possible application of a similar scheme to the Victorian scallop
fishery, at least in Port Phillip Bay, is discussed in chapter six.

The report also states:
It has been pointed out to this review that, while the success of management strategies based on output controls
is dependent on effective enforcement, the new departmental structure makes it far easier for senior economists
to have an input to the discussion of these proposals than it is for experienced enforcement officers. It is most
important that adequate opportunity be given to the latter officers to have an input to such discussions.

Therefore, as far back as August 1986, we entered into the consultative process, and there
was wide-ranging consultation with the fishing industry and the idea of individual catch
quotas was discussed with sectors of the industry.
It has been acknowledged during the course of the debate by speakers from both the
Liberal Party and the National Party that there has been a great deal of consultation by
departmental and Ministerial officers. However, it has been suggested that the consultation
has been limited to a large degree to consultation with abalone divers from what is
described as the western zone.
I point out that the issue was canvassed some eighteen months ago with all abalone
divers, and I am sure those in the abalone industry from the three zones, as they are now
described, will certainly attest to the fact that I consulted with them on a whole range of
issues relating to their industry. We certainly canvassed the question of the introduction
of individual catch quotas.
I am not suggesting agreement was reached on that concept, but it was certainly canvassed
and was acknowledged by those in the industry in the three zones as being a possible
future solution to some of the problems with respect to both the management of the
industry and protection of the resource.
The report stated that certain criteria and certain riders had to be attached to the
introduction of such a scheme. It pointed out that there must be, firstly, realistic estimation
of the total allowable catch; secondly, effective monitoring of the fishery and individual
landings throughout the season or year, based on the timely collection and analysis of
catch and effort data; and, thirdly, effective enforcement to ensure that all landings were
reported accurately.
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The report was widely circulated and, I can confidently say, was widely read. I recall
that one of my fellow committee members said to me that, although it was a very good
and comprehensive document that would probably be circulated around the fishing
industry, he would wager that it would not be examined as closely as it should be.
I might point out with some pride that, six months later, the same committee member
came to me and said that there was no doubt that the document had been examined by
the vast majority of fishermen, and certainly in places he would never have expected.
The document was certainly well thumbed and demand for the report abounded. That
is an indication that it has been read and appreciated to a large extent by those in the
industry. Credit is due to the department and the departmental officers involved.
As part of the continuing role carried out by the fishing industry, a working group was
established earlier this year with respect to the implementation of this report and a number
of other reports relating to the fishing industry.
When I was at Portland, in conjunction with other committee members, such as Dr
Garth Newman and other officers from the department, an informal meeting with an
abalone diver from the western zone was held. That represented the planting of seeds for
discussions to flow from the report on the implementation of a scheme of individual catch
quotas.
Subsequent to that meeting, a regime was established whereby departmental officers
would meet with representatives from the western zone initially to discuss what sort of
process nlight be established to enable such a system of indivIdual catch quotas to be
implemented and also the sorts of protections that were mentioned in the report, namely,
those relating to an accurate assessment of the total allowable catch, an effective monitoring
system and an effective enforcement regime.
The proposed legislation is an example of what can result from a proper consultative
process and a detailed examination of the industry, followed by consultation and
submissions in response to that important original process. For that reason I support the
Bill and commend the Minister on introducing what can be described only as a timely
measure.
The fishing industry is under a great deal of pressure at present, not only in Australia
but also throughout the world. The fish resource is in heavy demand in Australia, Japan
and European countries. There is a continual call for more and more fish supplies and,
with those calls, pressure is placed on the catching sector to catch more fish to meet the
demand.
However, in dealing with that pressure there is a need for a balance, because the resource
to the community and must be there for future communities, for the benefit of
those In the industry as well as for the community.

belon~s

As most honourable members who represent fishing communities would know,
historically, it is often a family tradition to be involved and remain involved in the fishing
industry. Therefore, it is important for the industry, for the community and for families
that the resource be protected. As I said, that applies to all fisheries.
The Victorian Commercial Fisheries Licensing Review report will provide a great deal
of information that will enable proper management of Victoria's fishery resources to take
place, protect the resource and those in the industry, and be of benefit to the community.
Honourable members would be aware that in recent times there has been a rapid
escalation in the price of abalone. In fact, the abalone fishery is now one of Victoria's most
valuable marine resources, producing abalone to the value of $20 million a year, most of
which is exported to Japan and other Asian markets.
The abalone fishery of south-eastern Australia is one of the last remaining viable abalone
fisheries in the world. Therefore, every effort must be made to protect the fishery from its
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major threat, that is, overfishing. Other management measures, such as minimum size
limits, play a useful role in protecting the breeding stock, but a well-managed and
enforceable quota system is perhaps the best means of ensuring that the fishery remains
commercially viable.
The key element of that protection is a quota scheme with an adequate docketing system
to assist in the validation of individual quotas; and there should be adequate enforcement.
Of course, one of the prime concerns of tht: industry, as I founn from my own
consultations-which was reinforced by the consultation that departmental officers had
with those in the industry-related to poaching by unlicensed divers.
Those people have no respect for the laws designed to protect the resource, to protect
those in the industry, and to protect the community generally. Obviously there is need for
a system designed to provide adequate protection. The committee suggested that a
comprehensive docketing system was the way to go so that it would become an integral
step of an enforcement system.
The introduction of catch quotas in the western zone of the abalone fisheries is the first
step. It is an important step in the management of fisheries in Victoria and it could set a
precedent for management of abalone fisheries and other fisheries in Victoria.
It is not the intention of the government to force the other zones to come under this
scheme. Before a zone came under this scheme there would be adequate and proper
consultation and probably an examination of how successful the scheme has been in the
western zone.
I reinforce the fact that members of the community have to appreciate that the Victorian
fishing industry is valuable; our fisheries resource is important; and it is incumbent upon
us all to ensure that there is proper management and continuing viability in the industry,
not only in the short term but also in the long term.
The Bill, with some of the finetuning I understand will come through with some of the
amendments to be proposed by the Opposition, will meet those needs.
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-I am pleased to have the opportunity
of making some brief comments on this important piece of legislation. The abalone fishery
is a valuable resource in Victoria, providing something of the order of$20 million a year.
The dramatic increase in the price of abalone has led to two particular problems.
The first problem is that of poaching. It is a very lucrative trade, requires little equipment,
and does not require a high degree of skill. In fact, abalone is very easy to catch because it
stays still. Catching abalone has become a lucrative trade.
The other problem raised by the increase in price of abalone is the pressure coming
from the licensed divers themselves. It has led to grave concerns about the long-term
viability of the industry.
In 1984 the government introduced a system oflicensing of two for one. In other words,
if licences were to be transferred, a new diver coming into the industry was required to
buy two licences. That was a direct initiative to attempt to ease the pressure on the stocks.
The problem is that that has had only a slight effect. There has been a reduction Statewide
in the number of licences from 90 to 72. At the same time, the total catch has increased,
primarily due to improvements in equipment and increased efforts per diver.
As has been pointed out, the State has been divided into three zones-central, eastern
and western. The divers in the western zone came to the government with a plan to ease
the pressure on the stocks in their territory.
The proposal was, firstly, to impose a catch quota-in other words, to limit the total
catch-and, secondly, as Mr Arnold has pointed out, to introduce a compulsory docket
system. That would supervise tbe legal catch and would also go some of the way at least
towards addressing the problem of the illegal trade.
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The Bill is a direct result of the appeal from the divers in the western zone. I want to put
on the record an acknowledgment of the fact that the government has responded to a
direct appeal.
Under the proposed legislation the new arrangement will be a licence transfer on a onefor-one basis in the western zone. It will allow the Minister, after having regard to advice
from the· Fisheries Management Committee, to set the total catch per season. That catch
would then be allocated to the divers in that zone. The Bill introduces the docket system,
which will in itself be important in the control of the industry and will impose penalties
on those caught in possession of abalone without the authenticating document.
The Bill will allow individual divers to transfer up to 50 per cent of their quota allocation.
It also provides that no diver will go beyond 150 per cent of the basic quota. So far, so
good.,
The problem lies in clause 4, which proposes to insert section 13c (2), by which the
Governor in Council may declare that the central and eastern zones may be incorporated
under the provisions of the Bill. It is at this point that the wheels fell off.
The divers in the eastern and central zones are not happy about that because it will be
possible for the government to provide with the stroke of a pen that the other zones will
come under the same provisions as the western zone. The divers are not concerned with
the docket system being enforced Statewide. They are prepared to support that system and
they have said openly that that is a good idea.
The proposed section led to a round of frenzied discussions. The first suggestion was
that it be simply removed. The government was unhappy about that and I understand
why; if it were proved subsequently that the provisions were appropriate to the other
zones, new legislation would need to be produced. I concede that that was not a practical
alternative.
The second suggestion was that a provision be added that the Minister make a decision
only after having regard to the advice of the Fisheries Management Committee. Again,
the fishermen in the two zones affected felt that that provision was not strong enough.
They were looking for something stronger by way of guarantee.
The third alternative suggested was that a clause be introduced so that either House of
Parliament could disallow such declaration. That is a good compromise. It achieves
precisely what each of the groups desired in the outcome. It win provide protection to the
industry, particularly to the divers in the eastern and central zones, in that they cannot
unwillingly be brought into the arrangement. It also covers the concern of the western
zone divers who were genuinely concerned about the future of the industry. I do not
suggest for one minute that divers in the other zones were not.
I congratulate the Minister on taking the initiative as requested. An important protection
is afforded by the Bill. I pay tribute to the divers involved in the ne~otiations. They
displayed maturity and reasonableness in finding a solution. I mention In particular Mr
Michael Minehan, Chairman of the Eastern Mallacoota Cooperative, Mr Rod Crowther
and Mr Ken McCall from the western zone, and Mr Ian McKechnie from the central zone,
who were very helpful in finding that compromise. A sane and reasonable compromise
has been reached in all the circumstances. The National Party is delighted to support the
Bill in its current form.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time and committed.
Clause 1
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I move:
I. Clause I, line 4, after "provisions" insert "so that a declared abalone licence is transferable on a one-forone basis".
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The amendment was agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was adopted, as was
clause 2.
Clause 3
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I move:
2. Clause 3, page 2, line 19, after "may" insert "on the advice ofthe Minister after the Minister has had regard
to the recommendation ofthe Fisheries Management Committee".

The amendment was prepared in response to concerns expressed by abalone divers in the
central and eastern zones that the licences in those zones may become transferable on a
one-for-one basis without consultation with the divers affected.
The Hon. R. S. de FEGELY (Ballarat Province)-The Opposition supports the
amendment. It will provide a link between the Minister and the industry to allow discussion
and consultation to occur and for fishermen to determine, through the committee, the
management of the industry. The group will act as an advisory body to the Minister.
The amendment was agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was adopted.
Clause 4
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I move:
3. Clause 4, page 2, line 42, omit "expressed as a total number of units".

The reason why the government has proposed the amendment is to remove the concern
of some divers that the total allowable catch may be varied throughout the fishing season
by altering the definition of the term "unit". A unit means 2 tonnes ofunshucked abalone
or such other weight of unshucked abalone as the Governor in Council may, by Order in
Council, declare.
The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-I am particularly interested in the
amendment. I thought the definition was already clear in the Bill. The Bill defines the total
allowable catch as the total number of units, which is also mentioned in proposed section
13c (3). I am not certain why the government wants to delete the expression "expressed
as a total number of units" because the word "unit" is defined as 2 tonnes of unshucked
abalone. I want to know why the Minister wants to remove the definition of 2 tonnes of
unshucked abalone.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I appreciate
the interest and concern ofMr Long in the abalone industry, as he represents east Gippsland.
It is not that the government wants to do away with the definition of "unit". The industry
has asked the government to define the total allowable catch in terms of individual catch
quotas.
The industry was concerned that the term "unit" may be changed, whereas individual
catch quotas will be prescribed in the proposed legislation and therefore continued. Its
members do not want to confuse the term "unit" with the term "quota". The industry
wants to be clear that the total allowable catch is determined on the basis of quotas set on
the advice of the Fisheries Management Committee, not on the unit because the unit
would not be prescribed through an advisory system that reports to me.
The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-I do not doubt what the Minister says
but I have some difficulty in accepting the explanation. Will the Minister explain how the
Fisheries Management Committee will define the total allowable catch under proposed
section 13c (3)?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-The definition
of "total allowable catch" under proposed section 13c (1) is:
The annual quota for abalone which may be taken within a declared zone determined under sub-section (3)
expressed as a total number of units.
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The industry is concerned that the total allowable catch should be related to the quota
rather than the units. The quota will be defined on the advice of the Fisheries Management
Committee.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD (Templestowe Province)-I direct Mr Long's attention to
the definition of "unit" in proposed section 13c (1):
"unit" means two tonnes ofunshucked abalone or such other weight ofunshucked abalone as the Governor in
Council may by Order in Council declare for the purposes of this section.

Those in the fishing industry are concerned that tying the assessment of the total allowable
catch into the description of "unit" , as determined by the Governor in Council, would not
provide sufficient certainty in their minds as to what the total allowable catch is annually.
The negotiations on the proposed legislation revealed concern that there will be uncertainty,
rather than control, by leaving the determination of the catch in the hands of the Governor
in Council.
For that reason, the industry prefers that the total allowable catch should be defined as
an annual quota assessed by the Fisheries Management Committee. As the representative
of the industry, the committee will determine the quota for the year. That should not be
affected by the Governor in Council altering the total allowable catch for the year by
reducing the definition of units.
The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-I thank Mr Arnold for that explanation.
I ask the Committee to consider whether by deleting words such as "by Order in Council"
we could make absolutely certain, by definition, that a unit would be 2 tonnes ofunshucked
abalone and only that, surely would meet the diver's concerns.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD (Templestowe Province)-There has been considerable
discussion between the departmental officers, those in the industry, and the Fisheries
Management Committee to ensure that there is sufficient protection of the resource. They
have determined that they are happy with this amendment.
I have always emphasised that legislation should be drawn up in consultation and that
amendments should not be made on the run, so to speak, when matters have been
determined through the process of consultation.
The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-Again, I thank Mr Arnold but there is
one flaw in his argument; the second part of the definition "unit" should be deleted so that
that process would be complete. I ask the Committee to consider that.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-The debate
between Mr Arnold and Mr Long has been useful and I know that Mr Long has maintained
an interest in the Bill to protect the resource and also to ensure that, in the long term, the
eastern zone divers get what they might regard as justice.
The reason for including the ability to vary the term "unit" is that, although 2 tonnes of
unshucked abalone is an appropriate definition for the western zone, it well might not be
for the central zone or the eastern zone and, therefore, the second part of the definition of
"unit" is left to the Governor in Council through an Order in Council to determine.
It is important to have that flexibility because in an area, such as Mallacoota, it might
well be there is a need to redefine "unit". In the meantime, in order to ensure that there is
a common and agreed definition, the abalone divers' association has asked the government
to move back to a generally accepted definition of "total allowable catch".

The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-I am sorry to pursue this, but will the
Minister help me? If the words are deleted as her amendment suggests-that is, "expressed
as a total number of units" -what is the purpose of retaining the following definition of
"unit"? After all, where else in the Bill is the word "unit" mentioned?
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The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-In other
clauses of the Bill and in the future organisation of the industry the term "unitn will be
used.
The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-I believe I will have to ~ve up after that
explanation; that is a futuristic term. As I understand what the Minister IS saying, there is
no need for the definition of~~unit".
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-I accept that.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD (Templestowe Province)-lfMr Long looks further on in
the Bill he will note that his suggestion that the expression "unif' is not used in any other
part of the Bill is not correct. Proposed paragraph 13c (5) (a) and (b) refer to transferable
units; therefore, to remove the definitlOn of "unitn would destroy the sense of those
proposed paragraphs.
The amendment was agreed to.
The Hon. R. S. de FEGELY (Ballarat Province)-I move:
Clause 4, page 3, lines 5 and 6, omit all words and expressions on these lines and insert:
"(2) On the recommendation of the Fisheries Management Committee the central zone or the eastern zone or
both may be prescribed by regulations to be declared zones.
(2A) Regulations made under sub-section (2) may be disallowed in whole or in part by resolution of either
House of the Parliament in accordance with the requirements of section 6 (2) of the Subordinate Legis/ation Act
1962 which disallowance ~s deemed disallowance by Parliament for the purposes of that Act.".

There has been a good deal of cooperation on this amendment from the Minister and
particularly the National Party, with whom the Opposition had long discussions, and it
was agreed that the Opposition would move this amendment because it was an
improvement on the two similar amendments circulated to honourable members.
The amendment grew out of the concern expressed by some sections of the industry.
The honourable member for Evelyn in another place received a letter dated 22 October
1987 from the eastern zone abalone divers, which said that this provision of the Bill:
... confers power on the Minister to declare, that is, include, other zones as subject to quota arrangements. As
we have noted in previous correspondence, the divers are strongly opposed to their activities being subject to
change by regulation. Such a course we have learned means either no consultation or the ignoring of the advice/
suggestions of the industry.

That perhaps is adding a little more to it, although the association did state earlier in its
letter that despite there having been considerabfe consultation-Mr Arnold mentioned
that consultation process earlier-many of the points which the association had put
forward and which it had understood would be included had been ignored.
The amendment includes in the Bill the need for the Fisheries Management Committee
to assess the situation in relation to the implementation of zones and subsequent quotas
and that, on the advice of the committee, the Minister may declare areas to be zoned.
The object of the amendment is that those recommendations should be brought before
both Houses of Parliament and it gives the option to either House to confirm or reject
such a declaration.
The Hon. D. M. EVANS (North Eastern Province)-The National Party in discussion,
particularly with the eastern and central zone abalone divers, also arrived at the conclusion
that there was some concern that proposed section 13c (2) would have allowed the
declaration of the eastern and central zones and, as declared zones, would bring them
within the ambit of the proposed legislation without further discussion in Parliament.
As I spelt out in my second-reading remarks, after discussion with the divers and
consultation and discussion with our colleagues, particularly from the Liberal Party, we
arrived at the decision that the best way to overcome the problem, given the reticence of
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the Minister to require additional legislation to bring this about, was to use the device that
has been spelt out in Mr de Fegely's amendment.
The National Party had a similar amendment but, after discussion, we decided to go
with Mr de Fegely's amendment because there are some minor advantages in that. To
make fully effective the amendment suggested by the National Party would have required
an amendment to have been moved by the Minister.
However, the National Party supports that course of action and the letter of22 October
1987 from the eastern zone divers' group, which was referred to by Mr de Fegely, clearly
spelt out that it was happy with the amendments to be proposed by both the National and
Liberal parties. In those circumstances, the National Party supports the amendment.
The provisions of the amendment, and the clause, when it is amended, are unlikely to
be used unless there is some significant disputation between the Department of
Conservation, Forests and Lands and the eastern zone divers. The fact that the provision
is in place as a reserve power ensures that full consultation will occur; if there is to be a
declaration, the same happy situation will apply as with the western zone: it will be after
full consultation and with the strong desire of the eastern zone divers.
I have little doubt that that will be the case, but the provision will ensure that there is
always recourse for eastern and central zone divers to call on Parliament to reject any
provision which may cause them confusion.
The provision cuts down on the red tape; it will be enacted only if necessary; and it will
facilitate the procedures ofgovernment while providing the proper protection of Parliament
for citizens who may be affected by the legislation.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-The
government is prepared to accept the amendment moved by Mr de Fegely and to withdraw
amendment No. 4 standing in my name. It does so to demonstrate that the process through
which we have all struggled over the past few weeks has been useful and proves that all
parties are committed to proper resource management in fisheries.
Honourable members do not need to be reminded that Australia'S abalone industry is
the only natural abalone industry remaining in the world and therefore requires careful
resource management. I thank the Opposition and the National Party for theIr willingness
to acknowledge that point and to join with the government in assisting the introduction
of a new system of management in respect of quotas. As Mr Hallam has correctly said, the
western zone divers have shown considerable leadership in saying to the government,
"Okay, our profits might be reduced a little but the community's and our long-term return
from the industry will be protected by this measure".
I place on record, as did Mr Hallam-and I am certain I would be supported by Mr
Chamberlain and Mr de Fegely-that that is a tremendous leadership position for any
group of fishermen to take. Although the government is not keen on disallowance of
regulations by either House, it accepts the Opposition's amendment because it believes
disallowance will be used only as a last resort If the normal process of agreement between
the Fisheries Management Committee and the Minister does not take place.
I shall be working to ensure that both central and eastern zone divers are fully aware of
the condition of their industry and can make a well-informed decision on this issue over
the next twelve months. I thank honourable members for their cooperation and am happy
to accept the amendment.
The amendment was agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was adopted.
New clause
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I move:
5. After Clause 4 insert the following new clause:
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Offences.
'AA. In section 17 (1) of the Fisheries Act 1968 for "20 penalty units" substitute "50 penalty units".'.

The amendment to increase the penalty from 20 to 50 units is a reflection of consultation
between the opposition parties and the government. The Opposition shadow Minister
believed that, if a penalty were to be imposed, it ought to be such that people making an
unauthorised profit out of the industry should feel that the fine that they had to pay was
severe punishment.
The amendment is in response to the views of the abalone divers and the Opposition
and is part of the determination of the government to crack down on poaching in this
industry.
The Hon. R. S. de FEGELY (Ballarat Province)-The Opposition wholeheartedly
supports the amendment. A good deal of money can be made in the abalone industry and
it attracts some people who are out to do the wrong thing. Consequently, the Opposition
believes a realistic penalty should be included in the Bill.
The new clause was agreed to.
The Bill was reported to the House with amendments, and the amendments were
adopted.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a third time.

In so doing, I thank'Mr de Fegely, Mr Evans and the honourable member for Evelyn in
the other place for their cooperation in working through the Bill to a satisfactory solution,
so that Victoria will have proper resource management of an important industry. I again
thank the western zone divers and the Victorian Abalone Divers Association for its
leadership and cooperation.
The motion was agreed to, and the Bill was read a third time.

RACING (MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL
The debate (adjourned from earlier this day) on the motion of the Hon. J. E. Kirner
(Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands) for the second reading of this Bill was
resumed.
The Hon. F. J. GRANTER (Central Highlands Province)-The Racing (Miscellaneous
Amendments) Bill is of considerable interest because it introduces a new concept for
betting on TAB and hotel premises.
The Liberal Party opposes the main provision of the Bill, which is to introduce Pubtab.
As honourable members will recall, the founders of the Totalizator A~ency Board stated
that there would never be a TAB agency in a hotel or in the near viCInity of a hotel. Of
course, that has since changed because, according to page 3 of the latest TAB report, there
are now fifteen TAB subagencies in hotels.
I do not believe the Totalizator Agency Board's agencies should be situated in hotels
because betting and booze do not mix. There is the thought that women will not go into
hotels to have a bet, and a number of women do bet at times. I could ask the National
Party members if their wives would go into a hotel to place a bet. I believe it is the wrong
environment.
With the introduction of Pubtab, agents will eventually disappear, but it will not happen
overnight. As I have stated, there are fifteen Pubtabs and approximately 427 agents
throughout Victoria. There are nine in the city area, 250 in the metropolitan area, 121 in
country districts and 28 restricted agencies. The Totalizator Agency Board should consider
upgrading telephone betting because that is a popular avenue for people to bet. There are
frequent breakdowns in the telephone system. There are long waits for the person on the
end of the telephone to get to the operator, and engaged calls are frequent.
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A number of country clubs have expressed opposition to Pubtab, and, in particular, I
name two; the Mornington Racing Club and the Yarra Glen Racing Club. Those clubs
believe that with Pubtab, particularly in inclement weather, there will be a decrease in
attendances oncourse.
I am also reminded that the Victorian Bookmakers' Association Ltd has for a long time
requested that it be given consideration for a telephone to be connected oncourse to the
bookmakers'stand.
In a letter of 1 October 1987 to Mr Reynolds, the honourable member for Gisborne, the
association stated:
Let it be remembered that the TAB is vehemently opposing "oncourse telephone betting" for bookmakers. It
seems to us that they want everything their own way, and have become very close to the present government,
and a long way from the original concept of the offcourse facility originally envisaged.

Although I support bookmakers very much-The Hon. M. J. Arnold-We all support them very much.
The Hon. F. J. GRANTER-Not financially, but I support them on the course and the
colour they provide. We have a wonderful system of oncourse and offcourse betting, plus
the bookmakers. Let us not forget that bookmakers play a large part.
Agents will eventually disappear, but I hope that does not happen. I am concerned
about the concept of Pubtab. The Opposition, and I am sure the government, appreciates
the performance of the agents when one considers that the TAB this year had a record
surplus of $64·9 million. The government and the TAB should not be too hungry in
wanting to put Pubtab into operation.
As Mr Arnold and other honourable members would know, subagents work long hours.
They might open at 9 a.m. and close at 9 p.m. but they do not work for large commissions.
They should be considered for an increase in commission. The TAB has no obligation to
them other than their normal expenses, but not their running expenses on the day, such as
light and power.
The idea of putting subagents in hotels is to counter startin$-price bookmaking. I do not
believe there is a strong SP betting operation in the State, particularly around hotels. There
may be some large operators, but when I was Minister for Police and Emergency Services,
the Zebra task force was introduced under Chief Inspector Bob Pettaway and that was a
great success. That cleaned out a lot of SP bookmaking, particularly the large operators,
but I do not think the small operators around hotels are evident today.
The TAB has been ready to close down a number of agencies, particularly in my home
town of Heathcote where the TAB closed down the agency because the rent increase of
100 per cent was too great. I agree with that action because of the running expenses
- involved. I also learned today that there is a possibility that the St Arnaud agency may be
closed down and revert to a subagency: that would be a retrograde step.
The Opposition does not oppose the doubles totalisator extra commission. Nothing has
been said by racing clubs with respect to the commission on running doubles. In the
Minister's second-reading notes it is said that the Bill contains provisions regarding the
conduct of doubles totalisators, that it is proposed that the TAB should shortly offer the
bet type of race-to-race doubles. I indicate to the Minister that the notes are not correct
because this system started on Monday 5 October in Bendigo. I can vouch that that is
correct.
I point out to the Minister, and no doubt she will refer the matter to the Minister for
Sport and Recreation, that at page 21 of the 1987 annual report of the Totalizator Agency
Board a number of the figures are incorrect. The report is magnificent and I give full credit
to Mr Jim Carroll, general manager, who no doubt played a large part in compiling this
report, plus Mr Bob Nordlinger.
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At page 21 under the heading of "Harness RacingH, for the metropolitan area the 3·7
per cent increase stated is not correct. In my opinion, it should be a decrease of 5·82 per
cent. For the country, the increase should be 17·8 per cent instead of 11·4 per cent, and for
interstate harness racing it should be a 9·6 per cent increase instead of 9·9 per cent.
Someone has made a miscalculation in compiling the report and the figures have been
transposed. I complement the TAB on its operations, but I suggest that the board is
perhaps a little too stringent. It should consider the agents, especially in country areas
where they work long hours. No doubt, the agents are paid a reasonable amount, but I do
not believe subagents are similarly recompensed.
I suggest to the totalisator management that it consider the subagents in any distribution
of funds that might come along, as I believe their commission should be greater.
The Hon. D. M. EVANS (North Eastern Province)-The National Party is prepared to
support the Bill and, in speaking to it, I should like to pay a real and warm compliment to
my colleague, the honourable member for Lowan in another place, Mr W. D. McGrath,
on the time and effort he has put into researching this issue. I understand that he toured
extensively in New South Wales, and as far as Sydney, to inspect Pubtab operations in
that State.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-He was on a pub crawl!
The Hon. D. M. EVANS-He was not on a pub crawl; he was conducting a serious
investigation from which he gleaned considerable information and learnt, at first hand,
the amounts of money that were involved in Totalizator Agency Board establishments in
New South Wales. There are close to 400 of them established in hotels, as I understand it.
Mr McGrath was able to establish the value of the TABs to the hotels and to the licensed
pub businesses and he gained some impression of how the new system worked in practice.
His general view was that there should be some limitation on the number of Pubtabs in
Victoria, and I understand he has negotiated amendments to the Bill which would limit
the number of Pubtabs to twenty in the metropolitan area and allow a continuation of a
distance separation between TABs in hotels and existing agencies or subagencies in country
areas. As a person who really understands his sport and the needs of people in country
areas, the honourable member believes it is important not to overload the system, not to
remove an existing service but to ensure that proper services are provided for those who
want them.
I was interested that Mr Granter was concerned about some of the people-perhaps the
ladies-who may wish to place a bet but who are not prepared to go into hotels. I do not
share that view. While that may well have been a correct view 15 to 20 or 25 to 30 years
ago, the facilities now provided by our hotels throughout the country are generally good.
They provide a focal point for local communities, particularly in country areas and
frequently they are the only centre where a meal can be obtained in a small country town.
Many of the hotels in such towns make a regular feature, particularly of a Friday and
Saturday evening, of counter dinners. They also have entertainment and, being licensed
facilities, they provide liquor.
The facilities are a far cry from those provided in bar rooms at the time of the 6 o'clock
swill in the late 1940s and 1950s, which fortunately was abandoned in approximately 1956
or 1957. Since then, the hotel industry has lifted its game and the facilities are such that
those ladies who wish to place a bet would have little difficulty in placing those bets in the
good surroundings that are now in hotels.
To return to the experiences of the honourable member for Lowan in another place, he
believed there was a need to have some limitation on the number of TABs in hotels, and
I notice at the end of the Bill that one clause particularly refers to that matter. Clause 4
amends the current restrictions "and that no more than 20 offices or agencies of the board
shall be established on licensed premises within".
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That restriction, which is a sensible one and which will allow Victoria to gain some
experience in the operation of these facilities in Victorian hotels, is due very much to the
efforts of Mr McGrath.
The Bill is a reasonably small one. It is a further amendment to the provision of racing
facilities throughout the State. The National Party is concerned that with the current
technological advances, vast changes have occurred-perhaps not necessarily changes
with which we agree-in media ownership and aggregation of media ownership in Australia.
The Hon. B. A. Murphy-What do you want, carrier pigeons?
The Hon. D. M. EVANS-We do not want the Murdochs, Bonds and Packers controlling
the whole lot. The government may, but the National Party does not. The fact is that the
advances in entertainment and media technology in recent times, particularly with cable
television and specific site television-which is beamed to a particular venue which pays
for it and has some arrangement under which it is supplied-has meant something of a
revolution in the provision of sporting events, in particular.
A few years ago just about every radio station carried its racing program. Those programs
have been curtailed and those who are interested in racing, particularly in country areas,
have some difficulty in obtaining access to broadcasts of racing results.
However, the use of sophisticated television technology has meant that not only are
races broadcast to hotels, but they are televised so that hotels and like premises are now
providing a focus and a receival point where up to the minute information is available on
racing.
If betting facilities are too far from the source of racing information, and if one has to
travel half a mile down the road to the TAB when the hotel is the only place where one
can catch up with racing results, a considerable additional inducement is present for the
expansion of illegal starting-price bookmaking.
As a person who does not really bet on racehorses, I have always been interested to
know what is so very wrong with SP bookmaking. I am told that it is wicked, but I am
inclined to believe that the worst feature of SP bookmaking is that the bookmakers do not
pay tax to the government.
.
Some people believe the fairest of all bookmakers are the SP bookies. They cannot
afford to welsh on the bets or they do not get back into the hotel. They probably pay a
somewhat higher proportion of their takings back to their patrons but they miss out on
paying the government tax, so there is some degree of self-interest on the government's
part in trying to reduce the SP bookmaker's attraction to the punter.
The fact that SP bookmakers are seen as perhaps a little wicked is also something of an
attraction to some people. They may feel that dealing in a somewhat risque operation adds
a little spice to what they are doing. Nevertheless, the honourable member for Lowan in
another place recognises that unless facilities are provided in a manner that is reasonably
available to the general ·public, there will be an increase in the SP bookmaking trade.
Again, I pay the honourable member for Lowan the compliment of researching this
subject extremely well; he has been able to advise the National Party that the Bill is one
with which it can agree, given that certain amendments have been made and are now in
the Bill before the Legislative Council. Therefore, the National Party supports the Bill.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD (Templestowe Province)-The purpose of the Bill is to
provide for the removal of the current restrictions on the establishment of Totalizator
Agency Board facilities on licensed premises and to provide for uniform commission
deductions on double totalisators.
In the course of the debate a number of matters have been raised, firstly, by Mr Granter.
I generally debate these issues with him when racing Bills are being amended. Racing Bills
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are generally not large Bills but they play a vital part in the restructure of the racing
industry, in offcourse betting facilities and amplification of betting facilities.
A remarkable turnabout in the betting habits of Victorians has taken place since the
introduction of offcourse betting in the early 1960s. Mr Granter mentioned that last year's
figures showed that the TAB made a profit of $64 million. That money has been used for
a number of purposes: to provide facilities on racecourses; to improve betting facilities
and to provide a range of other benefits to the industry generally. That is in addition to
the issue of taxation that was raised by Mr Evans.
Honourable members might recall some nasty features associated with the larger scale
SP bookmaking activities that caused governments to seriously consider the issue in the
past. Those abuses and problems arose from SP bookmaking in the 1940s and 1950s. The
introduction oflegalised offcourse betting was not simply a matter of raising tax. Although
some romance surrounds the notion ofSP bookmaking, especially with the small operator,
the overall picture showed abuses of the system in the 1940s and 1950s. The system
currently operating benefits not only those who like to have a bet but also the general
community, because proceeds raised by the TAB are spread across a wide arena.
Mr Granter also mentioned the conditions relating to subagents, who are sometimes
regarded as the cinderellas of the industry. Those employed in the industry who work long
hours should receive adequate recompense for the services they provide to the community.
Some concerns were raised about the establishment of T AB facilities in hotels. I know
that my colleague, Mr McArthur, has had reservations in the past about that issue. It is
because of the reservations held by Mr McArthur and others that the number of TAB
outlets that might have been established on licensed premises has been limited. It is
essential that those outlets are complementary to existing licensed premises in areas that
might otherwise be deprived of the opportunity of having a TAB facility. I am sure an
assurance can be given to Mr McArthur that TAB facilities will be provided only in hotels
where the government responsibly believes they should be introduced.
Honourable members have expressed concern that their wives or other ladies in the
community may not want to enter licensed premises to place a TAB bet. The Liquor
Control Bill that passed through this House last week will enhance conditions of licensed
premises and ensure that they provide facilities that are attractive and suitable for all
members of the community.
I support the Bill. Most of its other provisions are machinery matters. The government
should be commended for taking a responsible attitude towards amending the betting
regime in this State so that it provides adequate controls for the benefit of the community.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-I appeal to the Totalizator
Agency Board to be extremely careful in coming to a decision to close down existing TAB
agencies in country towns and place those facilities in local hotels. The Bill enables the
board to do much more than has been done since the principal Act was passed authorising
hotel TAB facilities.
A number of agencies in the province I represent are already under threat. They include
Tongala and Nathalia, and the agency at Elmore has already been closed and substituted
by a hotel TAB.
I take the view expressed by Mr Granter rather than the view expressed by my colleague,
Mr Evans, that there are people in this community who are reluctant to go into hotels for
any purpose, yet they derive pleasure from an investment through the TAB on the Saturday
afternoon races. I suppose they would mostly be women and perhaps elderly women in
the community. I believe there is still a widespread reluctance amongst that group of the
community to be seen entering or leaving hotels. I would include in that category many of
the older women I know and many of my own relatives.
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Although it was suggested originally that the totalisator facility in the hotel would
require a separate entrance and be separate from the public bar, that is not likely to be the
case in the future. If hotel TABs are established in small hotels where the turnover of the
T AB is not likely to be high, it would not be economic for a publican to provide an
additional staff member in a separate area to handle the operation of the totalisator. No
doubt pressure will be brought to bear for the totalisator to be part of the public bar. I
would resist that move as strongly as I could.
I also appeal to the board, in determining the viability of its existing country agencies,
that it takes the view that is often taken by government in the provision of services to
country people that a different set of economic rules should apply in smaller country areas
than might apply in the suburbs or the larger provincial cities.
For example, it might be unfair to attribute to a country TAB the total cost of its
telephone account, bearing in mind that trunk calls will be involved. A TAB agency in
Nathalia would have a larger telephone account than an agency in Burwood that would
conduct most of its business with local calls.
The same could apply to computer line costs where a higher charge would be involved.
It would be unfair for 100 per cent of the costs to be charged to that small country agency
without some allowance being made for the need to provide services to Victorians,
regardless of their location.
I am not talking of some massive subsidy by city punters to country punters, but some
regard needs to be had to that situation. The National Party does not want a pure cost
balance sheet to be used in determining whether an agency is to be closed. It is a service
that country people are entitled to; they have been good patrons of the TAB over the years
and it is with some reluctance, because I am not enamoured with the idea, that I agree the
board should have a further ability to install facilities in hotels. However, I can see that
there would be no economic viability for a separate agency in some places, in which case
that move would be justified.
The National Party does not think Parliament intends the Bill to be used as an excuse
by the TAB to close some existing agencies where there is a borderline case.
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. F. J. GRANTER (Central Highlands Province)-The Liberal Party disagrees
with the government and the National Party on clause 4. As stated in the second-reading
debate, the Liberal Party does not believe in Pubtabs.
To illustrate that opposition, according to a radio news item, the Shamrock Hotel in
Bendigo is being proposed as a site for the establishment of a Tabaret. The mentioned
price for the licence was $70 000. I cannot verify whether that is correct but the government
owns the Shamrock Hotel and it may be a place where it would like to establish a Tabaret.
If one of the local TAB agencies were declared non-viable, under the Bill the government
could establish a TAB agency in the Shamrock Hotel. That would be a method to be used
for installing a Pubtab and a Tabaret.
I thank Mr Baxter for his remarks, and I agree with him. I am sure he agrees with my
sentiments as to ladies entering hotels to place bets, and the restrictions on small country
T AB agencies being reduced to subagencies.
In New South Wales bets taken at a bar are known as bar betting operations. There is
no segregation of a TAB agency or subagency in a hotel. The government should be strict
when a Pubtab is located in a hotel; there should be a separate operations room where the
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customers could place bets. I do not like pub betting or Tabarets, as envisaged in Victoria.
I hope one will not be commenced in the Shamrock Hotel in Bendigo.
The Liberal Party intends to vote against the clause.
The Hon. D. M. EVANS (North Eastern Province)-Again I have listened with interest
to the comments made by Mr Granter and Mr Baxter.
As I indicated in the second-reading debate, the National Party\ through my colleague
the honourable member for LoWan in another place, has examined the matter carefully
and has proposed what might appear to be a compromise in that there is not to be an open
go on Tabarets in hotels or TAB agencies in hotels. According to an amendment moved
by the honourable member for Lowan in another place Pubtabs are to be limited to twenty
in the metropolitan area. There will be no proliferation ofTabarets throughout Victoria.
The existing provision as to a Pubtab being 15 kilometres from the nearest agency or
subagency remains; that is, a TAB cannot be established in a hotel that is closer than 15
kilometres from a subagency. However, a subagency could be closed so that one may be
installed in a hotel.
The majority of small country hotels that have a TAB do not find it a profitable
enterprise. It costs money to look after them, to provide telephone facilitities and in
general to pay operatin~ costs. The returns to the hotels are small. Given that there is not
much economic incentIve, that in itself provides a protection, if not in every case, at least
in the majority of cases.
In that sense the National Party is of the opinion that because there may not be TAB
facilities in some country towns, it may well be that because of cost factors the only place
to put them is in hotels. It is that fact, rather than a desire to place additional pressures on
existing small businesses, that encourages the National Party to adopt the view that the
existing provisions should remain without amendment, that a country hotel can have a
T AB provided it is at least 15 kilometres as the crow or the magpie flies from the nearest
subagency.
The National Party does not see that as posing an enormous threat, given the low
economic returns to exising hotel agencies. The clause should go forward and it is with
that logic in mind that the National Party is not prepared to vote against the clause.
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD (Templestowe Province)-To clarify several issues raised
by Mr Granter: firstly, as to his expressed concern about bar betting, as it is known in New
South Wales, and its operation in Victoria, from his experience he would be aware of the
way betting facilities are controlled in Victorian TABs, in that a far stricter approach is
taken than is the case in New South Wales. I give an assurance that that will continue.
The government is conscious of maintaining the betting facilities on licensed premises
as far as the carrying out of the primary function is concerned, as well as in relation to
maintaining the integrity of the betting facilities. It is understood that those facilities will
be properly maintained, to attract people to use them. The best of conditions will be
observed and I would be one of the first to be critical if Victoria ended up with a similar
situation to that which exists in some New South Wales hotels.
It is not the intention to establish Tabarets in the Shamrock Hotel in Bendigo, or
anywhere else as a direct result of the passage of this Bill.

I do not know the source of the news item to which Mr Granter referred. HO\\tever, he
can rest assured that there should be no Tabaret in the Shamrock Hotel as a result of the
proposed legislation for it is not intended to facilitate that purpose.
The principle of establishing Pubtabs has been raised. In response to some of the
remarks that have been made by speakers for the National Party and, to some extent, by
Mr Granter, I reinforce the view that in certain towns it is not economically viable to
maintain a separate totalisator agency.
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I appreciate the concern that country members have. However, it gets to a stage in the
day when it becomes absolutely impossible for those establishments to be subsidised. In a
number of instances the government and the Totalizator Agency Board have shown a
great deal of sympathy in maintaining facilities probably far beyond the time when financial
viability ceases to exist.
I am sure that attitude will be maintained to complement the situation where, in towns
where it is not possible to have those facilities, they will be fitted into the licensed premises
in the best of conditions to ensure that adequate protection exists for those who do not
want them and for those who want to have a drink and a wager.
Mr Granter referred to bookmakers. I should hate to see the day when Victorian or
Australian racing saw the demise of bookmakers, because they provide our racing industry
with colour and flair which is so often lacking in other countries throughout the world.
Bookmakers are a unique feature of our racing, and they should be maintained. There
should be adequate controls and proper consultation between the bookmakers' association,
the TAB and the government to ensure a proper balance in the industry.
Last week, once again, Melbourne enjoyed a successful racing carnival. I had the pleasure
of taking Mr Van Buren, who represents the Eumemmerring Province, to the Melbourne
Cup. He had never been before, and he enjoyed the facilities.
The Hon. N. B. Reid-Did he wear his top hat and tails?
The Hon. M. J. ARNOLD-Mr Van Buren is a working man, so there was no question
of top hat and tails. He was in the outer, but he went to the members' section to see the
different conditions there. I am pleased to say that because of the money generated by the
TAB and through other areas, the conditions at racecourses both in the members' and the
non-members' areas are very good.
The Committee divided on the clause (the Hon. G. A. Sgro in the chair).
23
Ayes
Noes
16
Majority for the clause
AYES
Mr Arnold
Mr Baxter
MrCrawford
Mrs Dixon
MrDunn
MrEvans
Mr Hallam
MrHenshaw
Mrs Hogg
MrKennan
MrKennedy
Mrs Kirner
Mrs Lyster
Mr McArthur
Mrs McLean
MrMier
Mr Murphy
MrSandon
MrVan Buren
MrWalker
MrWright

Tellers:
Mr Landeryou
Mr Pullen

7
NOES
Mr Chamberlain
MrConnard
Mrde Fegely
MrGranter
MrGuest
MrHunt
MrKnowles
MrMacey
MrMiles
MrReid
MrStorey
Mrs Tehan
Mrs Varty
MrWard

Tellers:
MrLawson
MrLong
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PAIR
MrWhite

I

Mr Birrell

The Bill was reported to the House without amendment, and the report was adopted.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a third time.

I thank the National Party for its cooperation in the interests of the future of the racing
industry in Victoria.
The motion was agreed to, and the Bill was read a third time.

FIREARMS (AMENDMENT) BILL
The House went into Committee for the further consideration of this Bill.
Discussion was resumed of clause 1.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I move:
I. Clause I, line 4, after "firearms" insert ", to protect the public from criminal or irresponsible misuse of

firearms and to foster education in the safe use and handling of firearms ....

The amendment expands the stated purpose of the Bill to more precisely reflect its intent
and the comments Mr Reid made during the second-reading debate about the importance
of education in the safe use and handling of firearms.
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-The National Party is delighted to
support the amendment. It does not go quite as far as the proposed amendment circulated
in my name, but it overcomes many of the questions the National Party put before the
Chamber in the second-reading debate. The amended clause will more precisely describe
the true objectives of the Bill, and the National Party supports the amendment.
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province).-;.I add the Opposition's support for the
amendment. It picks up the issues raised during the second-reading debate, and it highlights
the need for further education in the safe use and handling of firearms. The Opposition
supports the amendment.
The amendment was agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was adopted.
Clause 2
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-I move:
I. Clause 2, line 6, omit "or days".

The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-The amendment is supported by the
National Party. It is identical to proposed amendment No. 2 standing in my name.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-The
government opposes the amendment. It precludes the bringing into operation of various
provisions of the Act until all the necessary administrative arrangements are finalised. It
means that, in such an important Act as the Firearms Act, all administrative, legal and
financial aspects of the implementation will have to be put into place before any part of
the Act can be brought into operation. That is administratively cumbersome.
It appears that the Opposition is intent on adopting this course for all government Bills.
The government opposes the amendment, but it will not call for a division on the issue.

The amendment was agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was adopted, as was
.
clause 3.
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Clause 4
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I invite
honourable members to vote against this clause.
The clause was negatived.
Clause 5 was agreed to.
Clause 6
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-I invite the Committee to vote a~ainst
this clause. I pre-empt a further proposed amendment standing in my name refemng to
the permit to purchase a firearm under clause 9. That is the substantive amendment the
National Party seeks. Clause 6 relates the permit to purchase to the circumstances of a
purchase of a firearm at auction. The National Party will oppose the permit to purchase
concept, but I shall take the Committee through the circumstances that would apply to an
auction purchase.
During the second-reading debate I outlined the incredible difficulties this clause would
involve if a firearm were advertised as being available for purchase at auction. Potential
purchasers would be required to have either a permit to purchase or an exemption.
Very few exemptions exist under the Bill. If there were approximately 50 bidders at an
auction, the police would be required to complete 50 permits to purchase for each of the
individual potential buyers-49 of which, by definition, would be superfluous.
Even if my argument that the permit to purchase should be totally deleted is not
accepted, the necessity of having a permit to purchase at an auction makes a nonsense of
the whole proposition; it becomes a quagmire in an administrative sense and will not
achieve what the government intends to achieve with this Bill.
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-The Opposition will not be supporting the
National Party's proposal. The Liberal Party will be moving an amendment to the Bill
later' in the Committee stage to allow automatic entitlement to members of the rural
community and authorised shooting organisations to accept and receive permits to
purchase. It is not necessary to omit clause 6.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-The
government opposes the omission of this clause because it is a consequence of the permit
to purchase system; therefore, it is consistent with the government's intention. The more
limited the access to firearms, the more chance-but not necessarily absolute certaintythere is of ensuring that human life is preserved.

Even if 50 or 100 people attend an auction, it is not too great a burden for the auctioneer
to sell firearms only to the holder of a permit. The matter is too important to allow the
National Party's proposal to be accepted.
The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-Bearing in mind the attitude of the
Opposition to the proposal of the National Party, the government cannot really ignore the
logic of Mr Hallam's proposal because the government is suggesting that no-one can bid
at auction without a permit to purchase. How can one possibly obtain a permit and
pretend that one is intending to buy at auction when one does not know whether one is
going to buy a firearm?
The clause was agreed to.
Clause 7
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-I can use exactly the same argument
for the omission of clause 7 as that used for the omission of clause 6 because it is
consequential to the system of the permit to purchase. I am not persuaded by the arguments
of the Liberal Party that some people in the community should be excluded from the
requirements to obtain a permit to purchase.
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I shall outline a number of arguments along those lines during the discussion on the
relevant clause-clause 9-because the entire structure of firearms registration, which is
the foundation of the permit to purchase system, has been totally discredited. The suggestion
that some form of permit to purchase be retained adds to the stupidity of the system that
already exists.
The National Party argues that clause 7 should be omitted from the Bill. I invite the
Committee to vote against this clause.
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-The Opposition will not be supporting the
proposal of the National Party to omit this clause. The Opposition has accepted that the
~overnment has pursued the opportunity of introducing a permit to purchase system. As I
Indicated earlier, the Liberal Party intends to add certaIn requirements to the Bill to allow
farmers, people who are properly qualified, and members of authorised shooting
organisations to receive automatic entitlement to permits.
The clause was agreed to.
Clause 8
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I move:
3. Clause 8, page 3, omit paragraph (c).

The amendment has the effect of removins the requirement for an applicant for a shooter's
licence to provide a sample set of fingerpnnts.
Initially, the Liberal Party suggested that a sunset provision be included in clause 8, but
the government is of the view that it is probably better to discuss the issue taking into
account the stron~est concerns expressed by members of the shooting fraternity. Therefore,
the government IS prepared to omit that paragraph and enter into consultation with all
interested parties with a view to addressing the matter in the context of a thorough review
of the Firearms Act, which review is proceeding. I expect that both Mr Hallam and Mr
Reid would support the amendment.
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-I am pleased the Minister has given the
Committee that assurance, because originally the Opposition intended to include a sunset
provision in clause 8 to enable Parliament to allow members of the Victoria Police Force
to take sample sets of fingerprints of persons suspected of crimes.
When the Liberal Party discovered that the Minister was prepared to omit paragraph
(c), it decided not to move its proposed amendment.

The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-I am delighted with the opportunity
of not having to proceed with my amendments Nos 5 and 6 because they have been
superseded by the Minister's amendment, which has the effect of deleting the need for
fingerprints of all applicants. The National Party is diametrically opposed to the concept
of making fingerprinting compulsory for applicants for shooters' licences, especially when
the government has resisted the call to fingerprint those suspected of serious crimes.
The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-I am delighted that paragraph (c) is being
deleted. Can the Minister inform the Committee whether the government still proposes
to insist on photographs of applicants for shooters' licences?
If that is the case I wonder at the government's logic. For instance, the government has
deleted the requirement for knowledge of firearms law yet it is insisting on photographs.
It is not the time to debate it, but it seems to be illogical.
The amendment was agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was adopted.
Clause 9
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-I move:
7. Clause 9, line 22, omit "may" and insert "must".
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The wording of the clause says, "may", but I want to insist that the word be amended to
read, "must". The Liberal Party believes if an applicant has met the necessary requirements
for the issue of a permit, either the registrar or the police must issue a permit. If all the
requirements set down in the Act have been met, together with all the obligations, the
applicant should not be obstructed by a police officer who perhaps has a set against issuing
an applicant with a permit to purchase a firearm.
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-I speak against the amendment because
the National Party-in amendment No. 7 standing in my name-is proposing to invite
the Committee to vote against the clause. I do not need to outline my arguments again
because I went through them extensively during the second-reading debate.
The permit to purchase is imposed in addition to the registration system which has been
discredited by the ~overnment's own experts in this field. I make the point that one gun in
the hands of an idIot is much more dangerous than 50 guns in the hands of a responsible
person. There is no point in going into the bona fides of the shooter beyond the point at
which the licence application is assessed. Nothing is achieved by that. It would lead to an
administrative nightmare.
The experts in the field very loudly make the point that all that occurs is that life is
made more difficult for the legitimate and responsible shooter and that police resources
will be wasted. It will not make life more difficult for the criminal; rather it will make life
more difficult for the law-abiding shooter.
Another concern about the permit to purchase is that the owner of the firearm is relied
upon to initiate registration. If the owner decides to register the firearm, who will check
him out? The permit to purchase is an absolute waste of time. No-one will be able to say
that the permit to purchase, which may stipulate a particular firearm, has been fulfilled.
No-one will know whether the potential purchaser bought a firearm because, under the
present system, the purchaser is relied upon to fill in the registration form. If the potential
purchaser does not, there is no check. The system will break down under its own weight.
The National Party is not impressed with the Liberal Party's amendment.
The Hon. B. A. Chamberlain-Will you support it?
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-I will come to that, Mr Chamberlain. The Liberal Party is
saying it does not like the concept but it will support it if it applies to some people and not
to others. If it is not to apply to farmers and not to apply to members of gun clubs which
are recognised by the Firearms Consultative Committee why should it apply to anyone
else?
When the concept of a permit to purchase was last debated the conservative parties said
that it was inappropriate to have a policeman decide who was entitled to a particular
firearm. There have been instances where policemen have taken a set a~inst people. In
one instance a policeman said, "You cannot have that ·30/06 firearm regIstered because I
will not register anything beyond a ·30 calibre." No-one told the policeman that the ·06 on
the end of the calibre was the year of manufacture and that it was a ·30 calibre. That is the
type of anomaly that exists.
By taking the tack the Liberal Party is taking gun clubs will be put in a position of
assessing the bona fides of an applicant. That is not practical. Using the example of a small
country gun club, is it suggested that an official of that gun club is in a better position to
assess the bona fides of an applicant who wants to buy a firearm than is a police officer?
No-one would suggest that, but it is the effect ofMr Reid's amendment.
If it is good enough for farmers en masse and if it is good enough for gun club members,
whom we have never had a chance to assess, it is good enough (or every Victorian. After
all, the applicant must have a shooter's licence to qualify. That is the time at which the
applicant's bona fides should be tested. If the applicant goes through the system of applying
for a shooter's licence and is put through all the tests as suggested in the Bill, why should
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the applicant be put through the turmoil of having to say which particular firearm he
wants to purchase"?
The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-On a point of order, Mr Hallam is
talking about good reasons to possess firearms and he is not talking about the amendment.
The amendment is concerned with altering "may" to "must". After the amendment has
been dealt with, Mr Hallam's arguments may apply.
The CHAIRMAN (the Hon. G. A. Sgro)-I believe Mr Hallam is talking to the clause
which he proposes to invite the Committee to omit. I suggest that Mr Hallam either speak
to the amendment moved by Mr Reid or defer his remarks until after the amendment is
dealt with by the Committee.
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-On that particular issue, the clause states:
The Registrar or an authorised officer of police may issue the permit applied for if satisfied that the applicant(a) has good reason to possess that firearm; and
(b) has a good knowledge offirearms laws and of the safety practices relating to the type of firearm which
is proposed to be purchased.

The Liberal Party believes if the applicant can demonstrate to either the registrar or an
authorised officer of the Police Force that he has good reason to possess a firearm there
should not be any question of his not receiving a permit to purchase. That is why the
Liberal Party proposes that he "must" be issued with a permit and not "may" be. There
should be no question about it.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-The
government opposes the amendment. In the government's view it is not appropriate to
exempt anyone from the requirements of the Bill because the Bill is based on the view that
the government should do all in its power to ensure that those people who wish to own
firearms should register the firearms and should be accountable to those who register the
firearms.
The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-I support Mr Reid's amendment, which
proposes that an authorised officer should not have the discretion to decide whether to
issue a permit. If the grounds are made out the authorised officer must issue a permit.
I take up the point that Mr Hallam mentioned earlier. He argued that there is good
reason to possess a firearm and there are good points to that argument, but Mr Reid's
amendment proposes that if a person makes out the grounds for a permit the authorised
officer must issue it. The authorised officer has no discretion and should not have any.
The Committee divided on the question that the word proposed by Mr Reid to be
omitted stand part of the clause (the Hon. G. A. Sgro in the chair).
Ayes
18
Noes
20
Majority for the omission of the
word
AYES
Mr Arnold
MrCrawford
Mrs Dixon
Mrs Hogg
MrKennan
MrKennedy
Mrs Kirner
Mr Landeryou
Mrs Lyster
Mr McArthur
Mrs McLean

2
NOES
Mr Baxter
Mr Chamberlain
MrConnard
MrDunn
MrEvans
MrGuest
Mr Hallam
Mr Hunt
MrKnowles
Mr Lawson
MrLong
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AYES
MrMier
MrMurphy
Mr Pullen
MrSandon
MrWalker

NOES
MrMacey
MrMiles
MrReid
MrStorey
MrsTehan
Mrs Varty
MrWard

Tellers:
Mrs Coxsedge
Mr Van Buren

Tellers:
Mrde Fegely
MrWright
PAIRS

MrHenshaw
MrWhite

I

MrGranter
Mr Birrell

The word proposed to be inserted was so inserted.
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-I move:
8. Clause 9, line 24, omit all words and expressions on this line and insert"(a) is a person engaged in primary production within the meaning of Part IlIA, is a member of a sporting or
recreational shooting organisation approved by the Firearms Consultative Committee or has another good reason
to possess that firearm; and".

The definition of "primary production" is clearly set out in the Act and it means farming,
agricultural, horticultural, viticultural, pastoral or grazing operations. The proposed
amendment is of prime importance to the stance taken by the Liberal Party on the
proposed legislation because it provides an automatic entitlement to a permit by anyone
who is engaged in primary production or who is an authorised member of a sporting or
recreational shooting organisation approved by the Firearms Consultative Committee.
The rural community has a genuine need for firearms, as I mentioned during the secondreading debate. The amendment will mean that the Firearms Consultative Committee
will have an enhanced role and will decide which shooting organisations shall be approved.
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-The National Party is opposed to the
concept proposed by the Liberal Party. In fact, the National Party would prefer to omit
the clause altogether, and proposes at a later stage to invite the Committee to vote against
it.
However, the amendment moved by Mr Reid is half a loaf and, on the ground that that
is better than no loaf, the National Party will support the amendment. However, the
National Party will invite the Committee to vote against the clause in its entirety.
I should like to discuss the concept involved in the amendment proposed by Mr Reid,
that is, that a permit may be granted to a person who is a member of a sporting or
recreational shooting organisation approved by the Firearms Consultative Committee. I
mentioned inadvertently in relation to an earlier amendment that the National Party is
most unhappy with the concept of the permit to purchase firearms-full stop. It is clearly
superimposed on the system of firearms registratIon, which has been totally discredited in
this State. It has been discredited by the government's own experts. We should not require
better authority than that.
The National Party is entirely opposed to the concept of firearms registration for the
reasons that I outlined during the second-reading debate. The permit to purchase makes
that extremely complicated system even more complicated. Apart from that, I ask: why
should exemptions be granted to anyone because of that person's participation in farming
or his membership of a particular club?
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I made the point previously that, when the concept was debated in this House some
four years ago, both conservative parties took the view that it was unfair for a police officer
to decide what particular firearm a licensed shooter could buy. I instanced the example of
a particular police officer who would not register any firearm above the calibre of ·30. The
real concern is that we would perpetuate a system that has been discredited.
I refer now to the definition of "primary production". Mr Reid has said that the
definition is spelt out in section 28A of the Act, which provides:
"Primary production" means farming agricultural horticultural viticultural pastoral or grazing operations and
without affecting the generality of the foregoing includes dairy farming poultry farming and bee farming operations.

To what extent? In relation to fees section 22AA (7 A) provides that:
No fee shall be payable under sub-section (7) by any person engaged in primary production within the meaning
of Part IlIA, or by members of his family or his employees ...

Will the same test be applied in relation to this? Will the amendment provide that an
employee of a farmer will automatically obtain a permit to purchase? Will it say that a
member of a farmer'S family will automatically be able to obtain a permit to purchase? If
one takes that concept to its logical conclusion, one must ask: who falls within the definition
of an 44employee"? Does an employee need to be paid for his services, and does he need to
be paid in cash or can he be paid in kind?
In many instances, professional shooters come on to a farming property to destroy
vermin. Do they constitute employees under the definition used by Mr Reid? If they do, I
suspect approximately 90 per cent of sporting shooters in this State will gain exemption.
However, if they do not fall within the definition, the vast majority of the sporting shooters
will be required to obtain a permit to purchase firearms, when those who are club members
and those who have the good fortune of owning a farm will not be subject to the same
rigmarole. That is totally unfair. What is so special about a member of a club that allows
him to get around the requirement to obtain a permit to purchase?
I suppose the question is: if the police officer is not the appropriate person to determine
the bona fides of an applicant, can one really suggest that the officials of a club can more
appropriately do so? That is quite absurd.
Ultimately, small country gun clubs will have a second tier of membership. They will
have social members, as it were-people who will join the club simply to overcome the
need to obtain a permit to purchase each time they wish to obtain a new firearm.
I am not against shooters joining clubs. In fact, I support the concept. However, the
amendment would encourage people to join clubs for the wrong reasons. The National
Party would encourage people to join because that is where they gain the appropriate
tuition and so on, but it does not want them to join gun clubs under conditions imposed
by this sort of provision. That would be quite wrong.
I implore the Liberal Party to review its position and to vote against the clause because
it is superimposed on a system of firearm registration that has been shown to be totally
worthless in this State. I hope sanity will prevail.
The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-I am sympathetic to the lo$ic of Mr
Hallam. Earlier I raised a point of order, when I beleived Mr Hallam was talking about
paragraph (a) of proposed section 22AB (2), which relates to a person having a 44good
reason to possess that firearm". I agree with Mr Hallam that there is no way that the
Liberal Party could have permitted those words to remain in the Bill because that is a
subjective test. Mr Hallam and everybody in this Chamber would have different grounds
on which they believed they had ~ood reason to possess a firearm. The retention of those
words would be absolutely unbelIevable and unacceptable to the majority of honourable
members.
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-Are you suggesting that the police cannot make that sort of
decision?
Session 1987-47
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The Hon. R. J. LONG-I am suggesting that every police officer would have a different
basis for that decision-a different discretion. The trouble is that, so long as the government
is set upon permits to purchase firearms, the problem to which Mr Hallam referred will
prevail until we set to the stage of dealing with the fact that we license the person owning
the firearm. I beheve Mr Hallam and I are on common ground in this regard. After all, if I
am a responsible person, does it matter whether I have one, two or three firearms?
The Hon. R. M. Hallam-That is exactly my point.
The Hon. R. J. LONG-It does not matter. We are saying that, so long as the government
proceeds in the direction of dealing with specific firearms instead of dealing with the
individual, we will run into a problem. Therefore, it is proper that the Liberal Party should
su~est this amendment, which provides that, at least while the government is heading in
thIS direction, farmers, primary producers and members of gun clubs should be exempt
from the subjective test of having "good reason to possess" a firearm. The amendment
removes that expression from the clause and makes the provision clear.
I am suggesting to Mr Hallam that, while the government proceeds in this direction and
does not follow the direction that he and I agree upon, that is, licensing the individual to
own firearms, we must agree to the amendment.
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-After listening to their remarks, I believe
Mr Hallam and Mr Long have missed the point of the amendment, the reason why it has
been moved and the reason why Mr Hallam and I spoke during the second-reading debate
about the need for education and training in the safe handling and use of firearms.
The reason members of a proper shooting organisation should have an automatic
entitlement to a permit to purchase a firearm is to encourage authorised and approved
shooting organisations throughout Victoria to run proper education and training programs
in an effort to encourage people to join those clubs; to take up a position in a club and
undertake the training prescribed by the club and learn the fundamentals of the safe
handling of firearms. In that way, the community would be assured that people using
firearms in the pursuit of the sport they enjoy were trained in the proper use of those
firearms.
What my colleagues, Mr Long and Mr Hallam, have done is given half a loaf of bread
by way of support on this. We are heading in the ri~t direction with the education and
training program, particularly as it applies to shootIng organisations being approved by
the Firearms Consultative Committee. That is why the Opposition has moved the
amendment.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-The debate illustrates the gap between
the government and the opposition parties on this fundamental issue of firearms. It is
interesting to read the discussion in the London newspapers on this matter. In Britain
they have had a similarrroblem and somewhat tighter attitudes to firearms generally. The
inadequate response 0 the Thatcher government to this issue has been under much
criticism in parts of the British press. One of the basic tenets the government has always
followed is that it is wary-The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-I raise a point of order. How does the
Attorney-General speak from that position without the permission of the Committee?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-I will take the point and resume my
place.
The point of order taken by Mr Long shows the size of the mind and imagination of
members opposite. It is always a substitute for substance. I understand Mr Long~s
embarrassment and why he must take a small-minded point of order on this issue.
The thrust of the efforts of the government in relation to firearms relates to a policy
evolved by the Victorian branch of the Australian Labor Party in 1980 and 1981. It wason review of all the literature available in Australia and practices in western Europe and
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the United States of America-a policy designed to contain the spread of firearms in our
community.
As the American literature points out, the people most likely to be shot in America are
in many cases, of course, those with guns in their households. The correlation between the
spread of firearms in the community, the ownership of firearms and death by shooting is
very high. The government was aware that in Victoria, while the rate of homicide was not
higher than in other parts of Australia, the rate of homicide by shooting was higher than
in other parts of Australia.
The Hon. R. J. Long-Higher than in America?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-Higher than in other parts of Australia. The ~overnment
took the view and still holds the view that there is a fundamental criminal Justice issue
involved in firearms. The government perceives this as an essential point. There has been
in Australia, as in North America, a gun lobby and the sorts of arguments rehearsed in
this Parliament in 1983 and again in 1987 have been heard in the United States Congress.
We are simply a party and a government committed to a very strong position on
firearms. The government was not elected on a mandate and has not remained in office on
a mandate other than to see that there is a strong policy implemented on the restriction of
firearms. It is unfortunate that that policy has been thwarted.
During the 1982 election campaign I was subjected to an extensive amount of personal
abuse at the hands of the gun lobby. That did not trouble me, but it was a reminder of the
fact that-The Hon. C. F. Van Buren-It was a travelling circus.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-It was a travelling circus. I raise that matter because there
can be no doubt that the firearms issue was prominent during that election, both in
metropolitan Melbourne and in country Victoria. There can be no doubt that that issue
was squarely before the people. No-one could say that the ALP hid its policy under a
bushel. Mr Hallam could not say that, and neither could Mr Reid or Mr Long.
The Hon. R. M. HaHam-We are not suggesting that now.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-The Opposition parties are not suggesting that now. It is a
position that has been held for six years just as it was outlined to the people of Victoria.
The government has not backed away from it and the opposition parties have not backed
away from it. I am pleased that Mr Hallam has shown sense in that regard during the
Committee stage.
The National Party is entrenched in its view. Honourable members have just seen a
division on the issue in which the National Party voted with the Liberal Party to achieve
another watering down of the gun laws.
The Hon. R. J. Long-That depends on definition-"watering down"!
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-Mr Long is embarrassed, so he takes a small-minded point
of order, and now he objects. As Professor Harding has put it, there is not a public criminal
justice or health issue of greater importance than the spread offirearms in our community.
I regard it as being established among people who hold enlightened opinion in this area
that the days of the redneck approach to guns must be over. If they are not, there will be
more and more shootings and misuse of firearms.
The government's position is simple: it believes in the restriction of the spread of
firearms and wants to impose restrictions on the spread of firearms. The government will
continue with its policy and will continue to review its position in relation to the policy.
I very much regret the stand of the Opposition in relation to the permit to purchase.
That approach was part of the ALP's 1980-81 policy: justification was required for each
additional weapon. That policy was strongly supported at the time by a number of other
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organisations, the Police Association among them. The permit to purchase issue goes to
the heart of the matter because it attempts to impose a restriction on ownership and on
availability. A test has to be met. Mr Long described it as subjective, but ifhe wants to put
in a set of criteria and tighten the legislation further, the government will be happy to
accept that.
The Hon. R. J. Long-Do you agree it is subjective?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-Mr Long and his party are of course quite happy-as the
is-for police officers to exercise subjectIve judgments and other judgments
In relation to a whole range of their duties. Indeed, members of the oppositIOn parties
would propose a whole range of discretions for the police based on objective judgments.
But they always baulk-and this is the Opposition's Achilles heel on this criminal justice
issue-at restrictions on firearms.

~overnment

It shows the fallacy here, as it does in North America and in the United Kingdom,
between the so-called flag-waving stand that the opposition parties take on some of these
law and order issues when we get down to the nitty-gritty-and it is pretty simple, is it
not?-restrictions on gun ownership.
What honourable members have seen tonight is members of the Liberal Party and the
National Party again voting against the government's policy which is designed to restrict
the flow of firearms into the community. Let there be no doubt about what Mr Hallam is
on about and what Mr Wright, who is SItting next to him, is in full support of, as he was in
full support of Mr Hallam during the previous division on the public health and order
issue: they are fighting against any attempt by the government to restrict the flow of guns
into the community. They are arguing-The Hon. R. M. Hallam-That is not true.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-Mr Hallam is completely opposed to this clause. He is
opposed to the permit to purchase. The purpose of the permit to purchase is to put another
hurdle in the way of a person's ownership and possession of a gun. He wants to remove
that hurdle. The government is seeking to make it more difficult for people to acquire and
possess guns but Mr Hallam and Opposition members seek to oppose that provision. The
Liberal Party takes a slightly refined position; it wants to make an exception for gun club
members and farmers. The Liberal Party is not suggesting that gun club members should
keep their guns in the gun club all the time.
The Hon. R. J. Long-It would be ajoke.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-Mr Long says it would be a joke; I also heard Mr
Chamberlain say it would be a joke to require members of gun clubs to keep their guns at
the gun clubs. That is interesting and something the government will bear in mind in a
couple of months. Apparently Mr Long is prepared to debate in a negative fashion the
proposition that members of gun clubs should keep their guns at the gun clubs.
The Hon. R. J. Long-Yes.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-There is no dissent from the Liberal Party or the National
Party on that proposition.
The Hon. R. M. Hallam-None at all.
The Hon. B. P. Dunn-It is positively dangerous.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-I heard Mr Chamberlain agree that the proposition is
positively dangerous. The Liberal Party is advocating the view that members of gun clubs
should not have to go through the permit to purchase procedure to keep guns anywhere
they like and to stockpile guns.
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I shall give an example to illustrate what happens when someone wants to purchase an
additional gun for a use unrelated to the gun club. A member of the Melbourne Gun Club,
where members shoot clay targets, may want to buy a rifle, not a shotgun. The purchase of
the rifle would be irrelevant to the Melbourne Gun Club because its members go to
Lilydale to shoot clay targets with shotguns. A person may want to stockpile a range of
·22s at home, perhaps 30 or 40 weapons, with 5000 or 10000 rounds of ammunition. A
member of a gun club could do that under the Liberal Party's proposition.
The ~overnment does not believe that is acceptable. That is not a responsible approach
to this Issue. The National Party, having denied the first proposition, probably a~ees that
it is illogical to go that far. I cannot make that point too strongly because Mr ReId will no
doubt support the position of the Liberal Party, which is that if one is a member of a gun
club one is required to seek a permit for only one gun, be it a shotgun or a rifle, and does
not require a permit to stockpile a whole range of other guns.
The Hon. K. I. M. Wright-It is only a criminal who will do it.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-We are now getting to the fundamental problem. Mr
Wright, like other pro-gun advocates in this place and other places, suggests that only
people with pre-existing criminal records commit offences with guns. That suggests, by
definition, an absolute absurdity, because it suggests that there is no such thing as a first
offender. Apparently, people who commit offences with guns were born with criminal
records! How else could it happen? That is the logical position ofMr Wright! His argument
suggests that only a criminal would want to build up a supply of 5, 6, 12 or 20 weapons.
Anyone who commits an offence with a weapon, according to Mr Wright's logic, must
have been born with a criminal record.
Murder is very often committed by first offenders. Mr Wright probably does not
understand that but it is a fact. Domestic killings often involve guns and, very often, first
offenders. There are probably some people in Mr Wright's province who have used guns
in domestic killings; I thought he would have been more familiar with those issues than
he is.
Mr Hallam is showing signs of intense discomfort because the opposition parties do not
like the position they are in. They are behaving in a disorderly fashion; they must learn to
behave themselves in this Chamber, otherwise they will all be sent back to the country.
When my party came into government it identified the problems guns were causing in
society. It is fundamentally important to restrict the flow of guns into the community and
to set up a number of rational barriers administered by the Police Force to restrict the flow
of guns. My government does not believe in the right to bear arms; it believes it is a
privilege. One must obtain a licence to do so.
The government does not believe that once one has a licence to have a firearm one has
the right to take firearm upon firearm. My party denies both of those propositions. That is
the huge difference between my party and the Opposition. I have been at this issue now in
public life for six years. The government will continue to fight in this area. Proposed
legislation that it introduced in 1983 was watered down and, once again, proposed
legislation introduced in 1987 has been watered down.
The position the government had adopted was not taken because of recent tragic events.
The government is reasserting propositions that were asserted at the 1982 election. One of
those propositions was that one does not have the right to bear arms once one has a
licence. A licence to own a firearm is issued with certain types of conditions and one must
then register every firearm one has and justify each additional firearm that is purchased.
There is no right to own any number of firearms and no right to stockpile firearms.
The Opposition is fighting against that second proposition. The government will continue
to oppose it on this issue. The government does not gain any comfort out of tragedies that
have occurred and tragedies that will no doubt continue to happen when people go berserk
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with firearms. However, the enlightened opinion of this community is that the problem
should not be allowed to get out of control.
Ownership of guns in North America is out of control and all the advice from that part
of the world is that, as Australia is on the brink of the same problem and already has a
strong firearm mentality, we should not allow the situation to worsen. Australia is halfway between the situation in western Europe, where the firearm mentality is not as strong,
and that in the United States of America, where firearms are a si~nificant problem. If we
do not clamp down now it will soon be too late and Australia will mirror the American
situation. Recent evidence suggests that Australia is on the verge of that situation.
The government is saying, as it did four years ago, that the people of this State should
have some comfort from the knowledge that at least mechanisms are in place to restrict
the flow of firearms and to make it clear that people do not have the right to own firearms
or to accumulate firearm after firearm once they have a licence to own a firearm. That is
the reason why the government strongly opposes the Opposition on this matter. It will
continue to do so.
If the Opposition defeats the government on the Bill, the government will review the
situation next year by introducing further proposed legislation to enable Victoria in 1988
to at last get the sort of firearm laws that are necessary.
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-A comment made by Mr Long prompts
me to clarify a point. I apologise to the Committee if I gave the impression that I was
against exemption from permits to purchase being granted to farmers and members of
clubs approved by the Firearms Consultative Committee.
The Hon. B. A. Chamberlain-That is what you said.
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-My argument was that all shooters holding licences should
be exempted; I want to make that clear. The National Party does not support an exemption
simply because it believes anybody who goes through the rigmarole of applying for a
shooter's licence should be entitled to that exemption.
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-The Attorney-General's response to the
amendment I moved prompts me to reply that the Opposition believes it has taken a
major step forward in the matter. However, the Attorney-General appears to be in direct
conflict with the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, who is the sponsor of the
Bill, because in the Firearms Safety Code, 1987 version, the Minister said:
Sensible, responsible, and properly conducted shooting is a pastime which provides recreation, pleasure, and
competition.

When one hears the comments made by the Attorney-General it is clear that he does not
hold the same view as the Minister for Police and Emergency Services. Yet the Firearms
Safety Code expounds the policies of the government. I wonder whether the AttorneyGeneral has a policy of his own which is in contradiction to that of his party on this issue.
The Opposition, in moving this amendment, seeks to encourage people to join shooting
and rifle clubs and other shooting organisations so that they might be better trained and
more responsible. In this way they may enter properly conducted shooting contests and
derive recreation and pleasure from the pastime.
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash Province)-I am reasonably happy with the
exemption that the Opposition proposes for farmers and gun club members because the
reality is-a reality that the Attorney-General does not seem to want to face-that it is not
farmers or gun club members who will threaten life with firearms; they have not; they do
not; and they will not.
The Attorney-General is eloquent on the subject of firearms, which I can understand,
but he has not directed his attention to the hard, practical things that really count.
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I suggest that what is needed, if there is to be yet another firearms Bill next year-and
that is a good idea because the government is struggling towards a sensible Firearms Actsome attention should be directed to the security of firearms. Perhaps there should be a
stringent emphasis on ensuring that those who keep firearms at home or at any other
private place bear a strong onus to keep those firearms secure and prima facie will suffer a
substantial penalty if it can be proved that they have not kept those firearms safe from
criminals or any other persons who might find it convenient to steal them as easily as they
might steal an ornament from a sitting room mantelpiece.
I put that as a practical consideration that the government should seriously consider if
it intends to attempt to bring in effective firearms legislation. I suggest that substantial
penalties that go beyond anything that is already in the proposed legislation should be
imposed.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-Mr Guest might be interested to learn
that a key point in our 1981-82 policy and one of the other amendments that we brou~t
in in 1982 is to be found in section 22AA (2) of the Firearms Act which made it a conditIon
of a shooter's licence that:
... any authorized officer of police shall grant a shooter's licence to the applicant if he is satisfied that the
applicant ... will ensure that the firearm or firearms be securely stored when not in use ...

If Mr Guest or Mr Long wants to propose a further tightening up of the proposed
legislation-it will be the first time that the Opposition has shown an interest in doing so
in that five-year period-I shall be more than happy to consider it.
The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-The Attorney-General seems to be
singling me out for a certain amount of criticism. I make one considerable suggestion to
the Attorney-General: if he really wants to protect the public, why does he not ban the
purchase of automatic firearms?
The Hon. R. M. Hallam-And military calibres!
The Hon. R. J. LONG-The trouble with the Labor Party is that it has not thought the
way through.
The Hon. J. H. Kennan-Move an amendment!
The Hon. R. J. LONG-The government should consider all the hold-ups and investigate
what was the most common firearm that was used. The Attorney-General should be able
to get that information.
The Hon. J. H. Kennan-Ifyou believe that, move an amendment!
The Hon. R. J. LONG-It is the government's measure; it is not mine. What the
government is looking for ultimately and what is implied in what the Attorney-General
has said is that it wants to be rid of all firearms; it does not want anybody to have firearms.
We on this side of the Chamber agree that it is a privilege to have a firearm but where
we part company with the government is the way in which the subject is approached. The
government is saying that every firearm should be licensed but, so far as I am concerned,
the government is on the wrong tram; it should be considering the licensing of the person.
That is the way we should be going.
Do not misunderstand me; I agree that to own a firearm is a privile~e and there ought
to be certain restrictions, but the government is heading in the wrong dIrection and that is
why it is meeting this opposition and that is why the amendments the Opposition has
moved are so necessary.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-I should like to deal with the
considerable issues raised by this amendment and some of the issues raised by the AttorneyGeneral because this is an important subject.

1344

COUNCIL

10 November 1987

Firearms (Amendment) Bill

The government, for a number of years, has been passionate about aspects of the
firearms legislation. It has given the example of the situation in the United States of
America where the dissemination of firearms is out of control. Honourable members have
been told about that jurisdiction but what the Attorney-General has not pointed out in
relation to all those issues is that the major problem in the United States is with hand
guns.
In fact, of all the murders committed in the United States, 51 per cent are committed
with handguns. Those committed with long-arm rifles are a percentage of that other 49
per cent, because that number includes murders by other means, whether it be blunt
instruments, sharp instruments, poisons and so on.
Approximately 51 per cent of murders in the United States of America are committed
by people using hand guns. It is interesting that the greatest critic of gun legislation in the
United States is Peter Shields. I believe a copy of his book Guns Don't Die-People Do
was supplied to every member of Parliament and it is an elegant criticism of gun laws in
the United States. Mr Shields makes it clear that he is not directing his criticism towards
long arms; he is saying that the problem in the United States is with hand guns.
Honourable members must bear that in mind when considering any references to what
happens in the United States. Mr Shields says that he supports the rights of individuals to
own long arms. This man, whose son was killed with a hand gun, has conducted campaigns
at the highest level against American hand gun legislation. If honourable members are to
examine the position in the United States, they should put it in its proper perspective;
they should remember what the greatest critic of American gun legislation has said. Mr
Shields has lobbied Congressmen on this issue but his criticism is of hand guns.
The Committee may recall that, at a press conference on the Monday after the Clifton
Hill shootings, the Premier made it clear that Victoria had the toughest gun laws in
Australia. He was a little defensive because he believed he should apologise for the Clifton
Hill incident. Honourable members will recognise that these events are unforeseeable;
they can happen in any society. Even if firearms are banned, the Clifton Hill type of
incIdent is possible under any regime. The Attorney-General said that the regime in
England is much tougher than any other jurisdiction but similar incidents still occur there.
There is nothing in the Bill that directs itself to the Clifton Hill shootings.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-Not a thing!
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-Nothing. An amendment that will be proposed by
Mr Reid will direct itself to the Clifton Hill incident. I do not say that it provides the
answer but it provides the prospect of an answer. Although the Attorney-General says the
Bill is not a result of the Clifton Hill shootings, it is clear that it is. At a press conference
the day after the Clifton Hill shootings the Premier said Victoria had the toughest gun
laws in Australia. At the same time the Minister for Police and Emergency Services argued
for uniformity in gun legislation throughout Australia. It is clear that this measure is a
knee-jerk reaction to the Clifton Hill incident; however, nothing in the Bill addresses itself
to the Clifton Hill shooting incident.
The Opposition believes certain occupations should by definition give a person the right
to have weapons. The Opposition has made it clear that it supports what the government
is doing in culling out who has the right to hold a shooter's permit. The Opposition agrees
that stronger emphasis should be placed at that end of the scale. The authorities should
have the ability to assess an individual's psychological aptitude to have a weapon. A
person can be shot with a ·22, a ·303 or a shotgun-he isjust as dead! The emphasis should
be placed on who has the right to fire a weapon at all.
The problem in the United States is with hand guns. The proposed legislation does not
deal with hand guns because, as honourable members would agree, that law has been
adequately dealt with in Victoria. The Opposition believes there should be occupational
exceptions to people who have already been through the initial vetting process.
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Some support for what I am saying has been provided by the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services and the Attorney-General. Mr Reid has already referred to the Firearms
Safety Code of 1987 which is available at every police station in Victoria. It commences
with a message from the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, who believes there
is scope in the community for the legitimate use offirearms. The Minister's message states:
Sensible, responsible and properly conducted shooting is a pastime which provides recreation, pleasure and
competition.

The Hon. J. E. Kirner-Mr Reid said this!
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-It is important to have this statement on the record
and for it to be emphasised. The Minister points out that even schools are involved in
shooting as part of their sports program. He further states:
I urge you to join a shooting club where you can improve your knowledge, understanding and enjoyment of
firearms.

The Opposition agrees with that statement and encourages people to join shooting clubs.
The corollary is that the use of a weapon at a registered shooting club is the most practical
and potentially important and responsible way in which a person can become involved
with firearms. No honourable member has suggested that shooting organisations or clubs,
whether they be field and game or rifle clubs, are not responsible. It is clear that they have
a record of responsibility.
What will this Bill do? Mr Hallam said that it will provide two tiers of membership, but
I do not believe that is so. The Bill will encourage people to join shooting clubs. It will
then be up to the clubs to use their influence to ensure that people who join them have a
responsible attitude towards weapons.
I am not a member of a pistol club but I occasionally visit the Hamilton pistol club. My
fourteen-year-old son is a member of that club, and occasionally, after signing the book as
a visitor, I shoot with a pistol. I am aware of how tough shooters are on anyone at their
clubs. On one occasion I unwittingly picked up a weapon when there were people over the
line in front of me. The club officials quickly jumped on me, even though the weapon
contained no magazine and was unloaded. Shooters are very strict on visitors or anybody
else who attends practice sessions, and that is what the Opposition wishes to encourage.
Honourable members have referred to responsible gun ownership. The incident I have
related involves target shooting, but people involved in other forms of recreational shooting
have the same responsible attitude, with a strong emphasis on safety.
The Minister for Police and Emergency Services encourages Victorians to join shooting
clubs and tells them:
Sensible, responsible and properly conducted shooting is a pastime which provides recreation, pleasure and
competition.

The second area of support for the Opposition's stand comes from the Attorney-General.
On 9 September Mr Hallam asked the Attorney-General a question about fingerprinting.
Page 434 of Hansard of that date reports the Attorney-General as saying:
I am aware of a growing community demand to move to a situation where the law says that occupational
groups such as farmers and other people who legitimately need guns should have them . . .

That is half of the amendment proposed by the Opposition. To ensure that I provide the
Committee with the full quote, I shall complete the Attorney-General's remarks:
. . . but that other people who want guns for recreational shooting and so on should be required to keep them
at gun clubs or licensed premises of that kind, and that general private firearm ownership should no longer be
tolerated.
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The Opposition is saying what the Attorney-General has said. He did not say it definitelyand I have read the full text of what he said-but he did say:
I am aware of a growing community demand to move to a situation where the law says that occupational
groups such as farmers and other people who legitimately need guns should have them ...

The Opposition is also saying that farmers and people who belong to approved sporting
bodies-and they have been approved by the Firearms Consultative Committee so it
cannot be some bogus firearms group established for the effort-have the right to use guns.
The Opposition agrees with the Attorney-General. Tonight the Attorney-General hinted
that people who belonged to shooting clubs should be required to have a central storage or
should leave their guns at the clubs. That is nonsense. If ever there was ever a carrot to be
dangled before thieves, that would be it. Thieves would not have to take the chance of
picking up a few guns at a police station-The Hon. J. H. Kennan-Or a gun shop!
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-Thieves would be given the chance of taking a
couple of hundred guns all at once from a place that is not likely to be safe, as opposed to
taking them from a police station or a gun shop.
It is a nonsense proposition and I know the Attorney-General was flying by the seat of
his pants, as he often does. I know he is not pursuing It at this stage. All we are saying is
that the suggestion we are making in the amendment is supported in effect by the AttorneyGeneral the putative member for Broadmeadows and-in fact-by the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services in another place.

The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-Mr Chamberlain made a suggestion
that the government's position on this matter related to the Clifton Hill massacre. In
relation to permits to purchase, it was, as the Opposition conceded by way of interjection,
our position at the time of the 1982 election that there be a justification for each additional
gun, and this is the heart of the clause. What Mr Chamberlain has said does not go to that
issue at all; it relates to the fundamental issue that the government says that the supply of
firearms should be restricted. The government says, as it said when it tried to bring the
Bill in in 1983, that there should be a justification for each additional gun. We say there is
no right for any individual to own any number of guns, that each firearm and the need to
have each firearm be justified.
The National Party is saying, "No, once you have a licence there is a right to have as
many guns as you want". The Liberal Party is saying, "If you happen to be a member ofa
gun club, even if you have used that membership to use shotguns to shoot clay targets,
you can acquire as many guns as you want even though they have no bearing on your
activities in the gun club". That has been the government's position. We say there is no
right to stockpile guns. We say you need a permit and justification for each additional gun,
and the Opposition denied that in 1982-83, and it is denying it now.
What Mr Chamberlain said in relation to pistols was interesting. The point that he made
is pertinent because there is a real problem in the United States of America because of the
proliferation of pistols. One reason there is not a proliferation in Victoria is that one needs
a licence for each pistol and one reason we do not have the same problem in Victoria with
pistols, as they do in the United States of America, and one reason we do not have the
same problem in Victoria with pistols as we do with long arms is because we have had for
years very tight laws relating to pistols, which the Opposition does not deny.
It has been effective in controlling the spread of pistols. They are very tight laws indeed,
and one of the principal points of that law is that having obtained a licence for a pistol one
cannot then buy a dozen; one must obtain a licence for each pistol, and that has been
effective. I am grateful to Mr Chamberlain for producing the American analogy in relation
to pistols, because what has happened there is that the ownership of pistols is out of
control because they have not had the tight laws. In Victoria we do not have such a
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problem with pistols because ownership and the distribution of pistols has been very tight.
One has to show very good reason why one wants them.
Had we had the same laws relating to long arms over the past two generations we would
not have the same problem.
Honourable members interjecting.

The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-One can hear how upset they are. They hlve every right to
be upset and embarrassed. They are now going back to the knife argument. They have not
changed their position at all since the 1982 election, when they were pro-gun and pro-gun
lobby. They are now, by way of interjection, taking the same position. We are against the
right to bear arms; we are against the right to own an unlimited number of guns.
An Honourable Member interjected.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-I understand their heat and embarrassment because they
have the audacity to portray themselves as the great party of law and order, but when it
comes to the crunch they are not. When I suggest that possibly we would have been much
better off if we had had the sort of laws we proposed in 1983 and 1987 for long arms, for
the last generation, their cry is "Rubbish".
We do not think it is rubbish, and Mr Chamberlain referred to my reference to a
community demand. I have no doubt that if one took a poll in metropolitan Melbourne,
as the other polls have indicated-and that was my reference-there is great support out
there and demand for the proposition that says that guns should be restricted to those who
really need them.
The Hon. B. A. Chamberlain-And that is what we are doing.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN-Mr Chamberlain is not doing that. We want justification
for each additional gun. It is not a justification for each additional gun to be a member of
a gun club. If you are a member-and I put this for the last time-of, say, the Melbourne
Gun Club and you shoot clay targets with a shotgun at Lilydale, under the Liberal Party
policy you can have a dozen rifles even if you do not use them at the Melbourne Gun Club
and even If you do not use them to shoot clay targets.
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-What the Attorney-General is saying is that
if the amendment the Liberal Party moved is successful people who are members of a
recognised and approved shooting organisation are not responsible; that they do not train
people and members of their organisations properly and that they do not put them through
an adequate training program, and do not instruct them in the proper and safe use in
handling of firearms.
In fact, what the Attorney-General is saying is that the Shooting Sports Council of
Victoria is not an appropriate body to be the overseer of that whole education and training
program. The Victorian Field and Game Association is not an appropriate body to conduct
education and training and the Sporting Shooters Association of Australia is also not an
appropriate body.
I assure the House that I know those organisations and I know many hundreds of people
involved in shooting organisations and in rifle clubs, in gun clubs and, as Mr Chamberlain
pointed out, they do run responsible training programs. They teach the members of their
organisations how to conduct themselves in the use of firearms, how to train young people
entering into the sport, how to coach them in the adequate and safe handling of firearms,
and they teach them to be responsible.
What the Attorney-General is trying to make out is that, if this amendment is successful,
those organisations will not uphold the responsibilities that will be entrusted to them. I
state categorically that I disagree with the proposition put by the Attorney-General, and I
believe those organisations I have mentioned will carry out the functions adequately and,
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in fact, we will have a better education and training program than has ever been seen in
the history of Victoria if the amendment is successful.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-The matter raised by the
Attorney-General in relation to pistol licences was that we have a system of tough pistol
licence laws in Australia, which we have had since the 1940s. The Attorney-General then
said that what that has done has been that one has to justify each weapon that one receives.
The fact is that there are members of pistol clubs who have a dozen or more pistols.
The Hon. R. J. Long-The Attorney-General does not understand that.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-That is right; he seems to think all they have is one
pistol. As an amateur who shoots occasionally as a visitor, it bewilders me how a keen
pistol shooter can have so many different weapons but there are different calibres, different
weighted weapons, different types of weapons for different ranges. I know people who
have a dozen or more pistols.
The Attorney-General obviously does not have any idea of that at all. What he seems to
think is that all you receive is one pistol for each shooter's licence. He should go out into
the real world and visit a pistol club, talk with the keen shooters and he will find that in
effect there is no limit on the number of weapons they can buy.
In theory, there might be a requirement to obtain each weapon, but once they show that
they are legitimate shooters, they can obtain as many as they like.
The Committee divided on the question that the paragraph proposed by Mr Reid to be
omitted stand part of the clause.
18
Ayes
Noes
19
Majority for the omission of the
paragraph
AYES
MrAmold
Mrs Coxsedge
MrCrawford
MrHenshaw
Mrs Hogg
MrKennan
MrKennedy
MrsKimer
Mr Landeryou
Mrs Lyster
MrsMcLean
MrMier
Mr Pullen
MrSandon
Mr Van· Buren
MrWalker

NOES
Mr Baxter
Mr Chamberlain
Mrde Fegely
MrDunn
MrEvans
MrHallam
MrHunt
MrKnowles
MrLawson
MrLong
MrMacey
MrMiles
MrReid
MrStorey
Mrs Varty
MrWard
MrWright

Tellers:

Tellers:

Mrs Dixon
MrMcArthur

MrGuest
Mrs Tehan
PAIRS

Mr Granter
Mr Murphy

I

Mr White
Mr Birrell

The paragraph proposed by Mr Reid to be inserted was so inserted.
The Committee divided on the clause, as amended (the Hon. G. A. Sgro in the chair).
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33

Majority for the clause, as amended

28
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AYES
Mr Arnold
Mr Chamberlain
MrConnard
Mrs Cox sedge
MrCrawford
Mrde Fegely
Mrs Dixon
MrGuest
Mrs Hogg
Mr Hunt
Mr Kennan
Mr Kennedy
Mrs Kirner
Mr Knowles
Mr Landeryou
Mr Lawson
Mrs Lyster
Mr McArthur
Mrs McLean
MrMacey
Mr Mier
Mr Miles
MrMurphy
Mr Pullen
Mr Reid
Mr Storey
Mrs Tehan
Mr Van Buren
Mrs Varty
MrWalker
MrWard

NOES
Mr Baxter
MrDunn
Mr Hallam

Tellers:
Mr Evans
MrWright

Tellers:
MrHenshaw
MrSandon
PAIRS
MrGranter
MrMurphy

I

MrWhite
Mr Birrell

Clause 10 was agreed to.
Clause 11
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-I do not intend to proceed with my
amendments Nos 8, 9 and 10 after having tested the issue on permits to purchase and a
decision having been made.
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-I understand that the Minister will now
move amendments to clause 11 that relate specifically to the ability to purchase firearms
from interstate.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I move:
4. Clause 11, page 5, after line 36, insert'(ii) after paragraph (c) insert"(ca) upon obtaining a permit under section 22AB, purchase in Victoria a firearm of the type which the

person is so authorised to possess and carry; and"; and'.
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5. Clause 11, ;>age 6, line 4, insert the following paragraph to follow paragraph (b)'(c) after sub-section (1 B) insert-

"(le) Despite section 22AB (4), a person to whom sub-section (l) applies who applies for a permit
under section 22AB is not required to pay a fee for that permit." '.

Section 22A of the Act empowers interstate residents who hold shooters' licences issued in
their home States to purchase and possess firearms in Victoria and, as a consequence of
the introduction of the permit to purchase each firearm, these amendments make it clear
that interstate residents will need to obtain permits if they wish to buy firearms in Victoria.
The amendments were agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was adopted.
Clause 12
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-1 move:
13. Clause 12, lines 15 and 16, omit "$2000 or imprisonment for not more than six months" and insert "$100".

I shall not proceed with amendments Nos 11, 12, 14, and 15 because they are consequential
on the permit to purchase. Amendment No. 13 seeks to replace the penalty of $2000 or
imprisonment of not more than six months partly proposed under the Bill with a fine of
$100.
The authority on whom I rely is none other than the Attorney-General. I refer to his
comments a few moments ago that this is a victimless crime about which we speak. I see
no rhyme nor reason for the penalty proposed. I invite the Committee to support the
amendment.
The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-I ask the Minister whether any penalty
is imposed on a gun dealer for selling a sun to a person who does not hold a permit. My
concern is that the record of gun dealers In this State is not good.
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-I have difficulty supporting the figure of
$100 advanced by the National Party as the appropriate penalty. The government has
proposed a fine of $2000 or imprisonment of not more than six months.
The proposed penalty advocated by the National Party is too low and I cannot support
the amendment.
The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-I still seek an answer to the question I
asked the Minister about what happens to a gun dealer who sells a gun to a person who
does not hold a permit. Is a penalty involved?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-Section 24
(2) and (3) of the Firearms Act states:
(2) Any person who sells a pistol to any other person in contravention of sub-section (1) of this section shall
be guilty of an offence and liable to a penalty of not less than $20 and not more than $200 or to be imprisoned
for a term of not more than six months.
(3) Any person who sells any firearm other than a pistol to any other person in contravention of sub-section
(1) ofthis section shall be guilty of an offence and liable to a penalty of not more than $100 or to be imprisoned

for a term of not more than three months.

The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-In response to a comment made by
Mr Reid about the appropriateness of the $100 fine suggested in the National Party's
amendment No. 13, I remind the House that that is taken directly from the
recommendations of the Firearms Act Review Team.
That team comprises three members, the convener being the Acting Deputy Secretary
of the Ministry for Police and Emergency Services; Superintendent Brian Fennessy, the
former Registrar of Firearms and Mr Ted Clarke, a well-known sporting shooter in this
State.
An Honourable Member interjected.
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The Hon. R. M. HALLAM-Perhaps they are ignoramuses as suggested, but that is the
penalty recommended by that team as being more appropriate. I believe it is a very
realistic approach when what is involved is a victimless crime. It relates merely to someone
who is unlicensed and in possession of a firearm, not being a pistol. What is involved is a
long firearm, a victim less crime and a single offence. A fine of $100 is appropriate and I
rely on the authority of none other than the Firearms Act Review Team.
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-I am partly swayed by the persuasive
argument ofMr Hallam. I wonder whether the Minister might bear in mind the comments
that Mr Hallam has made and, after considering his advice, whether she might seek to
recommend a compromise on the amount of the fine.
The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-The Minister should reconsider the
position because under clause 23, if a person buys a gun without being the holder of a
permit to purchase he is liable to a penalty of not more than $200. Under the amendment
I take it that the penalty will be raised to $2000 or imprisonment for not more than six
months; yet, if a gun dealer sells a gun without viewing the permit he is liable to a fine of
only $100 or imprisonment for not more than three months. There is something radically
wrong with the provision.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-My advice
is that as the existing provision applies, any person who sells a gun or any other person
who buys a gun is in contravention of subsection (1), and that also applies to a person who
receives an offer to purchase. The amendment applies equally to all. In fact, the government
is not discriminating.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-What does that mean?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-We are not discriminating between dealers and purchasers.
The Hon. A. J. Hunt-Is the penalty across the board?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-Yes, $2000.
The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-I cannot accept that explanation. It
seems to be clear that if a person buys a gun without a permit under the Act he is liable to
a penalty of $200 or imprisonment for not more than two months. The government
proposes to change that to an amount of $2000 or imprisonment for not more than six
months?
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-Yes.
The Hon. R. J. LONG-That is a rather severe increase. As I understand it, if a gun
dealer sells a firearm to a person in contravention of subsection (1), the dealer shall not
sell any firearm to any person until the person produces a licence to the dealer. If the
dealer does not sight the licence and sells a gun he is liable to a penalty of $100 only, or
imprisonment for a term of not more than three months. Surely there must be some
amendment to clause 24 if clause 23 is to be amended.
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-I did make a suggestion to the Minister that
perhaps a compromise could be reached. Perhaps the Minister might require additional
time to consider that compromise. That clause might be postponed to enable the Minister
to receive further ad vice.
It is an issue that has been raised by the National Party and I am swayed by Mr Hallam's
arguments; perhaps a compromise could be reached.

The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-I should be delighted to support that
proposition, given that it is an important issue going to the very heart of the deal. If the
Minister is prepared to do that perhaps she could look at clause 46 (3) which, in my view,
covers a very similar offence. Again, I highlight that anomaly.
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The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-In view of
the discussion that has taken place I am happy to suggest that the Committee postpone
the clause until later this day.
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-I also have an amendment to clause 12
which I will put forward when that clause is resubmitted, if that is the wish of the
Committee.
The clause was postponed.
Clause 13
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-I do not intend to proceed with my
amendment No. 16. It is consequential on the permit to purchase concept. There seems to
be no point in pursuing it.
The clause was agreed to.
Clause 14
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-I move:
17. Clause 14, page 7, lines 3 and 4, omit "$2000 or imprisonment for a term of not more than six months"
and insert "$100".

I refer to the penalty involved under clause 14. It provides:
A person who is carrying a firearm or who is in possession of a firearm and who fails to produce a licence or
other authority upon demand from a member of the police force or who fails to give reasonable proof that he or
she is a person exempted under this Act from the necessity of having such a licence or other authority is guilty of
an offence and liable to a penalty of $2000 or imprisonment for a term of not more than six months.

That is outrageous.
The penalty for someone who simply fails to produce a licence is now greater than the
penalty for a deliberate breach. The penalty is greater than that recommended by the
Firearms Act Review Team. The same argument applies to this amendment as to the
previous amendment to clause 12, that was subsequently postponed.
If there is a case to postpone clause 12, there is a greater argument in favour of clause 14
being postponed.

The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-With respect to clause 14, I propose to
move my amendment No. 10 which would allow primary producers an exemption from
the requirement to produce their shooters' licences or permits upon demand. It would not
be practical or appropriate that the specific provision should apply to primary producers.
I agree with Mr Hallam that it is an excessively high penalty. The Minister needs to
examine that aspect. I will be wanting to proceed with my amendment No. 10 regarding
an exemption for primary producers.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-The
government is happy to accept the amendment to be proposed by Mr Reid, but I suggest
the Committee postpone the debate on the clause in the same way as with the previous
clause. I suggest that the clause be postponed.
The clause was postponed.
Clause 15
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-I move:
18. Clause 15, page 7, lines 28 to 37 and page 8, lines 1 to 6, omit an words and expressions on these lines.

My amendment seeks to omit the proposed section 27c which refers to the prohibition on
the purchase of ammunition.
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The concept was canvassed during the second-reading debate when I outlined why the
National Party claims this provision is such a nonsense. I instanced to the House that if
we were addressing what is now agreed to be the central issue-having amended clause
I-namely, the criminal or irresponsible use of firearms, the prohibition on the purchase
of ammunition is a nonsense.
The exercise through which I took the House during the second-reading debate illustrated
that in no way would this provision restrict the criminal misuse of firearms because the
criminals will not be caught by the prohibition. The people to be caught by the prohibition
will be the shooters and the farmers who will be purchasing the ammunition in bulk
quantities.
I carefully explained that this is a nonsense given that the provision does not talk about
componentry. I took the House through the exercise and explained how the vast majority
of sporting shooters buy componentry rather than complete ammunition.
The shooters buy cartridges, cases, powder, projectiles and primers. Reloaded
ammunition is much cheaper and much better than factory loads. Therefore, the vast
majority of ammunition discharged in the community would by of the reloaded variety.
Yet, the government seeks to introduce a prohibition on the purchase of ammunition
alone.
If sporting and professional shooters can reload their own ammunition, why cannot
criminals do the same? The facts are that the criminal is not going to need a vast amount
of ammunition anyway. As I pointed out during the second-reading debate, probably a
handful of cartridges would see a criminal through an entire year's operation. If the
criminal is successful, he will not need to fire a firearm once. The whole thing is a nonsense.
I gave the example where a new shooter in a pistol club is required to go through a
period of six months before he or she can take up a licence. Under this provision, that
person would not be able to get ammunition; it would be an offence for the club to provide
ammunition.
I gave an instance to the House where farmers' wives going to town would not have
shooter's licences and therefore would not be abJe to buy ammunition, which might be a
part of the normal weekly requirements on the farm. I suggest to the Committee that it is
absolute nonsense to believe that sporting goods operators in country towns would not
provide the wives of local farmers with the ammunition they need. The Minister said,
"We will grant exemptions". What magnificent organisation! The first sign of something
going wrong leads the Minister to say she will grant gross exemptions.
I put it to the Committee that the provision is not worth the paper it is written on. It
will not have one modicum of control on the criminal misuse of firearms. It will not have
the slightest impact on criminal use. All it will do is clo~ up the system even further. The
retailers of ammunition throughout the State will be dnven insane by this needless piece
of proposed legislation. I invite the Committee to show good sense and throw it out.
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-I have consulted the honourable member
for Portland, the OppositiOn spokesman on police matters in another place, who agrees
with the amendment proposed by the National Party. Mr Hallam illustrated the example
of people purchasing ammunition in country areas and the need for country women to be
able to visit the towns and purchase ammunition on behalf of their husbands. Often those
women would have travelled some distance into the towns to purchase other requirements
and they may wish to purchase ammunition because they are near sporting goods stores
or hardware stores.
As Mr Hallam said, it would be ridiculous for them to have to have a permit to purchase
simply to obtain cartridges that might be used to shoot foxes that might have appeared on
the property 60 miles away from the hardware stores. Mr Hallam also spoke about the
reloading componentry which is an important part of the sporting shooting scene. The
Opposition is strong in its support for the amendment.
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The Hon. R. J. LONG (Gippsland Province)-The clause is an illustration of the
haphazard way in which the Labor Party has approached the Bill. It has not thought it
through properly. I have reason to believe that in Gippsland Province lives a constituent
who has the largest collection of British sporting rifle ammunition in the world. He is not
interested in guns; he is interested only in ammunition. Does the clause mean that he
cannot buy any more ammunition because he does not have a permit for a gun? That is
nonsense. Is the Minister to deny this man the right to be a collector of ammunition if that
is what he wants?
The Hon. J. E. Kirner-Yes.
The Hon. R. J. LONG-If that is the case, the Opposition must vote against the clause.
The CHAIRMAN (the Hon. G. A. Sgro)-Order! At this point, although Mr Hallam
has moved his amendment No. 18, I shall allow the Minister to foreshadow her
amendments Nos 6 and 7 so that her rights are preserved. At the conclusion of the debate
on those amendments, I shall then test Mr Hallam's amendment.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-1 foreshadow
amendments Nos 6 and 7 which are as follows:
6. Clause 15, page 7, line 29, after "purchase" insert ··fixed".
7. Clause 15, page 7, line 36, after ··sell" insert ··fixed".

The amendments attempt to address one of the issues Mr Hallam raised; that is, the
definition of ammunition. The word "ammunition" is not defined in the existing Bill and
could be held, as it stands, to include individual components such as primers, percussion
caps, cartridge cases and shells, as Mr Hallam said, and also blank ammunition. That is
not the intention of the Bill.
The intention of the foreshadowed amendment is to restrict the ready availability of
manufactured ammunition, so they apply a restriction by inserting a reference to "fixed"
ammunition; that is, manufactured ammunition and the total part of the ammunition
which includes all the priming devices, the cartridges and projectiles. The amendments do
not address the other points raised by Mr Hallam and Mr Long concerning people having
to obtain permission for the collection of ammunition.
The Hon. R. M. HALLAM (Western Province)-I cannot support the amendments
foreshadowed by the Minister. In the first place, I do not agree with the definition of the
word "fixed". I suggest that very few shooters would know what the Minister was speaking
about. If the expression were "factory ammunition" the shooters would understand.
Apart from that, the amendments do not $0 to the entire issue which I canvassed,
namely, the componentry issue. The central Issue is that if a sporting or professional
shooter can reload his or her own ammunition, why cannot a criminal do the same? There
is no point at all in restricting the sale offactory ammunition.
The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-The use of the word ~~fixed" does not mean
a great deal to me, either. The Minister has not addressed the other questions put to her
regarding spouses travelling to towns some distance from farms to buy ammunition.
A spouse may travel 60 miles from the farming property into a town such as Bendigo to
buy ammunition because the farmer has seen some foxes on his property and discovered
that he does not have any ammunition.
The government has not answered that problem. It is a real life problem in country
areas. I wonder whether the Minister could respond to that concern.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-The
does not support the view expressed by either Mr Reid or Mr Hallam on this
Issue. The issue of who is able to purchase ammunition is just as important as the issue of
who is able to purchase a gun and the conditions that apply. If it is important for people
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to purchase ammunition they can plan to do so and the persons who want to purchase it
can themselves obtain permits to purchase.
The Hon. B. P. Dunn-You do not understand the real world.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-I understand that National Party members have a view that
spouses are there to go and do messages and, therefore, they ought to be allowed to
purchase ammunition. The government will oppose the amendment because control over
ammunition is just as important as control over guns.
The Hon. W. R. BAXTER (North Eastern Province)-The Minister cannot be allowed
to get away with such a dreadful accusation-that somehow the National Party is
condemning spouses to roles as mendicants and servants. The point being made could
apply to any person, whether spouse, employee, friend, or whatever. It is simply a matter
of practical convenience in country areas. The Minister does not understand what goes on
beyond the tram tracks.
The CHAIRMAN (the Hon. G. A. Sgro)-Order! I shall put Mr Hallam's amendment
first.
The Committee divided on the question that the words and expressions proposed by
Mr Hallam to be omitted stand part of the clause (the Hon. G. A. Sgro in the chaIr).
Ayes
17
~~

W

Majority for the amendment

3
NOES
MrBaxter
Mr Chamberlain
MrConnard
Mrde Fegely
MrDunn
MrEvans
MrGuest
MrHaJlam
MrHunt
MrKnowles
MrLawson
MrLong
MrReid
MrStorey
Mrs Tehan
Mrs Varty
MrWard
MrWright

AYES
Mrs Coxsedge
MrCrawford
Mrs Dixon
MrHenshaw
Mrs Hogg
Mr Kennan
MrKennedy
Mrs Kirner
Mr Landeryou
Mrs Lyster
Mr McArthur
Mr Mier
MrSandon
Mr Van Buren
MrWalker

Tellers:
MrArnold
Mrs McLean

Tellers:
MrMacey
MrMiles
PAIRS

Mr Murphy
Mr White

I

Mr Birrell
; Mr Granter

The CHAIRMAN-Order! The effect of carrying Mr H'allam's amendment is that the
Minister's amendments are now superseded.
The clause, as amended, was adopted.
Clause 16
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-Considering
the late hour and the need to work through the issue of fines, I suggest that the Committee
report progress.
Progress was reported.
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ACCIDENT COMPENSATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
This Bill was received from the Assembly and, on the motion of the Hon. E. H. Walker
(Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs), for the Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for
Health), was read a first time.

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

DAIRY INDUSTRY (AMENDMENT) BILL
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The Bill makes a small but significant amendment to section 38 (I) of the Dairy Industry
Act to restore the original spirit of that p'rovision. Section 38 (1) prohibits the sale or
distribution in a milk district of market mIlk which has not been manufactured from milk
supplied by the Victorian Dairy Industry Authority or through its agents. Market milk is
milk supplied for human consumption, and prices for this milk have been maintained
well above the equivalent prices of milk used for the manufacture of other dairy products.
By providing that all market milk which is sold or distributed in Victoria IS supplied
through the authority, section 38 seeks to ensure that all Victorian dairy farmers can share
equally and equitably in this more lucrative market.
However, it has become increasingly clear that some processors of market milk could
be using milk obtained direct from Victorian farmers and outside the authority's control.
By buying cheaper manufacturing milk for resale as premium market milk, processors can
exploit, for their own commercial advantage, the agreed price differences with the system.
The amendment will ensure that this does not occur and will restore orderly marketing
arrangements. Processors will need to keep proper records of all milk processed into
market milk-not only market milk sold and distributed in Victoria.
I stress that this amendment is not an attack on any constitutional rights that a processor
may have to trade interstate. The processing of milk as it comes from the farmer is
technically a process of manufacturing. That manufacturing process takes place in Victoria
and is subject to control by the Victorian Parliament. The amendment means that only
milk obtained from the authority may be used in the manufacture of market milk. It does
not prevent a processor from obtaining milk from the authority and processing that milk
for sale interstate.
By ensuring that a processor of market milk must deal through the authority when
obtaining supplies from Victorian farmers, all Victorian dairy farmers can share in the
proceeds of market rriilk sales.
I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of the Hon. B. A. Chamberlain, for the Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Ballarat
Province), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until later this day.

ADJOURNMENT
Emuent storage dam, Horsham-Streets around Jam Factory, South Yarra-Craigieburn
Post Primary School-McDonald House School for the Deaf-Retail Tenancies ActTravellers Aid Society of Victoria-Closure of streets in Port Melbourne and South
Melbourne
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The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN (Western Province)-I direct to the attention of the
Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs a specific problem which affects both the
Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs and the Ministry for Planning and
Environment, as well as other bodies. It involves the general principle of the basis on
which the government handles its own projects in a planning sense. The constructing
authority in this case is the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs.
The Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs is aware of the history of the problem of
effluent in the Wimmera River and the basis on which that matter was resolved. A decision
was made for an effluent storage dam to be built near the Western Highway approximately
6 kilometres west of Horsham. It is a joint project of the Department of Agnculture and
Rural Affairs and the Horsham City Council. The dam is to store effluent from Horsham
sewerage works and supply it to experimental plots at the Horsham Victorian Crops
Research Institute. Work started on the project a short time ago.
The City of Horsham obtained from the Shire of Wimmera a planning permit to
construct the dam. I point out that there is general consensus that government departments
are not obliged to comply with planning requirements in that regard. However, it has long
been a directive of government, dating back to the time of Sir Rupert Hamer and continued
by the current Premier, that, so far as possible, the government should go through the
planning process in a way that gives the people who are to be affected by a project the
opportunity of having a say in relation to the project.
That issue was raised with the Minister by Mr Hunt on 31 May 1983. At that stage, Mr
Hunt said that the practice of government departments not being legally bound by the
planning process was correct. However, for a long time, the principle has been that
government departments should regard themselves as being bound by planning procedures.
Mr Hunt said that they should give notice to the local municipality of any proposals that
may have adverse effects on third parties, and those parties should have some opportunity
of receiving notice and of objecting.
The Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs and the City of Horsham applied to
the Shire of Wimmera, where the dam is situated, for a permit to build the dam. The
permit was advertised and people were asked to comment in writing. When the project
went ahead, it was found that, instead of being some 300 metres from the Western
Highway, the dam was being built within 50 metres of the highway.
The Hon. E. H. Walker-Not within 50 metres; it was 50 metres from the highway.
The Hon. B. A. CHAMBERLAIN-The neighbours had no opportunity of objecting
to the project because they did not know about it in its varied form. The current project is
entirely different from the proposal that was approved by the Shire of Wimmera. The
general proposition to which I referred previously about $ivlng people the right of objecting
to matters that adversely affect them did not occur in this case.
My colleague in the other place, the honourable member for Lowan, Mr Bill McGrath,
took up the matter with the Minister and pointed out to him the prejudicial position in
which people who now wish to object are placed. Work is currently taking place; it is a
large and important project and the Minister has been heavily involved in getting it off the
ground. I am concerned about the rights of the neighbours in proximity to the dam. The
project is quite different from that which was advertised and for which approval was
given.
Earlier today, the Minister for Planning and Environment agreed to a request from the
honourable member for Lowan in the other place and me to receive a deputation on
Thursday afternoon this week from the people affected. I thank the Minister for accepting
the invitation extended by my colleague from the other place and me. However, given
that the proj~ct is being constructed on land administered by the Minister for Agriculture
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and Rural Affairs and given that his department is actively involved, I ask the Minister,
firstly, to address himself to the rights of the individual objectors and, secondly, to inform
me whether he will be prepared to join the deputation to the Minister for Planning and
Environment so that the matters can be fully explored and the rights of the individuals
concerned are considered.
The HOD. J. V. C. GUEST (Monash Province)-I direct a matter to the attention of the
Minister for Planning and Environment. On Saturday next, if the Minister does not
exercise his powers of persuasion or take direct action, the reopening of two small streets
in Prahran will set a devastating precedent for planning throughout Victoria, especially
throughout the metropolitan area.
When I directed this matter to the attention of the Minister two weeks ago, I pointed
out that the two streets-Garden Street and Wilson Street-that run east from Chapel
Street near the Jam Factory shopping centre were closed as a condition of the town
planning permit for the development of the Jam Factory approximately ten years ago.
The PRESIDENT-Order! If Mr Guest has raised this matter before, he should not
cover the same ground.
The HOD. J. V. C. GUEST-Mr President, I am not covering the same ground.
The PRESIDENT-Order! Mr Guest seems to be moving away from the matter.
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST-Mr President, I am moving towards discussing specific
areas that the Minister may take up. I previously raised the possibility of an unfortunate
precedent in the planning process, that the particular details of the case show that the
Prahran City Council has ignored its broad planning obligations and has chosen simply to
exercise a very narrow traffic management function under the Local Government Act.
In short, I am asking the Minister to say that in view of the refusal by the Prahran
council to accept its planning responsibilities, he will exercise his powers-not only of
persuasion but also substantive powers-to ensure that planning matters are properly
dealt with. It was clear when the council, as the responsible authority, granted a permit,
and also in the case before the Town Planning Appeals Tribunal in March 1977 that at the
heart of the council's willingness to grant a permit was the permanent closure-at the
expense of the Jam Factory-of Garden and Wilson streets.
At the heart of the case put by the Jam Factory before the tribunal was its insistence
that the permanent closure of the streets would be permanently closed. The tribunal said
that it understood the condition placed on the permit and would ensure permanent closure
of the streets.
That has all been forgotten and set aside because the Prahran City Council has received
precise le~l advice that the terms and conditions on the permit do not bind the council in
the exercising of its powers under the Local Government Act. The council has taken a
narrow legal view and has said that it can reopen the streets, without any possibility of
appeal to the Administrative Appeals Tribunal, and, for whatever reason, the council has
chosen to take that course.
The council has done this in the face of the council officers recommending that the
reopening of the streets should not take place. The officers criticised the Jam Factory's
numerous reports from hired experts. The officers said that the reopening of the streets
would double the traffic in residential streets to the east of the Jam Factory. I would add
that the many children who live in those streets or go to school nearby will be endangered
by the reopening of the streets.
The council officers suggested alternative traffic arrangements for access to the Jam
Factory along other streets and also said the reopening of the streets would reduce the
residential values to the east of the Jam Factory by up to 20 per cent.
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In summary, one of the local residents, who is an experienced lawyer in this area,
suggested some principles that the Minister could adopt. These principles may be stated
as follows: no resident can be properly protected from the impact of a permitted
development if conditions purporting to establish protection can be changed without
giving affected residents an opportunity of being heard; without evidence to establish that
there has been a material change in circumstances; contrary to the recommendations of
the council officers; without the opportunity of reviewing the continued operation of the
permitted use associated with the conditions; and without an attempt being made to find
alternative solutions recommended by the council officers.
I ask that the Minister consider taking the matter further by taking up those points with
the council. I understand his reluctance to exercise his power under section 32 (6) of the
Town and Country Planning Act which would involve amending the planning scheme but
I urge that he use his power under section 24 (1) (cl) to revoke the Jam Factory's permit
because of changed circumstances.
The PRESIDENT-Order! Mr Guest has fully informed the Minister of the matter and
I suggest he finish off his remarks.
The Hon. J. V. C. GUEST-The Minister would first have to partially revoke the
delegation to the Prahran City Council of its role as the responsible authority and then, as
the responsible authority, he would have to revoke the permit given to the Jam Factory
because of changed circumstances according to the provision contained in section 24 (1)
(cl) of the Town and Country Planning Act. This revocation is necessary because the
council has refused to exercise its planning responsibilities and has exercised only narrow
traffic management responsibilities. I ask the Minister to take the appropriate action.
The Hon. M. T. TEHAN (Central Highlands Province)-I direct a matter to the attention
of the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs as the representative in this place for the
Minister for Education. The matter concerns the Craigieburn P-12 school that was
commenced in 1984 when the first two senior classes-years 7 and 8-were commenced.
The school has progressed to the stage where it has taken Year 11 students in 1987 and
Year 12 students will be taken in 1988.
The school was constructed on the basis of a P-4 junior school, a 5-8 middle school,
and a 9-12 senior school. Although the students of Year 11 and their parents are anticipating
continuing into Year 12 at the Craigieburn school, the school council has decided not to
accept Year 12 students and not to offer a Year 12 course to its present students. The
council has done so having asked the students to name the subjects they wished to study.
The council found that a diversity of subjects was required and that the numbers did not
warrant the staffing and curriculum that could be offered at Year 12.
The school council said that after consultation with officers of the Ministry of Education
at the Tullamarine office, the Minister in conjunction with the school council decided not
to conduct Year 12 in 1988. This has caused considerable difficulty and concern among
the students and their parents who anticipated being able to complete their education at
the new P-12 school at Craigieburn. Concern has been expressed that at no time will a
Year 12 be made available at Craigieburn.
I have a petition that has been signed by 78 parents of Year 11 students who are anxious
that both the school council and the Ministry of Education, through the regional director,
reconsider the decision not to proceed with Year 12.
This week the Craigieburn News said that "School council turns deaf ear on parents". I
have received letters and have a petition bearing 78 signatures that express concern that
the purpose of building the school is not being followed because not even one course is
being offered in Year 12. Students cannot continue in Year 12 at the Craigieburn school
and must go elsewhere.
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It is a matter of serious concern to students and parents in Craigieburn. Therefore, I ask
the Minister to take steps to arrange a further meeting or to hold further consultation
between the director-general, the school council, and the parents.

The Hon. N. B. REID (Bendigo Province)-I raise a matter with the Minister for
Agriculture and Rural Affairs who is the representative in this place of the Minister for
Education. I received a letter from the Shire of Strathfieldsaye regarding the McDonald
House School for the Deaf in Bendigo.
It is a special school located in the Shire of Strathfieldsaye and it has been a specialist
deaf school for a number of years. The school provides a service for a large part of northern
and north central Victoria. Honourable members will be aware that the Ministry of
Education, with the introduction of its integration policy, is considering closing the school.
The school has requested me to approach the Minister to ask that McDonald House
should not be closed without a full and proper inquiry into its future role.

People in the municipality have supported the McDonald House school for many years.
These people feel that in this instance the integration policy has not worked. They see a
need for that specialist school for many years to come. The community support that the
school has received is reflected in the level of education that young people have received
at that school.
The Strathfieldsaye council and members of the school council are keen for the school
to continue its role. I ask the Minister to approach the Minister for Education to request
that before any action is taken about the McDonald House School for the Deaf that a full
and proper inquiry is held into its future role.
The Hon. ROSEMARY VARTY (Nunawading Province)-I raise a matter with the
Leader of the House in the absence of the Minister for Health who is the representative in
this place of the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources. The Retail Tenancies
Act which was recently proclaimed has, in its definition section, a definition of "retail
premises" which states:
... means any premises that under the terms of the lease relating to them are used, or are to be used, wholly or
predominantly for the carrying on of a business involving the sale or hire of goods by retail or the retail provision
of services but does not include ...

The Act has application to all retail premises as defined. A difficulty which has surfaced is
the meaning of "retail provision of services". No-one can give an answer to that.
It can be assumed that it relates to doctors, dentists and those sorts of people. What
about factories of less than 1000 square metres, which is the requirement for the exemption;
factories like jobbing workshops which use only a small area but operate on a retail basis?
What about car detailers? What about panel beaters?

The Real Estate Institute of Victoria does not know what "retail provision of services"
means; the Ministry of Consumer Affairs does not know what it means; the Trade Practices
Commission does not know what it means; the Estate Agents Board does not know; and
nor does the Minister's office.
That is creating a problem in relation to the sale of premises and the transfer of leases.
Disclosure statements are being prepared for all premises where there is any doubt about
whether the Act applies. It is an incredible situation when no-one can give a definition of
what "retail provision of services" means.
I ask the Minister to obtain a ruling on what "retail provision of services" means.
The Hon. G. P. CONNARD (Higinbotham Province)-I direct to the attention of the
Minister for Community Services a matter of great importance concerning the Travellers
Aid Society of Victoria. I am a member of the general committee of that organisation but
I am not a member of the executive committee.
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Until 1986 the Minister's department gave a small grant to the society. In 1986 the
society was given a grant of$12 000. The broad aim of the society is to provide assistance
to all travellers and visitors to this State. Another aim of the society is to provide assistance
to those on low incomes or to destitute persons and to assist them generally.
In the annual report of the society it is interesting to note that of the 1171 people who
were referred to the organisation no less than 70 were referred by Community Services
Victoria. The Department of Social Security referred 89 people; other government
departments referred 71 people. The Citizens Advice Bureau referred 47 people; the police
referred 44 people; and other welfare agencies referred 334 people. The number of selfreferred people was 312, and 194 people were referred by transport authorities.
Through its city centre the society serviced 140000 people in the year under review.
The society is well managed, being led by Mrs Florence Parnaby, who has turned the
agency around in recent years as far as its ability to finance itself is concerned.
In 1987 donations and grants to the society amounted to more than $45 000 and through
its own ability to raise funds another $21 000 was received. It is strange that while the
State government does not assist the society it receives a grant from the Commonwealth
Emergency Relief Grant. In the year under review it was a very small amount of $2000,
which represented an increase of 100 per cent over the previous year.
For some strange reason the government does not recognise the good works of this
organisation because it has completely stopped the grant of$12 000 it made in 1986. There
is no grant in the year under review.
In the balance sheet-which I shall gladly show to the Minister-the society still operates
at a deficit. Although that deficit is decreasing it is $35000 in the current year. It is
necessary for the Minister to review her department's decision not to finance this excellent
institution. The Minister has inspected the institution and she will agree it is an excellent
institution. I ask the Minister to reassess the problems of this society and to provide it
with funds for this year.
The Hon. KEG MACEY (Monash Province)":""'I raise a matter with the Minister for
Community Services who is the representative in this place of the Minister for Local
Government. I take up a matter which was taken up by Mr Guest with the AttorneyGeneral but in a different manner. It is to do with the Local Government Act as it applies
to the closure of streets by councils-particularly section 539c.
When this section of the Local Government Act was enacted by the previous Liberal
Government its aim was to enable councils, by undertaking the proper processes of
advertising and considering community input, to resolve to permanently close a street to
through traffic. I emphasise the word "permanently".
Many such closures have occurred in the metropolitan area. Mr Guest mentioned
Wilson and Garden streets in South Yarra. Through the Minister in this place I wish to
bring to the attention of the Minister for Local Government that there are other such
closures, particularly those in Port Melbourne and South Melbourne, which occurred
prior to the opening of the West Gate Bridge. What has occurred in South Yarra poses a
major threat to lhe amenity of residents in South Melbourne and Port Melbourne in the
future should the councils change.
I am not suggesting that the present councils would seek to withdraw permanent closures
as the Prahran council is seeking to do. There is real danger in the existing legislation
because there is no requirement for a council to follow through the same type of thoroughgoing evaluation and the same type of community information program in order to reopen
a so-called permanently closed street as is required under the present legislation when a
council wishes to close a street.
The Minister for Local Government may consider amending the Act so that it would
require a council-before reopening a permanently closed road or street, if requested to
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do so by objectors or residents-to refer the matter to the Administrative Appeals Tribunal,
or some other appropriate body. The matter is of major concern and I ask the Minister for
Community Services to take up that matter with the Minister for Local Government in
another place.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-Mr
Chamberlain brought to my attention a matter concerning the sewage effluent storage dam
in Horsham. I am reasonably familiar with that issue. I do not propose to answer the
concern raised by Mr Chamberlain at this time because I note that an important deputation
will meet with the Minister for Planning and Environment on Thursday. I have not made
up my mind whether I should or even can attend that meeting, but I do believe it is
important.
I believe it best if I offer Mr Chamberlain a more detailed response later in the week
before the House rises, because new information may be brought to my attention and I
shall have abetter chance to respond in detail at that time.
Mrs Tehan raised a matter concerning the Craigieburn P-12 school. I shall bring that
matter to the attention of the Minister for Education for an early response.
Mr Reid raised a matter concerning the McDonald House School for the Deaf located
in the Shire of Strathfieldsaye. Again I shall bring that matter to the attention of the
Minister for Education for an early response.
Mrs Varty raised a definitional issue concerning the retail provision of services. That is
a matter for my colleague, the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources, and I
shall have him respond to it as soon as possible.
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Minister for Planning and Environment)-Mr Guest raised
a matter relating to the closure of streets adjacent to the Jam Factory. This matter has
been brought to my attention and I view it with some concern. It does seem that the
residents have some valid complaints and I shall certainly bring my views about the
matter to the attention of the local council. I am not prepared to indicate either way any
action that I might take, except to say that probably, as Mr Macey seems to think,
primarily the closure of streets is a local government issue.
I know it is said on behalf of residents that the permitted use of the Jam Factory remains
in force only while the street barriers remain in place. I shall not consider the merits of
legal opinions at this stage because there may well be conflicting legal opinion as to certain
powers in this area. Clearly on this issue, as on other planning issues, whatever the end
result, the gravamen of the planning process is to ensure by and large that, other than in
exceptional cases that involve interim or holding purposes, planning decisions are
advertised in general terms and that people-particularly those adversely or likely to be
adversely affected-are given the opportunity of having their objections taken into account.
I understand that the closure of the streets was part of the arrangement for the operation
of the Jam Factory; to allow that operation to continue and to reopen the streets is an
action that I have some difficulty in following. My sympathies, as I have said outside the
Chamber, are very much with the residents on this occasion. I shall recieve further advice
on this matter tomorrow and shall bring my discontent with the decision to the attention
of the City of Prahran, without indicating at this stage which powers, if any, I should
consider using. I shall take on board Mr Guest's comment on the matter.
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-In answer to Mr Connard's
query about the Travellers Aid Society of Victoria, I am happy to say that officers of
Community Services Victoria met with representatives from the society either last week
or the week before.
I substantially endorse everything Mr Connard said about the society and, if honourable
members have not visited the society's premises, I urge them to do so because they would
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be surprised by the amount of activity and helpful community work that goes on there. It
is a lively and encouraging place.
I understand that there are several things that can be done to assist the Travellers Aid
Society of Victoria. The first is that the society wants an increased allocation for emergency
relief, which, of course, is a Commonwealth government matter. The society's application
was referred to the Commonwealth government and I shall follow up that application in
the near future because obviously that is the most appropriate place for distribution of
emergency relief.
My officers examined the possibility of aid being granted under the supported
accommodation assistance program-which is known as SAAP-because much of the
society's work is assisting people to find shelter or to go back home. Some of its work
involves referring people to emergency or crisis accommodation. The society felt, as did
my officers at the conclusion of that examination, that that was not the most appropriate
way for it to gain additional funds.
My department is examining whether some assistance can be rendered to the society
under the home and community care program. There are a number of services that are
provided on a daily basis, such as the meal service and the personal care service, which
are among the most important forms of help rendered by the society. I suspect that many
honourable members do not realise how many things the society does. It also takes
responsibility for the personal care or even toileting of a number of disabled people who
come into the city. That level of personal care is not rendered anywhere else, particularly
for disabled people, except perhaps by the Melbourne City Council, which provides
assistance and encouragement to the society.
I am certainly very keen to provide some assistance in funding. I was not aware of Mr
Connard's association with the Travellers Aid Society of Victoria and I shall follow up
that matter formally and informally.
I shall convey Mr Macey's concern to the Minister for Local Government and direct his
attention to the fact that an amendment along the lines suggested by Mr Macey could be
considered.
The motion was agreed to.
The House adjourned at 12.59 a.m. (Wednesday).
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

MS CAROLE MARPLE
(Question No. 88)

The Hon. D. M. EVANS (North Eastern Province) asked the Minister for Conservation,
Forests and Lands:
(a) What period oftime during 1986-87 was spent by Ms Carole Marple, farmer representative on the Vermin
and Noxious Weeds Destruction Board and member of the Land Protection Council, in her work capacity in the
areas of-(i) pest plant and pest animal policy; and (ii) representing the farming community on pest plant and
pest animal issues and Land Protection Council work?
(b) How much time did Ms Marple spend on other than the above duties, and on what duties was that time, if
any, spent?

The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-The answer
is:
(a) Ms Carole Marple has spent seven-eighths of her time during the year 1986-87 on pest plant and pest
animal policy development, representing the farming community on pest plant and pest animal issues and Land
Protection Council work. .
(b) Ms Marple, with my approval, spent one-eighth of her time on duties related to her membership of the
Benalla Regional Veterinary Laboratory Animal Experimentation Ethics Committee and in working with the
Office of Rural Affairs on areas of mutual departmental interest including the Rural Women's Network.

HEALTH SERVICES
(Question No. 90)

The Hon. K. I. M. WRIGHT (North Western Province) asked the Minister for Health:
(a) Who is the Health Services Commissioner appointed under the Health Services (Conciliation and Review)

Act 1987?
(b) What is the address of the organisation established?
(c) How many staff are employed and what are their duties?
(d) What is the average number of complaints received weekly?

The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-The answer is:
(a) The Health Services Commissioner appointed under the Health Services (Conciliation and Review) Act
1987 is Or Ian Siggins, formerly Acting Commissioner for Equal Opportunity.
(b) The current address of the office of the Health Services Commissioner is the 11 th Hoor, 555 Collins Street,
Melbourne. Accommodation outside the Health Department head office is being sought.
(c) The office of the Health Services Commissioner currently has a staff of four, being the commissioner, an
office manager, health complaints officer and word processor operator. The full staff establishment of the office is
ten, comprising the commissioner, two investigators, two conciliators, a registrar, an enquiries officer, clerical
officer, word processor operator and a secretary.
(d) The Interim Health Complaints Section of Health Department Victoria, now the office of the Health
Services Commissioner, has received an average of 33 complaints a week. It is anticipated that the office will
handle an increasing number of complaints as it becomes better established and its services to the profession and
the public more widely known.
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SLOGAN NUMBER PLATES
(Question No. 96)

The Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (East Yarra Province) asked the Attorney-General, for the
Minister for Transport:
(a) How many motorists purchased car number plates with the slogan "Victoria Nuclear Free State" prior to
the $20.00 fee being abolished in late 1985?
(b) Since the fee was abolished, how many motorists have had number plates fitted with the slogans "Victoria
Nuclear Free State", "Victoria" and "Victoria Garden State". respectively?

The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-The answer supplied by the Minister
for Transport is:
(a) The fee was abolished on 3 July 1985 and prior to that date 124 "Victoria Nuclear Free State" number
plates were issued.
(b)

From 3 July 1985 to 17 September 1987, the following plates have been issued:
(i) "Victoria Nuclear Free State"-191O.
(ii) "Victoria"-2108.
(iii) "Victoria Garden State"-486 706.

MELBOURNE-FRANKSTON RAILWAY LINE
(Question No. 97)

The Hon. ROBERT LAWSON (Higinbotham Province) asked the Attorney-General,
for the Minister for Transport:
With respect to the Melboume-Frankston railway line-(i) when did the first train run on the newly-installed
track between Caul field and Moorabbin; (ii) how many passengers have used the line between Moorabbin and
Caulfield since that time; and (iii) has passenger traffic increased over that for the same period last year; ifso, by
how much?

The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-The answer supplied by the Minister
for Transport is:
(i) The first train ran on the Caulfield-Moorabbin third track on Sunday, 5 July 1987.
(ii) The Metropolitan Transit Authority has not conducted a patronage survey since the commencement of
services on the new track because the existing timetables were still in operation. A restructured timetable was
implemented on Sunday, II October 1987.
The new timetable will significantly improve services on the Frankston line with additional express trains and
savings in travelling time.
(iii) A survey will be conducted during November to compare the passenger loads under the new and old
timetables.
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Wednesday, 11 November 1987
The PRESIDENT (the Hon. R. A. Mackenzie) took the chair at 2.3 p.m. and read the
prayer.

LOTI'ERIES GAMING AND BETTING (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 WITHOUT NOTICE

PUBliCATION "HEALTH VICTORIA"
The Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (East Yarra Province)-I refer the Minister for Health to
Health Department Victoria's official monthly publication entitled Health Victoria and I
ask the Minister: is it a fact that the August edition of Health Victoria was pulped, and
was the decision to destroy the entire print run of this publication made on the advice of
the Minister's office?
Will the Minister inform the House what fact in that publication was too embarrassing
to allow it to be released to the public?
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-The health document to which Mr
Birrell refers is reasonably regularly provided to all members of the department and other
interested people. It is in fairly regular circulation. I am not aware of the details of the
issue to which Mr Birrell refers or his allegations that it was pulped, but I shall make
inquiries and inform him later in the day.

GRAIN FREIGHT RATES
The Hon. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-I refer the Minister for Agriculture
and Rural Affairs to the recently announced increase in grain freight rates that places
Victoria 37 per cent ahead of South Australian rates and 20 per cent ahead of those in
New South Wales.
I refer specifically to the Minister'S answer to a question by Mr Knowles in this House,
"Does the question suggest there has been an announcement on the issue?"
I refer also to a statement by the Minister for Transport in another place yesterday who
said, "Before prices were set, discussions were held between the Treasurer, the Minister
for Agriculture and Rural Affairs and me. We arrived at a very reasonable, unanimous
proposition" .
I refer also to the Minister'S assurance to the president of the grains group of the
Victorian Farmers Federation, Mr Neil Simpson, last Friday that the Minister would
discuss the rate increase with the Premier and perhaps seek some review of it.
In the light of those events, I ask: did the Minister in fact play a part in establishing the
rate, as the Minister for Transport suggested; was he aware of the amount of the increase
before it was announced on 28 October; has he discussed the matter with the Premier as
he undertook to do with the president of the grains group last Friday, and does he plan to
initiate any review because of the effects this increase will have due to the loss of grain to
other States?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-To start with,
the question of Mr Knowles to which I responded was an important question because it
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did not suggest that I had not had discussions. It is not uncommon for an Opposition
member to ask a question as if something had happened, to obtain a piece of information
inadvertently from a government Minister.
Of course I have had discussions for months with the Minister for Transport in another
place on the matter of grain freight rates. However, the specific question was: "Has an
announcement been made?" That is a fair question. Mr Knowles IS not an unclever sort
of individual. He probably said to himself, "I know they are working on this." It happens
on occasions that question time coincides in both Houses. "Why don't I just ask as if it
has happened and maybe I will get the information I am after?" That is not an uncommon
technique for a bright member of the Opposition to use. So my response was entirely
correct.
The question was, "Has an announcement been made?" That did not suggest that I had
not taken part in discussions. Of course I have taken part. How would the Minister for
Transport be able to go ahead and determine grain freight rates without discussing the
matter with the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs? The response was clearly a
proper one.
Mr Dunn says that I had a chat with Mr Simpson who is currently the head of the grains
group of the VIctorian Farmers Federation. However, to suggest that I would speak to the
Premier is entirely out of context. What was said to Mr Simpson was that the Minister for
Transport has set the rates and I support them. I shall discuss with colleagues the issue at
large because more than this year is involved. There are things to be said and I am happy
to do that because I regard myself as representing grain growers such as Mr Dunn.
The Hon. B. W. Mier-He is a grain grower.
The Hon. E. H. WALKER-Mr Dunn did not express, at the beginning of his question,
a conflict of interest. I suppose that is understandable. However, Mr Dunn is a substantial
grain grower.
The reality is that if there were a reduction in grain freight rates or grain handling rates,
one of the people in this House-and there are not too many of them, although Mr de
Fegely might make a bit out of it-Mr Dunn, would do very well.
To answer finally and seriously, I am concerned about the problems of the grain growers
in the Mallee. However, I make one other point; that the government has followed up and
supported all grain growers, as has been evidenced by the fact that Victoria is the one State
where there has not been a foreclosure on any grain grower. That is not true of other graingrowing States.
The government has looked after grain growers in difficulty better than has any other
government, and it will continue to do so.
I will again take up the matter of grain freight rates with colleagues, including the
Premier, on the basis that it is one of the significant costs that grain growers have to face.
It is important to get it right, and the government has done that.

EAST GIPPSLAND REGION
The Hon. B. A. MURPHY (Gippsland Province)-Can the Minister for Conservation,
Forests and Lands advise what decision the government has made on Williamstown-I
am sorry, east Gippsland? What is the basis for the decision, and what are the lasting
environmental and economic effects?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-I am pleased
to say that the Labor Party, in the first place, and the government, in the second place,
have made an excellent decision on both of those issues.
I am pleased to state that this morning the Premier announced publicly what the
Victorian government will be doing to protect world-class forests and coastline in east
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Gippsland, as well as taking further steps to create an economically effective and
environmentally sensitive timber industry.
The government will establish two new national parks in east Gippsland at Errinundra
and Coopracombra, as well as increasing the areas of the Snowy River National Park, to
include those magnificent parks. As a consequence of these actions, the land area to be
included in national parks in east Gippsland will be increased from 133 000 hectares to
260000 hectares; that means some 35 per cent of the area of public land in east Gippsland
will be in national parks, and some two-thirds in the National Estate. The government
will be providing funds over the next three years to develop the parks and to encourage
tourism.
The new parks will protect our ancient forests, particularly the rain forest area, the
pristine catchments and the superb coastline. Because of the significance of those elements,
the government will be seeking, for the first time for a Victorian government, world
heritage listing for areas in east Gippsland and the Victorian Alps and the government
expects the cooperation of the Federal government on that matter.
The Hon. W. R. Baxter-That is good-somebody from Timbuktu telling us what to
do!
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-Mr Baxter goes there often enough to know that!
The government recognises that, as well as having an obligation to the Victorian and
Australian community to protect its national heritage, it also has an obligation to the east
Gippsland community. The issue of greatest interest there concerns jobs. To ensure that
the job loss of approximately 350 through the movement of the timber industry and
sustainable yield and the addition of new national parks is coped with, the government
will be taking a number of actions.
Firstly, the government will carefully phase in the sustainable yield requirement.
Secondly, the government will be encouraging tourism and we expect to create some 150
jobs over the next few years.
The Hon. M. A. Birrell-You will have to speak faster than this in the Lower House!
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-I am going to make the most of speaking as I want to in this
place.
The government will be seeking expressions of interest for a feasibility study on the
creation of new facilities for pulp and paper manufacture in Victoria. That could create
some 1600 jobs in the construction period and 800 jobs in the final period.
It is important to note that the government's decision on National Estate areas is that
we will be including two-thirds of the interim National Estate's classification in national
parks areas; the remaining one-third not so included in national parks will be available for
timber harvesting with the protection of the code of forest practice and the flora and fauna
survey.

The Hon. R. J. Long interjected.
The PRESIDENT-Order! I ask Mr Long to come to order.
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER-Mr Long cannot speak on conservation, so I guess he has to
interject.
The Federal government has considered the process whereby Victoria assesses its national
parks and decides its land use and has said that the Federal government will not intervene
in any decision by the Victorian government on National Estates or national parks.
Session 1987-48
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CHEMICAL RESIDUE TESTING
The HOD. G. P. CONNARD (Higinbotham'Province)-As the Minister for Agriculture
and Rural Affairs knows my interest in things pharmaceutical and chemical, I ask him: is
it a fact that landowners are being forced to pay for the cost of the chemical residue survey
on the Bellarine Peninsula?
The HOD. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-I had intended
to make a statement on this interesting issue later today. Part of the package that was
offered to people in the first area surveyed, the Bellarine Peninsula, which was offered
while the government tested it for other areas of the State, included a number of options.
For instance, it included a 50-50 share arrangement for the costs of subsoil test sampling,
which a farmer currently must do for himself or herself. The answer to the Question is that
50-50 arrangements for costs have been entered into.

AUSTRALIAN ARBO-ENCEPHALITIS PROTECTION PROGRAM
The HOD. K. I. M. WRIGHT (North Western Province)-Budget payments last year
for the Australian Arbo-Encephalitis Protection Program totalled $350 459; the Budget
allocation this year is $500000. Local councils and both State and Federal governments
have done excellent work in this area. However, this year the Federal government has
reduced funding for this program. Is the Minister for Health aware that local council
spraying and education programs are now in jeopardy because the total government
allocation to councils has been reduced to $40 OOO? Will the Minister, as a matter of
urgency, personally intervene in this matter to seek more money for the councils?
The HOD. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-The recent advice that the National
Diseases Control Program has been severely curtailed in 1987-88 and will cease in 1988-89
is viewed with extreme concern by the State government. The program, known as NDCP,
which provides the essential monitoring, prediction, prevention, and research components
necessary to ensure the protection of the Australian community from outbreaks of
encephalitis, is funded jointly by the Federal and State governments on a $1 for $1 basis.
If this arrangement were to continue for 1987-88, given the Federal government's decision,
the program would be drastically affected.
The State government intends to maintain the current real level of State funding for the
program in 1987-88. In addition, I have written to the Prime Minister and the Federal
Minister for Health and Community Services, Dr Blewett, expressing the State
government's concerns and urging them to reconsider their decision and to maintain
funding for the program at least at 1986-87 levels. I expect a response from the Federal
government in the near future on what I regard-in agreement with Mr Wright-as a vital
public health program.

PRISON INDUSTRIES
The HOD. B. W. MIER (Waverley Province)-Will the Attorney-General advise the
House of the measures that have been taken by the Victorian Prison Industries Commission
to modernise prison industries and to provide a more effective business basis for prison
industries in Victoria?
The Hon. J. H. KENNAN (Attorney-General)-As honourable members are aware,
one of the major problems in Victorian prisons, as in other prisons, is the lack of
employment and training opportunities and the lack of activities for prisoners.
One of the greatest complaints-again it was made clear in recent public discussionsis the fact that prisoners often do not have any activities and do not have any opportunities
for improving their skills for when they are released from prison.
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Against that understanding and background, the government established the Victorian
Prison Industries Commission to expand facilities on the most profitable basis possible,
although it was recognised that this was a difficult area to make profitable.
A number of initiatives have successfully come together over the past twelve months,
particularly the new factory at Ararat Prison, which is manufacturing leisure furniture.
That has been a great success and productivity increases in the past financial year have
been gained. Similarly, the expansion of industry at Dhurringhile Prison has also been
successful. At Pentridge Prison, the metal workshop is being altered and improved and it
is hoped to increase prisoner employment there, as well as at the Metropolitan Reception
Prison.
The figures for the financial year just ended show a dramatic increase in revenue for the
Victorian Prison Industries CommIssion, from $2·34 million for 1985-86 to $4·03 million
in the last financial year.
For the first time we are taking into account the cost of prisoner supervisors who were
previously included in the budget of the Office of Corrections at $1· 75 million. That figure
has led to an increased expenditure on the books but it was previously expenditure that
had been attributed to the Office of Corrections.
In 1981-82, receipts for products sold out of prison industries were only 85 per cent of
the material payments. This year the receipts are in the vicinity of $4 million, compared
with less than $1 million for 1981-82. Material payments were approximately $1·9 million
compared with $1·1 million in 1981-82. We have gone from a position in 1981-82 of
receipts being only 85 per cent of material payments to, in the financial year just ended,
205 per cent of material payments.
Although that is pleasing to the Victorian Prison Industries Commission, the commission
is unlikely to make a profit in the immediate future. It is committed to greater levels of
profitability and it is certainly showing that. Above all, the commission is devoted to
better opportunities for work and training.
One of the industries that will be undertaken in the new high-security prison at Lara
will be furniture manufacturing, which has proved to be so successful in Ararat.
Recently a major factory was opened at Beechworth Prison and that will provide greater
employment opportunities and will also get into furniture manufacturing. Although there
is a considerable distance to travel, the situation is very much improved from that of four
or five years ago.

CHILD-CARE REGULATIONS
The Hon. R. I. KNOWLES (Ballarat Province)-Is the Minister for Community Services
aware of a speech made by Dr Alan Moran, the head of the Business Regulation Review
Unit in Canberra, regarding that committee's recommendations on child-care regulations?
If the Minister is not aware of those remarks, will she obtain a copy of his speech, and will
she consider the comments that he has made regarding the direction in which the
government is heading, given that the Commonwealth government is the major source of
funding for government subsidised child-care?
Tbe Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-I thank Mr Knowles for
raising this issue. I have not read Dr Moran's speech, although my attention has been
directed to it; I am aware of the burden of it. I shall seek advice from my department and
take the time to read the speech.
I pick up the implication of Mr Knowles's question in terms of federally funded childcare. However, I believe the speech has raised some eyebrows in other circles in the
Federal government because, as honourable members would be aware-because we have
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spent some time debating this matter-there is a fine line between regulation and the
ability of services to operate in an unregulated way.
Striking that balance and phasing in the degree of regulation is something that most
people consider desirable. However, I shall not comment on what I believe Dr Moran
said. I assure Mr Knowles that I shall read Dr Moran's speech and consider it in the
context of Federal funding.

EAST GIPPSLAND REGION
The Hon. D. M. EVANS (North Eastern Province)-I refer the Minister for
Conservation, Forests and Lands to the announcement she made today about the future
of the east Gippsland region-a decision which still must be ratified by Parliamentwhich will lead to the substantial destruction of the timber industry in east Gippsland.
I ask the Minister: why did she and the government ignore the very sensible propositions
put forward jointly by the timber unions in east Gippsland, the Victorian Sawmillers
Association and the timber industry generally in reaching the decision that has been made
and announced in this House today?
The Hon. J. E. KIRNER (Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands)-It has taken
five years to come to this decision working through all the issues, analysing the
environmental side of the matter and comparing it with the economic development of the
region. It has been a careful process, which has used the resources of the Land Conservation
Council, an independent body established for recommendations on public land use
purposes by the former Liberal government.
The process also involved the development of the timber industry strategy, which
covers all facets of the timber industry. It also involved an examination by the Australian
Heritage Commission to the Register of the National Estate. All of those considerations
were taken into account.
Nothing and no-one has been ignored. A significant number of meetings have been held
with the Victorian Sawmillers Association and the Australian Council of Trade Unions
on the final resolution of the issue. Our decision is not the end of the timber industry in
east Gippsland but the guarantee of its future survival.
The government will now be able to provide long-term licences to interested industry
members. Many have already picked up the challenge by moving into value added timber
rather than continuing with the production of green scantling. The timber industry in
Victoria now has the confidence to proceed into the next century, and the intent of the
timber industry strategy in a feasibility study into further pulp and paper manufacturing
is absolute proof that the industry has confidence in the government's view of the present
environment.

OFFICE OF INTELLECTUAL DISABILITY SERVICES
The Hon. M. A. LYSTER (Chelsea Province)-The government and the Minister for
Community Services have justifiably developed an excellent reputation as a result of the
initiatives that they have taken for the welfare, and particularly the rights, of people with
intellectual disabilities. Can the Minister inform the House of services currently being
developed by the Office of Intellectual Disability Services with respect to justice issues for
these people?
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-I thank Mrs Lyster for her
question and the interest that she shows in services for the disabled. It is true that, when
intellectually disabled people get into trouble with the law, many problems and dilemmas
are usually faced by the Police Force, lawyers, the courts and various government agencies.
Recently emphasis has been placed on criminal justice for intellectually disabled people;
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the Office of Intellectual Disability Services has appointed Jenny Bright from the AttorneyGeneral's Department as a consultant on justice issues.
Her appointment recognises the fact that intellectually disabled people have the same
rights as other members of the community to participate in the life of the community,
including the right to the due processes of the law. Jenny Bright is currently focusing her
work on the need to facilitate the effective and meaningful participation of intellectually
disabled people in the criminal justice system.
The Office of Intellectual Disability Services has established a committee to initiate and
facilitate consultation between relevant agencies on matters affecting intellectually disabled
people in the community. Those agencies include the Office of Intellectual Disability
Services, the Victoria Police, the Office of Corrections, the Office of Psychiatric Services
and the Attorney-General's Department.
At this 'stage the Office of Intellectual Disability Services-OIDS-is involved in
developing training programs for members of the Victoria Police Force, the Office of
Corrections staff and some members of the legal profession in relation to intellectual
disability and the special needs of the intellectually disabled.
OIDS is also cooperating with the Victoria Police by assisting in the redrafting of the
Police Standing Orders in relation to intellectual disability.
A pilot program has been established in the southern region, in cooperation with the
Office of Corrections, to provide an alternative community-based order for intellectually
disabled people who are assessed as being unsuitable, by virtue of their disability, for a
standard community-based order.
OIDS is also participating in a steering committee arranged by the Public Advocate to
manage a research project examining issues which affect intellectually disabled victims of
crime.
Honourable members can see that a number of initiatives are being followed, and I
would be delighted to inform the House in the future of their concerns.

CHILD PROTECTION SERVICES
The Hon. ROSEMARY VARTY (Nunawading Province)-Can the Minister for
Community Services confirm that no additional funds will be allocated this financial year
for child protection services other than the appropriation included in the Budget for the
two units at east Gippsland and in the Wimmera?
The Hon. C. J. HOGG (Minister for Community Services)-This Question has been
asked in a variety of manners by a variety of honourable members over a number of days.
I explained yesterday that a number of programs within Community Services Victoria
are still at the stage of being reviewed. I assumed that all honourable members realised
that in extremely difficult economic circumstances it was not possible to summon additional
government funds for high priority projects. Firstly, we had to look within Community
Services Victoria to see whether funds could be redeployed from areas that might be
regarded as of a lower priority.
I have said time and again that I regard child protection and the shoring up of protec~ive
services for children in this State as a top priority. It is my top priority, and I expect It to
be the department's top priority.
There was additional funding, as Mrs Varty pointed out, in the Budget for two additional
units. We are seeking funds from within the department to make up certain identified
deficiencies, but it may be necessary to seek additional funds. That is why I am not
prepared to give a categorical response to what is a simplistic Question.
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DIELDRIN CONTAMINATION OF LIVESTOCK
The Hon. D. E. HENSHAW (Geelong Prcrvince)-I direct a question to the Minister
for AJPiculture and Rural Affairs. In the past, I have asked questions relatin~ to the
dieldnn contamination of livestock on the Bellarine Peninsula. I now ask the Mmister a
more general question regarding the development of assistance packages for farmers on
organochlorine contaminated properties. Can the Minister report the status of negotiations
with the Victorian Farmers Federation on this matter?
The Hon. E. H. WALKER (Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs)-Mr Henshaw
has taken a consistent and long-term interest in this problem, particularly in relation to
the Bellarine Peninsula.
So far, 91 properties have been placed under quarantirte following the trace-back of
livestock with chemical residues above acceptable limits. It is likely that close to 200
properties will eventually be put under quarantine.
I have been concerned for some time for the need to put together an assistance package
to help these farmers overcome their problems as quickly as possible. Two weeks ago I
made an announcement in that regard in the House. It is in the interests of the individuals
concerned and the livestock industry as a whole for the problem to be resolved quickly.
After discussions with some of the affected property owners, with the Victorian Farmers
Federation and my departmental officers, I proposed the following package of assistance
measures for quarantined properties: firstly-and this goes to the question asked by Mr
Connard earlier-subsidised soil and animal testing to investigate the problem on each
property. This package is directed to the farmer.
Secondly, practical research in different localities to work out the best options for
managing properties and paddocks that are contaminated by dieldrin.
Thirdly, I proposed as part of the assistance package, individually tailored management
plans and ongoing advice for each property owner.
The fourth and most important part of this package was 75 per cent compensation for
up to 1000 cattle in this State with residues above maximum residue limits. Most of this
compensation would be used to slaughter animals with the authority of departmental
officers. In other words, this would occur only if a departmental officer believed the use of
dieldrin on the property was inadvertent. Otherwise, it would take well over a year to
reduce the contamination of these animals to acceptable levels. In other words, the high
contamination levels in animals, even if they were put out to clean pasture, would be
difficult to reduce.
The Hon. R. S. de Fegely-The money would come from the Cattle Compensation
Fund?
The Hon. E. H. W ALKER-That compensation would come from the Cattle
Compensation Fund, and I shall refer to that later. Another part of the package includes
financial assistance from the Rural Finance Commission for farmers in financial difficulties
as a result of chemical residue problems.
The total cost of this special farm assistance package-I am sure Mr Henshaw would be
interested-is estimated at $845 000. The government is to provide $445 000, and it is
estimated that $400 000 will come from the Cattle Compensation Fund to cover the cattle
slaughter program. An amendment to allow this to occur will be presented to the House
soon. The relevant measure is listed on the Notice Paper in the other House at present.
I have had extensive negotiations with the Victorian Farmers Federation on this proposal.
The federation is aware that the assistance package is only a relatively small part of the
overall government assistance program in respect of chemical residues. The federation
would be aware that the contribution from the Cattle Compensation Fund is an integral
part of the program.
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I mention that because I was advised yesterday that the Victorian Farmers Federation
is now not supporting the government's assistance package. I am astounded by the
federation's response. In fact, I am very disappointed, particularly for the 200 property
owners who stand to lose out on a package that could have averaged approximately $4000
worth of assistance for each farm.
The Hon. B. W. Mier-What do they want?
The Hon. E. H. W ALKER-The federation does not want to use the Cattle
Compensation Fund because it believes it is not a legitimate use of that money. Yet, the
federation is willing to agree to define over-limit residues as a disease for the purposes of
quarantining; there is a two-sided argument. The livestock industry will also lose out as
the problem of residue contaminated cattle will be with us for much longer if this scheme
is not put into effect.
I shall not go into detail, but the other part of the work that the government is doing
will cost approximately $1·2 million. The government has made every effort to buy back
and dispose of DOT. The other day I said that some 57 000 litres had been returned. Now
some 80 000 litres of DOT have been returned to the government under the buy-back
program. Another initiative of the government relates to user education programs.
The government is paying for tail tagging of all cattle, and there will be some call on the
Cattle Compensation Fund to pay for that. The government is paying for farm quarantine
and is buying back dieldrin treated superphosphate. The Pivot company will take back the
affected superphosphate and provide new superphosphate in return; and the government
will meet the cost, which will be some $200 000 overall.
The government and the department are doing all they can to solve this critical problem.
It is a pity that the farmer representatives, the Victorian Farmers Federation, seem hellbent on undermining a critical part of this package.

PETITION

Tobacco Bill
The Hon. ROSEMARY VARTY (Nunawading Province) presented a petition from
certain citizens of Victoria praying that the Tobacco Bill be given speedy passage through
Parliament. She stated that the petition was respectfully worded, in order, and bore 31
signatures.
It was ordered that the petition be laid on the table.

ECONOMIC AND BUDGET REVIEW COMMITTEE

Activities
The Hon. D. E. HENSHAW (Geelong Province) presented the report of the Economic
and Budget Review Committee entitled HA Report on Activities of the Committee
1985-87", together with appendices.
It was ordered that they be laid on the table and be printed.

LEGAL AND CONSTITUTIONAL COMMITTEE

Crime Victims Support Service
The Hon. JOAN COXSEDGE (Melbourne West Province) presented a report from the
Legal and Constitutional Committee upon crime victims support service, together with
appendices and minutes of evidence.
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The Hon. JOAN COXSEDGE (Melbourne West Province)-I move:
That they be laid on the table, and that the report and appendices be printed.

This is a very significant report and one that is most timely. For far too long, victims of
crime have been neglected in our community.
The report is the product of two years' work. During that time, the committee met a
wide range of people throughout Victoria with a concern in this area, ranging from actual
victims and their representatives, to lawyers, police, and community workers. The
committee conducted hearings in Ballarat, Bendigo, Geelong, Albury-Wodonga and other
regional centres. Just over lOO written submissions were received.
The committee concluded from its inquiries that the plight of victims needed to be
addressed urgently. Therefore, it has made recommendations in a number of principal
areas:
first, that there be an increase in the maximum amount of compensation payable to
victims of crime;
second, that a statement of principles be adopted to govern the treatment of victims,
these principles to ensure that victims are fully informed of their rights and entitlements
at each stage in the criminal justice system;
third, that a Victims of Crime Association be established, to publicise and coordinate
support services;
fourth, that the government view the current funding and administration of these
services to ensure their adequacy and availability; and
fifth, after much discussion, the committee decided against recommending the
introduction of victim impact statements.
Finally, and most importantly, the committee has recommended that compensation be
paid to Victorian residents who are victims of crime, no matter where the criminal injury
has occurred. This is a provision I wish had been in force when I was attacked and injured
in Malaysia at the beginning of last year and discovered an anomaly in the law. Despite
taking out comprehensive travel and medical insurance, a person is covered by medical
insurance only in the country where the injury is suffered. As a consequence, I am out of
pocket, due to ongoing physiotherapy treatment, to the tune of $4500 so far.
I thank everyone who assisted the committee in its inquiry and in particular the staff of
the Legal and Constitutional Committee.
The motion was agreed to.
On the motion of the Hon. HADOON STOREY (East Yarra Province), it was ordered
that the report be taken into consideration on the next day of meeting.

CONSULTATIVE COUNCIL ON OBSTETRIC AND PAEDIATRIC
MORTALITY AND MORBIDITY
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health)-By leave, I move:
That there be laid before this House a copy of the report of the Consultative Council on Obstetric and
Paediatric Mortality and Morbidity for the year 1985.

The reason I request that this annual report be tabled is that it contains a number of
important pieces ofinformation relating to the provision ofneonatal services. They should
be of widespread community interest.
The motion was agreed to.
The Hon. D. R. WHITE (Minister for Health) presented the report in compliance with
the foregoing order.
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On the motion of the Hon. A. J. Hunt, for the Hon. M. A. BIRRELL (East Yarra
Province), it was ordered that the report 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:
Alpine Resorts Commission-Report and statement of accounts for the year ended 31 October 1986.
Crimes Compensation Tribunal-Report for the year 1986-87.
Dental Board-Report and financial statement for the year ended 30 September 1986.
Education Ministry-Report and financial statements for the year 1986-87.
Geelong Regional Commission-Report and financial statements for the year 1986-87.
Latrobe Regional Commission-Report and statement of accounts for the year 1986-87.
Medical Board-Report for the year 1985-86.
Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works-Report and financial statements for the year 1986-87.
Parliamentary Committees Act 1968Ministers' responses to recommendations in Economic and Budget Review Committee's reports upon
certain matters concerning the National Gallery of Victoria and Bush Nursing Services in Victoria.
Minister's response to recommendations in Social Development Committee's report upon Options for
Dying with Dignity.
Physiotherapists Registration Board-Report for the year 1986.
Prison Industries Commission-Report and statement of accounts for the year 1986-87.
Property and Services Department-Report and financial statements for the year 1986-87.

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

MINISTRY OF EDUCATION RESTRUCTURE
The Hon. HADDON STOREY (East Yarra Province)-I move:
That this House condemns the government for its manhandling of the restructure of the education Ministry
and calls upon the government to take immediate steps to ensure that schools will not be disadvantaged at the
beginning of the school year in 1988.

The restructure of the Ministry of Education is a major scandal. It is an example of one of
the sorriest episodes in government administration that we have seen in Victoria. The
episode falls into three different categories: first, the government has shown a callous
indifference to the human feelings of the more than 3000 people involved in the restructure;
secondly, the government has blatantly ignored its own policy of consultation in all
matters affecting education; and, thirdly, it has jeopardised the start of the 1988 school
year.
The restructure has created anxiety, anguish, bitterness and despair for many of the
people involved in education administration. The morale of the Ministry has plummeted
to the lowest imaginable depth and it has reached the stage where dozens of staff members
are leaving the service.
It is obvious that the government is driven by financial considerations and not by
educational considerations. One has only to hear the rhetoric of the Minister when he
speaks about general managers, management corporate groups and all the other indicia of
a corporate and financial mentality, and not about educational outcomes, to realise that.

The whole exercise has been compounded by an absolute obsessive secrecy on the part
of the government. It is incredible that a government that prides itself upon its consultation
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with affected groups has failed completely to consult on the restructure resulting in
responsible education interest groups calling for the Minister's removal. It is significant
that the major groups, including teacher unions, are beginning to appreciate what a
magnificent education Minister Mr Hunt was, and they compare him favourably with the
present Minister.
In a recent issue of its magazine, the Victorian Teachers Union commented that, when
he was the Minister, Mr Hunt was prepared to talk to members of the union and they
always knew where they stood-something which cannot be said about the present Minister
for Education. The government is so embarrassed by what is going on in the Ministry of
Education that it is trying to laugh off the matter.
Some 3800 people in the Ministry do not know whether they will have jobs next year.
They do not know what positions they will hold or what they will be doing. Yesterday in
the other place, the Minister for Education was asked whether it was true that only 9 of
the 3800 people employed in the administration of the Ministry of Education knew what
their jobs would be next year. The only reason the Minister answered, "No" was that he
did not take into account the chief general manager and the chief executive. The Minister
thought there were only seven people who knew what their positions would be next year!
I shall prove to the House that only seven people, excluding the two people I mentioned
previously, have had their positions finalised for next year. Every other person in the
education administration, of whom there are approximately 3800, does not know what
his or her position will be or even whether he or she will have a position. The education
administration sector will be reduced by between 400 and 600 positions. Those persons
who do not get positions in administration will have to be found positions in schools.
Those people do not know what the future will be. It is no wonder that they are totally
disillusioned, are feeling alienated by the process being conducted by the Minister and are
joining in the condemnation of this government and the Minister.
The original notion of restructure was sound: it was to devolve responsibility to the
schools and remove the excess growth which has occurred in the central administration.
It was to return to the plan Mr Hunt proposed in 1981 when he was the Minister, which
was undone by the way in which this government built up the education bureaucracy
during its first years in office.
The government accepted a major part of the report of the Ministry's structures project
team produced last year. The government established a Ministry structures unit to evolve
the strategy plan for implementation of the restructure. That process has been unbelievable
and has been described by many people in the education area as an Alice in Wonderland
exercise. Some 28 project groups were formed. Each project group had an advisory
committee to which it was to respond. The project groups produced documents full of
bureaucratic and administrative jargon. That was done in consultation with the advisory
groups, which comprised representatives of all the education interest groups.
What began as a design for a horse finished up looking like a camel. The reports of the
project teams were sent to the Ministry's structures unit, which was supposed to produce
the strategy plan. I have copies of all the reports, and I have a number of the reports with
me. One complaint of many people in education is that they have not known what has
been going on. I know a good deal more about what is going on in education than a lot of
people involved in it, but I do not know it all. One of the real worries is that nobody
knows it all; no-one really understands what the process is all about and where it will lead.
The documents I have show that the original intention was to produce the strategy plan
in August this year. It was to set out the new positions to be created and provide for
expressions of interest to be called for from all the people presently employed in education
administration so that the new positions would be established before the end of this year.
That was version No. 1. Because that timetable was never met, version No. 2 was proposed,
which was a draft strategy report, which I have with me, indicating that expressions of
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interest were to be called in October this year to achieve finalisation of these matters by
the start of the 1988 school year.
It was only a week ago that the final document was sent to hundreds of employees in the
student support services area indicating that they had until 18 November to express
interest in positions. Those people had no knowledge of the positions prior to that time.
There is no way that the original timetable, which is now three months behind target, can
possibly be completed in time for the positiuns to be filled by the beginning of the 1988
school year and for all those people who do not succeed in obtaining new positions to find
other jobs in schools for the beginning of the year. The process is a shambles!

Even if the timetable were adhered to, there would be another problem. The Teachers
Federation of Victoria has imposed bans on the restructure because the federation has
been ignored in the process. It has complained bitterly about the fact that it was not
consulted, despite the promises made to it that there would be consultation.
It is playing with the lives of human beings to create a situation where so many people
do not know what the future holds for them. The 3800 people in education administration
are supposed to provide services to schools. The government appears to have forgotten
that that is what the education system is all about. Schools cannot get answers to their
questions, and they cannot obtain advice because they do not know whom to go to. When
they find someone to go to, that person is more concerned about obtaining a job next year
than about providing information and assistance to schools.

Yesterday in the other place the Minister for Education said that most of the new
structure will be in place by the beginning of the 1988 school year. I emphasise the words,
"most of the new structure". That is the first concession made by the Minister that he is
running into problems.
The only way most of the new structure will be in place by the beginning of next year is
if all the processes are thrown out the window and the Minister personally allocates people
to positions in the next few weeks and then sends them off. In reality, the structure cannot
be in place by the beginning of the 1988 school year.
The second concession of the Minister was:
There has been ongoing consultation not only with Ministry employees but also with all interest groups within
the education community.

I shall quote what some interest groups have said about the consultation process. At the
beginning of September, the President of the Victorian Secondary Teachers Association
said:
The Premier runs the administration and controls--

The PRESIDENT-Order! Will Mr Storey identify the newspaper?
The Hon. HADDON STOREY-The newspaper, Mr President, is the VSTA News of 2
September 1987. I am quoting what the president of the association, Mr Brian Henderson,
was reported to have said:
The Premier runs the administration and controls the senior appointments to the Ministry. The Treasurer
runs the finances and the Minister for Labour conducts industrial relations within the education Ministry.
Taxpayers are paying for a Minister for Education without an effective portfolio and a chief executive who no
longer has any say in the running ofthe Ministry.

The Victorian Secondary Teachers Association is also represented by the Teachers
Federation of Victoria, which a little earlier called for the removal of the Minister for
Education from his portfolio. The federation made that call on a variety of grounds,
including the failure of the restructure of the Ministry of Education.
Towards the end of October, the federation asked members on non-school locations to
place immediate bans on activities associated with the restructure. The bans were called
for because of the lack of consultation. Yesterday, the Age published a letter from Mr Vic
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Zbar, President of the Teachers Federation of Victoria. I shall not read the letter in full
but shall outline its essence: in effect, Mr Zbar said that it is not true that teachers,
principals, staff, and so on have been involved in the restructure. He also stated:
When it really came down to the fundamentals, the Ministry closed shop in relation to the proposed "strategic
plan".

The Teachers Federation of Victoria believes it has not been consulted.
I shall now quote the Victorian Council of School Organisations which was quoted in
the School Bell of this month. The Senior Vice President of VI CCSO, Mr Colin Watson,
stated the following under the heading "Something Smells-Very Fishy (or, will the real
Minister please stand up)":
The major weapon being wielded against us is the lack of consultation. Even the little consultation which does
take place is hollow-all done within ever changing guidelines and under a variety ofthreats.

Mr Watson said of the Minister for Education:
He needs to change. Ifhe does not change he should be replaced.

The Victorian Association of Principals of Secondary Schools wrote a letter to the Minister
for Education on 3 November 1987 making some scathing and detailed criticisms of the
restructure. I shall make the letter available to any honourable member who may like to
read it, but suffice to quote some of the comments made about the project groups and
working parties:
It often appeared that members had been chosen for their sympathy to the government position rather than
providing for extensive consultation with the education community ... there is an impression that restructuring
is not proceeding in a systematic, efficient and effective manner.

Pages of reasons were given why this was so.
The essence of the letter is that proper consultation has not taken place. Major sections
of the strategic plan have not been made public; schools and education administrators do
not know where they are heading in the new year. The President of the Victorian Teaching
Service Conciliation and Arbitration Commission criticised the government in one of his
last acts before the commission was wiped out.
The Teachers Federation of Victoria sought to take this issue to the commission where
it was possible to have arbitration by consent. The Ministry played along with the federation
but, at the last moment, declined to continue. The president of the commission said:
I must say that I am extremely disappointed with this response from the Ministry.

When referring to the abolition of the commission and this matter being brought within
the jurisdiction of the Industrial Relations Commission of Victoria, the president said:
If this does happen, all I can say is that I hope the Ministry will treat matters such as this one with more goodwill under the new system than it did under this one.

The constant theme of the criticism is about the way the whole exercise is proceeding.
It would be like Alice in Wonderland and amusing if it were not for the fact that it is
affecting the lives and livelihoods of 3800 education personnel and affecting the future of
500 000 children in Victorian schools. Any government that is prepared to allow this sort
of exercise to continue in such a chaotic manner for twelve months shows no feeling for
the individuals and no sense of responsibility for its duties as a government.

Jokingly, in an interjection earlier, an honourable member referred to the institution of
a restructure of the Ministry of Education by the Honourable Alan Hunt when he was
Minister of Education. That restructure took place in the central office of the Ministry and
did not involve the abolition of positions of all administrators who were non-school
personnel. They were not left wondering what would happen to them. That restructure
did not involve the wholesale casting of people into a melting pot with no idea of where
they would end up. That restructure was a genuine attempt to devolve power, but now the
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government is instituting a bureaucratic exercise which involves cost-cutting and saving
money, and has nothing to do with educational outcomes.
I refer honourable members to a fascinating article written by Professor Lois Bryson in
the Canberra Bulletin of Public Administration in the summer of 1986. Professor Bryson
was a senior officer in the then Victorian Department of Community Services and
subsequently the Department of Premier and Cabinet. She has written a scathing indictment
of the government's restructure. Of Minislers in this government she says:
At present Ministers apparently believe they are not performing adequately unless they are massively reorganising
their departments.
.

Professor Bryson went on to say:
It is a relatively cheap way to appear to be doing something; providing services can prove expensive.

The Hon. B. P. Duon-Set up a few task forces along the way!
The Hon. HADDON STOREY-Exactly. Professor Bryson has put her finger on exactly
what has been happening with this government. If she had had the good fortune-perhaps
it would have been the bad fortune-to be involved in the education Ministry in 1987 she
would have seen what she is talking about in her article taken to the absolute extreme.
I doubt if there has been a worse example of the destruction of a department in the
name of restructuring or a worse example of an almost Messianic zeal for reform without
regard to how that will affect the people involved in the reform. Professor Bryson also
states:
The diversion of people from activities that lead to outcomes for target groups is almost inevitable when there
is a constant need to produce more reports, more complex systems and still more paperwork. What we have is a
form of modernised red-tapisn;t.

Is it any wonder that everywhere one goes people say that the government's education
system is in a shambles? Is it any wonder that there are WorkCare reports that point out
that there is an excessive number of people suffering from nervous strain in the education
Ministry? This occurs many times more than in comparable systems in other States and
far more in comparison with the non-government system.
Is it any wonder th~t teachers and schools are repeatedly complaining about the way in
which they are unable to obtain assistance and resources? Everyone's time and energy has
been totally absorbed in the massive restructure of the system.
The objective of the exercise may have been a good one-indeed, it is a good one-but
the way in which it has been conducted and the absolute ne~ect of people in this exercise
has turned into a disaster. It is a disaster from which it wIll take years to recover. One
cannot turn a tap on and off and expect that everything will be able to be returned to what
it should be.
lt will be years before the education system settles down. In the meantime, it is children
in schools who are disadvantaged. The Liberal Party calls upon the government to stop
pretending nothing has gone wrong and to stop saying that everything is going according
to a timetable and everyone is happy. The government should realise the impact it is
having on the system and it should take action to cure that as quickly as it can in the
interests of all children in Victorian schools.

The Hoo. B. P. DUNN (North Western Province)-The National Party strongly supports
the motion moved by Mr Storey. The National Party shares his concerns and the concerns
of the Victorian community about the desperate condition of the State education system.
During the time I have been a member of this House, I have tried desperately to be
positive in my comments about the State system. We need a strong education system of
high repute which fulfils the purpose for which it was intended. I have tried not to
denigrate the State system but rather to improve it.
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I have been shocked by what has happened in recent years under this governmentthere is no other way to put it When Mr Storey mentioned Mr Hunt's time as Minister of
Education there were a few sniggers here and there. Honourable members can say what
they like but, during that period, that Minister had his hands on the education scene. He
knew what it was about and we could talk to him about any problems that we had.
If I went to the former Liberal Minister with a problem in a school such as Birchip he
would pick up the file and look at it himself. He was a Minister who knew what was
happening in the schools.
I do not bother to telephone the present Minister for Education. I merely write him a
letter, yet I know it will be sent to a member of his staffwho will send a circular-type reply.
The present Minister does not know what is going on in the schools.
If the Minister did have good intentions he has been completely hamstrung and embattled
by the education caucus committee of this government. The MInister may have wanted to
take action about teacher unions' powers but he has been pulled back into line by the
Labor Party caucus committee on education. The Minister is now a lame duck Minister~
There is no leadership at the top in the Ministry of Education and that has led to a
dramatic fall in morale throughout the whole system.
It is tragic to talk to principals and people in regional offices throughout the education
system and to discover their attitude to their jobs and to education in the State system. I
have not seen morale at such a low ebb.
The lack of confidence the providers of education have in the government is incredible.
They do not know where they are heading and they are convinced the government does
not know where it is heading. They are convinced the Minister and his department do not
know where the education system is heading.
The government is presiding over one of the most destructive periods in the State's
education system. The government was elected substantially by the teacher unions who
poured hundreds of thousands of dollars into the election campaign to have the Labor
government elected to office on the premise that the government would do something
about education. The government has failed not only the children in schools and their
parents and the community, but also the teachers-the very people who helped elect the
government.
Honourable members will well recall in 1982 the arguments about teachers' funds being
spent in direct support of the Labor Party's election to government. At the next State
election I wonder whether teachers will give this government what it deserves. No thinking
teacher in the State would continue to support the government's administration of the
education system.
Only those teachers who are hard-core Labor Party supporters will continue to support
the government because the rest of the teachers who members of the National Party have
talked to are disillusioned by this government. That will lead to a large fall-off in support
for the government at the next election-as it should.
The government came to office with a promise of consultation. The government promised
to be great consulters, to talk to people and to involve school councils and parents .in
decision making. Honourable members have heard such words as u a concern for SOCIal
justice" and all the other junk this government continues to pour out.
It does not add up because when the chips are down the people are presented with
ultimatums. They are asked for their views on what the government proposes but they are
well and truly locked into what the government has decided before their views have any
effect. Such consultation is a sham. School councils have been hoodwinked by the sham
of the government consulting them and seeking parents' views.
I tell school councils not to worry about such junk being sent to them by the Ministry of
Education. I advise them to concentrate on their own schools and to look after the assets
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they have. I advise them to look after school policy, discipline and the school
environment-to make that the No. 1 priority-and to put all the other stuff that is
thrown at them by the Minister on the back-burner.
I advise them to deal with such trash if they wish but certainly not to make that their
No. 1 priority in education. The No. 1 priority is a good education for their students and
a good environment for both students and teachers at that level. I have given such advice
to the school councils in the province I represent. I believe most of them want to get on
with the job.
The lack of morale in the education system has not only flowed from the central
administration of the Ministry of Education to the teachers, but to the parents who are on
school councils. It is difficult to find parents to serve in these positions because many of
them now see the councils as unnecessary. The powers of school councils have been
diminished, and that is evident from the debate in this Chamber on uniform policy.
Many parents are disillusioned with the work they are doing on school councils,
principally studying papers and reports that have been thrust on them by the central
bureaucracy.
The Hon. Haddon Storey-They are yet to find out what the Ministry will do on school
uniforms.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-Yes, we are still confused about that. People who want to be
involved with their children's schools now question that involvement. It comes back to
leadership at the Ministerial and government level. That is where the blame lies.
An article in VSTA News of7 October 1987 referred to "An evening with lan Cathie".
The article was by Mr Brian Henderson, the President of the Victorian Secondary Teachers
Association.
The Hon. M. A. Lyster-What was the subject?
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-I am about to tell the House. The Minister did not talk about
education.
The Hon. M. A. Lyster-He was not asked to.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-I am not making any comments. I shall read what the president
said about the Minister and honourable members opposite can give their own explanations
later. Mr Henderson said:
Thursday, September 17 was a special night at the Victorian Trades Hall Council. The Minister for Education,
Ian Cathie, was the Labor Cabinet member rostered to speak at the THe.
In the middle of a major dispute with the teacher unions and having the largest State portfolio, in expenditure
terms, one may have expected the Minister to talk about education. Perhaps he could have talked about all the
"wonderful" things the government has done in education. All other Ministers who have spoken to the THC
have talked about their own Ministries.
But no, education seems to be the last thing the Minister wants to talk about at the moment. What with the
Ministry in a state of chaos over ,the failed restructure and schools suffering from yet more budget cuts, the
Minister chose instead to talk about the government's social justice strategy.

The Hon. C. J. Hogg-That is what the Minister was asked to talk about.
The Hon. B. P. DUNN-I am just reading the article. The Minister for Community
Services may defend the Minister for Education if she likes. The article then refers to the
questioning that took place on education matters. One would expect members of the
Trades Hall Council to be close friends of the Minister. The article concludes:
Trades Hall Council Secretary, Peter Marsh, in offering a vote ofthanks to the Minister, inadvertently summed
up the current relationship between the government and the trade union movement by thanking the Minister for
coming along to tell us what the government was doing to us at the moment.

