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Tuesday, 23 October 1984
The SPEAKER (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds)
took the chair at 2.5 p.m. and read the
prayer.
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

PORTLAND ALUMINIUM SMELTER

Questions without Notice
SITTINGS OF PARLIAMENT
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the
National Party)-I bring to the notice of the
Premier the length of the Notice Paper and
the virtual impossibility of debating all the
Bills listed on it if the House rises next week.
Will the Premier review this decision with
a view to sitting for the fortnight commencing 4 December 1984-that is, immediately
after the Federal election?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-The answer is,
"No, I will not." I am not as pessimistic as
some honourable members opposite appear
to be about the capacity of Parliament to
resolve the matters at present on the Notice
Paper.
I made it very clear last year that I was
not prepared to have Parliament sit in
December. That remains my view. I believe
that was a correct decision. There have been
occasions in this place, during my short stay
here, when the behaviour of honourable
members and their capacity to behave as
they should has been called into question
because they are tired and emotional. I
believe the decision taken las~ year not to
sit in December was a thoroughly desirable
course to follow. I should have thought that
honourable members opposite would have
regarded their involvement in the Federation as being one that justifies this course,
and I believe it obliges them to take part in
a Federal poll which affects all of us.
The Government believes it is desirable
to take part in the Federal poll because it
wants to do all it can to ensure that the
Hawke Government is returned; the alternative to a Hawke Government would send
this country back to where it was two years
ago when It was in decline. The Government does not want that. I believe all
honourable members wish to take part in
the Federal poll.
The Notice Paper is manageable and, if
honourable members wish to dispose of the
remaining business in the next two weeks,
that can be done and I believe it will be
done.

Mr KENNETT (Leader of the 'Opposition)-Given the failure of the Premier to
resolve the demarcation disputes at the
Alcoa of Australia Ltd project at Portland
and the obvious non-existence of any special
relationship between the Premier and the
unions to ensure that work on the aluminium smelter proceeds and that Victoria~s
reputation as a political option for investment remains intact, will the Premier
declare the smelter a vital project under the
vital projects legislation so that those who
want to work can get on with the job?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-The first thing I
want to say is that having regard to the track
record in industrial affairs of the previous
Government of which the Leader of the
Opposition was a member three or four
years ago, that would be the last place from
which I would take any advice on industrial
relations. Honourable members know what
was the previous Government's record.
I understand that the Leader of the Opposition has been touting this proposition of
the Vital State Projects Act this morning.
Even he should be aware that the matter is
currently before the High Court and the
Australian Conciliation and Arbitration
.Commission. I should have thought that
even the Leader of the Opposition-gung
ho as he is about some matters-would have
believed it was desirable. There are a lot of
advantages in these things, and as a lawyer,
the Leader of the National Party, who is
interjecting, oUght to know that. I should
have thought that the Leaders of the Opposition and of the National Party would have
ESSO-BHP ACTIVITIES IN BASS
been prepared to give the highest court in
STRAIT
the land and the Arbitration Commission
an opportunity of resolving the matter.
Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-I ask the
The Minister for Industrial Affairs and I Premier to inform the House of the details
and others believe this matter can and will of the announced expansion of activity by
be resolved very shortly.
Esso-BHP in Bass Strait.
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Mr CAIN (Premier)-I was gratified-Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CAIN-I can hear those in the Opposition grinding away because in the past
three months the Government has been
associated with three projects in each of
which the investment in this State is in
excess of $1 billion.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CAIN-Do honourable members
opposite not like that? Are they not pleased
about that? Do they not want this State to
grow and develop? Do they want to go back
to the way it was before the Labor Party
came into office in 1982?
Mr LIEBERMAN (Benambra)-On a
point of order, Mr Speaker, the House over
the past few weeks, under your stewardship,
Mr Speaker, has emphasized many times
that Ministers answering questions should
not debate them. The Premier is not only
debating the matter but he is also alleging
that the Opposition is against development
and growth in the State, which is nonsense.
He is also suggesting that he is responsible
for putting the oil into Bass Strait.
The SPEAKER-Order! On the latter
point, I am not sure who put the oil in Bass
Strait. I do not uphold the point of order. It
is impossible to maintain order in the House
if there is a continuous barrage of interjections from both sides of the House. I ask
the House to come to order so that I may
hear what the Premier is saying and rule on
whether he is debating the question.

has

Mr CAIN (Premier)-There
been a
$1·8 billion development in Victoria, which
emphasizes that the private sector has
renewed confidence and is wanting to invest
in this State. That means jobs and growth
for Victoria and it is a result of an involvement between the Minister at the Federal
level, Senator Peter Walsh; the Minister at
the State level, the Honourable David
White; and the Esso-BHP consortium, to
ensure that an intermediate excise regime is
there to afford sufficient attraction for those
fields that have remained undeveloped to
be developed and to provide up to 200 million barrels of oil, in addition to the present
projections. I regard that as a significant
announcement and a significant indication
of the confidence of companies in Victoria
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that are very shrewd and capable of making
investment decisions.
I congratulate those companies on their
forthright endeavour, their enterprise and
faith in the future of Victoria. Barry Beach
and Sale will benefit enormously as a result,
with up to 1000 new jobs during the
programme.
Mr Kennett-It is nothing to do with us.
Mr CAIN-It has a lot to do with us.
The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the Leader
of the Opposition to cease interjecting if he
does not want me to take action against
him.
Mr CAIN-It is up to the Federal and
State Governments, which are concerned to
do what has to be done to ensure that Victoria and this country will benefit from economic growth and development. There is
now confidence by business, big and small,
that has been missing before. This is so
because the two Governments, Federal and
State, are prepared to make decisions and
to get jobs done. For the first time in years,
industry knows where it is going and that is
the reason why those decisions are made.
WORKERS COMPENSATION
Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn)-Can the Treasurer advise the House when he directed the
Insurance Commissioner to change the basis
of funding for the Government's workers
compensation business? Was it done prior
to the 1983 Budget? Was it done retrospectively and why did the Treasurer not inform
the House of the change at the time when it
was made?
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-The Government has clearly set out in the Budget Papers
the amount of money allocated to workers
compensation premiums for the public sector. It was done in the course of preparation
of the 1983-84 Budget and the amount for
1984-85 was clearly spelt out in this year's
Budget Papers.
TUBERCULOSIS
Mr HANN (Rodney)-Does the Minister of Health know whether a new strain of
tuberculosis, which is incurable, has been
detected in Victoria? If so, can he explain to
the House how this strain of tuberculosis
entered Victoria and what action is being
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taken by the Health Commission to cope
with it?
Mr ROPER (Minister of Health)~Some
concern has been expressed about tuberculosis. That concern has related especially to
the number of tuberculosis cases amongst
the Indo-Chinese population. The commission is currently working with both the
Alfred Hospital and the Austin Hospital to
ensure that those two major teaching hospitals have a long-term commitment in this
area.
In this year's Budget, funds have been
provided to those two hospitals both for
capital requirements and to ensure that
resources are made available for these services. Our tuberculosis services had not been
examined for quite some time. However, as
a result of the changes that have occurred,
there will be a much more effective system
of integrating the treatment of tuberculosis
with other high quality hospital services.
New and more effective vans will also be
available to be taken to areas where tuberculosis has been discovered, because of the
need to respond quickly when a case of
tuberculosis has been diagnosed.
If the honourable member requires any
further information, I shall be happy to
arrange a meetin~ with the medical staff who
are the commissIOn's advisers in these matters and who are amongst the most prominent members of the medical profession in
the State.
LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL
BY-ELECTIONS
Miss CALLISTER (Morwell)-Is the
Premier aware that a number of members
in another place are intending to resign from
their present seats to contest Assembly seats
at the next conjoint elections, thereby creating the need for a number of by-elections?
If so, does the Government intend to take
any action to ensure that there is no unnecessary waste of public money?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I am aware of four
Upper House members who have indicated
their intention of resigning and contesting
Assembly seats in the next elections. I suppose they recognize they are in trouble; they
want to bailout and try to get something
better. I am not sure that some of them
have chosen well or that their prospects are
any better. It is also an admission that they
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know that the Opposition will not be in
office during the next four years. They are
giving away the seats that they now hold.
The Labor Party will certainly win the
Council seats when they are recontested.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CAIN-I hear a lot of interjectors. I
notice that one of the aspirants is a pretender to leadership of the Opposition, who
no doubt wants to get in the scramble next
year. They are a bit like rats desertin~ a
sinking ship. Members of the OppositIon
should be concerned about it, not jovial.
It is a self-serving exercise and I recognize
that. The problem is that those members
who are elected at the by-elections will serve
only a few months, and the byelections will be held according to the old
boundaries. The Government is always
desirous of eliminating waste if that can be
done, and sound economic management is
one of the hallmarks of the Government.
Therefore, it is prepared to introduce proposed legislation to obviate the necessity for
by-elections.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CAIN-The issue will require the cooperation of the Liberal and National parties to enable those new members who are
elected to the Legislative Council at the
general elections to take their seats from the
first d,ay of sitting of the Council after the
general elections. It seems to me that that
would be a common-sense approach to the
problem. The advice I have received is that
this can be done, and it will require the c0operation of the other two parties to ensure
that it is done in the next two weeks. I commend the proposed legislation to them and
await their response.
WORKERS COMPENSATION
Mr KENNETI (Leader of the Opposition)-I refer the Treasurer to the AuditorGeneral's report on the State Insurance
Office for 1982-83, in which he stated that
the Insurance Commissioner had decided
to use case estimates rather than actuarial
assessments in assessing the outstanding
claims provisions for employers' liability
relating to Government policies. Since the
Treasurer is apparently unaware that the
basis of funding for Government workers
compensation was changed in 1982-83, was
the decision to move from a funded system
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to an unfunded system taken unilaterally by
the Insurance Commissioner?
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I thought I
made it clear in the previous answer that
the amount allocated for workers compensation premiums is set out in the Budget
Papers. Also, this year we gave a further
explanation of the basis of the calculation
of the workers compensation premium. We
have clearly stated that we have moved to a
different system of determining the amount
of workers compensation premiums paid.
We believe that to be the most appropriate calculation in all the circumstances and,
as the honourable member would be aware,
we are also undertaking a fundamental
review of the workers compensation system
and the payments to the State Insurance
Office will be further reviewed after the
decision is made.
ITALIAN GOVERNMENT
CONFERENCE
Mr GAVIN (Coburg)-Will the Premier
inform the House of the result of the international multicultural conference involving Italian regional governments which was
held in Melbourne last week?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-A conference was
held for the first time in this country about
the problems and issues facing Italian
migrants in Australia. The conference had
the direct involvement of delegates from
Italian regional governments and was a tremendous success. I pay a tribute to the
vision of the Minister for Ethnic Affairs
because it was largely his initiative that led
to the conference.
I attended the opening of the conference
and there was a tremendous spirit of cooperation and participation. This was in
marked contrast to what occurred when the
current Opposition was in government. It
was also in marked contrast to the attitude
of the Opposition spokesman on ethnic
affairs, the honourable member for Forest
Hill. I understand that he has already
threatened to sack the Ethnic Affairs Commission if he is ever in a position to do so.
The performance of the honourable member at the function was typical of the way in
which he behaves in those areas. He quite
deliberately and gratuitously alienated the
Italian community.
Honourable members interjecting.
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Mr· CAIN-I am speaking about it
because the honourable member made it
clear at the conference that he believed too
much money was spent on the function. He
snubbed the organizers by not attending the
opening. He put in a brief appearance on
the second day and was not sighted at any
functions associated with the conference.
That is a matter for regret in an area where,
so far as possible, an attempt should be
made to be bipartisan. The editorial in Il
Globo this week made clear what that publication thought about him and said that he
was clearly offending public office.
The SPEAKER-Order! Has the Premier
finished his reply?
Mr CAIN-No, I have not finished my
reply, but a point of order was taken.
Mr EBERY (Midlands)-On a point of
order, the Premier is debating the issue and
is criticizing what the honourable member
for Forest Hill has said at a function, which
has nothing to do with Government business and is out of order.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-On the point of
order, Mr Speaker, I was asked about the
conference and its success and I was merely
indicating in my answer, as I believe I am
entitled to do, what steps were taken to
ensure it was not a success.
The SPEAKER-Order! The difficulty
with ruling on a point of order when there
are loud and continuous interjections is
deciding whether in his reply the Premier is
debating the subject. I uphold the point of
order because I believe the Premier is
debating the subject and I ask him to come
back to the question.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the
Premier to resume his seat. The honourable
member for Forest Hill knows full well that
he is out of order when he makes those
remarks and I ask him to cease interjecting.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-It might be
instructive and helpful for the honourable
member for Forest Hill to see what 11 Globo
said about his performance and that of the
Minister of Consumer Affairs.
Mr KEN NETT (Leader of the Opposition)-On a point of order, if Parliament
and question time are to have any relevance, you, Mr Speaker, must not allow the
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Premier or any Minister to continue to
refute your rulings.
The SPEAKER-Order! I do not rule that
that is a point of order. It is an attempt to
make a personal explanation.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-It would be helpful if the member for Forest Hill-Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-On a further point of order, you, Mr
Speaker, just previously ruled that the
Premier was out of order in attacking the
honourable member for Forest Hill and you
then asked him to return to the question. If
you, Mr Speaker, allow the Premier to continue to debate the issue you are making a
mockery of Parliament.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the
Leader of the Opposition that it is not my
intention to make a mockery of Parliament
and I ask all honourable members to control themselves in respect of interjections
and disorderly conduct. If that is done, Parliament will not be made a mockery. I do
not uphold the point of order.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-The editorial to
which I referred refers to the Minister of
Consumer Affairs and indicates that,
regardless of his political colour, he has
earned the respect of the ethnic
communities.
WORKERS COMPENSATION
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-I direct
my question to the Treasurer. Was it the
change in the basis of funding of workers
compensation business in the State Insurance Office and its not being in accordance
with the Act that caused the delay until well
into 1984 in the tabling in Parliament of the
report of the Insurance Commissioner for
the year 1982-83, because the report had to
be redrafted and changed as a result of a
legal opinion?
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-The tabling of
the commissioner's report is a matter for
the State Insurance Office. After the AuditorGeneral has audited the report it is tabled
in Parliament in accordance with
requirements.
VICTORIA POLICE
Mr WALLACE (Gippsland South)-I
direct my question to the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services. The Secretary of
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the Victoria Police Association received a
letter from the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services on 2 October 1984
regarding the refund of overpaid superannuation. In view of that letter can the Minister tell the House what action has been
taken to list an amendment to the Act in
this session of Parliament as promised?
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and
Emergency Services)-The decision has
been taken that the refunds should be made.
The timing of the necessary legislation is a
matter under consideration within the
Government.
BUILDING APPROVALS
Mr POPE (Monbulk)-Can the Treasurer detail to the House the number of
building approvals issued in Victoria of
recent times?
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-The Government has given top priority to boosting the
building industry in Victoria. We are very
pleased that in August of this year the building approval figures were up by another 1·2
per cent over those for July. The figures
were 3890 for the month of August, and
comparing the figures for the first two
months of 1984-85 with those for the corresponding two months of 1983-84, one sees
that the increase is 29 per cent. That clearly
shows the strength of the recovery in the
home building industry.
The total number of building approvals
for the first two months of this financial
year stood at 7735 compared with 4576 for
the first two months in 1981-82, prior to
the Labor Party coming into government.
That represents a large increase in the number of building approvals since the Labor
Party has been in government. There has
been a 69 per cent increase in the number
of building approvals that were issued when
the Liberal Party was in government.
We are also pleased with the strength of
recovery in the private sector, where the
number of housing approvals in August
stood at 3034, which is the highest level
since October 1973. Those figures demonstrate that we have led the economic recovery in Australia, particularly in the home
building industry, which in Victoria has
gone from strength to strength.
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WORKERS COMPENSATION
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-Given that the State Insurance Office
has been acting illegally for the past two
financial years in respect of its funding of
Government workers compensation business, I ask the Treasurer whether this illegal
course was necessary in order to disguise
the fact that the Government and the State
Insurance Office were running at a record
loss.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-With regard to
workers compensation premiums, I point
out that the method of calculating those
premiums in 1983-84 and 1984-85 was
appropriate. We have set out those figures
in the Budget Papers and have explained
the circumstances surrounding this
calculation.
HOME LENDING PROGRAMMES
Mr McCUTCHEON (St Kilda)-Can the
Minister of Housing inform the House what
the Ministry of Housing is doing to restructure its home lending programmes to meet
the environment of deregulation, to help
low income families to attain home ownership, and to make more loans available from
the given allocation of funds over time?
Mr CATHIE (Minister of Housing)-In
the Budget the Government announced a
new initiative, which is an innovative
scheme to extend home ownership to very
low income families. It is with regret that I
notice the Leader of the Opposition has
criticized that scheme. That criticism shows
how out of touch the honourable gentleman
is with the needs and aspirations of ordinary people in Australia who desire home
ownership. It appears that the Leader of the
Opposition does not support that aspiration
for home ownership.
Mr Kennett-Answer the question.
. Mr CATHIE-I am answering the questIon. Indeed, the Leader of the Opposition
conf~sed the public and threatened prospectIve home purchasers by his promise, if
elected to Government, to abolish the
scheme. To reassure all those low income
families, we are targeting the scheme espe~ially at unemployed or single parent famihes. I want to assure those families who are
on an income of between $150 and $200 a
week that they can successfully attain home
ownership with the help of the Government
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and that this can be done without any Government subsidy whatever by simply
requiring those people, through a capital
index loan, to provide 25 per cent of their
income to the home purchase commitment.
One can compare that commitment with
what is currently occurring to many low
income families who are trapped in the private rental sector and have to P;;ly rent of
up to 50 or 60 per cent of their incomes.
The response the Government has already
received to the scheme is magnificent-up
to 1500 telephone calls a day have been
recei ved from people expressing interest in
the scheme. I assure all of those people that
they will be considered and that the Government will provide $20 million to assist
450 to 500 families.
PRINCE HENRY'S HOSPITAL
Mr LIEBERMAN (Benambra)-I ask
the Minister of Health whether the Government is currently negotiating the sale of
Prince Henry's Hospital.
Mr ROPER (Minister of Health)-No.
PETROL PRICING
MrJASPER(Murray Valley)-I refer the
Minister of Consumer Affairs to the outburst by the Premier yesterday regarding
the rising price of petrol in the metropolitan
area and the subsequent statement by the
Minister of Consumer Affairs that the
amount of 49·9 cents a litre will be the trigger point for the Government to reintroduce a retail price maintenance scheme for
fuel. Is the Minister aware that petrol prices
in country Victoria are well in excess of 50
cents a litre in most areas; and, if so, what
action will he take to correct that situation
and provide people in country areas with
the equivalent prices to those currently provided to people in the metropolitan area?
Mr SPYKER (Minister of Consumer
Affairs)-Victorian motorists have done
extremely well since the Labor Party took
office. The previous Liberal Government
failed to act on this matter-it passed legislation through the Parliament but failed to
proclaim it.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-On a
point of order, Mr Speaker, honourable
members, and I in particular, are well aware
of the history of the legislation relating to
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retail price maintenance and the appointment of the Prices Commissioner. My
question was quite specific: What will the
Minister of Consumer Affairs do to provide
equivalent fuel prices to those in the metropolitan area for people living in country
Victoria?
The SPEAKER-Order! I thank the
honourable member for Murray Valley for
repeating the question, but I do not uphold
the point of order.
Mr SPYKER (Minister of Consumer
Affairs )-Since assuming office, the Labor
Government has proclaimed the relevant
legislation and has saved Victorian motorists millions of dollars. When the Government handed over the petrol pricing
mechanism to the Prices Surveillance Authority, we clearly indicated that the State
would retain a reserve power regarding the
trigger point. The Government has indicated that the trigger point for the metropolitan area is 49·9 cents a litre.
Mr Jasper-What about the country
areas?
Mr SPYKER-If the honourable member for Murray Valley will be patient, I shall
answer that question. The honourable
member would be aware that the freight differential increases country fuel prices. The
maximum freight differential for country
Victoria is 1·1 cents a litre. Therefore, it is
understandable that prices are somewhat
higher in country areas than in the metropolitan area-approximately 51 cents a litre
in country areas.
Since assuming office, the Government
has made it clear that it will ensure that fuel
prices in both the country and metropolitan
areas will not be excessive. Surveys have
indicated that that is the case, so it is clear
that the Government is protecting
motorists.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr SPYKER-The former Government
showed no interest in looking after motorists in country areas. If it had done so, different actions would have been taken. The
Labor Government has ensured that
motorists in metropolitan Melbourne and
in country Victoria are paying the lowest
possible petrol prices.
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VICTORIAN HOSPITAL EQUIPMENT
Mrs RA Y (Box Hill)-Can the Minister
of Health inform the House what steps have
been taken by the Government to upgrade
equipment in Victoria's hospitals?
Mr ROPER (Minister of Health)-I
thank the honourable member for Box Hill
for her question and for her interest in the
Victorian hospital system, particularly hospitals in the eastern suburbs.
In the past two years the Government has
been developing an equipment programme
for the public hospital system that will
ensure that the high standard of Victoria's
teaching hospitals and major community
hospitals is maintained. Today the Government has announced a $14-million-plus
equipment programme for this year, of
which the Government will provide more
than half the cost and hospitals will also
contribute, using the resources that they
have developed over the years and in some
instances by specific appeals.
Funds will be provided to a number of
hospitals, the main one being the Peter
MacCallum Hospital, which is one of the
major cancer treatment hospitals not only
in Australia but also in the world. Nearly $3
million of State funds will be provided to
the Peter MacCallum Hospital so that its
equipment can be maintained and
upgraded. One machine worth nearly $3
million, an ultra-high energy facility, will be
installed in the next eighteen months to
provide the level of super technology that
Victorian cancer victims deserve.
There will be other major areas of reequipment at the Peter MacCallum Hospital. CAT scanners will be provided to the
Bendigo and Northern District Base Hospital and the Central Gippsland Hospital. A
CA T scanner will also be provided to the
Goulburn Valley Base Hospital. This is the
most significant expansion of computerized
axial tomography that has occurred in the
hospital system and it will mean that people
who have accidents in the country will have
access to those services.
Significant improvements will also be
made with radiation and radiography
equipment at a number of Victoria's teaching hospitals. The Government believes this
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package, as part of a continuing development of re-equipment in the hospital system, will ensure that decent hospital
facilities will be available to Victorians,
unlike the situation when the Labor Party
took office where a number of major items
of equipment were wearing out, or were
worn out, and where one of the maternity
hospitals did not have an ultrasound
machine that worked.
EMPLOYMENT AGENTS BILL
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weeks that a proposal has emanated from
the Federal Liberal Party to sell off Government schools. Obviously, this would be a
tragedy of enormous dimensions, and concern has been expressed within the education community that the Victorian
Government may be interested in the proposal. I say clearly and unequivocally that
the Victorian Government will not have a
bar of it.
The Liberal Party has again demonstrated its lack of understanding of and concern for the Government school system. It
should be understood that the vast majority
of Victorian children are educated within
the Government system. I wish the Opposition had concern, understanding and support for the system. The Government school
system has operated in Victoria for more
than 100 years and it deserves those principles and ideals of a system that is free and
open to all, irrespective of class, religion or
income. All parties should maintain that
system with principles of the highest order.
I challenge, as I did last week, the State
branch of the Liberal Party to say whether
it repudiates the views of its Federal
colleagues.

Mrs SIBREE (Kew)-I ask the Minister
of Consumer Affairs to indicate when the
Government will proclaim the Employment Agents Act which the Minister assured
Parliament was of vital urgency when it was
before Parliament over one year ago.
Mr SPYKER (Minister of Consumer
Affairs)-I thank the honourable member
for Kew for her question because again it
highlights the frustration caused by the
Upper House to much of the Governmenfs
proposed legislation.
When the Bill was passed in this House,
the Upper House frustrated some of the
major aspects of the proposed legislation
and the measure is not as good as the Government would like it to be. The GovernHonourable members interjecting.
ment made it clear that the complexity of
Mr FORDHAM-I hear an interjection
the proposed legislation would need to be
discussed with the industry and with wide- that the State Opposition does not share
ranging community groups, and that pro- that view. Mr Connolly, the Federal Opposition's spokesman on education matters,
cess is being undertaken.
The Government is also examining the issued the statement, but there are obviously
trade practices legislation passed by the differences of opinion. I hope that, for the
Federal Parliament to see whether Victoria sake of the State school system, the Liberal
can draw on some aspects of that legisla- Party will clarify its stand and will repution. When the consultation process is com- diate, in clear and unequivocal terms, the
view of its Federal colleagues.
pleted, the measure will be proclaimed.
I note that the State Opposition's spokesSTATE SCHOOL SYSTEM
man on education is to retire and that two
Mr NEWTON (Bennettswood)-In view people will replace him. I look forward to
of the recent press reports concerning the seeing whether those two new spokesLiberal Party's proposal to sell or transfer persons will put forward a policy statement
schools from the Government sector to the that will supersede some of the information
private sector, will the Minister of Educa- recently published by the honourable memtion inform the House whether he plans to ber for Hawthorn. A clear and unequivocal
statement from the Opposition of support
consider that proposal?
Mr FORDHAM (Minister of Educa- for the State school system is necessary.
Mr McNAMARA (Benalla)--On a point
tion)-As the Liberal Party has moved into
opposition, honourable members have seen of order, Mr Speaker, I point out that the
an increasing emphasis on the privatization question is hypothetical, and the Minister
of certain instrumentalities, and it has been is obviously debating it. I ask you to rule on
of concern to me over the past couple of the matter.
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The SPEAKER-Order! There is no
point of order.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister of Education)-I will wind up by reiterating the
wholehearted support of the Government
for the State school system and urging
members from all sides of the House to support that system. It is a matter of regret that
they do not do so.
OVERSEAS VISIT BY MINISTER FOR
INDUSTRY, COMMERCE AND
TECHNOLOGY
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-I refer the
Minister for Industry, Commerce and
Technology to his visit to Japan earlier this
year and seek the name of the highly qualified gentleman who accompanied him. I am
told that person needed to be qualified in
foreign investment and possess a knowledge of high technology. Can the Minister
give the House the gentleman's name and
qualifications, and detail the benefits to
Victoria of this "junket"?

PETITIONS
The Clerk-I have received the following
petitions for presentation to Parliament:
Liquor Control Act
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER, AND MEMBERS OF
THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT
ASSEMBLED:

We, the undersigned citizens ofthe State of Victoria,
register an emphatic protest against any further extension of hours and increase of facilities for the sale of
alcoholic liquors.
Your petitioners pray that the honourable members
will heed the ample evidence of grave social consequences and massive economic cost to the community
arising from the consumption of alcoholic liquors, and
we respectfully urge that the honourable members will
not proceed with the currently proposed amendments
to the Liquor Control Act.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever
pray.

By Mr Hockley (23 signatures), Mrs Hill
(24 signatures) and Mr Mathews (58
signatures)
Relocation of Prince Henry's Hospital

Mr CATHIE (Minister for Industry,
Commerce and Technology)-I assure the
honourable member for Doncaster and the
House that the visit I made to Singapore,
Hong Kong, Tokyo, Osaka, Los Angeles and
Toronto was of considerable benefit to Victoria, not only in that we were able to attract
investment for enterprises and businesses
in the State but also because we have been
able to ensure that joint ventures with Australian companies take place with companies from overseas.

To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF

I was accompanied on the trip by my
Ministerial adviser, Mr Chris Smale, who
was helpful to me in all discussions held not
only with other businesses but also with
Victoria's trade commission officers overseas. Overseas interest, particularly in
industrial and manufacturing development, in Australia is growing. Markets in
the South-East Asia-Pacific Basin, in particular, can be tapped and continuing contact with people, businesses and
organizations in the South-East Asia-Pacific
Basin will ensure continued success for
Australian and Victorian manufacturing
industry.

• Paid staff-Number employed 1624 persons.
Further, the Coronary Care Unit treated 1041
patients, the largest through-put of any such unit in
Melbourne.
In the area of kidney disorders the number of patients
continue to increase requiring dialysis and transplantation treatment.
We, the undersigned citizens of the State of Victoria
call upon the State Government to retain Prince Henry's Hospital at its present site because ofits accessibility to the transport system.
And your petitioners, in duty bound, will ever pray.

THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED THE PETITION OF THE UNDERSIGNED CITIZENS
OF THE STATE OF VIClORIA RESPEClFULLY SHOWETH:

That Prince Henry's Hospital is an integral part of
the fabric of the public hospital system of the metropolis of Melbourne and beyond served by a wide network of integrated public and private transport.
Statistics show that from July I, 1982 to June 30, 1983:
• Outpatients-155 113 total attendances for treatment by 44 489 patients.
• Inpatients-I 7 490 treated; daily average 337
including week-ends and holidays; average stay seven
days. Total bed days 122 320.

~y Mr Hassett ( 13 signatures)
It was ordered that the petitions be laid
on the table.
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The following papers, pursuant to the directions of several Acts of Parliament, were
laid on the table by the Clerk:
Adult Education-Report of the council for the year
1983-84.
Country Fire Authority-Report for the year 1982-83.
Land Conservation Council-Report for the year
1983-84-0rdered to be printed.
Latrobe Valley Water and Sewerage Board-Report
and statement of accounts for the year 1983-84.
Municipal Association Act 1907-Report of the auditor
for the year 1983-84 on the Local Government
Investment Service Fund.
Parliamentary Committees Act 1968-Report of the
Health Commission as to action taken with respect
to the recommendations of the Social Development
Committee on complaints procedures against health
services.
Property and Services-Report of the department for
the year 1983-84.
Public Record Office-Report for the year 1983-84.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts:
Administration and Probate Act 1958 and the
Supreme Court Act 1958-No. 352.
Egg Industry Stabilization Act I 983-No. 359.
Evidence Act 1958-No. 355.
Health Act 1958-No. 362.
Industrial Training Act I 975-No. 358.
Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works Act
1958-No. 348.
Motor Boating Act 1961-No. 360.
Nurses Act 1958-No. 351.
Racing Act I 958-No. 354.
Supreme Court Act I 958-No. 353.
Transport Act I 983-No. 361.
Town and Country Planning Act 1961:
Buninyong-Shire of Buninyong Planning Scheme,
Amendment No. 19.
Ainders-Shire of Ainders Planning Scheme 1962,
Amendments Nos 165, 168 (1983) (two papers).
Hastings-Shire of Hastings Planning Scheme,
Amendments Nos 16,20 to 23 (five papers).
Melbourne Metropolitan Planning Scheme, Amendments Nos 150 (Part 2), 291 (two papers).
Newham and Woodend-Shire of Newham and
Woodend Planning Scheme, Amendment No. 22.
Pakenham-Shire of Pakenham Planning SchemePart I, Amendment No. 31.
Portland Planning Scheme 1957. Amendment No.
18.
Werribee-Shire ofWerribee Planning Scheme 1973,
Amendment No. 77 (1983).
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Victorian Public Authorities Finance Agency-Report
for the year 1983-84.
Victorian Teaching Service Conciliation and Arbitration Commission-Report of the president for the
year 1983-84.
Proclamations fixing operative dates for various Acts
pursuant to an Order dated 2 October 1984:
Magistrates' Courts (Appointment of Magistrates) Act
1984-17 October 1984 (Government Gazette No.
114, 17 October 1984).
Melbourne Corporation (Election of Council)
(Amendment) Act 1984-17 October 1984 (Government Gazette No. 114, 17 October 1984).
Motor Car (Licences) Act 1984-Sections 1,2, 3,6,9
and 10-17 October 1984 and the remaining provisions-I November 1984 (Government Gazette No.
114, 17 October 1984).
Teaching Service Act I 983-Sections 5 (2); 18 (I) (a),
(b), (d) to (P), and (r); 18 (2); and 28-17 October
1984 (Government Gazelle No. 114, 17 October
1984).
Workers Compensation (Amendment) Act 1984-Sections 4, 6, 7, 8, 10, 12, 13, 15 and 17-11 October
1984 (Government Gazelle No. 109, 11 October
1984).

LIQUOR CONTROL (AMENDMENT)
BILL (No. 2)
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Industry,
Commerce and Technology)-I desire to
move, by leave:
That upon the Liquor Control (Amendment) Bill
(No. 2) being committed:
That it be an instruction to the Committee that they
have power to consider new clauses which(a) allow the Liquor Control Commission to approve
of alterations to approved plans of premises to be licensed provided that the alterations will not result in
substantially less accommodation or a substantially
lower standard of accommodation;
(b) require the rules under section 52 of the principal Act relating to the giving of notice and the advertising of notices to apply to applications under section
56A of the principal Act; and
(c) provide for the introduction of a new licence to
be known as the Victorian Wine Centre Licence.

The SPEAKER-Order! Is leave granted?
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-Mr
Speaker, I have to say on the question of
leave that I have a standing arran~ement
with the Leader of the House that, If leave
is sought for matters, the Opposition will be
given advance warning. I have had no
advance warning of leave being sought for
this purpose and, therefore, without prejudice as to whether the Opposition mIght
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later grant leave, I shall have to refuse leave
until after the Opposition has discussed the
matter.
The SPEAKER-I invite the Minister to
gi ve notice.
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Industry,
Commerce and Technology)-I give notice
that, upon the Liquor Control (Amendment) Bill (No. 2) being committed, I shall
move:
That it be an instruction to the Committee that they
have power to consider new clauses which(a) allow the Liquor Control Commission to approve
of alterations to approved plans of premises to be licensed provided that the alterations will not result in
substantially less accommodation or a substantially
lower standard of accommodation;
(b) require the rules under section 52 of the principal Act relating to the giving of notice and the advertising of notices to apply to applications under section
56A of the principal Act; and
(c) provide for the introduction of a new licence to
be known as the Victorian Wine Centre Licence.

SALINITY COMMITTEE
Mr FORDHAM (Minister of Education)-By leave, I move:
That this House grant leave to permit the Salinity
Committee to meet during the sitting of the House on
Thursday, 25 October 1984.

In the spirit in which this was decided on
an all-party basis, the request came from an
all-party committee. The Salinity Committee, through its chairperson, has requested
permission to meet this Thursday to undertake further its very complex negotiations.
As members on all sides of the House will
be aware, this is a delicate and important
part of the committee's deliberations and is
of importance to Victoria.
It would be conducive to the proper functions of the committee for the Assembly to
grant it this permission. It is not often that
a committee is able to meet on a sitting day.
I know honourable members have various
opinions on such a principle. However, I
remind honourable members that, last year,
permission was granted to the Mortuary
Industry and Cemeteries Administration
Committee to undertake a similar sitting in
somewhat analogous circumstances. I thank
the Leader of the Opposition for his support
of the motion.
The motion was agreed to.

Salinity Committee
APPROPRIATION MESSAGES
The SPEAKER announced that he had
received messages from His Excellency the
Governor recommending that appropriations be made from the Consolidated Fund
for the purposes of the following Bills:
State Electricity Commission (Coal Corporation of Victoria) Bill
South Yarra Project Bill
Pre-School Teachers and Assistants
(Portability of Long Service Leave) Bill
The Constitution Act Amendment (Electoral Legislation) Bill
Fire Authorities Bill
National Parks (Further Amendment) Bill
Dangerous Goods (Road Transport) Bill
FUND RAISING APPEALS BILL
The SPEAKER announced that he had
received a message from His Excellency the
Governor, pursuant to section 14 of the
Constitution Act 1975, transmitting the following amendments, which he desired to be
made in the Fundraising Appeals Bill:
.
I. Clause 6, sub-clause (I), omit "37 and 38" and
insert "36 and 37".
2. Clause 7, sub-clause (I), omit "38 (I)" and insert
"37 (I)".
.
3. Clause 7, sub-clause (2), omit ,. 38 ( I)" and insert
"37 (I)".

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

WATER (MISCELLANEOUS
AMENDMENTS) BILL
Mr SIMPSON (Minister of Labour and
Industry)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

Its purpose is to rectify several anomalies
and deficiencies which have arisen in the
Acts within the water portfolio. Notes on
individual clauses accompany the Bill.
The first amendment contained in the Bill
extends the existing extra water right formula in the Water Act to 1 July 1985. The
extension of the formula date is necessary,
as no alternative water right formula or
allocation policy has yet been determined
and a legal mechanism is required to continue the day-to-day administration of water
rights.
The extension to 1 July 1985 is considered adequate and will honour the commitment to irrigator organizations that prior

Alcoa (Portland Aluminium Smelter) Bill

notice would be given to irrigators who are
eligible to apply for extra water rights. A
major study is being undertaken into water
allocations and pricing policy for irrigation,
which is expected to be completed within
the proposed extension period.
The proposed legislation also enables
water authorities to require developers to
pay a contribution for an expansion of
existing water and sewerage services due to
increased development such as strata title
subdivision or motel units. Currently, the
legislation does not enable authorities to
enter such agreements, which means the cost
of increased services is being met by the
authority concerned, with the ultimate burden resting on existing ratepayers. The Bill
also gives the Minister the power to arbitrate should a dispute arise between a landowner and an authority on the amount of
the contribution to be paid for the increased
services.
The measure also clarifies when liability
for a compulsory scheme arises under the
various Acts in the portfolio. A problem has
arisen because the provisions of the Acts in
question do not adequately specify the point
in time when liability for contribution by
the owner actually arises. It is proposed to
amend the legislation to provide that liability for all compulsory schemes arises when
they are finally sanctioned by the Minister
and adopted by the authority.
The final part of the Bill requires that
persons who propose to erect buildings or
other structures over sewers or drains will
be required to seek the consent of the relevant authority. The consent of the authority will be subject to such terms, conditions,
limitations and restrictions as the authority
requires. The amendment will also enable
authorities to provide information for the
public regarding encumbrances, such as
sewerage lines and drains. It is also proposed to amend the Sewerage Districts Act
to allow the issue of encumbrance certificates upon the payment of a prescribed fee.
The Bill is an example of further initiatives being taken to simplify the administration of Acts within the water portfolio. I
commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of Mr MACLELLAN
(Berwick), the debate was adjourned.
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Mr SIMPSON (Minister of Labour and
Industry)-I move:
That the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, October 30.

Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-Without
any desire to impede the progress of the
Bill, I shall be happy for the adjournment
of debate on the Bill to be one week with
additional time if required by either the
Liberal Party or the National Party, and for
discussions to be held with the Minister
regarding that matter.
The motion was agreed to, and the debate
was adjourned until Tuesday, October 30.
ALCOA (PORTLAND ALUMINIUM
SMELTER) (AMENDMENT) BILL
The message from the Council relating to
the amendments in this Bill was taken into
consideration.
Council's amendments:
1. Clause 13, line 39, after "12" insert "(1)".
2. Clause 13, page 6, after line 3 insert:
"(2) Nothing in sub-section (I) affects any right to
use the land described in the third annexure to the
Agreement for the purposes of recreational shooting or
for surfing subject to controls which may be exercised
within a coastal management plan prepared by the
responsible authority.".

Mr CAIN (Premier)-The purpose of the
amendments is to exclude from the provisions of the Bill the land that is used for the
purposes of a shooting rifle range. The Government has no concern about that land
being excluded. I move:
That the amendments be agreed to.

Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-Obviously, the Opposition supports
the amendments. The amendments being
brought before this place indicate that the
proposed legislation has been hurriedly
assembled and that not all areas have been
carefully examined. The Opposition thanks
Alcoa of Australia Ltd for giving the Government, again, its riding instructions. The
riding instructions of Alcoa make up so
much of the agreement contained in the
measure between the Government and
Alcoa, particularly on the rating proposal at
Portland, which is another instance of proposed legislation being agreed on by the
Government and·. Alcoa-similar to the
proposals covering the rifle range now being
discussed-which have excluded a third
party.
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In this case, the administrators of the rifle
The SPEAKER-Order! I direct the
range and the people who support the activ- Leader of the Opposition to the amendity of the rifle range were not in any way ments before the House.
consulted; neither was the Portland City
Mr KENNETT-It is important that the
Council consulted on the rating agreement amendments be supported. The situation
decided upon by the Government and has come to our attention only because
Alcoa. In welcoming the amendment, the people associated with shooting and surfing
Opposition also welcomes Alcoa's prepar- were not suitably consulted. I shall not
edness to further discuss matters with the labour the point, but 1 want to make it clear
Portland council, in which area the rifle that the people at Portland who are affected
range exists.
by the provisions that are to be amended as
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the that is, the people involved in shooting and
surfing-were not given the opportunity to
Leader of the Opposition that the amend- have an impact by either Alcoa or the Govments made by another place and before ernment, who were anxious to have the prothe House do not offer him an opportunity posed legislation passed. The interests of
of canvassing issues apart from the imme- these people were not taken into
diate amendments before the House. 1 call consideration.
him to order and ask him to direct his
It was only through the work of the Upper
remarks to the amendments.
House that this situation was brought to the
Mr KENNETT -I obviously respect fore, and we can now correct it. Members
your ruling, Mr Speaker. What the Opposi- of the Opposition welcome the amendtion is talking about is the involvement of ments and support them. We cannot conparties in agreements which are then passed done the temerity of the Government in not
through Parliament. In this case, an agree- consulting in the first place with the people
ment has been signed by the Government of Portland. If the Government had done
and Alcoa and by no one else. These so, it would have obviated the necessity for
amendments are to correct what is obviously the proposed legislation to be so amended.
an oversight and the Opposition welcomes
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the
the correction, because the land is used by a National Party)-The National Party supports the amendments, which come from
club as a rifle range.
It is a tragedy that proposed legislation is another place. Obviously, they are necesdecided on by a big corporate structure and sary as a result of an oversight, but they are
the Government, without consultation with sensible amendments which flow from the
local organizations like rifle clubs and the representations of local people. They fill a
people who represent the views of members gap in the proposed legislation and, fortu'h'
h p · nately, will not delay the measure. We are
of cIubs suc h as t hat-m t IS case, t e ort- on time with the proposed legislation, which
land City Council.
is important because it is absolutely essenThe Portland City Council and the rifle tial that work commences on time at
club are concerned with what happens in Portland.
Ifother matters such as this come to light,
the municipality of Portland. I make the
point that in the Government's mad rush I trust the Government will pass the necesto get this project off the ground, not for sary amendments in the future.
economic reasons but for political-Mr McNAMARA (Benalla)-This raises
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the an interesting precedent. The Government
Leader of the Opposition that he has made is prepared to make special provision for
his point on the matter he is canvassing. I surfing and shooting in the area of the Portask him to come back to matters that are land aluminium smelter project. I ask the
before the House-the amendments. The Government, through the Premier, to give
debate on the amendments does not give the same consideration to similar recreahim an opportunity to go beyond discussing tional bodies if this sort of matter arises in
shooting or surfing.
other areas.
Mr KENNETT-I shall come to surfing,
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the
but I have not quite finished with shooting. honourable member for Benalla that he does

Law Reform Commission Bill
not have the opportunity to canvass subjects other than the two amendments that
are before the House. He is out of order if
he wishes to ask the Government to take
action associated with some other matter.
Mr McNAMARA-I seek guidance on
the matter I raised, which concerns the
Euroa Gun Club, the Centenary Shoot, and
their problems with the RCA and the Victorian Tourism Commission.
The SPEAKER-Order! I suggest that the
honourable member should consult his
Leader on matters he wishes to raise and
seek his support before doing so. Has the
honourable member for Benalla concluded
his remarks?
Mr McNAMARA-Yes.
The motion was agreed to.
LA W REFORM COMMISSION BILL
The message from the Council relating to
the amendment in this Bill was taken into
consideration.
Council's amendment:
Clause 9, page 5, line 7, after "office" insert""if(a) the commissioner is guilty of misbehaviour; or
(b) the commissioner fails to comply with the conditions of appointment. ...

Mr CAIN (Premier)-I move:
That the amendment be agreed to.

This amendment is accepted by the Government. It seeks to set the criterion for the
removal from office of the Law Reform
Commissioner. The criterion is misbehaviour or the failure of the commissioner to
comply with the conditions of appointment.
I believe it is a provision similar to that
which exists with regard to other law reform
commissions and I think it can be said that
it enhances the independence of the commissioner and it prevents the Governor in
Council from dismissing the commissioner
simply at will, as it were, without there being
cause for dismissal.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-The
Opposition supports the amendment. It is
in line with the concern we raised when the
Bill was before this House and a fundamental change was being made to the existing
status of the Law Reform Commissioner.
The status of the proposed Law Reform
Commissioner in the Bill before us is quite
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different from that of the present
commissioner.
The view of the Opposition was that the
appointment ought to be in the nature of an
independent judicial office rather than an
at-will office and that the possibility of dismissal of the Law Reform Commissioner
by an Attorney-General who did not like
the directions or reports that the commissioner might give was a power that should
not have been tolerated in the Bill.
The Opposition in another place gave
further consideration to the matter and the
Legislative Council has adopted the criterion of being guilty of misbehaviour. All of
us have been reading a lot about misbehaviour by those who hold judicial offices and
the difficulty is to establish whether there
has been misbehaviour. The second criterion is if the commissioner fails to comply
with the conditions of appointment. These
criteria can be justified but a completely atwill appointment is unconscionable and
should never have been put before the
House by the Government.
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS (Leader of the
National Party)-The National Party supports the amendment, which was canvassed
by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
when the Bill was debated in the House. I
commend the Government for having made
the amendment, which is really a safety
provision. I hope that whether the provision is in the measure or not will not make
any difference in the years to come, but it is
desirable to have it there because it needs
only one person to misuse his or her power
and great harm can be done to a democratic
institution.
The motion was agreed to.
THE CONSTITUTION ACT
AMENDMENT (ELECTORAL
LEGISLATION) BILL
The debate (adjourned from October 11)
was resumed on the motion ofMr Simpson
(Minister for Property and Services):
That this Bill be now read a second time.

and on Mr Ebery's amendment:
That all the words after "That" be omitted with the
view of inserting in place thereof the words "this House
refuses to read this Bill a second time until the provisions contained therein have been examined and
reported upon by the Legal and Constitutional
Committee".
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Mr FORDHAM (Minister qf Education)-The Bill is important. My colleague,
the Minister for Property and Services, in
the explanatory second-reading speech on
20 September, outlined the principal purpose of the Bill, which is to amend Victoria's electoral laws to bring them into line
with recent changes that were made to the
Commonwealth electoral law. It is worth
while briefly reiterating the background of
the Bill.
In May 1983 a Joint Select Committee on
Electoral Reform was established by the
Commonwealth Parliament. That committee was composed of representatives of the
four political parties. Hundreds of submissions were received from across Australia,
and later that year a detailed report was
made publicly available. For the benefit of
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition the
point needs to be reiterated that that Commonwealth report has been made publicly
available for more than a year.
In November 1983 followin~ the publication of that report and consIderation of
its recommendations by each of the political parties, the Commonwealth Parliament
legislated. I refer honourable members to
the Commonwealth Hansard, which highlights some sharp differences between the
parties on some of the issues included in the
report and in the Commonwealth legislation. Those differences were confined to two
major areas: Firstly, the issue of public
funding, and secondly, the issue of the disclosure of donations. The point needs to be
reiterated that neither of those issues is
included in the Bill, and therefore the differences that existed between the parties in the
Federal Parliament should not be apparent
in debate on the Bill in this place.
Accord was reached between the parties
on the matters included in the report and in
the Federal Bill on the electoral roll, election procedures and voting procedures. If
one examines the reported comments of
individual honourable members within the
Federal Parliament, one notes that the
debate is almost like a mutual admiration
society. Senator Hill, who spoke for the
Opposition, spoke about 44housekeeping the
Electoral Act" That comment is also relevant to the measure before this House. It is
also important to quote briefly some of the
speakers in the Senate, which is sometimes
known as a place where sharp differences of

The Constitution Act Amendment Bill
opinion occur. I refer to the reported comment of Senator Peter Baume who, on 30
November 1983, is quoted at page 2977 of
Federal Hansard as having stated:
The electoral Bill before us now represents a significant review of the Electoral Act. In broad terms, the
Opposition supports the objectives of this legislation,
the objectives of improving electoral practice, and the
Opposition recognizes the very valuable work that has
been done by the Joint Select Committee on Electoral
Reform, on the recommendations of which much of
the Bill is based ...
The Opposition is anxious to assist in any attempts
to arrive at an electoral system that encourages maximum participation by voters, which leads to voters
being able to cast valid votes, and which enhances the
fairness in the system. To this end, those amendments
of the Act which seek to simplify the process are welcomed by the Opposition.

Senator Carrick, who is a senior Senator
within the Liberal Party and the Federal
Parliament, made some interesting comments, of which I hope all honourable
members will take note. At page 2994 of
Federal Hansard of 30 November 1983,
Senator Carrick is reported as having stated:
I start on that basis and by saying that the first
amendments to which the Bill directs itself are largely
machinery amendments that the Australian Electoral
Office has brought to the Committee's attention by
saying that their adoption would be beneficial to the
democratic and electoral process. I commend those
many amendments that are in the Bill. The Committee
made 132 relatively significant recommendations, most
of which have been adopted and it made many other
minor ones, many of which have been incorporated.
The first thing to do in regarding the Bill is to recognize
that a series of overdue machinery amendments, largely
coming from the Electoral Office, are incorporated in
the Bill. I commend them. There has been an attempt
to improve the methods by which people can become
enrolled and can receive a vote.

The third and final speaker whom I wish to
quote is Senator Hill-again from the Liberal Party-who is reported on page 3047
of Hansard of the same date as having
stated:
For a democracy to function properly those who live
in that democracy must perceive the political process
as one in which their participation has some meaning
and purpose. Changes to our electoral system which
have as their objective the maintenance or enhancement of that confidence in the electoral process are
therefore deserving of support... It has given an opportunity to tidy up the Commonwealth Electoral Act through the consolidation of
some disparate electoral legislation, the updating of a

The Constitution Act Amendment Bill
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time and again in the debate on the Bill as
reported in Federal Hansard.
Secondly, the Opposition called for more
time, but that ignores the fact that the Commonwealth report has been available for
more than a year; the process of a Parliamentary committee has already been gone
through, and agreement was reached
between the four political parties in these
I have gone to the trouble of quoting the machinery type issues. Thirdly, the Oppospeeches as reported in Federal Hansard to sition says that more time is necessary and
provide the House with an example of the wants to defer the issue until next year. That
real flavour of the debate on the Federal would put unnecessarily at risk the comlegislation, the pf(~visions of which have mon electoral procedures. Federal and Vicbeen translated into the present Bill. The torian State elections will be conducted
Federal Bill passed through Federal Parlia- during the next six months, and it would be
ment in November 1983.
confusing not only to the Electoral Office
In the second-reading speech the Minis- but also to the electorate if it were necessary
ter pointed out firstly, that the reforms are to go through significantly different voting
important in their own right-that is, that and electoral roll procedures.
each reform moves in the right direction;
It is now more than a month since the
secondly, the Bill is important because it Bill was introduced. The Opposition has had
retains the notion of a common roll with time to consult with its colleagues, with
the Commonwealth, which is a principle electoral officers and any other persons or
the Government has attempted to translate bodies with which it saw fit to consult, and
in Victoria since 1924 and, thirdly, if Vic- I hope the argument for more time has
toria required a separate roll, an additional finally been put to rest.
$1 million of public money would have to
The Bill is a machinery measure and it is
be spent to maintain that roll. Those are
important
that the series of dozens of small
three important, cogent reasons why the Bill
should proceed and have the support of the but related measures is put into place as
quickly as possible. I understand that the
Parliament as a whole.
principle of common rolls is now beyond
Debate on the Bill was to have been argument. Common rolls are desirable not
resumed in the House on 2 October. How- only for Parliaments but also for the people
ever, resumption of debate did not occur of Victoria on both social and economic
until 11 October. The spokesperson for the grounds.
National Party, the honourable member for
My colleague outlined some examples of
Gippsland East, accepted the thrust of the
proposed legislation and made the point that voting procedures when he talked about
only time will tell whether the benefits out- servicemen and women and the significant
lined in the second-reading speech will come advances that the Bill provides for them in
their capacity for voting. The Bill also introto fruition.
duces significant advances in voting proHowever, the Liberal Party moved a rea- cedures for the disabled. I ask the
soned amendment, which in essence pro- honourable member for Midlands and the
poses to refer the Bill to the Legal and Deputy Leader of the Opposition whether
Constitutional Committee. The Liberal
oppose those important advances for
Party put forward two reasons for such a they
move: Firstly, it was suggested that this was the disabled. I should hope that that is not
a constitutional matter. However, the real- the case.
The measure also deals with mobile pollity is that the amendments in the Bill do not
require a constitutional majority. The ing booths for use at hospitals and similar
amendments are electoral provisions which institutions. The Federal Opposition recfall outside the special requirements of the ognized that as an important step forward,
Constitution. In the words of Senator and any suggestion of not introducing
Carrick, the provisions in the Bill are mobile polling booths at the next Victorian
machinery issues. That issue is highlighted elections is nonsense.

number of outmoded provisions and the removing of
certain anomalies. . . The Bill also makes changes to enrolment and voting procedures which will hopefully improve the accessibility of certain disadvantaged groups to vote and
facilitate greater access to voting rights. It make., many
other changes which I refer to as administrative and
mechanical, most of which have been outlined by Senator Robert Ray in the preceding speech. I commend
them. but will not go through them again.
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The proposed legislation introduces common enrolment procedures and deals with
itinerants, persons overseas and Victorians
in Antarctica, and allows seventeen-yearolds to prepare in advance to register for
enrolment. These principles were supported by all parties in the Federal Parliament, and they oUght to be supported in the
Victorian Parliament as well.
The Bill also deals with common administrative procedures. No doubt all honourable members have an interest in the notion
of random selection of position on the ballot paper. I am sure the honourable member for Caul field would be delighted at the
prospect of being first on the ballot paper
rather than towards the bottom. The proposal is absolutely fair. Similarly, the Bill
deals with the use of common names on the
ballot paper.
When one examines the Bill, those are
the sorts of machinery measures one finds.
It represents an important electoral reform
and ought to be passed without delay and
without cheap political grandstanding. The
Government is always open to constructive
criticism.
Mr McNamara-You do not get political
grandstanding from this corner.
Mr FORDHAM-And I commend the
National Party for its support of the Bill. I
invite honourable members to let us get the
measure in place so that the proper voting,
roll and electoral procedures can be undertaken in tandem with the Commonwealth
in the interests of Victoria and the proper
functioning of democracy in this State.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick) (By
leave)-The Deputy Premier has indicated
his willingness to accept some constructive
criticism and at the same time has requested
that there should not be grandstanding. I do
not propose to be long in my remarks and I
do not propose to enter into intensive criticism of the Bill.
However, although the Bill is described
by the Deputy Premier as dealing with
machinery issues, I point out that it deals
with issues of principle, issues that I should
have thOUght were important to the Labor
Party, arising from the machinery proposals. The Deputy Premier and the Minister
in his second-reading speech failed to indicate that certain Victorian electors who are
currently entitled to vote will not be entitled
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to vote under the Bill. In other words, some
people who are now able to vote at Victorian elections will not be entitled to vote
for Federal elections, namely, prisoners and
mentally disturbed people. The Bill takes
away from prisoners the right to vote. The
Labor Party campaigned in previous years
for the right of prisoners to vote, and this
Parliament legislated for that.
Mr McNamara-It was the trendy thing
to do.
Mr MACLELLAN-I do not believe
there was anything trendy about it. I think
everybody acknowledged that it was a useful and proper measure but this Bill cancels
it out. The principle was that a person who
was convicted and imprisoned should not
lose his civil liberties; he was not an outlaw
but a person undergoing a prison sentence.
The term "common roll" was used by the
Deputy Premier but it does not exactly
describe the position. "A common basis for
electoral claim" is one way of describing it.
It means that the citizen submits a claim
form to be enrolled, and that has the conseQuence of his being enrolled for both Federal and State electoral purposes. That has
been the position in Victoria for many years
for all but a small category of people who
were able to be State and Federal electors
and a handful of people who were entitled
to be Commonwealth electors but not State
electors. For instance, Mr Hawke would not
currently be entitled to be a State elector
unless resident in Victoria, and, under the
Commonwealth legislation, Federal members of Parliament have been treated like
itinerants in the way in which they have
been enrolled for Commonwealth purposes: If they live within Victoria, they have
been entitled to vote at State elections but
not otherwise.
If the Minister looks at his roll, he will
see that, over the years, rolls have included
asterisks and other marks to indicate
whether persons are State enrolled and able
to vote at State elections and those who are
entitled to vote at Commonwealth elections. Those marks also indicate the handful of people-I believe it would be dozens
rather than hundreds-who are entitled to
vote at Federal elections but not at State
elections.
If the Bill were restricted to machinery
matters, one would not expect matters of
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principle to arise, but matters of principle
do arise from the machinery issues.
The other category of Victorians who are
not able to vote at Victorian elections is
protected persons. That definition was
adopted by Victoria and it is at least precise,
although not everybody who was a protected person was necessarily incapable or
mentally disturbed; there might have been
other reasons for their being protected. The
definition under the Commonwealth legislation is much more vague and persons who
would presently have a vote under the Victorian test may be disqualified from voting
on the Commonwealth test.
That is a matter which I believe needs to
be examined; it needs to be thought about
carefully because it is important.
After checking with officers-and I commend the consultations I have had with Mr
Richardson and thank the Minister for
making those opportunities available-I
have found that we do not have what most
people would regard as a common roll. In
effect, what we will have is two rolls. We
have a roll that is currently being prepared
on the basis of subdivisions within Victoria; that is, subdivisions as we have traditionally known them. Most electorates have
had two or three subdivisions within them.
Therefore, we will have subdivisional rolls,
and they are now being prepared. For the 1
December election, the Commonwealth will
have a Commonwealth constituency A to Z
roll, depending on what Commonwealth
constituency one lives in. There will be no
divisions and no subdivisions.
The electorate I represent is overlapped
by four Federal electorates. It used to be
overlapped by three Federal electorates. As
a result of the recent redistribution, the
electorate I represent is geographically
smaller, but I now have parts of four different Federal electorates within my State
electorate. I would imagine that the electorate of the honourable member for Morwell
is totally within the Gippsland Province and
totally within the Federal Gippsland seat,
that it would be under one subdivision A to
Z roll, and that it would not matter at all.
However, that is not the situation with many
State seats, because Victoria does not have,
as has Tasmania, a common boundary
between the Federal and State seats. Tasmania has a seven-member constituency
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based on Federal boundaries. Therefore, this
problem would not arise in that State.
All I can say is that the common roll, if it
means the common right to vote, is a misnomer. It has never been exactly the position that those who are on the roll are totally
the same. There have always been the
exceptions; both those who are enrolled for
the Commonwealth vote and those who are
added to a roll who have a State right to
vote, yet who are still recorded in the same
roll, as in the sense of a book. The common
roll is not the same in terms of the subdivisional rolls being issued for State purposes, which has been done under the
Commonwealth and State joint roll business, but a separate A to Z roll is being
issued for the Federal election which is
based on the Federal electorates.
The Opposition believes these machinery
matters need to be examined carefully. They
need to be considered not just as machinery
measures but also as machinery matters
which involve principles. I do not know
whether the Labor Party is knowingly, willingly and deliberately deciding that a group
of prisoners who were previously entitled to
vote-in fact, who are today entitled to
vote-in a Victorian election should lose
the franchise. If that is the decision of the
Government, it is not one which it has stated
publicly, and yet it is embodied in the proposed legislation which the Government
chooses to describe as a machinery measure.
I do not know whether the Labor Party
believes those prisoners should lose the right
to vote, whether it is something it believes
should happen as a matter of convenience,
whether it is a matter of principle, or
whether it believes there ought to be an
exception made. We have had these exceptions in the past. We have been able to live
with common enrolment claim procedures
in the past, and there seems to be no reason,
in terms of machinery, why those few people
who are prisoners in Victoria and who are
not allowed to vote under the Commonwealth Constitution and its rules, should
not continue to do so in Victoria, if that is
what we desire.
If Parliament does not want that to occur,
the Government should let honourable
members know what they are doing, rather
than giving the Bill the mystique ofmachinery matters and not discussing the basic
principles. As I said, the common roll is
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very much a misnomer. The common claim
form for enrolments has been something of
which the Opposition has, probably since
1924-as have probably all Oppositionsbeen in favour. There have been exceptions
deliberately introduced by various Governments over many years, and passed by various Parliaments, which have enabled people
to vote in the State of Victoria. However,
there is now a Bill which has literally dozens
of provisions for Antarctic voters-a sort of
Hpenguin voters" -on the off-chance that a
Victorian may be there when an election is
held. There is a whole chapter of provisions
in the Bill about that situation, and nothing
is said about the disenfranchising of those
people who are in gaol in Victoria. That
says something of the state of the art of
proposed legislation in this Parliament. It is
an indication of the way the Government
fails to explain what ought to be explained
and gives a false emphasis to something
which carries remarkable and important
consequences.
The Opposition believes the Bill ought to
be studied by an all-party committee, and it
has moved a motion along those lines. The
Opposition will not engage in an intense
examination during the Committee stage
because it believes the House should not go
into Committee on this measure. While the
Bill is between here and another place the
Opposition believes further discussions
should be held between the parties to determine whether a common accord and common approach can be arrived at.
Mr SIMPSON (Minister for Property
and Services)-Today's debate has been
markedly different from the debate that took
place some ten days ago on this Bill. The
reason for that difference is probably that
the Opposition has had time to fully read
the Bill and that no fears exist in relation to
what may have been in the minds of members of the Opposition.
The debate has disappointed me because,
when I made the second-reading speech and
when the House agreed that the Bill would
be debated on 2 October, the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition sought an assurance that
more time would be made available if he
believed it was required. That request was
granted, and the motion for the adjournment of the debate was agreed to. In fact,
the Bill was not debated on 2 October, but
was called on for debate on 11 October.
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Therefore, there was additional time,
although it had not been sought by the
Opposition.
The first contribution to the debate was
made by the honourable member for
Gippsland East who, to his credit, showed
he had read the Bill and examined it carefully. He made an excellent contribution,
and I shall make some comments relating
to some of the areas on which he sought a
Ministerial statement.
It was also clear on that occaSIOn that the
Leader of the Opposition and the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition had not read the
Bill and that they, perhaps, suspected that
some wool was being pulled over their eyes.
However, it has now been some ten days
since the Bill was last debated. I believe
they have now read the Bill and have had
the advantage of discussing it with the Chief
Electoral Officer, Mr Richardson, and
examining it in detail. I have no doubt that
they have spoken with their Federal colleagues who have probably said, "Yes, we
have had some dispute in relation to funds
and disclosure, but the part of the Bill that
is now before the Victorian Parliament
received almost total accord on the Federal
scene" .
The Deputy Premier has indicated, as I
have also done, that whenever there had
been debate on matters other than disclosure and funding, there has been almost total
accord. That is what is contained in the Bill
and that is why it should receive the support of all honourable members. I am
delighted that the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition has indicated he is happy to
allow the Bill to pass through the Committee stage, and that some discussions should
be entered into between interested persons
while the Bill is between here and another
place.
I now turn to answering some of the queries that I believe the honourable member
for Gippsland East is entitled to have
answered. The honourable member referred
. to eligible overseas voters and said that he
could not understand why the provision also
included a spouse or child. In fact, that provision refers to a situation where a spouse
who was under the age of eighteen years has
attained the age of eighteen years in the three
years, or a portion thereof, during which he
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or she would have been overseas. The same
provision applies to a child.
I am sure the honourable member for
Gippsland East will agree that that is a sensible provision. He was probably thinking
in terms of a spouse being a person of more
than eighteen years of age.
The honourable member was concerned
that itinerant voters could be registered as
John Brown in one electorate and as Bill
J ones in another electorate. That could
occur, but of course it would be an offence
for a person to register under different names
in different electorates, and it would be
rather risky because any person stupid
enough to attempt that fraudulent practice
could be apprehended at any time. It hardly
seems worth the risk.
The honourable member for Gippsland
East also referred to the removal from the
roll of provision for the occupation and sex
of the person registered. I am sure all
honourable members have gone through the
electoral rolls to assist them in writing to
constituents. The former provisions did not
assist in the addressing of letters with certainty. One is never sure whether one is
writing to Mr and Mrs or Mr and Miss.
Some females prefer to be addressed as Ms.
Even the current provisions will not assist
in determining whether the persons registered are father and daughter rather than
husband and wife. Therefore, the fact that
the sex of a person will not appear on the
electoral roll will not make any difference
in that regard. In the past I have made the
decision that where the Christian name suggests the person is a female I address the
correspondence to Ms.
The occupations shown on the electoral
roll are invariably out of date. For example,
I checked the rolls to see what occupations
are listed for members of this place and discovered that the honourable member for
Gippsland East is registered as a farmer.
Mr B. J. Evans-I am a farmer.
Mr SIMPSON-The honourable member says he is a farmer. I should have
thought that after being in this place for
twenty years he would be registered as a
politician. I should have thought the
honourable member would think of himself
as a politician before thinking of himself as
a farmer, or that if he thought of himself as
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a farmer and politician he would be registered as both.
The honourable member for Westernport
is registered as a builder; the honourable
member for Narracan as a chemist.
An Honourable Member-So what?
Mr SIMPSON-The point is that the
removal of the occupation from the electoral rolls is of no consequence. I am still
registered as a salesman and the honourable
member for Forest Hill is registered as a
manager; the honourable member for Gisborne as a salesman and the honourable
member for Balwyn as a printer.
Mr Speaker, I did not check what you are
registered as, but no doubt it is as a senior
statesman, which would be proper. The
honourable member for Murray Valley is
registered as a mechanic. I imagine it is a
long time since he has engaged in the activities of a mechanic. It is nonsense to complain about the removal of occupations from
the electoral rolls when we, as politicians,
have not bothered to keep the records up to
date.
Reference was made to the provisions
under clause 18 of a habitation index and
the fact that the residential address of the
electoral official of political parties should
be shown rather than a post box number.
An injunction may be required regarding
some material and the person authorizing
the material would have to be contacted
quickly. People do not live in post boxes;
they live in houses with residential
addresses, so the residential address should
be shown.
The next matter raised concerned the registration of political parties under clause 38.
Concern was expressed about how the electoral officer would be able to determine what
was a political party. Obviously those or$anizations registered as political parties WIth
political members would be fairly easy to
determine. Since this matter was raised by
the honourable member for Gippsland East,
I have discussed it with the returning officer, who advised me that if there were any
doubt in his mind as to the authority of a
person to forward applications, he would
ensure that there was documentary evidence to support the political party according to the requirements of the Act.
Another important matter that was raised
was that a similar situation could arise to
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that which occurred in 1955 when there was
a split in the Labor Party. There was also
some disturbance within the Country Party
prior to 1955. It would not be a decision of
the chief returning officer to determine who
was the responsible officer of the political
party. That would be a matter for the courts
to decide. The name and address of the office
of the political party would be registered,
and if that party split and two groups came
up with two different names of secretaries
and two different identifications, it would
be up to the courts to resolve the matter. It
would not be a decision for the chief returning officer.
The honourable member for Gippsland
East suggested how the number of informal
votes by elderly people could be reduced. I
am sure the Federal Government and the
State Government would want to reduce
the number of informal votes as much as
possible. Clause 79 provides some assistance for the approximately 38 per cent of
voters in this country who were either born
in countries other than Australia or whose
parents were born in countries other than
Australia where the voting requirements are
different from those in Australia. In some
countries a cross is used when voting and in
others a tick is used. I am sure that anything
that would assist those voters would be supported by all honourable members.
The honourable member referred to
independent candidates. Clause 38 contains
an advantage for those independent
candidates.
In the short time available to me, I shall
take up the point made by the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition concerning prisoners. The thrust of the proposed legislation is to have uniformity with the Federal
legislation. We wanted to make it as easy as
possible for Victorian voters who will be
voting for a State Government some time
early next year by adopting the same procedures as those proposed for the Federal
elections on I December. It is true that some
prisoners who previously had a right to vote
will not have that right. There was no
restriction. Those prisoners with sentences
of five years or more will now be exempt.
The matter has been examined by the Government and I have been given the responsibility of taking up the issue with my
Federal colleague, the Special Minister of
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State, Mr Young, with a view to encouraging the Federal Parliament eventually to
make an amendment so that the Federal
legislation contains the same provisions
concerning prisoners' rights as those that
existed in the Victorian legislation and that
those rights be extended to all prisoners.
I welcome the manner in which the debate
has been conducted during today's sitting.
The Bill represents an important step forward in democracy, as well as an advancement for the people of Victoria, which will
be reflected by their having a better understanding of their responsibility and of the
advantages to be gained as a result of the
proposed legislation.
The House divided on the question that
the words proposed by Mr Ebery to be
omitted stand part of the motion (the Hon.
C. T. Edmunds in the chair).
Ayes
53
Noes
18
Majority against the
amendment

MrCain
Miss Callister
MrCathie
DrCoghill
MrCrabb
MrCulpin
MrErnst
MrEvans
(Gippsland East)
Mr Fogarty
MrFordham
MrGavin
MrGray
MrHann
Mr Harrowfield
Mr Hassett
Mrs Hill
MrHilI
MrHockley
MrIhlein
Mr Jasper
MrJolly
MrKennedy
MrKirkwood
MrMcDonald
MrMcGrath
MrMcNamara
MrMathews
Mr Micallef

35

AYES
Mr Miller
MrNewton
MrPope
Mrs Ray
Mr Remington
MrRoper
Mr Ross-Edwards
MrRowe
MrSeitz
MrsSetches
Mr Sheehan
(Ivanhoe)
MrSheehan
(Ballarat South)
MrSimpson
Mr Spyker
Mr Steggall
Mr Stirling
MrsToner
Mr Trezise
DrVaughan
Mr Wallace
MrWalsh
MrWhiting
MrWilton
Tellers:
Mr McCutcheon
Mr Norris

Liquor Control (Amendment) Bill (No. 2)
Mr Austin
MrBurgin
MrEbery
Mr Evans
(Ballarat North)
MrJona
MrKempton
Mr Lieberman
MrMaclellan
MrRamsay
Mr Shell
Mr Wilkes

NOES
MrReynolds
Mr Richardson
Mr Saltmarsh
MrsSibree
MrTanner
Mr Templeton
MrWilliams
Tellers:
Mr Dickinson
MrLeigh
PAIRS
Mr Brown
Mr Kennett

The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time, and
passed through its remaining stages.
LIQUOR CONTROL (AMENDMENT)
BILL (No. 2)
The debate (adjourned from September
13) on the motion of Mr Cathie (Minister
for Industry, Commerce and Technology)
for the second reading of this Bill was
resumed.
Mr TANNER (Caulfield)-This would be
the worst Bill presented to the House since
the Government has been in office and the
worst Bill presented to the House in the five
years that I have been a member of Parliament. Many honourable members claim
that after twenty years they have considerable experience, but outside the House five
years is considered reasonable experience.
The Bill was presented to the House by the
Minister for Industry, Commerce and
Technology with ostensibly 38 amendments, but within those amendments there
were approximately 170 other amendments
or additions to the proposed legislation.
The Minister for Industry, Commerce and
Technology has today given notice ofa further 56 amendments to that Bill and within
those amendments there are conservatively
another 130 alterations. The Bill is in total
disarray and confusion and reflects the state
of the Government. The Government is
floundering and does not know what to do
with the Bill.
The Liquor Control Act is a total mess.
Last year major amendments were made to
the Act and during the past three years
approximately four or five Bills have come
before the House amending the Act.
Honourable members and members of the
public in interpreting the Bill have been
faced with approximately three Bills
amending the original Act. This proposed
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legislation is in a shocking state and should
be reconsidered by the Government and
presented to the House when it is framed in
a better way.
One of the reasons for the present disarray of the Bill is the rationale behind it.
The Government has advanced various
reasons for the Bill both inside and outside
the House and in the second-reading speech
by the Minister for Industry, Commerce and
Technology. The real rationale is that the
Government believes it is good politics to
change the public image of the Premier. It
is an image that has spread far beyond Victoria. In an article in The West Australian
of 1 September this year Mr Patrick O'Brien
said:
How does one describe John Calvin Cain of the new
State of Geneva, Australia? Well, he sounds like-

Mr MILLER (Prahran)-On a point of
order, Mr Acting Speaker, the Bill is about
amending the Liquor Control Act. The
honourable member for Caul field is giving
the House a conducted tour of his life, which
is not an edifying spectacle. He is talking
about the Premier's image in Western Australia and that stretches beyond belief the
bounds of relevance to the Bill. I respectfully suggest to the House that he is out of
order in raising the matter in the context of
this Bill.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr StirIing)-I do not uphold the point of order.
The lead speaker for the Opposition has
some lenience in the remarks he can make
to the House, but I do ask the honourable
member not to digress too far from the proposed legislation.
Mr TANNER (Caulfield)-The Government is very sensitive on this issue, and this
bears out the accuracy of what I shall quote
in this reference by Mr O'Brien. He stated:
How does one describe John Calvin Cain of the new
State of Geneva, Australia? Well, he sounds like a
miserable Dickensian lawyer lecturing his articled clerk
in the virtues of high Victorian puritanism. Perhaps he
is terrified to smile since this might be taken by the
equally puritanical socialist Left of Geneva that he is
not a "concerned" citizen; but I wish, for our sake, that
he would cheer up.

The article might be trite but in relation to
the proposed legislation it is the true rationale. That is the reason for the shallowness
of the proposed legislation and the reason
why it is such a mess.
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The Minister for Industry, Commerce and
Technology, in his second-reading speech,
claimed he had consulted with industry, but
that was totally misleading the House. The
consultation that the Minister was talking
about was advising groups of what he
intended to do. It was an abuse of the word
"consultation". To the average person in
the community that word means to take
into account their views. The Minister, in
his "consultations" in late August and September, abused and perverted the use of
that word in the English language. The Minister advised industry groups of some proposals the Government was considering in
the proposed legislation, but not all of them.
Those groups, at their hurriedly arranged
meetin~s with the Minister, put certain
proposItions to him but the Minister just
listened and then produced the Bill, ignoring them totally. In the Minister's secondreading speech he insulted those groups with
backhanded comments, dismissing their
suggestions. As a result the Minister has
conducted a second round of consultations
during the past few weeks and these consultations do meet the proper definition of that
word. That is the reason why the Bill now
has a further 56 amendments. If the Minister had truly consulted with industry prior
to the introduction of the Bill he would not
have had any need to come to the House
today and propose a further 56
amendments.
The history of the Bill, as the honourable
member for Prahran is aware, is that it went
to the caucus committee of the Labor Party
and that committee adopted certain principles, but after that the legislation went into
hiding.
The honourable member for Prahran
interjects and says that I do not know what
happened. However, I assure the honourable member that I have a fair idea of what
happened. In his second-reading speech, the
Minister misled the community. The history of the Bill is that it went before the
caucus committee of the Labor Party; the
Minister disappeared from the State for a
time and when he returned the Bill was
drawn up. The Minister decided to go
through the formalities of consulting with
industry groups, but that was done only for
decorative purposes. Subsequently the
Minister has had to consult further with
industry groups in an endeavour to repair
the damage caused by this Bill.

Liquor Control (Amendment) Bill (No. 2)

The original form of the Bill will effect
170 alterations to the Liquor Control Act,
and the Minister has foreshadowed that
another 56 amendments containing another
130 alterations will be made to the Bill in
the Committee stage. The liquor industry is
concerned that the Bill will alter the checks
and balances that hold the industry in a
state of equilibrium. It is interesting to note
the ad hoc approach to the liquor industry
that the Government has adopted. That
approach is highlighted by the discrepancy
in Government pronouncements. I refer the
House to the Victorian Government Notes
that were issued on 20 September 1984. In
those notes on the Bill, the Government
states that:
. A full scale review of the Liquor Control Act be
completed by July 1985 and that extensive polling be
undertaken to assist this review body to ascertain community attitudes on Liquor Control and associated
issues.

However, that view contrasts sharply with
the view expressed in the Victorian Government Notes of 18 October 1984 under the
heading, "Government to Establish Longterm Review of Liquor Laws", which states:
The Minister responsible for Liquor Control, lan
Cathie, has announced that Dr. J. P. Nieuwenhuysen,
a reader in Economics, has been appointed to head the
inquiry, which is to report back to the Government by
next September.

One month the Government says one thing
but a month later it says something different. When the Premier was elected to office
he made the proud claim that under his
Government decisions would be reasoned
and well thought out. The honourable
gentleman claimed that no ad hoc decisions
would be made. However, the Bill highlights the ad hoc approach of the Government to decision making. The Minister sees
one group and tells it what the Government
is going to do, but then he receives a series
of complaints from other groups and
changes his mind. The Bill is the result of
that ad hoc approach by the Government.
One must question the claim by the Minister that there has been consultation with
the liquor industry on the Bill. Several
months ago a decision was taken to amend
the Liquor Control Act. That decision was
taken by the Government behind closed
doors. However, in the past few days the
Minister has recognized community opposition to the Bill and has foreshadowed a
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series of amendments that will be made to
the Bill in the Committee stage.
In the five years during which I have been
a member of this place, this is the worst
presented Bill I have seen. The liquor
industry is being placed at grave risk because
of the ad hoc approach by the Government
to decision making. Millions of dollars are
invested in the liquor industry, which
employs thousands of people. The Government has not fully recognized the effect that
the liquor .industry has on employment in
Victoria.
Last year the Government presented to
Parliament a Bill to remove section 11 A
from the Liquor Control Act. During debate
on that Bill, the Minister claimed that there
were 15 000 employees in the hotel industry. However, it was subsequently discovered that between 43 000 and 45 000 people
are employed in the hotel industry. There
are also tens of thousands of employees in
the restaurant and retail bottle shop components of the industry. The liquor industry has been built up on the checks and
balances of the Liquor Control Act, and any
major changes to that Act could put at risk
the billions of dollars invested and the
thousands of jobs in the liquor industry.
Mr Leigh-Mr Acting Speaker, I draw
your attention to the state of the House.
A quorum was formed.
Mr TANNER-It is pleasing to note that
some Government members have returned
to the House to learn of what the Government is proposing to do to the liquor industry. There is a major contradiction in the
action of the Government. On the one hand,
the Government is totally opposed to an
extension of retail trading hours during the
life of this Parliament, but on the other hand
it has presented a Bill to Parliament to
extend Sunday trading hours in the liquor
industry. The Government has a totally
confused approach to retail trading hours.
The stance it has taken on this Bill contrasts
to that which it has taken on retail trading
hours in other sectors of the retail industry.
The Minister for Industry, Commerce and
Technology has made claims about his consultation with industry. I shall read to the
House a memorandum that the Minister
distributed to industry groups prior to seeing
them on the first round of discussions or
Session 1984-46
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consultation, as the Minister calls it. The
Minister stated:
I request consultation with you on behalf of your
organization on the following decisions in principle
which have been taken by the Government.
That the following recommendations of the Davies
Report be implemented.
(a) That the distinction between hotelkeepers
licences and restricted hotelkeepers licences (tavern
licences) should be abolished and that the Commission
should have a simple power to exempt a hotelkeeper
from the requirements to provide accommodation.
(b) Permitted bar trading hours for hotels should be
extended until midnight.
(c) Hotels be permitted to open both bars and bottle
departments between 12.00 noon and 8.00 p.m. on
Sundays.
(d) The requirements that hotels can only serve
liquor outside bar trading hours with or ancillary to
substantial refreshments should be replaced with a
requirement that hotels be required to have available
and provide substantial refreshments or refreshments
on request.
(e) Restaurant licences should be freely granted by
the Commission which should ensure that the grant
does not involve expense and does not require a restaurateur to do more than keep a few bottles for those
persons who did not bring their own or to serve predinner or after-dinner drinks. Such a licence should be
available to a restaurateur who wishes to maintain his
restaurant specifically as a BYO. Hearings should be
streamlined by allowing hearings before a single
Commissioner.
(f) A new licence to be called "caterers licence"
should be available to persons who cater in premises
other than their own and who authorize the licensee to
sell and provide liquor at functions between the hours
of9. 00 a.m. and 1.30 a.m. the following day.
(g) Retail bottled liquor licence hours should be
extended from the present hours of 9.00 a.m. to 6.00
p.m. to 9.00 a.m. to 6. 30 p.m. with one night per week
until 9.00 p.m. Hours should be further extended in
holiday and resort areas. Insistence should not be placed
on a requirement for a liquor store to carry groceries.
(h) Vignerons should be able to trade between the
hours of 10.00 a.m. and 6 . 00 p.m. on Sundays instead
of the present 12.00 noon to 6.00 p.m.
(i) Licensed clubs should be able to conduct bar
trade between 12. 00 noon and 8 . 00 p.m. on Sundays.
(j) Theatre licences should be extended to cinemas.
(k) Remove the requirement for cabarets to only
serve liquor with or ancillary to substantial refreshments and replace it with a requirement that substantial refreshments be available and provided on request
after 10.00 p.m.

Mr Cathie-That is not bad consultation, is it?
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Mr T ANNER-I shall refer to the matter
of consultation later. The Minister
continued:
(I) Power should be granted to dispense with paragraphs (c), (d), (e) and (I) of section 51 (I) of the Act
relating to licensed clubs.
(m) Unlicensed clubs should be permitted to obtain
a permit to sell liquor for on-premises consumption on
certain days. Provisions analogous to section 67 of the
South Australian legislation should be' implemented
(see Appendix II for copy).
(n) Section IQ (3) ofthe Act should be amended to
allow the Liquor Control Commission to conduct
informal hearings.

Under items 2, 3 and 4 the Minister
requested their views on the Davies report,
and other issues not contained in the
recommendations of the report and other
issues the organizations believed should be
referred to in the full scale review of the
Liquor Control Act which is to be completed by July 1985, which we are now
advised is to be September 1985. Again, as
an ad hoc decision, that has been one of the
many changes made by the Minister and
the Government concerning the proposed
legislation.
Many of the industry groups which met
the Minister did not consider that they had
consultation with him on this matter
because the Minister told them what was
intended at very short notice and that was
that. The views of the organizations were
not taken into account by the Minister and
were not included in the original Bill.
The Bill also contains other areas of
change that were not brought to the attention of these people. Many of the matters
raised by these groups with the Minister
apparently were not considered. In the original Bill-not the one I call the Mark-2 version-provisions were included to ~ve the
Liquor Control Commission the abIlity not
to give reasonable notice to persons affected
by any of its decisions, and that was never
brought to the attention of any of the
interested parties with whom the Minister
alleges he had consultation. The Bill subjects the Liquor Control Commission
administrative staff to "the general direction and control of the Minister", which is
another matter that was not raised with
anyone.
The Minister now proposes to introduce
various alterations to the caterer's licence
that he mentioned to these groups but had
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not spelled out in detail what was being proposed. He has also introduced various alterations to the cabaret licence that had not
been mentioned to anyone. He also suggested to these people and to the House
some strange proposal involving BYO restaurants, as he called them, being granted
restaurant licences. That certainly is an
aberration in the Bill before the House.
The Minister has created an auctioneer's
licence, and that is another matter that was
not brought to the attention of any of these
groups. He has also made alterations to the
cider tavern licence.
Mr Cathie-Are you opposed to these
changes?
Mr TANNER-I am informing the
House about the facts concerning the alleged
consultation the Minister stated he had with
industry.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-The honourable member should
address the Chair.
Mr TANNER-The consultation the
Minister had was only half consultation and
many of the proposals made by tPese groups
to the Minister were totally ignored before
the Bill was introduced. The Minister also
proposes alterations t~:clubs' li~nces which
he had not drawn to lhe attentIOn of these
groups. Similar comments can be made
about the tourist facility licence, the exhibition licence, the Victorian Arts Centre
licence, the restricted club permit, application of the Equal Opportunity Act to licensed clubs, variations of licences and
annual permits, the facilitation of transfer
of licences to incorporated bodies, the ability of the Liquor Control Commission to
approve variations of licences, the enabling
of betting in licensed premises on a licensed
racecourse, the enabling ofliquor to be carried away from licensed premises on a Sunday and the ability of the Liquor Control
Commission to hear certain applications.
Another important matter that the Minister did not raise with these groups involved
the accessibility of trade union representatives to the premises of licensed establishments. The wine licence fee alteration is
another matter the Minister did not raise,
but that is understandable. Nevertheless, I
shall comment on that matter in view of
comments made by honourable members
in November last year when that unjust
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wine licence fee increase was imposed. I am
pleased the Government has come to its
senses and has reduced the fee to the original 9 per cent.
In the second-reading speech the Minister made many claims and I shall refer to
them so that honourable members can judge
the validity of those claims. In the Mark-l
version of the Bill, the Minister stated that
the Bill has two objectives: Firstly, a better
deal on the availability of alcohol and,
secondly, to increase the efficiency and
accountability of the· Liquor Control Commission. The Minister then stated that the
Bill would vary permitted hours of trading
and the conditions of existing licences and
permits. It would create four new types of
licences-under the Mark-2 version it will
be five new licences-make the necessary
adjustments on wine taxes and involve some
administrati ve changes.
The Minister stated that consultation with
liquor industry groups concerning the
amendments he proposed to introduce in
the Bill had led him to believe there would
not be an increased demand for alcoholic
beverages. Honourable members should
bear that point in mind. The Minister also
stated that Victoria, and Melbourne in particular, was generally perceived by Australians as offering a dull and uninteresting
lifestyle and that the improvements brought
about by the Bill will make Victoria a more
interesting State in which to reside, or to
visit.
The Government through the Minister
made a commitment to effect deregulation
of the liquor industry to develop Melbourne as a commercial centre, and to
develop the tourism potential of the State.
The Minister stated in his second-reading
speech-honourable members would agree
with him when considering the mess the
Liquor Control Act is in-that:
The Liquor Control Act is a complex piece of
legislation.

The Act would certainly be complex for this
Minister because first the Bill contained 38
proposed amendments and many more
alterations. The Government has had to do
an about face on it.
Mr Cathie-Further refinement!
Mr TANNER-The Minister calls it
"further refinement". He advises me that
there are another 56 amendments. During
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the second-reading speech the Minister
again said that there would be a full-scale
review of the Liquor Control Act and that
the review would be completed by July 1985.
The interesting point is that that again would
be made after extensive polling, one would
presume, of the population. The Minister
continued:
(3) that prior to the introduction of legislation,
extensive consultation would occur with interested
parties which would be affected by the proposed
legislation.

That commitment of the Government was
made on July 30 this year. As I pointed out,
honourable members should have thought
that consultation would have meant that
the Minister would have advised certain
interested groups and also discussed the
proposed legislation with them but the
Minister only half advised them. The
honourable gentleman did not take into
account many of the proposals that were
put to him.
Subsequently, the Minister has been
forced to accept some of those proposals
because of the many pitfalls into which he
had fallen. The Minister insultingly stated
that the liquor industry groups, which had
consulted with him, all had the objective of
"protection and promotion of the particular
market niche established for their members". In his second-reading speech, the
Minister claimed:
As a total package the proposed amendments with-

stood a vigorous process of consultation with industry
associations.

Mr Cathie-That is good stum
Mr TANNER-The Minister interjects
that it is "good stuff'. Honourable members know how good the Minister's total
package was in withstanding this "vigorous
process of consultation" because today the
honourable gentleman gave notice that a
further 56 amendments were to be moved
to the Bill. The honourable member for
Murray Valley interjects that the Minister
shows a lack of understanding. I agree. The
honourable gentleman will suffer because of
his lack of consultation with interested
groups. Honourable members find the Bill
in its present mess because the Government
started out on the wrong premise for altering the Liquor Control Act; that premise
was to try to lift the electoral image of the
Premier rather than to try to improve the

1216

ASSEMBLY 23 October 1984

facilities available to Victorians and the
structure of the liquor industry in the State.
The Minister then claimed in his secondreading speech:
In addition to this, some measures which have been
recommended to me by my advisory committee on
liquor control are implemented in the proposed
legislation.

That is an insult to that expert advisory
committee. The Minister and the Government have ignored that committee. The
Minister refused to allow the committee to
consider the Davies report. That area was
the prerogative of the Government, not of
the expert committee established by the
Government to report on the Liquor Control Act.
That expert committee was insulted not
only by the Government and the Minister
ignoring the committee, but also by the
Minister saying that he had taken note of its
recommendations. I shall test the validity
of the Minister's statement in his secondreading speech and honourable members
can also judge how valid are those claims.
The Minister stated:
It is the intention of the Government that restaurant
licences should be freely granted by the commission
which should ensure that the grant does not involve
expense and does not require a restaurateur to do more
than keep a few bottles of liquor for those persons who
do not bring their own or to serve pre-dinner or afterdinner drinks. Such a licence should be available to a
restaurateur who wishes to maintain his restaurant
substantially as a BYO establishment.
Clause 6 streamlines the process of granting a restaurant licence by allowing hearings for the granting of
such a licence to take place before a single
commissioner.
Clause 10 effects certain amendments to the restaurant licence provisions which allow persons who bring
liquor into a licensed restaurant to carry this liquor
away from the licensed premises. Although these two
clauses will assist in the achievement of the intentions
of the Government, achievement of the full intent will
be effected through administrative procedures.

The Minister has misled the House and the
public. He has totally misled them because
the public believed the pronouncements of
the Minister that the Government intended
BYO restaurants to be able to sell alcohol
to their clients. The Minister has tried to
slide out of this pronouncement because the
proposed legislation does not in any material
way affect the present situation. '
In effect, the Minister is allowing the status quo to continue. If a person holds an
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eating house permit and he or she has
obtained an annual cafe permit, which
allows alcohol to be consumed on the premises-alcohol which has been taken to the
premises by the patrons and not purchased
there-that situation should continue. Lay
people would generally call that type of
establishment a BYO restaurant.
Those BYO restaurants that are allegedly
to be freely granted restaurant licences are
not catered for in the Bill. During his secondreading speech, the Minister said that single
commissioners would be able to hear applications for the granting of a restaurant
licence, but those BYO restaurants which
make an application, must still comply with
the stringent provisions of section 52 of the
Liquor Control Act before they can obtain
a restaurant licence.
The Minister stated that restaurant licence
holders may in future permit people to bring
alcohol onto their premises in compliance
with certain provisions in the Bill. The
measure allows people to take unconsumed
alcohol from the restaurant premises but
does not allow BYO restaurants to sell
liquor. The Minister has totally misled the
public into believing that. IfBYO restaurateurs wish to obtain a restaurant licence they
must first comply with the provisions of
section 52 of the Act, so basically no change
will be made to the present situation. The
public claims made by the Minister are not
valid. I trust the Minister will advise the
House what is meant by "achievement of
the full intent will be affected through
administrative procedures".
The Minister is trying to slide away from
that comment by saying that that was never
the intention of the Government. Anyone
who heard the Minister's public pronouncements on this issue believed that was the
intention of the Government. It was, until
the Government found itself walking into
the minefield of the Liquor Control Act and
fell foul of many of its traps. The grave concern expressed by the liquor industry has
been proved to be unnecessary.
The Minister claimed that the proposed
legislation would make Victoria a better
place for tourism and help to develop its
tourist potential. I direct the attention of
the' Minister to a series of questions that
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were raised by a prominent Victorian citizen. I hope the Minister will deign to answer
them! The prominent citizen stated:
Much is said regarding the advantage of extended
hours to the tourist industry. The "major reform" is
"consistent with the Government's strong commitment to develop Melbourne as a commercial centre
and to develop the tourism potential of Victoria."
Does it refer to attracting more international or
interstate tourists?
Is it meant to include visitors to tourist centres within
the State?
One may expect that some market research has been
undertaken to back up these claims.-

As the Minister is also responsible for tourism in the State no doubt he will enlighten
the House on what market research has been
undertaken to back up his claims.
The questions continue:
How many people are known not to have come to
Melbourne from interstate or overseas or have not
visited tourist centres within the State because of the
present liquor laws? What proportion of liquor at present consumed in Victoria under current laws is consumed by tourists? What increase, if any, in liquor
consumption is anticipated by extending hours to midnight. and to 8 p.m. on Sundays? What proport'ion of
that increased consumption if any, will be due to an
increase in the number of tourists? To what extent will
the proposed change in liquor laws develop the tourist
potential of Victoria? How are these tourist aims to be
achieved? By what means? At what cost? Is "Melbournen to be understood as the central business district, the city, the metropolitan area, or what?

I expect the Minister for Industry, Commerce and Technology to reply to those
questions to ascertain the validity of the
Government's claims that the Bill will
develop the State's tourist potential.
In the ~ond-reading speech, the Minister claimed that the Bill is proof of the Government's commitment to deregulatiun.
Certainly, the Government is deregulating
some areas of control but, in other areas, it
is providing for more regulation. The Minister's claim of the Government's commitment to deregulation should not go
unchallenged because, in a whole range of
other proposed legislation, the Government
is providing for more and more regulation
of the affairs of the State and of its citizens-for example, consumer affairs,
industrial relations, workers compensation
and even transport. I anticipate the Minister's comments on the consistency of the
Government's policy on deregulation when
in some areas it is increasing regulation.
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In the second-reading speech, the Minister claimed that the Bill will lead to the
development of Melbourne as a commercial centre.
Mr Jasper-A swinging centre!
Mr T ANNER-Traditionally, Melbourne has been Australia's commercial
capital. The honourable member for Prahran interjects that it still is. It is difficult
to believe commercial people to any extent
are greatly influenced by some alteration in
liquor trading hours. I do not believe decisions which in some cases involve millions
of dollars will be influenced to any extent
by this Bill. One wonders what advice the
Government is receiving and what the
Treasurer believes about the effect of this
proposed legislation on the development of
Melbourne as a commercial centre. In a few
years' time, the measure will be found to
have had no effect at all either positively or
negatively on the development of Melbourne as a commercial centre.
The Minister has stated that consultation
took place with the advisory committee on
liquor control. The committee was set up
by the Government originally purely with
the intention of inhibiting any industry criticism of the Government. This action is
typical of the Government's action in other
areas, particularly industrial relations, where
it has demonstrated its whole corporate
State approach. The most recent example is
the Jolly committee of inquiry into the
Cooney committee of inquiry on workers
compensation. The Government sets up
these committees and obli~es them to
maintain confidentiality. It IS a ploy to
minimize community criticism of what the
Government is doing. The Federal Government has employed this tactic also. I hope
in the future Australian and Victorian societies do not emulate the Italian society of
the 1920s where a similar approach was
adopted by Mussolini. Everyone knows the
results.
By establishing an advisory committee on
liquor control, by totally ignoring it, by preventing the advisory committee from commenting on the recommendations of the
Davies report, and by forcing the advisory
committee to maintain confidentiality, in
effect, the Minister has for many months
prevented liquor industry groups from publicly commenting on what the Government
has or has not been doing in this field. The
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tactic is clever but I assure the Government
that time is runnin~ out for these clever
tactics. By interjectIOn, the Minister for
Industry, Commerce and Technology asks
whether I have seen the recent Gallup polls.
I have; no doubt he is happy with them and,
no doubt, he believes the end justifies the
means.
In the second-reading speech, the Minister detailed the Government's proposals. He
referred to cabarets and stated that there is
a strong demand for entertainment of this
type to be extended beyond the hours during which they operate at present. I hope
the Minister will elaborate on this strong
demand and why the Government believes
there is a need to extend the hours in which
cabarets can be open until 7 a.m.
The measure extends hotel bar trading
hours by permit, not by licence, to midnight. I direct to the attention of the
honourable member for Prahran, who is
interjecting, and to other members of the
Government party, that the Government is
inconsistent on these matters. It provides
one rule for hotelkeeper licence holders and
another rule for other licence holders. The
Bill extends trading hours for retail bottle
licence holders but, of course, the Bill does
not allow these licence holders to trade on
Sundays, although hotels are able to trade
in packaged liquor on Sundays. Further, I
understand that in the amendments to the
Bill proposed by the Minister-his Mark-2
version of the Bill-this will apply also to
licensed clubs. No doubt the Minister has
had to pay due obeisance to the Government's commitment on retail trading hours
for retail bottle sellers; however, there is a
total inconsistency with provisions relating
to other licence holders.
Licensed clubs are gravely concerned
about the application of the Equal Opportunity Act to their clubs and the requirement therefore upon them which has the
potential of altering the character of some
licensed clubs. I refer particularly to
Returned Services League sub-branches,
many of which now have social memberships. Under the Minister's proposed legislation, social members will now have equal
rights with full members of those subbranches.
The Opposition believes members of the
Returned Services League have a justifiable
concern in the potential for the alteration of
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the character of their clubs if the Bill, in its
present shape, is passed into law.
The Minister in his remarks detailed the
new licences that the Government proposes
should be created and refers to a caterer's
licence, an auctioneer's licence, the Victorian Arts Centre licence and the mead
producer's licence. In the Mark 2 version,
the Minister has produced a Victorian wineseller's licence. I ask the Minister why that
was not in the original Bill that was presented to the House. What sort of adhockery and what sort of forward planning does
the Government have, if it produces at the
drop of a hat, a new licence such as that.
One wonders how sincere the Government is in its inquiry into the Liquor Control Act. It claims that that inquiry is
investigating a number of licences and the
types of licences that ought to be available
under the Liquor Control Act in Victoria.
One can only assume that the Government
has either no co-ordination among its various departments and Ministers, or else, like
a magician pulling a rabbit out of a hat, it
acts when someone has a bright idea. If that
is the situation, then one must be concerned
for the state of the liquor industry in the
years to come and the equilibrium that the
Government is providing, especially in
investment and employment opportunIties.
The Minister then detailed in his secondreading speech that the Minister responsible for tourism can, by certification,
declare a place eligible for a tourist facility
licence, which licence will not be subject to
any sort of appeal. I have no doubt that this
Minister is an honourable man, but, in years
to come, that is an area that could be open
to abuse.
In addition, the Minister mentioned the
variation in conditions of licences, annual
permit conditions and the ability of the
Liquor Control Commission to alter them.
Groups in the community are concerned
that the Liquor Control Commission will
be able to vary these licences with little or
no notification to the holders of those
licences or of annual permits. With regard
to the use of licensed premises or of nearby
areas that are not part of those premises,
the Bill will enable the Liquor Control
Commission to approve or not approve of
alterations of either buildings in use or in
the construction of buildings. A fear is held
by many groups in the community about
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this power and they believe it ought to be
subject to checks. For example, vineyards
could be gravely affected by this provision
because it would extend theoretIcally the
ability of the commission to control the
production in vineyards.
The Opposition is gravely concerned
about the proposal in the Bill that trade
union representatives should have unbridled access to the premises of holders of
liquor licences in Victoria. The Minister
stated that "the Government is resolved to
ensure that holders of such licences and permits who, after all, are granted Cl privilege,
are fair and reasonable employers of
labour." Clause 35 provides for reasonable
access to be given to union representatives
for the purposes of speaking to employees
and inspecting the time sheets of employees
at licensed premises. This is probably one
of the most important provisions of the Bill.
It is a pity that the Minister does not deign
to remain in the House; he has decided to
walk out and turn his back on the consideration by the House of this important matter.
The Minister claimed in his second-reading speech that this provision merely confirms existing provisions in the awards
relating to most sections of the liquor
industry. In the hotel, restaurant and
boarding house award No. 2, of 1983, there
is the ability for trade union representatives
to enter licensed premises, which have
employees under that award, to speak to
employees and to inspect time sheets, but
the effect of the provision is to spread that
power across the whole of the liquor industry, and it also has the ability of removing
any doubt that may apply to the legality of
the application of that provision in th~
existing Liquor Control Act.
I am pleased that the Minister has now
deigned to rejoin the House. If there was
any doubt of the legality of that provision
then the Minister would not need, through
the Bill, to enshrine it so clearly, but
obviously there is some doubt on the legality of the application of that provision. The
Minister is having a second bite of the cherry
by ensuring that the provisions will spread
beyond the application of the hotel, restaurant and boarding house award to all facets
of the liquor industry in Victoria.
I assure the Minister that if he wants the
proposed legislation passed, the Opposition
will not be facilitating the passage of this
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clause. On behalf of the community, the
Opposition takes offence at the Minister's
premise that the holders of such licences
and permits are granted a privilege and must
be fair and reasonable to employees. In
whose view are they to be fair? Is it in his
view, the Government's view or the community view?
The Minister in his second-reading speech
grants about two lines and one word to the
licence fees issue. He states:
The recently announced and widely acclaimed
amendments to the wine licence fees are effected
through clause 36 of the Bill.

He certainly is right in stating they are
widely acclaimed, because in November last
year when proposed legislation was introduced into the House by the Treasurer, I
remember how it was attacked and criticized by members of the Liberal Party and
the National Party on behalf of the community. As it was clearly pointed out on
that occasion, it was stupid for the Government to increase wine licence fees from 9
per cent to 15 per cent plus 5 cents a litre.
The inconsistency was pointed out to the
Government because the large section of
the community that would bear the greatest
brunt of that price increase-Mr Miller-Drinkers!
Mr .T ANNER-The honourable member is trivializing the issue with his remark.
The section of the community that would
bear the great brunt of the price increase
would be those in the community who consume cask wine.
The futility of proclaiming that the Treasurer had discussed this matter with the
Premier and Treasurer of South Australia,
who told him it would have no effect on the
Victorian liquor industry, was also pointed
out to the Treasurer and the Government
at that time. Of course it would have an
effect, because of the increased competitiveness of South Australian wines in Victoria.
It would also have harmed the competitiveness of Victorian wines.
The Treasurer was gullible and ignored
the many valid points that were made to
him both in this House and outside by
mem bers of the opposition parties and the
community generally as to the dire effects
of that increase, which was totally calamitous for the industry. Of course, the industry now widely acclaims the Government's
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proposal to go back to the situation that
existed prior to November 1983. However,
it is a pity that the community and the
industry were subjected to that unnecessary
increase.
The Minister, in his concluding remarks
on the Bill, stated that increased police surveillance would be provided on a Sundayno doubt to cut down any undue consumption of alcohol on that day. He said there
would be more random breath tests and that
the Minister of Transport would ensure that
a publicity campaign was conducted on the
increase in random breath testing raids by
the Victoria Police Force. He also stated
that an education programme would be
prepared.
I ask the Minister, when addressing the
House in this debate, to tell us of the progress of that education campaign. He said
an education programme would be carried
out to advise young people on the sensible
use of alcohol and that he would be discussing this matter with the relevant Ministers.
I now inquire of the Minister what was the
result of those discussions and when can we
expect this education programme to
commence.
The Minister concluded his remarks by
stating that he had received "a submission
sponsored by the Make Melbourne Brighter
Citizens Committee. This submission was
signed by 695 Victorians who by their support of drinking law reform also provide
testimony to this proposition." Again, it is
wonderful to observe this Government
changing groups and arguments to suit
whatever ad hoc decision it may have lately
made. I can recall the Make Melbourne
Brighter Citizens Committee on many
occasions calling for an extension of retail
trading hours in the Melbourne area. The
Government turned a deaf ear to those proposals. Suddenly we find the Minister is
claiming the support of that committee as
justification for what the Government is
proposing. The Minster, on this occasion, is
quite prepared to make use of that committee, but on other occasions other Ministers
have disregarded it. It bears out what I have
been saying throughout this debate about
the total inconsistency and adhockery of the
Government in relation to the Bill. The
Minister claims that the Bill is the result of
his consultations with industry.
Mr Miller-Which it is.
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Mr TANNER-The honourable member for Prahran claims that that is the case.
I bring to the attention of the House some
comments in relation to this matter. The
view of the President of the Australian
Hotels Association is thatThe AHA believes that the Government's proposed
investigation of the licensed industry is being tackled
in entirely the wrong manner.
The Association considers that,· if Government
intends to conduct a full scale review of the Liquor Act
1968 for report by July 1985, then some fourteen
amendments as proposed should not be hastily rushed
through the spring session of Parliament.

Mr Cathie-I have had consultations
with the president of the association, Mr
Washington.
Mr T ANNER-I can assure the Minister
for Industry, Commerce and Technology
that he has still not convinced the association of the total validity of the Bill. I wonder
if the Minister has brought to their attention the 56 amendments that he has proposed today to his Mark-2 version of this
Bill. The Licensed Freeholders Association
of Victoria made the point:
While the LF AV agreed with some aspects of the
current legislation, it believes that the proposed
measures are an ad hoc collection of piecemeal changes,
some of which contradict the findings of various fullscale inquiries into the industry.
The LF AV submits that it is extremely dangerous to
introduce such piecemeal changes as the delicate balance of the industry can be easily upset by small changes
in specific areas.

As to the Retail Liquor Merchants Association of Victoria, as late as 12 October 1984,
its president, Mr Kelly, in a letter to members, stated:
The Retail Liquor Merchants' Association of Victoria representing 773 holders of Retail Bottle Licences
in this State urgently request that the Government defer
any action on the Proposed Amendments to the Liquor
Control Act until a full inquiry has been made into the
Liquor Industry. Terms of reference of the inquiry
could include the Proposed Amendments.

As the Minister said in his second-reading
speech, there are many groups in the liquor
industry and those groups have varying
views on the Bill. For him to have claimed
that he had consultation with the industry
is totally' incorrect. On the Mark-l version
of the BIll, he certainly called groups at short
notice and put half of what the Government
proposed to do to them. However, he ran
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into such opposition that he is now forced
to give notice of 56 proposed amendments.
The reality is that the rationale behind
the Bill was not to improve the tourist
potential or the economic development of
this State; it was not to provide for better
availability ofliquor licence facilities to the
Victorian public; it was purely to try to
change the public image of the Premier of
this State. Because of the rationale being
incorrect, this House now has before it a
Bill that proposes 38 amendments containing 170 additions or alterations to the
Liquor Control Act and the Minister has
given notice today of a further 56 amendments containing approximately another
130 alterations or additions to the Act.
The Liquor Control Act has had major
alterations made to it in the past year or so
and approximately four or five other Bills
have altered it in the past 30 months. Members of this community and this House are
in total confusion as to the true intent of the
Government, which says that it wants one
thing in relation to BYO restaurants, but it
is having great difficulty coming to grips
with the legislation and with effecting what
it says should occur.
The consultation with industry which the
Minister claims he had did not occur. The
history of the Bill is that it was agreed to in
principle in June this year. The Minister
then presented to industry groups half of
what the Government proposed to do, and
produced its Mark-l version of the Bill. The
Minister has now had to do a back-flip in
many areas and in other areas he has tried
to correct his drafting errors. The Government has now presented to the House the
worst prepared and presented Bill I have
seen in the five years I have been in this
Parliament.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-It is
incredible that honourable members are
debating such a Bill as this. One could
describe it as a cunning tactic by the Government because it has confused two major
issues in the Bill. It proposes major changes
regarding fiscal charges in the industry and
major reforms are included in other parts of
the Bill, and that concerns members of the
National Party. On the one hand, amendments are included to alter the charges
imposed for the sale and disposal of wine in
Victoria while, on the other hand, major
changes are proposed to the Act.
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The Bill would have to be the worst piece
of proposed legislation that members of the
National Party have seen for many years,
and it is certainly the worst piece of proposed legislation that I have had to debate.
The second-reading speech can only be
described as deplorable, and one has only
to read it to understand why I say that.
If the Bill were clear and easy to read and
if the second-reading speech had been discernible and had related to the Bill, I would
have congratulated the Minister for Industry, Commerce and Technology for introducing to the House a Bill that could be
analysed and a second-reading speech that
could be used to determine what the Bill is
about. However, the Minister introduced a
Bill incorporating major changes to the
Liquor Control Act together with a supporting speech, but the two did not even relate
one to the other.
I was so concerned about that matter that
I did not send out the second-reading speech
and the Bill to the number of people to
whom I normally send this type of proposed legislation because they would have
been unable to follow it. I spent a couple of
hours examining the second-reading speech
and trying to relate it to the Bill.
There are many mistakes in the Bill, and
it is a disgrace to Parliament to introduce a
measure such as this and expect honourable
members to determine whether it is a good
policy and whether it will be appropriate for
the people of Victoria. I have received fairly
strong reactions from people in the industry, such as retailers of liquor, hotelkeepers,
vignerons, and people simply interested in
examining the Bill.
I shall quote one paragraph from a long
letter I received from a person who has analysed proposed legislation over many years.
The letter states:
Generally speaking it is, in my view, a dangerous
mixture of amendments apparently put together by
someone who has little knowledge of the principal Act
and has no regard for the effects of the measures. I was
appalled at the quality of the second-reading speech: It
did not even have the clause numbers right and used
language which would have shamed a primary school
child!

He also indicated that the second-reading
speech was not even in chronological order.
While reading the second-reading speech,
even if one could clarify what clause of the
Bill it was dealing with, it chopped and
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changed. for example, on page 3 the speech
may have been dealing with clause 5, but
on page 9 it reverted to one of the clauses
that had already been discussed.
It is not good enough for the Minister to
introduce this type of proposed legislation
and expect honourable members to analyse
it and present it to responsible people in the
industry throughout Victoria to receive reasonable comments so that they can determine their view on the matter.
When speaking with a number of people
who commented on the Bill, I decided to
write down some of the comments that were
made. One person indicated that he was
completely dumbfounded when reading the
Bill. He was a person involved in the industry and he has been used to examining the
Act and amending legislation. However, he
could not decipher the measure. He stated
that there were drafting errors in the Bill
and that it was difficult to read it and relate
it to the principal Act. He indicated that
time had not been provided for people to
discuss the matter with experts. and he
described it as a minefield. What opportunity has the Government given to the people
of Victoria to study the measure and provide sensible comment'?
Mr Cathie-You have had the Bill for
five weeks.
Mr JASPER-That is typical. Members
of the Government do not want people to
examine the Bills they introduce; they simply want them to be accepted. However,
this measure has not been accepted.
Last Friday, the Government presented
the opposition parties with 56 proposed
amendments. Admittedly, some of them
were to correct the maze of errors contained
in the Bill, but some also contained major
changes. The Government expects honourable members to analyse the proposed
amendments, seek comments from people
in the industry and other interested parties
and return to Parliament three days later to
debate the measure. That is not good
enough.
The Minister is vehemently defending the
fact that honourable members have had four
or five weeks to examine the Bill.
Mr Cathie-What about the Davies
report'?
Mr JASPER-I shall refer to the Davies
report. Has the Minister read it; did he

Liquor Control (Amendment) Bill (No. 2)
examine the report'? I shall pass the report
to him now as I have it with me. The report
was tabled in 1978 and I read every page of
it in 1979 and have recently read it again.
The Minister may smile, but it is extremely
important to read that report.
The Government hangs its hat on the
Davies report when it wants to justify what
it is proposing to enshrine in the Bill. If a
report is produced in 1978 and the Government wishes to use it as the basis for the
proposed legislation, so be it; but the Minister has announced a further inquiry while
honourable members are debating the Bill.
Mr McGrath-Mr Acting Speaker, this
is an important debate, as has been emphasized by the Minister for Industry, Commerce and Technology, yet there are only
five members of the Government present in
the Chamber.

A quorum was formed.
Mr JASPER-The Minister has been
indicating, by interjection, that honourable
members have had plenty of time to analyse
the Bill. I can understand why the Minister
is fairly testy about this matter because with
the portfolios he must handle and the
responsibilities attached to them, he would
need much longer than five weeks himself.
However, he has the honourable member
for Prahran "riding shotgun" for him at the
table.
I suppose it is a help for the Minister to
have another honourable member backing
him up. I hope the Minister will note my
comments on the Davies report. He may
even take it home and read it to obtain an
understanding of what was said in that
report in 1978.
Mr Micallef-What did it say'?
Mr JASPER-It is disappointing that the
honourable member for Springvale was not
here earlier to listen to the comments that
were made, but that is typical of his interjections: They are usually inane. We will
not see him here after the next election, and
no one will miss him, not even members of
his own party.
I invite honourable members to consider
the genesis of the Bill. Those honourable
members who wish to obtain a deeper
understanding of the industry could perhaps use that 1978 report, which I am happy
to make available to them.
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A couple of months ago the Premier made
an amazing statement outlining major
amendments to the Liquor Control Act that
he said would be introduced. The Minister
for Industry, Commerce and Technology
then said that these matters were only proposals and that he would consult the industry to see what the industry thought about
the proposals. Why did the Premier make
that initial statement as to the changes that
were to be made in the industry? He made
them because he has a wowser image and
people within the Government are saying,
"We want to change that wowser image of
the Premier, a Premier who seems to be dull
and narrow in his views, so we will amend
the Liquor Control Act as one way of making Victoria the 'swinging' State. We will
upgrade Victoria and really get it on the
move." But the Minister was overseas when
the genesis of these proposals was put forward. He returned and, on the shirt tails of
the Premier, had to say that he would investigate the proposals and produce a Bill. The
Government did not even have a Bill at
that stage.
The Minister then produced a two-rage
document that was sent out to all 0 the
industry associations-the Australian
Hotels Association, the retail liquor merchants and all the organizations-but not
to the vignerons. The Government did not
bother about them; they only produce this
State's great wines, but they did not receive
a copy of this document and they were not
consulted. The Minister told the organizations, "We want you to analyse and investigate this and come back to us within 24
hours. I will have my Ministerial advisers-who have handled the job very well,
under the circumstances-to discuss the
matter with you, and perhaps you can make
some suggestions."
The organizations were taken by surprise
because the announcement in the press
indicated a fait accompli. The Premier had
announced what was to happen: He would
throw off his wowser image and the wowser
image of this State and let the Minister for
Industry, Commerce and Technology put
that into effect. I think he was backed up by
the Chairman of the Victorian Tourism
Commission, Mr Dunstan, who comes from
South Australia, where, as the then Premier,
he opened up the liquor laws and made that
State the "swinging" State, and he is
attempting to do the same thing here. On
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the one hand, the Minister referred in his
second-reading notes to the need to control
drink driving and how effective the drink
driving laws have been; on the other hand,
he is saying, "We will throw open the doors
on Saturdays, Sundays, almost whenever
you like so that people can obtain liquor."

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr JASPER-I should like the honourable member who made the interjection to
name the hotels that are trading illegally. If
he knows that to be the case, he should
report the hotels concerned and ensure that
they operate within the laws of this State. I
say to the House that in all cases, so far as I
am concerned, hoteliers operate responsibly. The Australian Hotels Association
and its 14000-odd members do the right
thing for Victoria. They have been ridden
on by past Governments for fundraising
with applications for permits and extensions, and they have faced problems within
their industry. I applaud some of the
measures contained in the Bill, but I certainly do not applaud the way in which it
has been introduced and the procedures that
were followed.
Mr Cathie-Does that mean you support
the Bill?
Mr JASPER-The Minister will find out.
Both the Minister and his back-benchers
should learn something about the liquor
industry in Victoria, and they could do so
by reading the Davies report.
Mr Simpson-Did you know that you are
listed on the roll as a motor mechanic?
Mr JASPER-I am happy to be listed in
that way because that is what my training
has been. Unfortunately, many of those
people on the Government benches have
not been businessmen and do not understand the liquor industry or the problems
faced by any small businessman because
they have never had anything to do with
business. If they had grown up in business,
they would have more understanding of the
position. It is all very well for the Minister
of Labour and Industry to interject. He is
one member of the Government who does
have an understanding of business, but not
many of them do. The Minister should analyse how many of his colleagues have had
any input into or understanding of business. If the Minister expressed at a caucus
or a Cabinet meeting views supporting
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operators of small businesses, I am sure he
would be overruled every time. He understands the trials, tribulatIons, traumas and
worries of running a business such as an
hotel or a retail liquor outlet, but I am sure
he would be over-ruled because the Labor
Party in general has little or no understanding of the operation ofa business enterprise.
The Minister for Industry, Commerce and
Technology sought from some organizations views on what was important to the
industry and on the proposed amendments
contained in a two-page document that supposedly went out to all interested parties.
However, those interested parties were not
given much time in' which to examine the
proposals and the Bill that has been presented is one of the worst that I have ever
seen. Some of the amendments contained
in it have not been discussed with interested
organizations. The Minister sent out staff
and Ministerial assistants to the organizations to try to ascertain the requirements of
the industry and whether the industry was
prepared to accept the amendments. .
However, as I indicated to the House
earlier, many of the people who examined
the measure found that it was just a minefield. One really could not analyse it in any
way unless one settled down, read the
second-reading notes, made all the corrections and then attempted to read the Bill.
The Minister smiles, because he knows, as
I do, that it was an absolute disaster to
introduce this measure into Parliament and
expect honourable members to analyse it.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr JASPER-If the honourable member for Syndal had been in this place for as
long as I have, he would understand that
much analysing takes place. Very little of it
is done by the honourable member for Syndal, who has just left, and not much more
will be done by him because he will not be
here. That is probably why he left, because
he is not interested in what is occurring.
A major complex piece of proposed legislation has been introduced into this House.
It is very difficult to understand and analyse. I spent hours and hours trying to piece
together this measure.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr JASPER-I accept the interjection
of the Minister of Labour and Industry. I
have discussed the Bill with Ministerial
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advisers, who have been extremely helpful
in putting forward the views of the Government. The Minister for Industry, Commerce and Technology can smile; he is
probably 'thankful that he has some members of staff who are efficient and helpful,
because the Bill and the second-reading
speech were an absolute mishmash. There
is no way that debate on the measure can
proceed while the Bill is in that state. Its
provisions regarding amendments to the Act
are complex.
The Minister indicated that there has been
a ground swell of public opinion to change
the Act. Can anybody indicate to me
whether there really has been a ground swell
of opinion for change? I really do not believe
that has been the case. The National Party
believes the Act needs to be revised, and it
does not disagree with that course of action.
However, the National Party strongly
objects to the manner in which the Bill was
introduced into this place and the fact that
it is completely unworkable and unintelligible. Honourable members were given only
a short· time to try to analyse it, and the
Government is having the House debate the
Bill and is indicating that these major
changes should be made.
In the midst of all this, the Minister
announced that there will be a review of the
Liquor Control Act, and that he has
appointed a one man commission to analyse and review the Act and to report by 30
September 1985. The National Party
believes, because of the complex amendments contained in the measure that the
Bill should be held over until the report of
a detailed review of the Liquor Control Act
that is to be undertaken is received.
I ain disappointed that the inquiry to be
undertaken is not to be a public inquiry. It
will allow submissions to be made to this
inquiry by people who really do not know
much about the industry-they may not
even know much about the Act-and without the opportunity of cross-examining or
putting questions to the people making the
submissions, the person handling the investigations could be swayed purely by a person or persons who have a lack of
understanding of this complex industry and
its operations.
The National Party is disappointed that
the Minister, in explaining the proposed
legislation, relied on the 1978 investigation
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undertaken by Mr Davies. It was a detailed
investigation, and, on my reading of the
report, there are many changes which the
former Government should have instituted. There is no doubt about that, and I
indicated during the life of the previous
Parliament that that was my view. The
National Party would have liked the Government of the day to accept the recommendations that were made. I ask the
Minister for Industry, Commerce and
Technology to consider extending and
making changes to the way in which the
reveiw is to be undertaken.
If the Act is to be straightened out, if the
anomalies are to be ironed out, and if an
industry is to exist which will be a credit to
Victoria and which will be able to provide
liquor at the right time, for the right people
and for the right reasons, there needs to be
a full-ranging public inquiry so that people
can listen to the submIssions being made
and make comment on them.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr JASPER-I do not disagree with the
Minister that the Davies report was excellent. In fact, the Government has accepted
some of the recommendations of that report,
but not others. Where it has been inconvenient, the Minister has not bothered accepting the recommendation. That report
recommended that cabarets should not be
open beyond 3 a.m. However, the Minister
is now saying, through the Bill, that cabarets will be allowed to apply for a permit to
open until 7 a.m. Through the amendments
proposed by the Minister, it will not be
automatic for cabarets to apply for a permit
to open between 3 a.m. and 7 a.m. The
Davies report seemed to suggest that there
was no reason for an extension beyond 3
a.m.
It is indicated, by interjection, that lifestyles change. What has the Government
done? It has said that it will accept some
recommendations of the Davies report but
not others. If the Government intends to do
that, why does ~t not wait until it receives
the report of the review on the Liquor Control Act? Parliament should wait until that
report is available before instituting changes.
The Minister has introduced proposed
legislation after a short period of consultation with the industry. He has brought in
what he and the Government, and some
others close to it, believe is appropriate.
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However, honourable members find that the
Minister proposes to make a further 56
amendments to the measure that he introduced. In other words, he is saying that the
Bill is not correct and that he wants to
change it.
An important fiscal measure to which I
shall refer was announced by the Treasurer.
It will have the effect-and the wine licence
fee should never have been increased in the
first place-of bringing the fees back to their
original level. As the Leader of the National
Party says, by interjection, I indicated at the
time the original measure was introduced
that the increasing of the licence fee to 15
per cent plus 5 cents a litre would have a
disastrous effect on the industry. However,
the Government did not listen and it introduced a measure giving effect to the·
increases.
When the 10 per cent sales tax was introduced by the Federal Government, it
enabled the State Government to skid out
and reduce the fee to 9 per cent, knowing
full well the damage it was causing to the
industry. The State Government was able
to save face by reverting the fees to 9 per
cent.
The Minister has announced that a review
of the industry will take place, but I repeat
that the National Party considers that
changes to the legislation should be made
after the report of the industry review has
been received and that there should not be
a mishmash of amendments such as those
with which honourable members are now
faced. The Minister has proposed a further
series of amendments to the Bill. That sort
of action is making it difficult for the whole
industry to analyse what is occurring and
what should be done.
Honourable members need only to refer
to the second-reading notes to understand
the confusion in the mind of the Minister
and the Government. They need to read
only the first page and note some of the
figures to understand the confusion in the
Minister'S second-reading speech. The
Minister stated:
In recent consultation with liquor industry groups
concerning the amendments I am introducing today,
no industry group believed increased availability as
proposed in these amendments would increase the
demand for alcoholic beverages, which I am told has
remained static over recent years.
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If the sales of alcohol are static, what is the
reason for extending trading hours? Has
there been any ground swell of opinion from
within the industry, or from consumers?
Perhaps the Minister will be able to tell the
House whether there has been any ground
swell, and whether anyone from within the
industry or outside of it has stated a desire
for an extension of trading hours.
It is only in the minds of members of the
Government that there is a demand for
extended trading hours. Has there been a
public outcry? I suggest that probably there
has not been a public outcry.
The Minister refers to the road toll and
uses it to prove that Victorians are behaving more responsibly on the roads and that
motorists have been responsive to the
actions of the Government in minimizing
drink-driving.
The Minister went on to refer to the Victorian Football League semi-final that was
held on a Sunday. I do not think that has
anything to do with extending trading hours.
Almost 74 000 persons attended the first
Victorian Football· League Sunday semifinal where liquor was available. The point
is that a large number of police were present
to ensure that everyone behaved. I am not
sure how the Minister believes that supports his argument for making these
changes.
The Minister went on to state that:
Development of Melbourne as a commercial centre
implies that interstate and, in particular, overseas
commercial organizations must decide to locate in
Melbourne. This decision will often be made on lifestyle issues, as will decisions by interstate and overseas
tourists to visit Victoria. It has been asserted that Victorian liquor laws are a definite inhibiting factor in
these decisions.

That is supposed to be a statement of fact.
What evidence does the Minister have to
prove that statement? Can he provide any
evidence that any business has not come to
Victoria purely and simply because of the
liquor trading hours? I think that statement
is wrong. I do not think the Minister has
any evidence to back up that statement. The
Minister goes on to state:
The Liquor Control Act is a complex piece of legislation. In framing its plan of action for reform of the
Liquor Control Act, the Government has had to strike
a balance between increasing demands for immediate
action and the time necessary to undertake a complete
review of the Act.
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I suggest to the Minister and the Govern-

ment that there has been no demand for
major changes to the Act. I have spoken
with many major industry representatives,
and not one has said that changes are
wanted. I have spoken to representatives of
the Australian Hotels Association, liquor
retail merchants and a number of other
organizations as well as hoteliers within the
electorate I represent and not one has stated
that he wants extended trading hours.
The Minister states that the Government
has had to strike a balance between increasing demands for immediate action and the
time necessary to undertake a complete
review of the Act. I suggest there is plenty
of time to undertake a complete review of
the Act. All that is needed at the moment is
an amendment to reduce the wine licence
fee. Some of the clauses of the Bill will cause
a lot of problems for the wine industry in
Victoria.
The Minister refers to the Davies report
which, as I indicated earlier, the Minister
accepts when he wants to do so, but on other
occasions states that it is seven years since
that report was issued so the Government
will not accept its recommendations.
The Minister then states that there has
been extensive consultation with the industry and lists a large number of organizations
that have been consulted, apparently by the
Minister. Consultation is one thing but getting a response from an organization is
another thing. Organizations must be given
time to contact their members and the
people of Victoria must be given time to
respond to the changes that are proposed. I
suggest that a review should be undertaken
before major changes are made to the Act.
One organization that should have been
contacted but that was not contacted is the
Wine and Brandy Producers Association of
Victoria. That organization is not listed. The
vignerons in north-east Victoria which
operate as a group were not consulted.
The list of people and organizations consulted is impressive but I believe the consultative process has not been as
comprehensive as it should have been and
that the Government is bulldozing proposed legislation when there is no need to
do so.
The Bill contains many mistakes, and the
second-reading speech does not relate to the
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Bill. I understand that the Government
proposes to move 50 odd amendments to
the Bill. That shows how good the proposed
legislation is. I do not agree with the statement by the Minister, that:
As a total package the proposed amendments withstood a vigorous process of consultation with industry
associations.

That is absolute rubbish. That is a statement of fact that cannot be backed up. The
50 odd amendments proposed by the Minister demonstrate that there has not been
appropriate consultation. Consultation is
needed. The Minister uses the Davies report
when necessary to back up his argument.
The Minister further states:
In addition to this, some measures which have been
recommended to me by my advisory committee on
liquor control are implemented in the proposed
legislation.

My information is that the advisory committee has had little input into this measure.
I notice that the Minister is bowing his head
because he knows that the advisory committee to the Minister has had little consultation and little input into this measure. The
advisory committee has been asked to rubber stamp something the Government wants
to bulldoze through.
The Minister refers to approximately 1400
hotels in Victoria. In his second-reading
speech, I should have thought that, with the
assistance of his back up staff and the
Liquor Control Commission the Minister
could have stated the exact number of hotel
licences in Victoria. The Minister mentions
that approximately 1200 hotels in Victoria
have been granted a permit to extend their
hours of trading to 1 p.m.
Reference is made to gratuitous tastings.
Does this include spirits as well as wines?
Obviously gratuitous tastings would be
necessary for wines. Does the Minister
believe that all spirits should be made available at retail liquor merchant outlets so that
they can hold gratuitous tastings? I ask the
Minister to clarify that point later.
Clause 12 extends the provisions covering theatre licences to cinemas with trading
hours being 6.30 p.m. until midnight. I ask
the Minister what demand there has been
to license cinemas. Is this demand a figment
of the Minister's imagination?
I suggest that the Minister is using the
amendments to the Liquor Control Act for
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the purposes of the Government and not
for the purposes of the people of Victoria
and those who operate within the industry.
I suggest that the purpose is to throw off the
wowser image which emanates from the
Premier and other members of the
Government.
Another area of concern relates to clause
16 which enables the holder of a cider tavern licence to obtain a permit authorizing
the sale and disposal of liquor. I ask, does
this include packaged liquor?
Obviously, the Minister for Industry,
Commerce and Technology may not now
be able to answer some of the questions I
have raised, but I hope he will be able to do
so during the Committee stage.
One of the most incredible provisions is
that an operator may apply for a restaurant
licence and may still regard the premises as
a bring-your-own, or BYO, establishment
even though the clientele may wish to purchase liquor in addition to that which they
bring to the restaurant. The provision allows
for the operator to provide liquor to those
persons. The wording in the second-reading
speech is extremely loose. It states:
Although these two clauses will assist in the achievement of the intentions of the Government, achievement of the full intent will be effected through·
administrative procedures.

In other words, through an administrative
process, an extension of the licence will be
granted and restaurants operating as BYO's
will be allowed to retain a few bottles on the
premises. What is the definition of a "few
bottles"? That could amount to anything. If
the operator of a BYO restaurant wishes to
satisify his customers, he or she will need to
stock a large range of wines and spirits.
If the Minister wants to make it clear that
this provision applies to licensed restaurants, he should do so. The Bill is not clear
on that point and the Minister knows full
well that the second-reading speech is not
clear on that point. If the Minister does not
believe that to be the case, he should examine the Bill. The proposed legislation will
require major changes to achieve what the
Minister desires. As I said, a licensed restaurant that calls itself a BYO restaurant
will have to stock a large range of wine and
spirits to meet the demands of clients who
require additional refreshments.
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A substantial amount of time was
involved in trying to determine what the
provisions of the Bill will mean. Clause
numbers are wrong and they will have to be
corrected. The last paragraph of the secondreading speech contains a profound statement claiming that:
Provisions contained in the Bill have been widely
acclaimed in the media and in the community.

That is totally wrong. The industry and the
ordinary person in the street do not know
what is in the proposed legislation. I challenge the Minister to advise me whether the
media really understands the Bill.
Mr Miller-Have you seen the Age?
Mr JASPER-I have read the Age comments. Unless one has spent extensive hours
trying to understand the Bill, one could not
comment on the proposed legislation. The
Minister further stated:
Reflecting this community support, I have recently
received a submission sponsored by the "Make Melbourne Brighter" Citizens Committee. This submission was signed by 695 Victorians who, by their support
of drinking law reforms, also provide testimony to this
proposition.

Victoria has a huge population. Yet, in the
last paragraph of the second-readin$ speech,
the Minister announced that 695 VIctorians
signed a submission of support for the Bill.
If that is all the support the Minister has to
back up the proposed legislation, it should
be thrown out. It is a load of rubbish for the
Minister to introduce that as evidence in
support of the Bill. The Minister also spoke
about the drink-driving laws and stated:
It is evident that Victorians are behaving more
responsibly on the roads. Statistics prepared by my
department have shown that the number of persons
killed on the road per milIion vehicle kilometres travelled has progressively declined from 6·70 in 1964 to
2·11 in 1982 and that the total of accidents per million
vehicle kilometres travelled has declined from 103·76
in 1964 to 45·85 in 1982.

How can the Minister justify the proposed
legislation by making that statement? It has
no relevance and merely demonstrates that
the former Liberal Government, supported
by the current Government, has extended
the road laws, controls and available police
to monitor and enforce the road laws. The
Police Force has performed an excellent job
in reducing the road toll. However, the statistics do not back up for 1 minute the suggestion that liquor trading hours should be
extended. I suppose the Minister is saying
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that, because Victorians are more responsible, the doors can be thrown open for
hotels and licensed retail bottle outlets to
open for additional hours, especially on
Sundays.
The Minister indicates, by interjection,
that this does not apply to retail bottle licensees. To clarify the point, the proposed
legislation provides an extension of trading
hours for almost all people operating within
the industry. The Minister is trying to indicate that the reduction in the road toll and
the improved behaviour of Victorians
proves that extended trading hours should
be introduced during which people can consume alcohol.
The National Party considers that the
proposed legislation should be reviewed. It
understands the need for a review of the
Liquor Control Act, but is concerned about
the haste with which the Bill was introduced. The Bill contains many anomalies
and it is ridiculous for the Minister to say
that honourable members have had five
weeks in which to consult with everyone in
the State to obtain their views and present
them to Parliament. How does the Minister
expect to receive any community feedback
on the 56 amendments that were provided
to honourable members late last week? The
House proposes to debate the amendments
this week without community or industry
consultation. What does the ~eneral public
think about the proposed legIslation? I am
sure the public would be extremely concerned and worried by the Bill.
The National Party is concerned with
many clauses in the Bill and, during the
Committee stage, I shall be presenting that
point of view. There has not been a ~ound
swell of support in favour of the BIll. The
proposed legislation is a fiscal Bill and is
totally confused by a large number of unrelated amendments. The Minister and the
Government wish to rush through the proposed legislation to throw off the wowser
image.
I applaud the Government for reducing
the wine licence fee which was wrongly
introduced by the Government last year,
from 15 per cent plus 5 cents a litre to 9 per
cent.
The National Party issued strong statements in Parliament and I indicated on
behalf of the party the drastic effect this
would have on the industry. I applaud the
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fact that the Government has recognized
the problem this has created and the
importance of the wine industry to the State.
It is important to support that industry.
Funds will be provided through the Tourism Commission to the industry. It is
interesting to note that the Government has
now revised the fee and the Minister should
be man enough to stand up and say to the
Parliament "The Government was wrong.
It did not understand that the fee would
cause such a devastating effect on the industry and it has now revised it and recognized
that other people in the Parliament have a
point of view". That would be the honourable way for the Government to act. I support the Government when it acts in a
correct manner. Ifit does something that is
detrimental to the State or the constituents
of the electorate of Murray Valley, I tell the
. Government about it. There are many
problems with the proposed legislation and
I am concerned that the Government is
continuing with it. I shall be commenting
on the Bill during the Committee stage.
Mr DICKINSON (South Barwon)-This
Bill covers some 56 amendments and over
the past five years numerous Bills have dealt
with the liquor industry. A range of constituents in the electorate I represent, some who
live in close suburban areas such as the likes
of Box Hill, are not troubled by licensing
hours, hotels and such. The electorate I represent covers the full spectrum of the community ranging from Highton and Belmont,
suburbs that have excellent facilities for
tourists who come to the area and who want
to stay in hotels whether at Belmont, Grovedale or down the coast at Lorne or Anglesea. Many people who come into the area
are holiday-makers and therefore are after a
good time. On the corner of Ryrie and
°Moorabool streets is a Uniting Church
which has a sign drawing the attention of
motorists to the dangers of alcohol. A similar sign exists at Bellbrae near the local
Uniting Church. Young people have been
knocked down in the street by tourists travelling in haste to their holiday homes, of
which there are many in the electorate I
represent. Approximately 6000 homes are
empty during the non-holiday period.
Some weeks ago, I spoke on the change to
the licensing fee for people selling wine and
I was informed by some people that they
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would be paying the fee in advance and getting some recompense later on. The Minister indicated that he would proceed with
proposed legislation to rectify that matter.
There are many vignerons in the area I represent. Some years ago phylloxera wiped out
the vineyards in Geelong but I am pleased
to advise honourable members that several
fine vineyards such as Idyll, Anakie and °
Tarcoola have now become established.
Bannockburn Cellars has a la~$e vineyard
outside Bannockburn and it reltes on tourists coming there at week-ends. Many people
would say that it should not be providing
this facility when others want to go to church
or lead a quiet life. We embrace the needs
of many people in the community who wish
to spend their week-ends in many ways. I
live on the Midlands Highway at Bannockburn and I know of the thousands of cars
that beat down that highway, often at the
rate of 27 cars a minute. Those people are
going to the coast or returning from the coast
after having a week-end at their favourite
coastal resort.
The Government has seen fit to address
many of the problems relating to the consumption of liquor. The people in the hospitality industry in the electorate I represent
depend for thelr livelihood on tourists and
those who spend their week-ends in South
Barwon at some of the finest beaches in the
world. Major surfing events are held at Bells
Beach and at Torquay, and the surflife saving clubs at Bancoora, Jan Juc and Torquay
attract thousands of people to that area.
Mr Leigh-Mr Speaker, I draw your
attention to the state of the House.

A quorum was formed.
Mr DICKINSON-I draw to the attention of the Minister for Industry, Commerce and Technology the work of the
Liquor Control Commission in extending
licences. Recently the Lord of the Isle Hotel
at the bottom of Latrobe Terrace, Geelong
opened a bottle shop across the six-lane
highway. Some community groups
expressed concern about this licence being
granted to the bottle shop because it is on a
busy street and people turn around at the
bottom of Kardinia Park to go into the bottle shop. Ultimately, when Latrobe Terrace
Bridge is built, they will not be able to get
back on to the same thoroughfare. That
indicates a need for proper consultation with
community groups. Adequate consultation
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did not occur in the granting of that licence.
It was an inhouse grant, treated as an extension of the existing licence, and although I
made representations to the Liquor Control
Commission, it was happy that everything
had been taken into account.
Proper consultation should occur so that
communities do not suddenly find a bottle
shop next door to them. Many youth groups
which operate in the Kardinia Park area
might not have supported such an extension being' granted to the Lord of the Isle
Hotel and it is a pity the commission did
not publicize that grant and ask for reports
from community groups.
Honourable members are aware that
changes occur in the industry all the time
and hotel and catering groups in Geelong
are a vital part of the community. Major
convention houses such as Karriwa Court,
Berkely Lodge and Sladen House attract
people for major conventions and special
functions.
Coaches are hired in Melbourne to transport people to attend conferences held at
such facilities in Geelong. I am concerned
th(~.t at prt:sent the Govern.men~ has a highly
paId ChaIrman of the Vlctonan Tourism
Commission, Mr Dunstan, who has a track
record of promoting South Australia, especially the South Australian wine industry
and strudel cake. However, the media in
Geelong has found a reluctance on the part
of Mr Dunstan to speak to the media and
provide it with an over-all picture of precisely what he is doing to promote the South
Barwon coastal region.
The region has a fine collection of surf
beaches and is an attractive coastal resort of
holiday homes. The region needs to attract
more tourists but suffers from a lack of
accommodation facilities. I refer especially
to the lack of hotel-motel accommodation
in such places as Torquay, which has a fine
surf beach. Tourists who wish to use that
beach on their holidays have to find accommodation in Geelong and drive the 16 or 17
miles each day to the beach.
Both the tourist industry and the public
want the Government to adopt a sensible
approach to tourism. It is unfortunate that
the Government has foreshadowed so many
amendments during the Committee stage'
indeed, honourable members do not have ~
clean copy of the Bill. It is important that
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the Government listen to the views of community groups on tourism. In South Barwon residents in the tourist areas embracing
Lorne, Anglesea, Torquay, Barwon Heads
and Point Lonsdale are all vitally concerned with the Bill. The residents of those
areas are not concerned solely with preventing people from drinking, they are more
concerned for the life and limb of the young
people who travel on the roads to those
areas. The Government should provide
some incentive for people to purchase drinks
with a low alcohol content. Such a beverage
would still enable people to drink alcohol
but they would not run the risk of having
their driving capabilities impaired.
A beer with a low alcohol content would
meet the social requirements and needs of
young people. The Government should
provide some incentive for the liquor
industry to sell drinks with a low alcohol
content so that young people can condition
themselves to alcohol tolerance and lower
the chance of their being killed on the road.
It is sad when one hears of a family who has
spent a lifetime of love and care on a child
but who suddenly learns of that child being
killed in a road accident.' I am sure all
honourable members would be only too well
aware of families who have lost young
people in the prime of their lives in accidents resulting from drinking and driving.
I urge the Government to consider providing an inducement for young people to
drink beverages with a low alcohol content.
Perhaps if such beverages were sold more
cheaply people would purchase them in
preference to beverages which have a quick
and rapid effect on their driving capabilities.
The Bill has been before the House for
five weeks and I have touched on those areas
of concern to the community I represent. I
want to highlight the fact that in an area
which depends so much on tourism the proposed legislation should be well prepared
and well thought out. The Government
should think through the needs of the people
concerned, whether they be hotelkeepers,
mothers and fathers or the retired and
elderly persons who live in the South Barwon region and who spend their week-ends
at either a bowling club or some other recreational facility.
The proposed reforms to the Liquor Control Act are timely and needed but they
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should be thought through and the Government should receive comments from all
sectors of the community. The Minister
should heed those comments. I invite the
honourable gentleman to encourage the
Chairman of the Victorian Tourism Commission, Mr Dunstan, to be more forthcoming with his announcements to the
community. It was only last week-end that
Geelong radio station 3G L informed me
that it had discovered that Mr Dunstan was
not willing to comment. Mr Dunstan is paid
a tremendous salary and, therefore, the
community expects a response from him.
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Industry,
Commerce and Technology)-On a point
of order, Mr Speaker, this is a Bill to amend
the Liquor Control Act. Whatever the view
of the honourable member for South Barwon is of Mr Dunstan, it could scarcely be
called relevant in terms of the debate on the
Bill.
Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill)-On
the point of order, Mr Speaker, the Minister
for Industry, Commerce and Technology
has made a spurious attempt to prevent the
honourable member for South Barwon from
referring to the tourist aspect of the State.
The liquor industry and tourism are inextricably intertwined with one another and
there is particular reference to that in the
explanatory second-reading speech. It is
frankly absurd for the Minister to describe
the comments of the honourable member
as irrelevant. I offer that as a comment to
you, Mr Speaker, on the point of order. I
believe the point of order raised by the Minister is both spurious and mischievous.
The SPEAKER-Order! I do not uphold
the point of order.
Mr DICKINSON (South Barwon)-I
conclude by saying I believe silent committees have little input from the public. I invite
the Government to be more open and forthcoming because the community as a whole
is deserving of the fullest discussion on these
matters and input by all interested parties.
The sitting was suspended at 6.28 p.m.
until 8.3 p.m.
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-I am delighted
that the House has a larger attendance of
Government members than it has had all
day and I hope it is a sign of renewed interest
in the Government's proposed legislation.
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Although one can say the introduction of
the Bill is overdue because there needs to be
change and there will be change after the
Bill is enacted, some of the aspects in the
measure and the manner in which the Government is attempting to carry them out
leave something to be desired. In the secondreading speech the Minister for Industry,
Commerce and Technology made much of
the fact that this was part of the economic
package that the Government was introducing in the next ten years. The Bill is so
much a part of the Government's deeply
thought-out plan that, as late as last Friday,
56 amendments to the Bill were introduced
for the simple reason that the Government
had not thought through its own legislation.
One certainly would have thought that it
had done so.
The Minister also emphasized the deregulation aspects contained in the Bill.
Although the Minister may speak about
deregulation, the Victorian Labor Government is the only Government in Australia
to do the reverse and hire more public servants to administer more agencies and other
administrative bodies than any other State
Government. In discussing the Bill, one can
legitimately refer to shop trading.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr LEIGH-Members of the Government may say that it is boring, but not one
Government member-and I include the
honourable member for Melbourne-has
bothered to comment on the aspects in the
Bill. Instead of making ridiculous comments, Government members should
address themselves to those points.
On any Sunday in Victoria one will be
able to have a beer at a hotel, and that is
wonderful but a handyman, who wants to
do something on his home, is unable to buy
a hammer and nails-The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the
honourable member for Malvern that there
have been lead speakers for the Liberal Party
and other parties in the House and he does
not have the opportunity of canvassing
broad issues as he is seeking to do. The
subject before the House is the Liquor Control (Amendment) Bill (No. 2) and I advise
the honourable member that he will be out
of order if he wants to canvass his views
about other matters in this place.
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Mr LEIGH-I was trying to illustrate that
on a Sunday-The SPEAKER-I advise the honourable member that if he wishes to defy the
Chair, he will incur other sanctions with
respect to the manner in which he is
addressing the House.
Mr LEIGH-I have no wish to defy the
Chair. It concerns me that on a Sunday in
Victoria one is able to buy a beer at a hotel
or buy liquor from a bottle shop, but there
are other things that one cannot do in Victoria. One can drink but one cannot do other
things in the community on a week-end.
I doubt sincerely that the Minister has
consulted deeply with the community on
this issue. One of the organizations that the
Minister s.tated he had consulted was the
Retail Liquor Merchants Association of
Victoria. I have spoken to a number of
liquor merchants and they have expressed
their strone interest in the Bill because of
the inequIty that will occur when on
Sundays they will not be allowed to sell
liquor but it will be able to be purchased at
a bottle shop. Honest, hard-working retailers
in Victoria, who pay thousands of dollars in
fees and licences to relevant bodies under
the control of the Government, are being
deprived while bottle shops of hotels are
eligible to be open. If the Minister is so
concerned, why has he advantaged one
group and disadvantaged another? It is
because he did not bother to think through
the process of the proposed legislation.
Again it is an example of a Government
that has not considered carefully all aspects
of its proposed legislation. The end result
will be that liquor merchants in Victoria
will be severely disadvantaged by the actions
of this man who sits at the table.
The SPEAKER-I advise the honourable member for Malvern that although he
is relatively a new .member of the House,
there are manners and expressions that are
not acceptable. If the honourable member
wishes to address the House, he should do
so in the correct manner.
Mr LEIGH-I apologize, Mr Speaker, I
was referring to the Minister for Industry,
Commerce and Technology. That Minister
will disadvantage a large group of retailers
in the State because he has not bothered to
think carefully through the process. Soon
the granting of liquor licences will be
extended to cinemas. Has the Minister
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bothered to think through that move? At
the Hoyts Cinema Centre complex children
can buy ice cream, lollies, potato chips and
so on but soon they will also see alcohol
being bought over the counter.
Mr Cathie-In the evening.
Mr LEIGH-The Minister interjects, ··in
the evening" .
The SPEAKER-Order! The Minister for
Industry, Commerce and Technology is out
of order. I advise the honourable member
for Malvern to address the Chair.
Mr LEIGH-Many children under the
age of eighteen years attend cinemas after
6.30 p.m. If the Minister has or has had a
child of sixteen years I am sure he would be
aware that they have attended the cinemas
after 6.30 p.m. Soon adults will be able to
buy alcohol at those cinemas, which will
give children the potential to also buy alcohol instead of their ice cream or whatever.
If a licence to sell alcohol is to be granted
to cinemas, the area from which the alcohol
is to be purchased should be separate from
the counter which serves lollies and so on,
which is the case with live theatres today.
In the live theatres people can go to a bar
which is separate from the confectionary
counter or else, if people are attending the
cinemas, they can go to the restaurant in the
complex. It is an excellent idea but alcohol
should not be sold at the same outlet as
confectionary. That is wrong and will
encourage children to drink.
I am not blind; I am aware that many
children under the age of eighteen years
drink, which is not good. The provisions in
the Bill will encourage under-age drinking
at cinemas so I would like the Minister to
reconsider the matter. When he does so he
should also consider the licence holders of
retail bottle shops because those people will
be severly disadvantaged by the proposed
legislation.
Normally when a change has been proposed to a hotel licence or whatever, people
who may be affected usually receive notification in their letter box or can read about
the proposal on a billboard which is in front
of the premises concerned. I should have
thought that if the Government believes in
open government it would not have introduced this measure which gives one person
the power to delete information from a billboard. People who live next door to or in
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the surrounding area to the premises concerned are entitled to know what may happen at that venue.
The measure will give some bureaucrat
the power to delete information whenever
he or she wishes simply for his or her own
purpose to act out a role as either king maker
or be a power seeker. People should be pven
the opportunity of expressing their poInt of
view when a hotel is being granted a new
licence. The Minister should seriously consider that aspect of the measure.
In virtually all pieces of proposed legislation introduced by this Government wherever possible provisions are included which
place trade union officials in positions of
power. The measure will allow a trade union
official to demand to see the time sheets of
employees of any hotel.
Mr Remington-What is wrong with that?
Mr LEIGH-What right does a trade
union official have-besides being affiliated
with the Australian Labor Party-to interfere with anyone's business, particularly if
that person does not want his or her time
sheets-in this case-perused by the trade
union official? The trade union movement
has a power over the Government to implement what it wants. If the Minister does not
understand that provision, he should re-read
the Bill.
I would be surprised if one member of
the. Government, who is bleating, was not a
member of the trade union movement; they
have a pecuniary interest in the measure
and that is why they are pushing it through.
The trade union movement has been given
special powers in almost all proposed legislation that has been passed through this
House. The Government has introduced
amendments to principal legislation which
give the trade union movement power over
the society in which we live.
With the provisions included in the Bill,
what happens if a particular employee is not
a member of the trade union movement yet
the official still demands to read his or her
time sheet? The fact that that employee does
not belong to the union is irrelevant because
the official still has that right. The worker,
again, has no right to deny the official the
opportunity of reading his or her time sheet.
That is unfair. It is a pity that the Government continues to do that. The proposed
legislation goes against many principles
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preached by the Government on other
issues. I hope the Minister deletes that provision before another honourable member
moves for its deletion because the provision
is not in the interest of all Victorians.
One of the biggest blunders made by the
Government was the introduction of the
wine tax. The honourable member for Murray Valley warned the Government that
what it was doing was wrong and would
adversely affect the wine industry. Many
hundreds of small businessmen involved in
the industry were affected. One large retailer
of wine in Prahran was accepting orders for
wine and transporting it to Victoria from
interstate to avoid paying the duty on the
wine imposed by this Government. The
concept introduced by the Government was
against the interests of the wine industry.
The only reason why the Government
reviewed the wine tax was because the Federal Government intervened and introduced another tax on wine.
Of course, the State Government backed
off from its taxation proposals when it realized the grave error it had made. I wonder
whether the Minister for Industry, Commerce and Technology has ever given
thOUght to the thousands of dollars that the
Government decision has cost hundreds of
small businessmen. I believe he considers
that irrelevant and that it does not matter
whether anyone gets hurt in the process of
the Government's decision-making.
Each time a decision is made in Parliament someone can be either helped or hurt
and, certainly, in the past two and a half
years, the Labor Government has been prepared to make decisions without careful
thought, which at some later time it turns
around and changes without ever apologizing for the mistakes it has made. Members
of the Government party will face the consequences of the Government's actions at
the next election. The day of reckoning is
coming.
Because the Government did not fully
consider its proposals on the liquor industry, many people were hurt. Will the Government compensate the people who were
hurt as a result of the Government's mistakes? I suspect that unless the Government
is taken to court, it will not offer any compensation. Anyone working in a free enterprise system who makes a mistake will pay
for it but, when the Government makes a
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mistake, it writes off the people affected and
ignores them. That injustice has to be
rectified.
I hope some small winery owners will
total up what the Government has cost them
and will send their bills to the Government.
I shall be happy to take up their cause with
the Government on their behalf. If these
small businessmen were compensated, for
once there would be justice for people damaged by Government decisions.
It is the role of the Government to ensure
that its proposed legislation is correct. It is
the role of the Opposition to point out mistakes that the Government has made and to
urge the Government to remedy those mistakes. Members of the Government party
like to laugh when members of the Opposition point out some of the Government's
errors. Their minds are closed. Their decisions have been made already.
I reiterate that in the next few months the
Government will face the consequences of
its actions. The Minister for Industry, Commerce and Technology, for instance, has had
to introduce 56 amendments to this Bill
simply because he did not fully consider the
proposals contained in the measure. I hope
the Minister will further seriously consider
the proposed legislation of his making and
its effect on some members of the
community.
Supposedly, the Government is governing for all Victorians. At least, it was elected
to do so. It should be governing wisely. The
proposed legislation will affect many small
businesses, particularly retail liquor merchants who do not even have the opportunity of selling liquor on Sundays should they
wish. In any sincere endeavour for deregulation, those people should be given an equal
opportunity of Sunday liquor trading.
It is a fair argument that because these
merchants are small traders and would need
to pay the penalty rates that are required for
week-end work, it would be more difficult
for them to trade satisfactorily than it would
be for a large hotel chain. However retail
liquor merchants do not even get the first
opportunity of opening during the same
hours as a hotel chain. The Minister should
have considered this inequality before he
introduced the Bill.
It will be interesting to note how many
members of the Government party will
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express their points of view on this matter.
I suspect that they will hide behind the Minister and that, once again, Government
back-bench members will say very little.
They will interject and that is all. At some
point, the Government will guillotine debate
on the Bill because it does not believe in
allowing all members of the Opposition to
speak. An example of that occurred when
the Government guillotined debate on the
Budget.
I hope consideration is given to the points
I have raised. I am not opposed to change,
but I am opposed to some aspects of the
Bill. The concept of giving the tourist industry greater opportunity to expand through
extended liquor licences is excellent. However, the Minister has not addressed some
problems of the Bill. I ask him to examine
the points that I and other members of the
Opposition have made.
Mr McGRATU (Lowan)-The honourable member for Murray Valley has spoken
more than adequately on the proposed
legislation. It is a money Bill. Clause 36
concerns licence fees. It is amazing that a
Minister would bring in a Bill which is a
licensing Bill and which halfway through
changes to a money Bill. It is inappropriate
to deal with licensing requirements on the
one hand and a money angle on the other
hand.
Some provisions have merit; others certainly do not and are not in the best interests
of society and the basic family unit. Clause
7 allows permits to be granted for hotels to
be open on Sundays to 8 p.m. and to midnight on any other day.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the
honourable member that if he wishes to
address individual clauses in the second
reading debate, it is not the form the House
normally accepts in debate on the second
reading of the Bill. Ifhe has a detailed matter associated with the clauses, he should
reserve that to the Committee stage of the
Bill when the clauses are debated.
Mr McGRATU-I am addressing one
aspect of the measure. I have received a
tremendous amount of representation on
this aspect. It is the most controversial I
have dealt with since becoming a member
of Parliament. Concern has been expressed
by the National Council of Women, Wimmera branch, the West Wimmera branch of
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the Country Women's Association and several church groups.
They are concerned about the proposed
legislation because we are endeavounng to
contain the road toll. Recently the Government introduced legislation into the House
that prohibits a "P" plate driver from having any alcohol in his blood. This Bill allows
hotels to open all day Sunday, th~r~by
encouraging young people who are dnvlng
around the country and the city areas to
visit hotel bars.
Mr Jasper-And taking away packaged
beer.
Mr McGRATH-It encourages young
people to call at the hotel, which in many
cases is the social centre in suburban and
country areas. Afterwards if they. are pulled
up while driving their cars there IS no tolerance if they register a high blood alcohol
reading. Those young people then suffer the
consequences simply because the Government wishes to prop up the tourist industry
with this crutch. The Government is giving
a crutch to the industry by allowing hotels
to trade on Sunday afternoons.
The tourist industry in Victoria is sound
and viable. The industry would be further
developed if it could come to terms with
penalty rates that are paid for Saturday,
Sunday and after-hours work. The same
situation applies with extended hotel tr~d
ing hours. Ifhotelkeepers took up the optlon
of applying for a permit, they would then be
burdened with penalty rates for the people
they employ. Indeed, it would mean that as
family owners or proprietors of hotels they
would be occupied with managing the bar
every week-end. I do not believe that is in
the best interests of business enterprise.
People in the hotel industry already run
hotels from 10 a.m. till 10 p.m. six days a
week-that is 60 hours a week-along with
attending to dining-rooms and other c~ter
ing and liquor facilities on those premises.
Extended trading hours are not in the best
interests of the hotel industry. The hotels
association does not support these extended
permits. Hotels already have 2 hours' trading on two occasions on Sunday, and only
15 per cent have taken up t~e optio.n !o do
that. That is not a convincIng statiStiC on
which to provide additional hotel hours.
Mr Cathie-They do not have to open.
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Mr McGRATH-Only 15 per cent have
taken up what is already l~w. The Gove~
ment is forcing on propnetors something
that they do not want. I ask the M~nister,
who is interjecting, whether he can Infor:m
honourable members what these permits
will cost the hotel industry and, if they do
decide to apply for permits, can he tell us
honestly whether it is a money-raising
scheme.
I have concentrated mainly on the
extended hotel trading hours because it is
from that area that I have received representations. The Government claims the
tourist industry will derive benefits from
this. The hoteliers with whom I have spoken in the electorate I represent do not want
to be saddled with additional trading hours
and they have made that point quite forcibly. I believe it is reasonable that the
National Party is within its rights to oppose
the major proportion of this proposed
legislation.
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-The circumstances and manner of the introduction of
the Bill must indicate to the House that the
Government is making a pathetic and
fraudulent attempt to foist a series of ad hoc
amendments on Victoria with regard to the
sale and disposal of liquor. The fact that
honourable members learned today that the
Minister is proposing to introduce 56
amendments to the original Bill at the
Committee stage of the debate highlights
the inadequate work ~hat the Government
did in preparing the BIll.
The only fortunate aspect, otherwise I
would say the Bill should be thrown out
holus-bolus is that improperly included as
one of the ~lauses in the Bill is an amendment to the wine taxing laws of the State.
This makes it extraordinarily difficult for
any Parliament to con~ider the Bill fai.r1y
and squarely in the way It should. That Wine
tax must be removed; it should never have
been put there in the first place. It was introduced by the Government just twelve
months ago and it certainly cannot remain
now that the sales tax has been brought in
at the Federal level. As a result, the Bill
must go through. The Minist~r should realize that it is going through With the strongest possible criticism from this side of the
House of the manner of its introduction and
of many of its provisions.
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The Bill has been brought in at a time
when the Minister announced an in-depth
inquiry into the effect and application of the
Liquor Control Act, yet the Bill pre-empts
many of the possible findings of that inquiry.
The Government should understand that
the Liquor Control Act is not simply regulation for regulation's sake. Victoria has had
a Liquor Control Act, or its equivalent, for
many years simply because, as honourable
members know, alcohol is a drug. Its unbridled use is extremely dangerous to the community and every community worth its salt
must regulate the sale, availability and control of liquor; and that is why the Act is
there.
The purpose of the amendments, if one
looks at what the Minister said in introducing the proposed legislation, is to counter
'the alleged ~~perceived image of Victoria as
offering a dull and uninteresting lifestyle".
If that is the Minister's perceived image of
Victoria, I am sorry for him. I do not find
Victoria a dull and uninteresting place to
live; if I did I would have moved out a long
time ago. It may be in the best interests of
Victoria if the Minister did that, if that is
his best summation of the State of Victoria.
The Minister's arguments in support of
the Bill are worth noting. When one considers them, they all have a hollow ring and
I wonder how sincere he was in puttin~ forward these amendments. His real motIves I
shall examine in a moment. He stated at the
beginning of his speech that the main reason for the Bill was to provide a better deal
on the availability of alcohol for an increasingly sophisticated Victorian public. That is
a fine reason to give to provide a better deal.
We are all in favour of a better deal, but the
Minister has not indicated what is wrong
with the present deal. He has not indicated
how he proposes to make it a better deal.
He simply makes a bland statement that
what he is proposing is a better deal.
He goes on to make the observation that
he consulted many people in the liquor
industry, and he thought it important
enough to inform the House that in the
course of those consultations ~~no industry
group believed that increased availability as
proposed in these amendments would
increase the demand for alcoholic
beverages" .
You look surprised, Mr Speaker. I should
have looked surprised, too, if the industry
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had said anything different. If, for example,
it said "Yes, of course greater availability
will increase consumption", one would then
go on to ask the industry whether, if the
availability of liquor were decreased, consumption would decrease. Indeed it would.
Of course increased availability will increase
consumption. However, one would not
expect the industry that is providing the
liquor to the community to say that.
It is an absurd observation to have made,
and the Minister has done neither himself
nor his Government a service by putting on
record that that is one 'of the reassurances
that he has received from the industry; that
he can increase the hours of availability of
liquor but the consumption of alcoholic
beverages will not increase. Of course it will
increase. The industry wants it to increase.
It wants to provide a better service. It wants
people to drink more; that is the industry it
is engaged in. Naturally the consumption of
alcohol in the community will increase even
above the high levels that are achieved in
Victoria at present.
The Minister goes on to give us some
reassurance about the road toll, because it
is widely recognized in the community that
alcohol and driving do not mix. For years,
Victorians, Australians and people from
other civilized countries-if we can call
them civilized countries in this respecthave been mixing alcohol and driving and
the community has paid the price. The
Minister tells us that Victorians are behaving more responsibly on the roads, and if
that is so I and other honourable members
will indeed be grateful.
He goes on to say that the statistics prepared by his department show that the
number of persons killed on the road per
million vehicle kilometres travelled has
progressively declined from 6·7 in 1964 to
2·11 in 1982. That is an encouraging trend.
At the same time, the total of accidents per
million vehicle kilometres travelled has
declined from 103·76 in 1964 to 45·85 in
1982. The Minister has put on record the
statistics about fewer deaths on the roads as
a reason for encouraging people to drink
more alcohol.
It is a dangerous argument he has put
forward. He should take the time to visit
the spinal unit at the Austin Hospital in
Heidelberg even for 1 hour, to see some of
the tragic young people who have been
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injured through road trauma-in some cases
alcohol played a significant part in leading
to those accidents-but who, through the
miracles of modem science, are still alive,
so that they are not part of the road death
statistics on which the Minister is relying.
However, their lives have been shattered;
their families have been decimated through
people who have consumed alcohol driving
on the roads, and I think the Minister should
have thought twice before saying that the
reduction in the road toll means that we can
be more lax about the availability of liquor
in the community. It is a very shaky argument that he has depended upon.
He went on to make another great point.
He said we should take note of the response
of the Victorian public to the increased
availability of alcoholic beverages and he
waxed eloquent about the Sunday football
final at the Melbourne Cricket Ground when
74 000 people enjoyed a great game of football. Liquor was available at this game, and
everybody carried on responsibly. Only one
arrest was made that day. According to the
Minister, this was an example of increased
availability and it showed that Victorians
could handle their liquor and could take
this responsibility and, therefore, we could
increase hours without any trouble at all.
What a specious argument that is!
That football final held on the Sunday
was not an example of increased availability of liquor, it was a football final transferred from a Saturday to a Sunday. If the
game had been held on the Saturday, as in
previous years, liquor would have been
available for the same period. The crowd
may not have been as large but it would
have been a significant crowd. To cite that
Sunday football final as demonstrating that
we can now extend liquor trading hours
without increasing the consumption of
alcohol does not stand up.
The amendments the Minister has put
forward rests very heavily on the Davies
report. He stated, as though this was a
shortcoming of the previous Government,
that many of the key recommendations of
the Davies report were not implemented by
it. The Davies report was given serious and
extensive consideration by the former Government and, as a result of that consideration, some 60 amendments to the principal
Act were brought into this Parliament and

23 October 1984

ASSEMBLY

1237

became the 1981 Liquor Control (Amendments) Act. Those amendments were a
responsible response to the proposals that
had been outlined by Mr Davies.
The way this Government is putting it,
because Mr Davies made a recommendation it should have been implemented. This
must give one enormous concern about the
next inquiry. Has the Minister fla~ed in
advance that whatever the Inquiry
recommends this Government will implement? Is that the way in which it will govern? Has the Government surrendered all
responsibility to the new board of inquiry
that is coming in? Will it be given all power
to make whatever amendments to the
Liquor Control Act that it chooses? The
Government would be very wise to indicate
that, whatever recommendations come from
that inquiry, the Government will give them
proper consideration and introduce its own
amendments to the principal Act accordingly. That is what the former Government
did with the former inquiry. I do not believe
Mr Davies was right on every single matter,
nor would the Government be right to suggest it can do what it likes in this ad hoc
fashion simply because of the Davies
inquiry in 1977. That is an inadequate basis
on which to make amendments to this
important legislation.
Through all these faulty arguments, the
Minister has put up only one that really
shines throu$h with any sincerity. This
Government IS trying to counter the alleged
perceived image of Victoria as offering a
dull and uninteresting lifestyle. If Victoria
is like that, it is laT$ely because we have a
dull and uninteresting Government. If all
the Government is doing is using the Liquor
Control (Amendment) Bill to try to make
the Premier look a bit more "with it" and
trying to make the Ministry look a bit more
competent, it is a sorry day for Victoria, and
I would suggest it is a sorry day for the
Government, too, because the people of
Victoria are not fools and they will very
quickly see through the Government.
The Premier will not acquire anew,
swinging image just because the Minister
for Industry, Commerce and Technology
introduces some liquor control amendments and talks about the dull and uninteresting lifestyle of the people of Victoria.
In 158 days, the people of Victoria will
tell the Government where to go if that is
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the best it can do. That is the real motive
that has come through, and it is an inadequate reason for tinkering with the Liquor
Control Act.
When one examines the proposed
amendments, one finds a number of unfair
amendments, a number of illogical amendments, and a number of new and quite confusing provisions that will receive a mixed
reception from the liquor industry and the
people of Victoria. It is unfair for the Government to introduce new permits to enable
some licence holders to trade for extended
hours while other licence holders will not
be required to obtain a permit for extended
trading hours as the provision to trade for
extended hours will be a normal part of their
licences. That is exactly what the Minister
has proposed to Parliament.
The Bill provides that the holder of an
hotelkeeper's licence can obtain a permit to
trade later in the evenings than is currently
possible and trade for additional hours on a
Sunday, but the holder of a retail bottle
liquor licence will be able to trade until 9
p.m. on one night a week and until 6.30
p.m. on week-nights as a matter of right
under his licence.
One group in the industry will be put to
the trouble, expense and time of making an
application for a permit, which mayor may
not be granted, while another section of the
industry will be given extended trading
hours as a right. That is unfair and illogical.
If that is the best the Minister for Industry,
Commerce and Technology can do, it demonstrates to the House and the people of
Victoria that the Minister should have
thought the matter through more carefully
before attempting to introduce the proposed amendments.
Or take the example of what the Minister
is proposing with respect to restaurant
licences. The Minister will make it much
easier for a restaurant licence to be obtained.
At the same time, the Bill provides that if
one is going to a licensed restaurant, one
can either purchase one's liquor before going
to the restaurant or purchase it at the restaurant. If a person takes liquor with him,
he can take it away again if he does not
drink it all.
That blurs the unique distinction that
exists in Victoria between a licensed restaurant and a BYO cafe. Such cafes have been
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tourist attractions for Victoria as many visitors from interstate and overseas have
found it an interesting and different experience to be able to buy the liquor they
are proposing to consume with the meal
and have it served to them nicely at a BYO
cafe.
Mr Cathie-That will continue.
Mr RAMSAY-That will continue, but,
at the same time, a mystery special restaurant licence will exist, which has not been
clearly explained by the Minister. That
licence will create restaurants that are both
licensed and BYO restaurants. Does that
mean that every licensed restaurant will be
obliged to allow clients to enter their premises with their own liquor? Will I be able to
go into any of the leading restaurants in
Melbourne and say, "I do not want to drink
your wine tonight, I want to drink the wine
I have brought with me"? Will the staff of
the restaurant be able to say to me, "This is
not a BYO restaurant; it is a licensed restaurant and we do not allow our customers to
bring their own liquor with them"?
The whole situation has become blurred.
Some restaurants may want to take the attitude I have outlined and maintain a high
standard of service and provide high quality wines of their own choice. Others may
have the mixed bag of being a licensed restaurant but with a BYO provision. The BYO
cafes will continue.
The Government is generating a hopeless
situation simply because some of the BYO
cafes have been embarrassed by not being
able to serve a bit ofliquor on the side when
someone came without or ran out of it. The
solution proposed by the Government will
lead to immense confusion. It will be to the
disadvantage of licensed restaurants and it
will not really help the BYO cafes to continue the extremely good service that many
of them currently provide as genuine BYO
cafes where a person can enjoy a meal and
take their own liquor.
They are just a few of the examples of the
type of unnecessary confusion, the lack of
logic and the unfair elements of the ad hoc
proposed amendments that the Minister has
put together. I suggest to the Minister that
the matter should be left until the proper indepth inquiry is completed, if that is what
the Minister believes is required. The Minister should have waited for the reports to
be presented rather than introducing a string
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of proposed amendments that are lacking
in logic and fairness and are only adding to
confusion rather than clarifying and
improving the situation so far as Victoria's
drinking laws are concerned.
To add insult to injury, under the heading of "Conclusion" in his second-reading
speech, the Minister brought together a
number of disparate factors. The fact that
he found them important enough to mention in presenting the proposed amendments to the House indicates a great deal
about what the Minister is really thinking. I
refer to his assurance to the House that there
will be increased police surveillance on
Sundays. The Minister has noted the recent
statement by the Minister of Transport that
the Victoria Police Force will be getting an
additional 60 random breath-testing units
in the future, increasing to 150 the number
of breath-testing devices available to the
police.
The Minister for Industry, Commerce and
Technology has jumped in and indicated
that they can be out on the roads on Sundays. He is trying to convince honourable
members that the extra trading hours will
not lead to an increased consumption of
liquor. It is a sad joke for Victoria that the
Minister can be so insincere about the true
situation.
I am pleased that the Police Force will
have the additional units because it is tremendously important that the community
learns to keep alcohol separate from driving, and the police have an extremely
important part to play in that activity. In
his second-reading speech, the Minister
indicated that he had discussed the matter
of increased police surveillance on Sunday
with the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services, who assured him of his co-operation in achieving that aim. The Minister for
Industry, Commerce and Technology
knows that the action he is proposing to
take will increase the danger on Victoria's
roads on Sundays. Let the Minister deny it!
The Minister has, by interjection, denied it,
so I ask him why has he bothered to inform
the House that the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services shall ensure that there
is increased police surveillance on Sundays.
The position is perfectly clear to anyone
who has half a wit about them and is prepared to properly examine the issue.
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The Minister also indicated in his secondreading speech that:
The need also exists for an education programme for
young people on the sensible use of alcohol ...

I could not agree more-that is tremendously important. The Minister further
stated:
... I shall be discussing this matter with the relevant
Minister with a view to its implementation.

The Minister has already spoken to the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services
to get the police to try to stop the carnage
that he knows he will create by this measure,
but, some time in the future, he will discuss
with other Ministers the extremely important aspect of the education of young
people regarding the sensible use of alcohol
and the need not to mix drinking and
driving.
The Minister has put the cart before the
horse with these amendments and should
be ashamed of himself.
The final gem in the case made out by the
Minister is that the Make Melbourne Brighter Citizens Committee has sent him a petition signed by 695 Victorians who, by their
support of dnnking law reform, provide testimony to the proposition that Victoria
needs extended drinking hours. In effect,
the 695 Victorians who make up the Make
Melbourne Brighter Citizens Committee
have got up a petition.
Where has the Minister been? Since this
session resumed on 4 September, day after
day petitions have come into this House
praying, as petitions do, that:
... the honourable members will heed the ample evidence of grave social consequences and massive economic cost to the community arising from the use of
alcoholic liquors and we respectfully urge that the
honourable members will not proceed with the currently proposed amendments to the Liquor Control
Act.

I am not saying that the petitions are necessarily right, but some 3458 signatures have
come into this Parliament as against the
695 that the Minister has offered to bring to
this House. For every person who says that
Melbourne needs longer hotel hours, five
have said, "Please, not now; the social dangers of it are so serious that we ought to
hesitate," but the Minister has chosen not
to do so.
Finally, to add insult to injury, the Minister tells honourable members that he will

1240

ASSEMBLY 23 October 1984

introduce 56 amendments in the Committee stage. I understand that he has made
them available to the opposition parties. In
fact, a special courier was sent to northern
Victoria to take the amendments to the
home of the National Party's spokesman. I
do not know what that cost the Government, but the Minister was sufficiently
embarrassed about having 56 amendments
to spend a taxi fare to have them delivered
to the home of the honourable member for
Murray Valley on Friday afternoon in the
hope that the Committee would go along
with his amendments, as though that were
the normal way of doing business.
If the Minister has 56 amendments to the
Bill, the only decent thing for him to do is
to withdraw the Bill, make the amendments
and come back to the House with a fresh
Bill. Why does he not do so? My hands are
tied because the Bill includes a money provision, and I will not interfere with that. Let
the Minister remove that provision and deal
with the remainder of the provisions in the
proper manner. He will not do so, Mr Acting Speaker, because he wants this House to
finish early to protect his Federal colleagues
from this House continuing to sit as the
date of the Federal election draws nearer.
This is another example of the Government's high-handedness and lack of principle in forcing through business of the
House in record time for its own political
advantage. It is a sad day indeed for
Victoria!
I ask the Minister to think again and, at
the end of the second-reading debate, to
have the decency to tell honourable members that he has made a mistake and that he
did not get the Bill right before introducing
it. I will forgive him quickly if he tells me
that he is sorry, that he will take the Bill
away and have it redrafted. Let us discuss
the amendments to the Act in a proper
manner and allow sufficient time for consideration of them.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-I am bitterly disappointed in the Bill. It is a betrayal
of Labor Party policy. It does nothing to
implement ALP policy on alcohol. I do not
believe you need to be reminded of it, Mr
Acting Speaker, because you are too long in
the tooth as a Labor man not to know the
policy of the Labor Party.
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Labor policy on alcohol is, firstly, to
reduce the extent and level of the consumption of alcohol.
Mr Kirkwood-Where?
Mr WILLIAMS-That is from the ALP's
health and welfare general principles, as
amended in June 1981. This document fell
off the back of a truck and I have not been
able to obtain a later version but, if it is
amended, I hope I shall be told.
Labor policy is, secondly, to introduce
preventive education and community-based
programmes to reduce the consumption of
alcohol; thirdly, to promote public education and awareness campaigns about the
health dangers of alcohol; fourthly, to control public advertising of alcohol; fifthly, to
review the existing structure of taxes on
alcohol, to encourage a reduction in per
capita consumption of alcohol, and the promotion of the sale of low-alcohol bevera~es.
I subscribe to every one of those poliCies.
To remain in office, the Cain Labor Government is apparently prepared to sell out
its principles-to sell out to the breweries
and the hotelkeepers. The Government
could not care less for the poor little housewife at home in some industrial suburb with
her children whose father is 'always in the
pub.
I say without fear of contradiction that
the Bill must increase alcohol consumption
in Victoria. Victorians are already by far the
biggest spenders on liquor in Australia With
38 per cent of Australia's population, Victorians drink well over 40 per cent of the
nation's packaged beer, wines and spirits;
New South Wales, with 50 per cent of the
population, drinks less than 48 per cent.
The breakdown of packaged alcohol is: Beer,
60 per cent; wines, 20 per cent; spirits, 20
per cent, so packaged beer, wine and spirits
bought in hotels and supermarkets is behind
the excess consumption of alcohol in this
State.
In recent years beer consumption in Victoria has risen by more than 30 per cent;
consumption of spirits has increased by
more than 50 per cent and wine consumption is up by more than 150 per cent. If ever
there was an indictment of the policy of the
Labor Government-most of that increase
has occurred since the Cain Government
took office-those figures provide it. Victorians consume more pure alcohol than any
one else in the English-speaking world.
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Mr Walsh-Pure alcohol?
Mr WILLIAMS-I am speaking about
the alcohol content when watered down.
The ACTING
SPEAKER (Mr
Fogarty)-Order! The honourable member
should ignore unruly interjections.
Mr WILLIAMS-I was using a technical term but, for the edification for the
honourable member for Albert Park, I
thought I should explain its meaning.
Mr Walsh-Pure alcohol?
Mr WILLIAMS-Of course no one consumes pure alcohol.
The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! The
honourable member will ignore unruly
interjections and confine his remarks to the
Bill.
Mr WILLIAMS-The alcohol consumption level in this State is approximately 15 litres a head a year for those aged
fifteen years and over. That is 60 per cent
above American levels.
Victoria is drowning itself in alcohol. At
least 100 000 Victorians are alcoholics; one
man in 20 is an alcoholic and one woman
in 100 is an alcoholic. The Federal Government receives some $1300 million a year in
excise duty on beer and alcoholic spirits,
and yet it costs the comm unity at least $1000
million a year to pick up the casualties.
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Industry,
Commerce and Technology)-On a point
of order, Mr Acting Speaker, the Bill before
the House specifically amends the Liquor
Control Act in a number of areas and deals
with the granting of licences, trading hours
of hotels, refreshment areas and so on. I
suggest to you, Sir, that it does not give rise
to a wide-ranging debate on the evils of
liquor consumption in the community.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr
Fogarty)-Order! I realize there has been a
great deal of latitude during the debate on
this Bill, but the honourable member for
Doncaster is straying from the point and is
somewhat testing the Chair. I trust the
honourable member will confine his
remarks to the Bill.
Mr TANNER (Caulfield)-Mr Acting
Speaker, I bring to your attention the fact
that, in the second-reading speech introducing the measure to the House, the Minister
made the specific claim that the Bill would
not lead to an increase in the consumption
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of liquor in the Victorian community.
Therefore, I believe the honourable member for Doncaster has every right to comment on this particular claim and this
matter.
The ACTING SPEAKER-I agree that
the honourable member for Doncaster is a
wise person who knows when he is straying
from the Bill and that he will confine his
remarks to the Bill in future.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-Mr Acting Speaker, I pride myself in this place on
seeking to put arguments that will demonstrate to the House why this Bill should be
withdrawn. It is a scandalous state of affairs
that, in the dying hours of this Parliament,
honourable members are presented with a
Bill to which the Government proposes to
make a further 56 amendments. In my
opinion, it has been introduced into this
place for purposes that have nothing whatever to do with the policy of the Australian
Labor Party. It has been introduced by the
Government as a cosmetic political exercise to try to remove the image which has
been created in our community that the
Leader of the Labor Party in this State is a
wowser.
Mr Kirkwood-You are.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr
Fogarty)-Order! I ask the honourable
member for Preston to please behave himself. I do not believe the honourable member for Doncaster has been fair in his
remarks. That statement was unfair, was it
not?
Mr WILLIAMS-Mr Acting Speaker,
you, above all, with your experience in the
Trades Hall Council, are surely not thinskinned enough to cry; you are not unlike
the boy from Balmain; you do not cry, Mr
Acting Speaker. However, you are well
aware of the Leader who does cry. I am
extremely pleased that the Leader of the
Federal Labor Party is opposed to the consumption of alcohol and has changed his
lifestyle. That ought to be an example to
everybody else in the Labor Party.
I believe this Bill is premature because,
in its wisdom, the Government has established a committee of inquiry to review
liquor laws. Why bring into this Parliament
a half-baked Bill? Why introduce a halfbaked Bill with which no one-no matter
whether he is a wowser, the Managing
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Director of Carlton and United Breweries
Ltd, whether he supports the Liberal Party,
the Labor Party, the National Party, the
Communists, the Democrats or any other
party-would agree? The Bill contains 38
clauses, and there is not one clause with
which someone will not disagree. It does
not matter whether one talks about people
who agree with me, people in the hotel
industry or in the restaurants, there is not
one clause on which all would agree. I
understand from one of the clauses that the
most highly fashionable restaurants, which
delight in charging $50 a bottle for some
rare wine, will now be in a position where
anyone could turn up to the premises with
a bottle of "Fourpenny Dark" and be
admitted.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the
honourable member for Doncaster to direct
his remarks to the Bill. Perhaps he would
be kind enough to inform the Chair which
clause deals with the "Fourpenny Dark".
Mr WILLIAMS-I understand that the
situation to which I refer could occur under
clause 36. I shall comment on a more
interesting clause which relates to discrimination against club members. I should like
to know what will happen in regard to the
Workers' Club in Mildura. Will that club be
refused a liquor licence if it does not have
equal representation of men and women on
its executive? Will a liquor licence be refused
to the Melbourne Club? Will a liquor licence
be refused to the Masonic Club of Victoria?

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr WILLIAMS-I could go on reading
out the names of 46 clubs and associations
in the community which, for one reason or
another, have a predominance of male
members. Apparently this wretched Bill will
inflict on those club memberships the provisions of the Equal Opportunity Act, which
has nothing whatever to do with this
measure. I am well aware of what will occur
in this place at midnight. The "Minister for
the Gag", the Minister of Education at the
table, will gag the debate and railroad
through this Parliament a Bill which very
few of us have had the opportunity of
studying.
Mr Cathie-Can you not read? You have
had the Bill for five weeks.
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Mr WILLIAMS-Mr Speaker, you are
well aware, as an experienced Parliamentarian, that our primary duty is to our Parliamentary parties.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr WILLIAMS-I have private views
on this Bill, on which, I regret to say, I was
unable to elaborate.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable
member, for Doncaster will make his
remarks without assistance.
Mr WILLIAMS-I was in full flight
earlier endeavouring to persuade the Chair
and this House that most of the problems
of our society in relation to the breakdown
of marriage, road trauma, and most of our
social evils, particularly motor accidents
among the young, are all traceable to overconsumption of alcohol. I have no objection to the moderate consumption of
alcohol. I believe it is a pleasant sociallubricant and, so long as it is not used to excess,
it does no one harm. However, it is harmful
if it is used to the point where it promotes
absenteeism, increases the death rate
through cirrhosis of the liver, brain damage,
and so on-and there is no doubt that persistent overconsumption of alcohol will
cause cancer.
There is no doubt in my mind that one in
every five hospital beds in this country is
occupied by a person who has either overindulged in alcohol or been injured on the
roads because his or her driving ability has
been impaired by alcohol. Unfortunately a
number of pedestrians are maimed because
they have overindulged in alcohol and are
no longer able to protect themselves when
crossing the roads. It is not always the fault
of the driver, because a person can be a safe
driver and still run into a drunken individual. It is worrying that young people account
for more than half the drivers killed in accidents on the road. Most of these young
people are intoxicated by alcohol. According to some statistics, alcohol is the cause of
at least half the serious crimes committed
and the majority of rape cases.
The Royal Australasian College of Surgeons has repeatedly called for legislation
requiring alcohol producers to label containers with health warnings. The Bill does
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nothing about introducing such a provision, which is in accordance with the policy
of the Australian Labor Party.
The SPEAKER-Order! The Chair, both
in my absence and since my return to the
chair, has been reasonably tolerant of the
efforts of the honourable members debating
the matter before the House. The Bill is
largely a Committee stage Bill. I advise the
honourable member for Doncaster that he
should come back to the broader ambit of
the implications of the Bill rather than
speaking on the specific matters he is
attempting to introduce.
Mr WILLIAMS-I castigate this illogical bits-and-pieces Bill. I do not know where
the advice came from for its preparation.
According to a press statement by the Government media unit, the Victorian Government is to establish a long-term review of
liquor laws and has appointed a lecturer in
economics at the University of Melbourne
to undertake a comprehensive review of the
State~s liquor laws. The eminent person to
chair the committee is Mr J. P. Nieuwenhuysen, who presented an outstanding
report to Parliament on the raising of revenue by the community. I commend to all
honourable members the section on land
tax.
I am subject to correction, but I understand the Director of Tourism, Mr Don
Dunstan, has been appointed to the committee. I shall be most interested in his views
on alcohol, bearing in mind the liberalization that took place in South Australia. I
wonder whether the Cain Government will
go the way of the Dunstan Government,
and far from being a wowser State, Victoria
will become the most Dunstan-liberal State
this country has ever seen.
The SPEAKER-Order! I assume the
honourable member is making a passing
reference to that aspect. I ask him to come
back to the Bill.
Mr WILLIAMS-I am seeking to
explain why I want the Bill withdrawn. Mr
Speaker, if you will be patient with me, I
shall explain how this most prestigious and
knowledgeable committee will present a
report to Parliament by September next
year, when I believe those honourable
members who remain in this place will be
more knowledgeable and able to judge the
ramifications of the Bill.
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Over many years the Liquor Control Act
has become a patchwork of political compromise and backtracking to any person who
comes forward with a proposition, not to
look after the ordinary consumer but to push
his own barrel. It does not matter whether
it involves minimum price beer or opening
hotels for week-end trading. That is another
anomaly in the policy of the Government. I
thOUght the Government was vigorously
opposed to anyone having to work on Sundays and, for that matter, on Saturday afternoons, to provide service to customers. This
Bill will allow open slather on Sundays when
people ought to be with their families instead
of going to an hotel. I wonder who is pulling
the strings.
I am not prepared to give proper consideration to this Bill until the committee
has fully reported on the objectives, operation and administration of the Liquor Control Act. I plead for the voice of the
consumer to be heard. The Bill does not
contain too much that is in the interests of
the consumer but seems to be in the interests
of the sellers of liquor and particularly the
trade union movement, which wants to
become involved in the business of every
private seller of liquor in this State for purposes that go far beyond the genuine pursuit
of knowledge of a trade union official. The
Bill will enable a trade union to close down
any hotel, bottle shop or other place selling
liquor if it finds something objectionable. I
do not think the Liquor Control Act should
be used for that purpose.
I want to see the number ofliquor licences
and permits available in this State reduced.
The Bill does nothing about reducing the
number of liquor licences in the State. I do
not want any more huge liquor barns like
those that exist in the eastern suburbs. I
have some misgivings about the proliferation of grog shops in the inner suburbs that
seem to have a billiards table, SP bookie
and other attractions to grab every cent that
organized crime can get from these people
in the industrial suburbs who apparently
have nothing better to do with their time
than to visit these bloodhouses that proliferate in Richmond, Collingwood, Fitzroy
and, I regret to say, the illustrious City of
Preston.
I have no objection to taverns like those
the honourable member for Preston and I
saw in the United Kingdom, where people
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may consume low alcohol beer. I cannot
understand why the Bill does not contain a
clause that ensures the promotion of the
sale of low alcohol beer at every possible
venue. I occasionally drink low alcohol beer
and I am glad that it is always available at
functions run at Parliament House. The Bill
should contain a clause to make low alcohol
beer compulsory at every function and to
make sure that the fact is widely advertised
on invitations to functions.
I am intrigued that, in the handout provided by the Government media unit, the
Minister for Industry, Commerce and
Technology states that his department will
be conducting extensive polling to gauge
community attitudes on liquor control and
associated issues. Why was the polling not
done before the Bill was introduced? Why
was not every clause part of a survey? I do
not care whether such a survey is conducted
by Mr Cameron's ANOP or whether it is
financed by the breweries or the former licensed clubs.
Before the last elections, the licensed clubs
did not hesitate to use Mr Cameron and
ANOP to resort to hanky-panky to get rid
of the Liberal Government. What is sauce
for the goose should be sauce for the gander.
The licensed clubs are upset about the Bill.
They should get their hands on the $40 000
that was distributed four ways, as I told Parliament earlier. They should perform the
same act again and persuade influential
people in the Australian Labor Party to
withdraw the Bill.
Mr Maclellan-They can get it more
cheaply than that.
Mr WILLIAMS-No they cannot;
$10 000 is the going rate!
Before proposed legislation is introduced,
it is absolutely essential that a proper survey of community attitudes is undertaken.
One should not take notice only of the
breweries, hotels and people who will make
a fast buck out of it. One should not take
notice of the nervous Nellies in the Australian Labor Party who think that, unless they
get rid of the Premier's wowser image, they
will lose the next election.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the
National Party)-The Bill is very much a
Committee Bill and I hope adequate time
will be provided for discussion on each of

Liquor Control (Amendment) Bill (No. 2)
the important clauses that deserve consideration. Although the National Party
opposes some clauses, other clauses will
benefit the liquor industry and the community. The Bill mixes fiscal measures with
radical social changes. I criticize the Minister for Industry, Commerce and T echnology for tacking the measures together. The
fiscal part of the Bill should have been
introduced separately.
I pay tribute to the honourable member
for Murray Valley for the efforts he has made
and the research be has undertaken on the
Bill over the past five or six weeks. It has
not been an easy task. The liquor industry
both has and has not supported the proposed legislation. The liquor industry was
critical of the Government for its lack of
consultation, although the improvement in
the past week or so has been remarkable
and 56 amendments have been produced.
In the early stages of the preparation of the
Bill, the Minister adopted an almost impossible attitude to the liquor industry. He gave
it little time and consideration and said,
"There is the Bill-you have a few days to
look at and if you cannot present submissions in a few days, you will have to accept
the Bill as it is. "
One of the real problems we face is the
position of retail liquor outlets in the future.
The proposed legislation provides hotels
with open trading so far as their packaged
liquor is concerned but does not provide
the same opportunity for retail liquor outlets. It allows them some trading until half
past six each day and for one night a week
until nine o'clock but the small liquor outlets and the supermarkets could logically
ask why, if one section of the industry is
allowed an extension, they should not have
the same benefit. It will be interesting to see
how the Minister handles that problem. The
retail liquor outlets will say that the situation is unfair.
The other remarkable feature of the Bill
is that Sunday trading provisions will make
Sundays similar to any other trading days
and, at the same time, an inquiry is under
way with a report due in September 1985.
When making such radical changes to the
Liquor Control Act, why did the Government choose this time to institute another
inquiry? Surely the inquiry should have been
held first and any changes made after its
report was produced.

Liquor Control (Amendment) Bill (No. 2)
If I had to choose the most ridiculous
aspect of the Bill-it is not an easy matter
to choose-it would have to be the provision for cabarets to remain open until 7 a.m.
I do not think any honourable members on
either side of the House would understand
why it was necessary to extend the hours of
operation of cabarets from 3 a.m. to 7 a.m.
It is a ridiculous state of affairs and the Minister could not sell this proposal to 0·1 per
cent of the community. One of the explanations for this provision could be that It is
an attempt to overcome the unfortunate
image the Premier has developed during the
past couple of years of being a wowser. I am
not speaking about liquor, but about the
narrowness of his views on a variety of
issues. There is some truth in this assertion
and it is a sad state of affairs. The Bill deals
with one of the most important social issues
to come before the House and alcohol is one
of the enormous problems that the community must face.
The Government has seen the error of its
way on the fiscal matter and it has reduced
the licence fee. It was warned by the
National Party, particularly the honourable
member for Murray Valley, twelve months
ago, but that warning was not heeded and
now it has to back-track. The Government
has successfully blackmailed the Liberal
Party which has indicated that it will support the measure because it is a money Bill.
It is a money Bill for 1 per cent of the proposed legislation. The honourable member
for Balwyn is being hypocritical when he
says he opposes the proposed legislation but
will support it because it is a money Bill.
The honourable member for Doncaster told
the House about the evils of the proposed
legislation, but he will also support it. I cannot understand those honourable members.
It they do not like the measure and they are
embarrassed about it why speak at all?
Mr Spyker-They were gagged.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS-They were not
gagged. They say one thing yet vote differently. It is beyond my comprehension. As I
indicated a few moments ago, alcohol is a
serious problem in our community. It is the
problem so far as road accidents are concerned. It is the major factor causing mental
disorders and it brings social problems that
are well known to all honourable members.
I accept that liquor is part of our lifestyle
Session 1984--47
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and does give a large section of the community who handle it properly great personal satisfaction. Most honourable
members would like to believe they gain
more from alcohol than they suffer from it.
Having due regard to the problems that I
have pointed out, I question the Government as to why it is making these major
changes while the recently announced
inquiry is under way and its report has not
been presented to Parliament. I accept the
fact that a tidying up exercise is required
and that many sections of the Bill are
machinery matters and need tidying up. It
is a pity that fiscal matters, some fundamental social changes and machinery matters should have been mixed together.
I refer briefly to equal opportunity. No
one questions that principle, but problems
exist in certain clubs where there are different membership cate~ories for very good
reasons; one of them IS to provide cheaper
fees.
Mr Cathie-But it should not be on the
basis of sex.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS-Golf clubs have
different degrees of membership and those
differences are there for good reasons.
Women have a much cheaper membership
fee than males in many clubs. If women
want that situation to continue why should
they not have it? The Minister for Industry,
Commerce and Technology is telling them
what is best for them. The National Party
will handle that at the Committee stage.
The honourable member for Benalla has
brought to my attention, and I bring it to
the attention of the Minister for Industry,
Commerce and Technology, a matter which
is relevant to the Bill but which as yet has
not been tackled. When a permit to run a
function is obtained, an over-all fee has to
be paid for food and liquor rather than
people who want to have liquor being able
to pay for it separately. It is something the
Minister should note because it means nondrinkers have to pay the same fee as drinkers, and people who do not want to drink
alcohol should be able to attend social functions yet pay a lesser fee than those who
have alcohol, who should have the opportunity of paying for it.
Mr Cathie-A special occasion permit.
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS-I am disappointed that honourable members have
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not reached consensus on this Bill. Given
more time, and the benefit of the current
inquiry, agreement could have been reached
between all sections of the community and
all sections of the liquor industry.
The National Party does not support the
Bill but it does support, sections of it, in
particular, the licensing fee being reduced
from 15 per cent to 9 per cent. I commend
the Government for setting up the inquiry,
but it has not been completed and yet the
Government has decided to have trading in
liquor seven days a week. The National
Party cannot accept and will not be blackmailed into accepting the total package just
to achieve a reduction in the licence fee. It
commends the Government for reducing the
fee and commends many of the machinery
measures, but the Bill contains matters that
should not have been tackled until the present inquiry has been completed. The Government has an election on its hands and is
determined to have this Bill completed just
to show how broadminded it is. That is the
image it is trying to create.
The House is dealing with serious social
problems that are facing the nation. The
Government has the responsibility of facing up to those problems and it is doing so
in many ways, but to bring in this proposed
legislation in 1984 without any research
leaves the"'Government open to the gravest
criticism and for those reasons the National
Party will oppose the Bill on the second
reading. I expect some members of the Liberal Party, because of the speeches they have
made, it they are men of conscience, will
support the National Party in its opposition.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister of Education)-I move:
That the question be now put.

Liquor Control (Amendment) Bill (No. 2)
Ayes
Noes

44
28

Majority for the motion

16

AYES
MrCain
Miss Callister
MrCathie
OrCoghill
MrCrabb
MrCulpin
MrEmst
MrFogarty
, Mr.Fordham
MrGavin
MrGray
Mr Harrowfield
MrHassett
MrsHiII
Mr Hill
MrHockley
MrJolly
MrKennedy
MrKirkwood
Mr McCutcheon
MrMcDonald
MrMathews
MrMicallef
Mr Austin
MrBurgin
MrDclzoppo
Mr Dickinson
MrEbery
MrEvans

(Ba/laral North)
MrEvans

(Gippsland East)
MrHann
MrJasper
MrJona
MrKennett
MrMcGrath
MrMcNamara
Mr Maclellan

MrMiller
MrNewton
MrNorris
MrPope
MrsRay
Mr Remington
MrRoper
MrRowe
MrSeitz
MrsSetches
MrSheehan

(Ballarat South)
MrSimmonds
MrSimpson
MrSpyker
MrStirling
MrsToner
MrTrezise
MrWalsh
MrWilton

Tellers:
Mr Ihlein
MrShell
NOES,
MrRamsay
MrReynolds
Mr Richardson
Mr Ross-Edwards
Mr Saltmarsh
MrsSibree
MrSteggall
MrTanner
Mr Templeton
MrWallace
MrWhiting
MrWilliams

Tellers:
MrKempton

The SPEAKER-Order! The Minister of
MrLeigh
Education has moved that the question be
PAIRS
now put. It requires' the Chair either to
Mr Sheehan
Mr McKellar
accept the motion or reject it. To this time
(Ivanhoe)
there has been debate on the matter before
Or Vaughan
Mrs Patrick
the Chair for 4 hours and 24 minutes. There
Mr Wilkes
Mr Brown
have been nine speakers and I am advised
The SPEAKER-Order! The question is
by the Deputy Premier that it is a Committee Bill, to which the Leader of the National that the Bill be now read a second time.
Party has also agreed. The Chair accepts the Order! I advise the Leader of the Opposition that his language is unparliamentary.
motion.
The House divided on Mr Cathie's
The House divided on Mr Fordham's
motion (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the motion for the second reading of the,Bill
ch:Qir).
(lh{; HODo C. To Edmmi/.!s in the ch~ir),
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TRANSFER OF LAND
(AMENDMENT) BILL (No. 2)
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MrEbery
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(Ballarat North)
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(Gippsland East)
MrHann
Mr Jasper
MrJona
Mr Kennett
MrMcGrath
MrMcNamara
Mr Maclellan
Mr Sheehan
(lvanhoe)
Dr Vaughan
Mr Wilkes
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MrRamsay
MrReynolds
Mr Richardson
Mr Ross-Edwards
Mr Saltmarsh
MrsSibree
MrSteggall
MrTanner
Mr Templeton
MrWallace
MrWhiting
MrWilliams
Tellers:
MrKempton
MrLeigh

PAIRS
Mr McKellar
Mrs Palrick
Mr Brown

The Bill was read a second time and it
was ordered that it be committed next day.
APPROPRIATION MESSAGE
The SPEAKER announced the presentation of a message from His Excellency the
Governor recommending that an appropriation be made from the Consolidated Fund

This Bill was received from the Council
and, on the motion of Mr CAIN (Premier),
was read a first time.
FISHERIES (RECIPROCAL
LICENCES) BILL
This Bill was received from the Council
ana, on the motion of Mr CA THIE (Minister of Housing), was read a first time.
WINE GRAPE PROCESSING
INDUSTRY (AMENDMENT) BILL
This Bill was received from the Council
and, on the motion of Mr WILKES (Minister for Local Government), was read a first
time.
CANNED FRUITS MARKETING
(AMENDMENT) BILL
This Bill was received from the Council
and, on the motion of Mr WILKES (Minister for Local Government), was read a first
time.
FILMS (CLASSIFICATION) BILL
This Bill was received from the Council
and, on the motion of Mr CAIN (Premier),
was read a first time.
MOTOR CAR (INSURANCE
SURCHARGE) BILL
The debate (adjourned from October 4)
on the motion of Mr Simpson (Assistant
Minister of Transport) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn)-In contrast to
the Bill that has just been debated, this
measure is a taxing Bill and is virtually a
single-clause Bill dealing with one matter
only: The removal of the $8 surcharge that
at present exists on compulsory third-party
insurance premiums. I commend the Treasurer on the correctness of the procedure in
bringing a money matter before the House
in this form. It is not correct to involve
money matters in considerable social legislation where many other issues are also
being discussed, as the House experienced
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in discussing the Liquor Control (Amendment) Bill (No. 2).
The Opposition does not oppose the
measure. The abolition of the $8 surcharge
on compulsory third-party insurance premiums is a tidying up of a financial arrangement which, as the Treasurer pointed out in
his second-reading speech, was introduced
as a tax in 1960 when many small taxing
items were introduced as temporary
measures to meet the current situation. The
reasons given by the Treasurer for the abolition of the tax are supported by the
Opposition.
The House should note the impact of the
measure on consolidated revenue. It will
not be significant particularly in the first
year, because it will apply only to policies
that are written after I January 1985, so it
will have only a half-yearly impact. As the
Treasurer indicated in the table on page 9
of Budget Paper No. 2, the cost to the consolidated Fund for 1984-85 will be $10
million.
When one compares that figure with the
actual premiums paid by Victorian motorists for compulsory third-party insurance,
one realizes that it is only a small amount.
To date, figures for third-party insurance
premiums are not readily available. The latest report that has been received by Parliament from the State Insurance
Commissioner is for the year ended 30 June
1983.
At present, Parliament is waiting for the
report for the financial year which has just
concluded. Even recognizing that the figures are more than twelve months old, it is
interesting to note that the profit and loss
account for the State Insurance Office for
the year ended 30 June 1983-under the
item headed uunderwriting income"shows the figure for premiums, less reinsurance and less discount, was $299 million.
The $10 million that will be lost to revenue
represents only a small amount of the
money actually being paid by the motorists
of Victoria for their third-party insurance.
From an individual's point of view, the surcharge figure is significant.
Third-party motor insurance is an expensive item in the budget of Victorian motorists today. The $8 to be saved on the thirdparty insurance premiums is a modest help.

Motor Car (Insurance Surcharge) Bill
On a closer examination of the State Insurance Office accounts for the year ended 30
June 1983-Mr CRABB (Minister of Transport)-On
a point of order, Mr Speaker, the State
Insurance Office accounts are entirely irrelevant to the Bill and have nothing whatever
to do with the insurance surcharge. The Bill
intends to abolish a surcharge on insurance
premiums, which, for the past 25 years, has
been imposed and has accrued to consolidated revenue; never in all that time has
that surcharge had any impact on or connection with the finances of the State Insurance Office, nor does it now. The accounts
of the State Insurance Office are not relevant to the Bill, therefore ought not to be
introduced into the debate on the second
reading of the Bill.
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-On the point
of order, Mr Speaker, the $8 surcharge
which the Bill proposes to remove is a surcharge on compulsory third-party insurance premiums, which is received by the
State Insurance Office. The size, nature and
likely future movements of those premiums
is relevant to the payers of the surcharge,
namely, Victorian motorists. The fact that
the Government will be reducing the burden of third-party insurance premiums on
the motorists of Victoria by removing the
surcharge means that the premiums and
likely future movements of the premiums
is relevant to the debate on the Bill.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise
honourable members that the honourable
member for Balwyn has canvassed the matter adequately. I uphold the point of order.
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-Mr Speaker, I
will not go into further detail on the State
Insurance Office accounts in accordance
with your ruling. However, it is relevant to
indicate-if the Minister of Transport will
listen instead of interjecting perhaps he will
understand the point I am making-that
the people of Victoria will make a saving by
the removal of the $8 surcharge on compulsory third-party insurance premiums, but
in the not too distant future that saving will
probably suddenly disappear when the
Government may increase the premiums
for compulsory third-party insurance. That
impost, I suggest, could be considerably
greater than the $8 surcharge that Victorian
motorists will save at present.

Motor Car (Insurance Surcharge) Bill
In his Budget speech, the Treasurer should
have made the situation clear to the people
of Victoria rather than simply saying that
the Government will be removing this inequity as though it is doing Victorian
motorists a service. The Opposition does
not oppose the removal of the surcha~ge,
but the Government should clearly state Just
where it stands on future premiums for
third-party insurance.
Mr McGRATH (Lowan)-The National
Party will not oppose the decision of the
Government to phase out the $8 surcharge
that has been imposed on compulsory thirdparty insurance premiums. If one examines
the reports of Hansard over the past years,
one finds the surcharge was first introduced
in the Budget of 28 September 1961 by the
then Premier and Treasurer, Sir Henry
Bolte. The initial surcharge was 1 pound.
Since then the surcharge has increased to its
present level of$8.
In its wisdom, the Government has
decided to phase out the $8 surcharge. In
1984-85 the removal of this surcharge will
mean a loss of $10 million, as outlined in
the second-readin$ speech. In a full year the
loss will be $20 mIllion. Compulsory thirdparty insurance premiums in 1982
amounted to approximately $334·273 million. In 1983 they amounted to $395·428
million. The $20 million loss compared with
those figures is not a significant amount of
money. Undoubtedly, the Government
believed it might be able to gain some votes
by phasin~ out. the $8 surcharge. The Government IS uSing the measure as a vote
catcher.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr McGRATH-I seem to have touched
a raw nerve so it must be true! Since the
Labor Party has been in government it has
mentioned a pay-as"-you-go third-party
insurance premium.
Mr Crabb-You opposed it!
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the
Minister of Transport that he will have an
opportunity of responding. The honourable
member for Lowan should not attempt to
expand the debate on such a narrow issue.
Mr McGRATH-The Government will
lose $20 million in revenue in a full year by
the removal of the $8 surcharge on compulsory third-party insurance premiums. Other
costs must be met by motorists, for example,
the business franchise fee which was first
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introduced in 1979-80. The initial revenue
raised when that fee was introduced was
approximately $48 million and now it raises
approximately $52 million a year, which
goes into consolidated revenue.
Really, motorists are paying very significant char~es for the privilege of using motor
vehicles In this State. The National Party
does not oppose the Bill and it is pleased
that motorists are gaining some relief on
third-party insurance with the phasing out
of this surcharge. It has taken a long time
for this relief to occur.
Mr CRABB (Minister of Transport)-I
thank the honourable members for Balwyn
and Lowan for their comments on the
measure. However, I cannot but remark on
the hypocrisy of the two honourable members. Not so very long ago the previous
Government doubled this surcharge in very
similar circumstances in November 1979.
It was about 2 a.m. when the surcharge was
increased from $4 a policy to $8 a policy.
At that time, I happened to be speaking as a
member of the Opposition and I drew the
attention of the then Government to what
was the thrust of its proposed legislation.
I took particular pleasure in that since the
then Treasurer, the Honourable Lindsay
Thompson, had been the very person who
had introduced the Bill originally applying
a surcharge into the Upper House on 30
October 1959 and, at that time, the particular point was made that the measure would
apply only until December 1960; it was a
one year measure particularly to support !he
problem that had occurred In the finanCing
of hospitals as a result of the delay in hospitals receiving funds from third-party
insurance premiums.
In 1960, when the Bill came around again,
there was an excuse to continue it for a further year to 1961 because there was a problem with the Police Force in pursuing crime
and then, in 1961, it was extended indefinitely. Nothing else happened to the surcharge until 1974 when two things occurred:
It changed from one pound to $2 and was
doubled to $4.
, The next incident, which is more contemporaneous to most honourable members, was in November 1979 when the
Government of the day doubled the surcharge from $4 to $8. At that time, had the
National Party voted with the Labor Party
as the opposition party on the third reading
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of the Bill it would not have passed this
House, yet the National Party has made all
its protestations this evening.
Mr Jasper-It was a money Bill,
remember.
Mr CRABB-Indeed, it was a money Bill
but it would not have passed this House
had the National Party voted with the then
Labor Party OppositIon. Despite the fact
that it was 2 a.m., the honourable member
for Murray Valley made a lengthy speech,
and most honourable members know the
dimensions of speeches of the honourable
member for Murray Valley. I quote from
page 4413 of Hansard of 14 November 1979,
which recorded the honourable member
saying:
Although my early comments have been critical of
the general thrust of the Government's fund-raising
proposals, the National Party supports this measure.

It was a measure to double the surcharge. I
quote from a little later in the debate when
the House was reminded that Sir Herbert
Hyland had been reported in Hansard as
saying:
M y party is strongly opposed to the Bill and will
vote against it. I sincerely hope that when it goes to
another place the Bill will be defeated, even if it means
another election.

I commented at the time that members of
the National Party had guts then. They did
not have guts in 1979. The National Party
was not prepared in 1979 to vote against the
doubling of that surcharge.
Nevertheless, I am pleased that the
National Party has played a fairly consistent role in having supported a doubling of
the surcharge in 1979 and in being prepared
to support the abolition if it in 1984.
The honourable member for Balwyn, in
his speech, mentioned that his party did not
oppose the abolition, which is nice to know
considering the Liberal Party doubled it only
five years ago. The honourable member
explained the Bill this evening as a minor
tidying up of a mere $10 million in a financial year. When that was put to the Liberal
Party in 1979 when the then Government
was doubling the surcharge, it was explained
to the House that the surcharge was crucial
to the financial future of the State.
The other issue that the honourable
member for Balwyn made was that thirdparty insurance is still too high. The Labor
Party made that position clear also in 1979.

Motor Car (Insurance Surcharge) Bill
In other words, the position that each of the
opposition parties has adopted tonight
demonstrates the hypocrisy of the position
each took in 1979.
A further issue worth commenting on was
the remark of the honourable member for
Lowan that third-party insurance ought to
be paid on a pay-as-you-go basis rather than
as an annual premium per motor vehicle. I
thought that the National Party was opposed
to the idea of pay-as-you-go bases. Indeed,
I still think payment on a pay-as-you-go
basis is a good idea and if the honourable
member for Lowan is correct in saying that
his party supports the idea, I shall be pleased
to discuss it further after the passage of this
Bill.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time and
committed.
Clauses 1 to 3 were agreed to.
Clause 4
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I wish to
speak briefly on clause 4 as it relates to the
repeal of the insurance surcharge of $8.
Honourable members have heard the details
provided by the Minister of Transport on
this Bill. I listened with much interest to the
background of this legislation; it had been
initially introduced in 1959, and in 1960
legislation was passed which doubled the
surcharge.
The Minister further detailed that, in
1979, this surcharge was raised from $4 to
$8 and he went to great lengths to indicate
how the honourable member for Murray
Valley handled the legislation at that time
for the National Party.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Wilton)-Order!
The time for me to report progress under
Sessional Orders has arrived.
Progress was reported.
The SPEAKER-Order! The time
appointed by Sessional Orders for me to
interrupt the business of the House has now
arrived.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister of Education)-I move:
That the sitting be continued.

The House divided on the motion (the
Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).

Motor Car (Insurance Surcharge) Bill
Ayes
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44
27

Majority for the motion
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MrCain
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MrErnst
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MrSheehan
(/vanhoe)
Mr Sheellan
(Ballarat South)
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MrSimpson
MrSpyker
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Mr Lieberman
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Mr Maclellan
MrRamsay
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Tellers:
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Mrs Hill
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PAIRS
Mr McKellar
Mrs Patrick
Mr Brown

The House went into Committee for the
further consideration of this Bill.
Discussion was resumed of clause 4.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-Prior to
the division, I was referring to clause 4 and
the insurance surcharge of $8 that is being
removed by the proposed legislation. I indicated that the Minister of TranspoI1 pro\'~ded honourable members with the history

23 October 1984

ASSEMBLY

1251

of the development of this surcharge from
1959 when the Bill was introduced, in 1960
when the surcharge was reimposed, and
again in 1979 when the surcharge was
doubled from $4 to $8.
The Minister took great delight in mentioning my contribution at that time in relation to the surcharge when I indicated clearly
that, although the National Party was not
in agreement with the rise as detailed, it
would not oppose the Bill, because it was a
financial measure being put forward by the
Government as part of the Budget.
The Minister took great delight in being
critical of the National Party and particularly of myself, representing the party on
that occasion. I remind the Minister that in
1960 when that Bill was debated it was handled by the representative for the then
Opposition, a Mr Lovegrove, and at page
831 of Hansard on 26 October 1960 he is
reported as having said:
The Opposition does not intend to oppose the Bill
for the reasons I stated earlier. Nevertheless, it urges
the Government to abandon this spurious case.

The Minister of Transport is being
hypocritical.
Mr Crabb-What did he say?
Mr JASPER-Why don't you listen? I
shall repeat it for you. It is a most important
point because we are talking about the surcharge on third-party insurance, which is
being removed by this Bill. I refer to the
comments made by the Minister when
he mentioned what he supposed were the
hypocritical attitudes of members of the
National Party. I su~est the Labor Party
has also been hypocritlcal.

Honourable members interjecting.
The CHAIRMAN-Order! The Minister
of Transport is out of order in interjecting
across the table. He has ample opportunity
to reply to the honourable member for
Murray Valley. The honourable member for
Murray Valley is also out of order in directing his remarks to the Minister. I ask the
honourable member to address the Chair.
~1r JASPER-I refer to the selective
quotation from the debate in 1979 used by
the Minister and I also remind the Minister
that in 1960 the spokesman for the Labor
Party, Mr Lovegrove, strongly criticized the
legislation. He directed the attention of the
?remier to the stupid mess that had arisen
smce the installation of traffic H~hts at the
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front of Parliament House. He also spoke
about a suggested failure on the part of the
Melbourne City Council and other matters
and then went on in the latter part of his
contribution to the debate to say, "The
Opposition does not oppose the Bill for the
reasons I stated earlier".
The Labor Party, which was then in
opposition, did not oppose the legislation
but, now that it is in government, the Minister is complaining about the comments
made by the National Party. So far as we
are concerned, the Government is certainly
hypocritical when one compares the comments it made when in opposition to the
actions it is taking now.
Mr CRABB (Minister of Transport)-I
raise a point of order. Although the secondreading debate on a Bill is normally allowed
to extend across a fair range, including the
implications of the subject, the debate during the Committee stage of the Bill is not
normally allowed to do so. I have not yet
heard the honourable member for Murray
Valley address himself to the clause before
the Committee and I suggest to the Chair
that this is a narrow debate that ought to be
confined within those bounds.
The CHAIRMAN -Order! I do not
uphold the point of order. Clause 4 deals
with the surcharge and the honourable
member for Murray Valley has been confining his remarks to the surcharge and what
may have been said by the Government in
years gone by when it was on the other side
of the Chamber. In my opinion, that is fair
game at this stage of the proceedings of the
Bill. It will be open to the Minister to refute
the argument that has been put by the
honourable member for Murray Valley.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I can
understand the Minister being touchy about
this point and I can understand his having
some misgivings about raising the point he
raised in the second-reading debate, because
the Minister's attitude was hypocritical.
The National Party, through its spokesman, the honourable member for Lowan,
indicated that it would support the proposed legislation on the basis that it will
remove a surcharge that is an impost on
motorists in this State. In referring to the
comments that have been made in the past,
it may be fair game as far as the Minister of
Transport is concerned, but the National
Party believes it was hypocritical to bring
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forward that point when the Bill will be of
benefit to motorists, who will pay a reduced
insurance fee in the future.
The comments that have been made have
helped to clarify the position. When the
Minister makes selective quotations in
future, I hope he will refer back to earlier
debates and make sure of what the Labor
Party did when it was in opposition and the
attitudes it then took.
Mr CRABB (Minister of Transport)-In
response to the discussion on this clause, I
draw to the attention of the Committee the
fact that it was the honourable member for
Murray Valley who spoke on behalf of the
National Party in 1979 and who supported
doubling the surcharge which is now to be
abolished.
Neither the honourable member for Murray Valley nor myself were here in 1960or in 1959 when the surcharge was originally established. The honourable member
for Murray Valley spoke at even greater
length in 1979, at 2 o'clock in the morning,
than he has tonight. His contribution to the
debate on that occasion was equally as boring as his contribution to the debate this
evening and he has again demonstrated his
capacity for vacillation and hyprocrisy.
In 1979 he produced in support of doubling the surcharge the same platitudes as
he has now produced in support of abolishing it. He has again demonstrated his
capacity to be one of the quintessential
members of the National Party; he is prepared to go whichever way the wind blows
and as it suits him from time to time.
Nevertheless, I am pleased that after 25
years, all parties in this Chamber are prepared to support the abolition of this iniquitous tax.
The clause was agreed to.
Clause 5
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-I am concerned with the attitude demonstrated by
the Minister of Transport in welcoming the
abolition of this undesirable surcharge.
The CHAIRMAN-Order! My reading
of clause 5 of the Bill indicates that it is a
narrow and specific clause. If the honourable member for Balwyn wishes to have a
general discussion on the application of a
surcharge, he is out of order.
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Mr RAMSA Y -The Minister of Transport pointed out that this was an iniquitous
surcharge.
The CHAIRMAN-Order! If the
honourable member wished to take up this
point with the Minister of Transport, he
should have done so when clause 4 was
before the Committee. The Committee has
now dealt with clause 4. It is now dealing
with clause 5 and the honourable member
must confine his remarks to clause 5.
Mr RAMSA Y - I am discussing clause 5
which has the effect of delaying the abolition of this in iquitous surcharge until 1
January 1985. If the Government finds the
surcharge so iniquitous and it believes it is
absolutely abhorrent that it has been on the
statute-book for 25 years, why has it not
abolished the surcharge from the date that
it was first mentioned in the House, namely,
18 September 1984, when the Treasurer
indicated that the surcharge was to be
abolished?
'
Clause 5 indicates that any contract of
insurance entered into before 1 January
1985 will be treated as if the Bill had not
been enacted. The clause maintains the surcharge until 1 January 1985. If the Minister
is sincere about his desire to have the surcharge abolished at the earliest opportunity,
why has he not done so; why has the Government delayed the abolition until 1 January 1985, which is clearly indicated in clause
5?
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I refuse
to lower myself to the level of personal abuse
to which the Minister of Transport has been
prepared to go. In my earlier comments, I
clearly indicated that I specifically referred
to comments the Minister made about
myself when referring to contributions made
to a debate by members of the Labor Party
in 1960.
If the Minister is so keen to ensure that
the proposed legislation is enacted to
remove the $8 surcharge, why is it that he
has not provided for the removal of the surcharge from the date the Budget was
announced.
Mr CRABB (Minister of Transport)-On
a point of order, Mr Chairman, the Committee has already passed clause 2 which
states:
This Act shall come into operation on 1 January
1985.
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I put it to you, Mr Chairman, that the comments of the honourable member for Murray Valley are directed to that clause, which
has already been passed, rather than to
clause 5, which the Committee is currently
debating.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-On the
point of order, Mr Chairman, clause 5 states
that:
Notwithstanding Section 4, the Principal Act continues to apply in relation to a contract of insurance
under this Division entered into before 1 January 1985
as if this Act had not been enacted.

I put it to you, Mr Chairman, that the
honourable member for Murrar Valley is
perfectly within his rights in raiSIng the fact
that this transitional clause reinforces the
purpose of clause 2-that is the continuation of the surcharge until 1 January 1985so that all contracts of insurance entered
into between now and 1 January 1985 will
suffer the surcharge. The Minister has
argued passionately for the removal of the
surcharge, yet the clause which the honourble member for Murray Valley is attempting to debate provides for the continuation
of the surcharge until 1 January 1985. That
was the point that the honourable member
for Murray Valley was making when he was
interrupted by the point of order.
The CHAIRMAN-Order! I cannot
uphold the point of order. Clause 5 is a
savings clause and provides that the Bill, as
presented to the Committee, will affect certain contracts that are entered into before a
particular date. As I understand it, the clause
is what has always been termed a savings
clause, therefore, so long as the honourable
member for Murray Valley confines his
remarks to the effect the Bill will have on
contracts entered into prior to the date
mentioned in the clause, the honourable
members will be in order.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I was
pointing out that the Minister has been discussing the hypocritical attitudes of certain
people in trying to denigrate-The CHAIRMAN-Order! I inform the
honourable member for Murray Valley that
if he wishes to address the Committee on
the effects of clause 5 on the application of
the basic principles of the Bill, he should
confine his remarks to that question and
not seek to indulge in a general debate
regarding what the Minister may have said
in addressing the Committee on previous
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clauses., I invite the honourable member for
Murray Valley to confine his remarks to the
effect the clause will have on the general
application of the Bill.
Mr JASPER-The Minister has shown
a hypocritical attitude because the Bill will
not come into operation until 1 January
1985. If the Minister was sincere about the
abolition of the surcharge, he could have
proposed the abolition of it more than two
and a half years ago. The clause provides
that the surcharge will not be removed until
I January 1985 whereas it could have been
removed as far back as the day the Budget
was presented. If t)le Minister is so keen to
remove the imposts on motorists, he should
examine his comments regarding the 4 per
cent stamp duty on the transfer of motor
vehicles.
Mr CRABB (Minister of Transport)The National Party had the opportunity of
abolishing the surcharge in 1979, but it did
not have the guts to do it. I am glad that it
has now gone along with the Government
to abolish it.
.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-I put it
to the Minister that he should consider
whether an earlier abolition date may be
possible to reinforce the strength and sincerity of the comments he has made during
the debate. This transitional clause could be
amended to provide that the surcharge will
be abolished on all contracts entered into
after tonight's passionate address by the
Minister. If the Minister really means what
he has said, if he is really sincere about the
matter and if it moves him as much as the
Committee is led to believe, the way to
prove his sincerity is to suggest that the
transitional clause be amended to make the
abolition of the surcharge apply from tonight
so that no contracts entered into after
toni~t will suffer the surcharge, and the
MinIster will be able to prove that he is not
being hypocritical and that his bona fides
are not disputed.
Mr McGRATH (Lowan)-I take the
opportunity of supporting the suggestion
made by the honourable member for Berwick as it is worth while. The Minister of
Transport, on behalf of the Government,
has strongly indicated how hypocritical the
National Party has been on this issue and
the fact that the Labor Party wanted .to
abolish it in 1979. Honourable members will
now discover how genuine the Minister is
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by seeing whether he will take up the suggestion and make an announcement about
it tonight, or he may get the Treasurer to
make an announcement that the surcharge
will be abolished from 23 October.
I reiterate that, when the Liberal Party
was in opposition in 1960, it did not oppose
the surcharge. The Government is abolishing the surcharge purely as a vote-catching
exercise. The Minister'S performance
tonight is like Murphy's dog: He can dish it
out, but he cannot take it.
Mr CRABB (Minister of Transport)-It
is quite charming for honourable members
to see the way in which both the opposition
parties regard clause 5. Suddenly, after 25
years of subjecting the populace of Victoria
to this iniquitous tax-not only subjecting
them to it, but doubling it in 1974 and doubling it again in 1979-they suddenly find
this pious outrage about the fact that the
Government is to abolish it from 1 January
1985, 25 years after it was introduced by a
Liberal Government, with National Party
support. I will admit that Sir Herbert Hyland
in the Upper House-Mr B. J. Evans-He was not in the Upper
House.
Mr CRABB-The honourable member
for Gippsland East is right. Admittedly, it
was a long time ago. In 1960 and 1961, when
there was the capacity for the Liberal Party
to be defeated in the Upper House by the
Labor Party and the National Party, that
did not occur. The surcharge was introduced specifically to support hospitals in
1959 and was continued to support the
police in 1960 and to support consolidated
revenue ever since, and it has been continued by Liberal Governments with the
support of the National Party, most notably
in 1979 when it was doubled from $4 to $8,
and the spokesman for the National Party
at that time was none other than the absent
honourable member for Murray Valley who
spoke against the principle of the tax but
voted for it. The Government is abolishing
that tax, which should have been abolished
25 years ago. I thank honourable members
for their support.
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-The Deputy
Leader of the Opposition made a firm proposal to the Government and, to give the
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Government time to consider that proposal, I move:
That progress be reported.

The Committee divided on the motion
(Mr Wilton in the chair).
Ayes
25

Noos ..

~

Majority against the motion

17

Mr Austin
MrBurgin
MrDelzoppo
MrEbery
MrEvans
(Ballarat North)
MrEvans
(Gippsland East)
MrHann
Mr Jasper
MrJona
MrKempton
MrLeigh
Mr McGrath
Miss Callister
MrCathie
OrCoghill
MrCrabb
MrCulpin
MrEmst
Mr Fogarty
MrFordham
MrGavin
MrGray
Mr Harrowfield
MrHassett
Mr Ihlein
Mr Jolly
MrKennedy
MrKirkwood
Mr McCutcheon
MrMcDonald
MrMathews
MrMicallef
Mr Miller
MrNewton
MrNorris
Mr Brown
Mr Oickinson
Mr Kennett
Mr McKellar
Mrs Patrick

AYES
Mr Maclellan
MrRamsay
MrReynolds
Mr Richardson
Mr Ross-Edwards
Mr Saltmarsh
MrSteggall
Mr Templeton
Mr Wallace
MrWhiting
MrWilliams
Tellers:
MrMcNamara
MrTanner
NOES
MrPope
MrsRay
Mr Remington
MrRoper
MrRowe
MrSeitz
Mrs Setches
MrSheehan
(Ivanhoe)
MrSheehan
(Ballarat South)
MrShell
MrSimmonds
MrSimpson
MrSpyker
MrStirling
Mrs Toner
MrTrezise
MrWalsh
Tellers:
MrHill
MrHockley

PAIRS
Mr Cain
Mr Wilkes
Or Vaughan
Mrs Hill
Mr Sidiropoulos

The clause was agreed to.
The Bill was reported to the House without amendment, and passed through its
remaining stages.
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STAMPS (AMENDMENT) BILL (No. 2)
The debate (adjourned from October 3)
on the motion of Mr Jolly (Treasurer) for
the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn)-The Stamps
Act is an important piece of legislation in
the fiscal armoury of the State Government.
An examination of the current Budget
Papers indicates that stamp duty will total
some $522·65 million this year, and that is
not including stamp duty on insurance
business, which will yield a further $118·8
million. Therefore, it is an important item
in globo so far as the Consolidated Fund is
concerned.
Any Government making amendments
to the Stamps Act will need to be very circumspect about interfering with the revenue aspects of those amendments. Perhaps
in this Bill is a classic example of a Government appearing to make great changes to
the Stamps Act but, in practice, impact on
revenue is to only a very minor degree.
There are a number of proposed amendments to the Stamps Act, in themselves
having little to do with one another. The
only thing in common is that they are in
fact a stamp duty on some particular activity or operation in the private sector, an
activity or operation which leads to the
yielding of revenue for the Government.
The Opposition takes the attitude to those
amendments that they are good so far as
they go, but, in practice, they do not go far
enough. A reference to the figures that I
quoted a few minutes ago would perhaps
indicate the situation clearly, because the
revenue from the stamp duty, other than
stamp duty on insurance business, stands at
more than $522 million, which represents
an increase in this year's Estimates of 19·7
per cent; the growth being from $446 million to $522 million, which is almost an
increase of$1 00 million. That is taking place
after these amendments have been taken
into consideration. Even the stamp duty on
insurance business-and it is in the area of
insurance that the major reduction in stamp
duty is being introduced-is still expected
to increase by more than $3 million, an
increase of 3·6 per cent on last year's figure.
I should like to bring to the attention of
the House the amendments that the Government has proposed and indicate the
impact these amendments are having on the
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Consolidated Fund. The first amendment
that the Treasurer brought to the attention
of the House was an "abolition of stamp
duty on the transfer of mortgages and mortgage-backed certificates under a secondary
mortgage market scheme to facilitate the
development of a secondary mortga~e market which would improve the liquidity of
mortgages as investments and improve the
availability of housing finance and put
downward pressure on its cost". Those were
the Treasurer's words. It is a concept which
the Opposition heartily supports. In fact, it
is the further development of the concept
that was introduced by the former Government in the 1981 Budget. I am glad that this
further facility is being given to the development of a secondary mortgage market in
Victoria.
According to the Budget Papers, the
impact on revenue is precisely nothing. This
arises because this sort of secondary mortgage activity simply has not been taking
place. Nobody has been paying stamp duty
because there has not been the trading in
mortgages in the way that has now been
devised. If the impact of stamp duty was
not removed, no doubt the secondary mortgage market would not develop. Therefore,
it is a good move for Victoria, but it is not
being done at any cost to revenue.
The second measure that is being introduced is the abolition of stamp duty on
transfers of corporate interest-bearing securities to remove a constraint on the development of a market in corporate interestbearing securities. Again, it is another sensible move which will assist in the further
development of Melbourne as a financial
centre in the Commonwealth of Australia
and, again, it is a move that the Opposition
would encourage.
The impact on the revenue in this case is,
to say the least, miniscule. As indicated at
page 9 of Budget Paper No. 2, for the year
1984-85, the Government is expecting it to
cost the revenue $0·05 million. In a full year
it will cost $0·1 million-that is $100 000
in a full year. It is not a significant revenue
item so far as the Government is concerned.
The next proposal is the abolition of all
remaining elements of credit duty which
now yield negligible revenue. Again, it is of
no significance from a revenue raising point
of view. In fact, the only amendment that is
costing the revenue any significant amount
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is the reduction of stamp duty on workers
compensation premiums. The proposal, as
outlined in the Budget, is for the stamp duty
on workers compensation premiums to be
reduced from the current 7 per cent to a rate
of 3·5 per cent. According to the Government this is being done to fulfill an
expr~sed objective to encourage the ec~
nomic recovery and employment In
Victoria.
The Opposition welcomes the amendment but is concerned that stamp duty still
applies to workers compensation premiums. It seems to me that it is wrong in principle for the Government of the day to
impose stamp duty on compulsory insurance required under an Act of Parliament
to be paid by all employers. I am aware that
previous Governments have imposed this
duty, but that does not make it right; it is
wrong in principle and should not apply.
When the Liberal Party returns to government, it will not impose stamp duty on
workers compensation premiums.
At least this amendment is a move in the
right direction and I urge the Treasurer to
announce now that in the unlikely event of
his still being Treasurer next year stamp
duty on workers compensation premiums
will be abolished. That is the undertaking
of the Liberal Party as we approach 1985.
The impact on the Budget this year is a
reduction of $9·2 million and the anticipated reduction for a full year, as indicated
in the Budget Papers, is $22 million. This is
an indication of the very expensive nature
of workers compensation insurance in Victoria. I hope in the near future action can
be taken to reduce the cost of workers compensation, which will have the effect of
reducing the level of stamp duty that has
been yielded even at the lower rate of 3· 5
percent.
The next amendment introduced by the
Bill ensures that from 1 January 1984 there
will be an extension of the concession on
annual rent income below $15 000 to complete exemption from the payment of rental
duty on the first $15 000 of rental income
in anyone year. This will assist those persons engaged in the rental business and is a
sensible move, particularly when one considers the small amount of duty collected in
this area. The cost to the Budget this year is
$250 000 and for a full year it will be
$600 000. That is not a significant amount.
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I refer now to the abolition of stamp duty
on residential leases where the weekly rent
is $110 or less. This is a sensible move aimed
at assisting people on low incomes in rental
accommodation. The impact on revenue
will be $1·2 million this year and in a full
year it will be $2·4 million. That is another
area of the more needy end of the residential tenancy market where stamp duty is an
undesirable impost from a social point of
view.
The final saving, if it can be called a saving, that is being introduced by the Bill, from
the point of view of those paying stamp
duty, applies to the owners of motor boats.
The Bill provides for the abolition of stamp
duty on motor boats. The Treasurer indicated that the reason for the abolition of
this tax is administrative, because it was
costing more to collect the $800 000 a year,
and although it is shown as a cost to the
revenue, in practice it should be a saving to
the consolidated revenue because the
expense of collecting it will disappear with
the impost.
The Opposition welcomes these amendments although they do not go far enough.
As I indicated in my response to the Budget,
the level of stamp duty on conveyancing
that is now being introduced is a real handicap to many people who are in the process
of buying or selling property. It is a wet
blanket on general activity in the property
market and more reasonable levels should
be introduced at the earliest opportunity.
If one compares the charges on conveyancing in Victoria with those in New South
Wales, one sees that the position in Victoria
is unfavourable. The Opposition believes
that the real future of Victoria rests with the
entrepreneurial spirit of its people and
everything should be done to encourage
legitimate and constructive business activity. That involves the ready transfer of
property. People should be encouraged to
make the best use of their assets and of the
assets of Victoria. The heavy burden of
stamp duty on conveyancing is unacceptable from the point of view of the Opposition which will be working to have it
reduced.
The Opposition is in favour of the
removal of stamp duty on workers compensation premiums and will abolish that
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entirely in the 1985-86 Budget. The Opposition supports the amendments as far as
they go and wishes the Bill a speedy passage.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I refer to
the comments made by the Treasurer on a
number of occasions about the rationalization of charges. I assume that the Treasurer
means that they will be reverted to a charge
that can be put across a number of items
rather than a multiplicity of charges bringing in a smaller amount of revenue to the
Government.
I refer particularly to the decision by the
Government two Budgets ago to remove
the charge of 1·5 per cent on hire purchase
contracts. Although the Minister spoke at
that time about the rationalization of
charges and about removing many of the
smaller income earners for the Government
there was no mention of the removal of the
charge on leasing payments which is currentlyat 1·2 per cent.
If the Treasurer is moving towards the
rationalization of charges generally, I seek
his comments on what will happen in future
in relation to stamp duty on leasing payments. Is there going to be a change whereby
the stamp duty on leased payments will
ultimately be removed with the rationalization of charges and the streamlining of
the Department of Management and Budget
referred to by the Treasurer on a number of
occasions?
I commend the comments of the honourable member for Balwyn on the increase in
revenue of almost $100 million in this
financial year for stamp duties generally.
I refer especially to the transfer fees payable on the conveyance of land and buildings. During the past twelve months I have
received a large number of complaints from
constituents about the high cost of stamp
duty on the transfer of land and buildings,
so much so that when buying land or buildings purchasers are closely examining the
stamp duty applicable. When one considers
property values in excess of $200 000, the
amount of stamp duty payable becomes a
real burden that must be taken into account
when any development is contemplated.
The electorate of Murray Valley runs
along part of the Victorian and New South
Wales border and it is interesting to compare the stamp duty payable on the conveyance of land and buildings in Victoria with
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that payable in New South Wales, where the
amount is considerably less. The stamp duty
charges in Victoria for the conveyance of
land and buildings are higher than in any
other State and, if the Treasurer wants further development and industrial expansion,
in this State he should address himself to
the extremely high transfer costs in Victoria
compared with those payable in other States.
The Treasurer should seek uniformity of
stamp duty charges so that they do not have
a detrimental effect on building and development in Victoria.
It is also disappointing that inverted
charges apply with stamp duty on the transfer ofland and buildings, which means that,
the more expensive the property purchased,
the higher the stamp duty will be. Once
again, this is detrimental to large business
enterprises which may be considering
development in Victoria. I make those
comments in all sincerity in the hope that
the Minister will recognize the complaints
received about the high Victorian stamp
duty compared with the duty charged in
other States.
Clause 11 makes a number of technical
amendments to stamp duty applicable to
motor vehicles. A specific amendment is
necessary to restore the exemption afforded
in the past to an interstate motor car dealer
from the payment of Victorian stamp duty
on an acquisition by that dealer of a motor
car registered in Victoria for resale outside
Victoria. I applaud the Government and the
Treasurer for introducing the amendment
because it is a matter of concern for motor
vehicle dealers operating on the Victorian
and New South Wales border. Will the
Minister make representations to his counterpart in New South Wales, because there
are difficulties with Victorian motor vehicle
dealers holding New South Wales registered
motor vehicles?
The Victorian dealer must pay the full
transfer fees for the New South Wales-registered vehicle even though the vehicle is
being held for resale. This is a border anomaly and the Victorian Government is correcting the situation.
The Minister's second-reading speech
mentioned the abolition of a number of
stamp duties and the implementation of the
Government's Budget decision to remove
the remaining elements of credit duty from
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legislation. This is a step in the right direction to try to rationalize charges on various
transfers and mortgages.
The reduction of stamp duty on workers
conpensation premiums from 7 per cent to
3·5 per cent is welcomed by the National
Party because it will lower the exorbitant
cost of workers compensation to Victorian
businesses. It is wen known that workers
compensation is the greatest deterrent to
employment and I applaud the Government for removing by half the stamp duty
applicable. I hope next year that stamp duty
can be reduced to nil. I note that, according
to the Budget Papers, the cost of reducing
stamp duty on workers compensation payments will be $22 million.
A matter I raise with the Minister, and
about which I hope he will provide information, concerns the charge made by the
Government on the extension of a loan
facility by a bank. When the document is
stamped, the duty payable is 80 cents per
$100. A person purchasing a property, who
already has to pay stamp duty on the transfer of the property must incur extra stamp
duty of 80 cents per $100 on the necessary
banking documents to provide any additional finance. This represents a further
impost on business operations in Victoria
and may be a deterrent to businessmen considering investing in the State.
The Bill provides for the abolition of
stamp duty on the purchase of motor boats.
The National Party applauds the move
because the sum collected is not large and
the costs of collection are high.
I remind the Treasurer of a matter I have
raised on numerous occasions, namely, the
stamp duty payable on the transfer of used
motor vehIcles, which is currently 4 per cent.
I remind the Treasurer that in 1919' he~ along
with a number of other Ministers--when in
opposition-vehementll opposed the
increase to 4 per cent 0 the stamp duty
payable, which was proposed at that time
by the former Liberal Government. '
I remind the Minister that during that
debate I crossed the floor and voted with
the then Opposition against the move. The
stamp duty payable on new and used motor
vehicles is higher in Victoria than in any
other State and this is a matter that should
be addressed by the Treasurer. The Labor
Government has introduced three Budgets
and if it is serious about opposing the 4 per
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cent duty on the transfer of used motor
vehicles it should be prepared to act now
and reduce the duty. This could be done
progressively, as is the case with the stamp
duty on workers compensation premiums.
I ask the Treasurer to comment on the
genuine concerns I raise and I trust that in
future we will seek changes that will ensure
a rationalization of charges so that they will
not be detrimental to development in the
State.
Mr KEMPTON (Warrnambool)-The
Bill covers a number of aspects that the
Government seeks to implement in the
1984-85 financial year. Stamp duty is a difficult issue because it is one of the few forms
of taxation which falls to the States. I t is
therefore a precious area of taxation.
There is .always a temptation for Governments ofall oomplexions to make every use
of it to raise additional revenue to finance
their activities, but honourable members
would not disagree with the description of
stamp duty as being a stone in the cog of
financial transactions and other transactions throughout the commerce and
economy of the State.
Thefte is some joviality on the Governmentside of the House which is, perhaps,
based upon my description of stamp duty.
If those members believe that description
not to be accurate, they do not understand
the operation of stamp duty.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The honourable member
will take no notice of honourable members'
joviality. It is too late in the night for this
frivolous attitude. Those sorts of inteIjections are disorderly and all honourable
members should appreciate that.
Mr KEMPTON-Stamp duty acts as an
inhibition on financial transactions and the
sale of goods and services. There is no joviality on the Government side now. I hope
Government members recognize that. Any
tax that acts as an inhibition on financial
transactions ought to be seriously looked at
when it is imposed. One of the virtues of
the proposed legislation is that it will remove
that duty as it falls in a number of areas.
Members of the Opposition are happy about
that. The Opposition would be prepared to
go even further, because it recognizes quite
fundamentally how stamp duty acts as an
inhibition on the economy of the State.
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The proposed legislation will abolish
stamp duty on the transfer of mortgages and
mortgage-backed certificates and exempts
from stamp duty the purchase of fixed
interest securities, together with a number
of other matters. Perhaps the most commendable aspect of the proposed legislation
which was enunciated when the Government brought in the Budget is to reduce
stamp duty on workers compensation premiums. The Government proposes to
reduce that duty from 7 per cent to 3·5 per
cent. The Liberal Party intends to abolish
stamp duty completely on workers compensation, which is a significant contrast to the
position of the Government.
All honourable members would appreciate the reduction in the workers compensation premium on employees, because that
is yet another on-cost which acts as a deterrent to employment. All honourable members would,wish an increase in employment.
Unemployment is worse in country Victoria because there are not a large number
of growth industries and this is exacerbated
when the rural economy is in a depressed
state. The Government's move on this
measure is to be welcomed.
In addition, the Government proposes the
abolition of stamp duty on motor boats. In
the past year I have been approached by a
number of my constituents who are
interested in purchasing motor boats for the
coming summer period. The Treasurer
would be aware that Warmambool is on the
coast and is a place where boating activities
frequently occur. I gather the Treasurer has
enunciated the date of operation of the
abolition of stamp duty, but there is no
indication in the second-reading speech. I
am not certain whether there is an indication in the Budget Papers, but it would be
helpful if the Treasurer would indicate the
date on which stamp duty on motor boats
is to be abolished.
As the Treasurer would be aware, a number of transactions affecting motor boat sales
and purchases throughout the boating sector of Victoria hinge on that abolition. Many
intending purchasers will wait until they
hear when this change will be effected before
determining when they purchase a boat or
boating equipment for the summer period.
I mentioned earlier that the Treasurer had
given an indication about this and I hope
he indicates the date of operation for that
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proposed amendment. It is unfortunate and
frustrating to all honourable members that
these indications are not given in the secondreading speech. Honourable members on all
sides of the House are approached as I have
been, in relation to this importa~t matter.
It is difficult to quantify how many boat
transactions hinge on the date of the
removal of stamp duty on motor boats and
this lack of information is a severe inhibition ~n the free flow of the economy and
certainly acts as a restraint. I highlight that
point in respect to the abolition of stamp
duty on motor boats, but my comments no
doubt are relevant to the other areas of
stamp duty that will be amended.
Mention is made in some sections of the
proP:O~d legislation as to the operative date,
but It IS unfortunate, to put it in its loose
form, that the Treasurer has not seen fit to
inc0l1><>rate in hi~ second-reading speech the
effective operation dates of the various
alteration~ to .the Bill provided in the proposed legislation. I hope the Treasurer in
responding will address himself to those
issues, because they cannot be understated.
Honourable members would be horrified to
kn<?w the quantity of money and the transactions that hinge on these timing provisions and I reiterate that the Treasurer
should indicate tonight with precision when
those various changes will occur.
In particular, I hope the Treasurer will
address himself to the operative date for the
abolition of stamp duty on motor boats so
that I. can pass on that information to my
constituents who have a concern about that
matter.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-The proposed
legislation is another major step by the
Govt:rnment in eradicating inequities in the
taxatIOn system.
As honourable members would be aware
we have already abolished stamp duty o~
high interest rate loans, and stamp duty on
cheques has been abolished altogether. It
certainly puts Victoria far ahead of New
South Wales. Substantial relief has been
provided in the Budget in the area of stamp
duty and other areas of State taxation.
However, we have been careful to ensure
that the reductions that are occurring in the
1984-85 Budget are within the framework
of fiscal responsibility. We are determined
to ensure that the position of Victoria's
finances is maintained in a healthy state,
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which certainly was not the position when
we came into office.
The decisions that have been made in the
context of the 1984 Budget have been
designed to maximize economic growth in
Victoria. It is anticipated that the rate of
growth in Victoria in 1984-85 will be in the
order of 5 per cent to 5·5 per cent, which is
significantly above the expected rate of
growth of approximately 4·5 per cent for
~ustrali~. That is t~e major reason for the
Increase In revenue In 1984-85.
If it were not for the action of the Government in increasing economic growth, it
would not have been possible to introduce
the significant taxation relief contained in
the Bill. The relief is designed to strengthen
the underlying competitive position of the
Victorian economy, and that is designed as
a stage in the implementation of the Government's economic strategy.
In particular we have decided to reduce
the stamp duty on workers compensation
by 50 per cent by 1 January 1985. This represents a firm commitment by the Government to abolish that stamp duty altogether.
As honourable members would be aware,
that is a stamp duty that was inherited from
the former Government.
We have also taken major steps in the Bill
to strengthen the role of Melbourne as the
financial centre of Australia. That is why we
have abolished stamp duty on fixed and
variable interest rate securities and made a
number of decisions which will enable a
national secondary mortgage market to be
established in this State. That will mean
more jobs for Victoria and ensure that Melbourne's No. 1 position as the commercial
centre of Australia is retained and strengthened in the years ahead.
Honourable members have raised the
possibility of further rationalization of the
taxation structure and in particular the range
of stamp duties available to the Government. We will move in accordance ·with fiscal responsibilities to eradicate inequities
and improve the taxation system in the
State. Already in the short period in which
we have been in office, we have made signif~cant changes, which have certainly
Improved the taxation system in Victoria.
With regard to the date of operation, I
advise that unless specified, the operation
date will be as soon as practicable after the
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Bill passes through both Houses. That is the
reason we have left the operative dates open
in a number of particular cases. We are most
conscious of the position that exists in
respect to the sale of motor boats for
example, but there is uncertainty surrounding the passage of the Bill through both
Houses. Until that is completed it is not
possible to put in train the circulars and
processes that are necessary to ensure that
the decisions of the Government are
implemented.
However, I assure all honourable members that, given a speedy passage of the Bill
through both Houses, the Government will
act quickly to ensure that the relief provided in this Budget flows to the people of
Victoria.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time and
committed.
Progress was reported.

ADJOURNMENT
Proposed annual road safety day-Rat
baits-Construction of Australian submarines at port of Geelong-Proclamation of public holidays-Deregistration of
Builders Labourers Federation-Answers
to questions on notice-Registration of
births-Motor registration renewals
Mr FORDHAM (Minister of Education)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-I raise a matter
for the attention of the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services and it concerns a
request that was made on 15 November last
year by the Peninsula Road Safety Committee, which believes it would be an excellent
idea if Victoria had an annual road safety
day to promote road safety and encourage
people to ensure that there is an even greater
decline in the road toll.
In August this year the Minister met with
a deputation from the committee but nothing resulted from that meeting. It would not
cost the Government much, other than the
cost of a press release, to have an annual
road safety day. Such a day has the support
of the Federal Minister for Transport, Mr
Morris. As the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services would be aware, the
Peninsula Road Safety Committee has
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actively promoted road safety on the peninsula through the provision of helmets for
children riding bicycles and so on. I am surprised at the inability of the Minister to
make a decision on this matter. Indeed, in
an article that appeared in the Herald on 19
September this year, an ambulance officer,
Mr Richard Tye, is reported as having
stated:
The Minister's reasons for not granting a road safety
day sound like something from Yes Minister.

It would cost the Government virtually

nothing to establish an annual road safety
day. I urge the Minister to give serious consideration to establishing such a day to promote road safety.
Mr SALTMARSH (Wantirna)-I bring
to the attention of the Minister of Health
the matter of rat poison. There are two
brands of rat poison, one known as Walfrin
and the other as Broline, both of which are
used from time to time to clear properties
of rodent infestation.
On the labels of these containers of rat
poison a warning is given to any of the persons using the poison that they should
destroy old containers and ensure that the
containers and contents are kept out of the
reach of children and domestic animals and,
if necessary, that baits should be covered so
that only mice and rats have access to them.
Recently a house in the Wantirna area
was to be removed to another area. The
local council required that these rat baits be
set before the house could be cleared for
removal. I have with me a photograph which
clearly illustrates that these baits were set in
open trays and were located in this house
which was in a reserve used by children and
by neighbouring residents for exercising
their pet dogs.
Unfortunately this highly dangerous poison was left in this property on the veranda
and inside the rooms which were easily
accessible by children and at least two dogs
took those baits and died. One of the dogs
was a large pet weighing nearly eleven stone
and the family owning the dog was distraught to think that the dog, wandering in
the reserve, had access to these rat baits.
Honourable members are aware of regulations that create strict controls over the use
of poisons of various kinds. Recently the
Government imposed certain other
requirements for registration of persons
involved in manufacturing poisons and the
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distribution of poisons. However, in relation to the distribution of this highly poisonous rat bait, the only requirement IS that
the persons who set the baits do it to their
own professional standards. In other words,
no controls are imposed either by the local
council or the Government.
It is important that the Government
examine instances where rat baits have been
set around houses in built-up communities.
Within urban areas strict controls should be
set over the standards applying to the safety
of these matters so that the well-being of
children and domestic animals is protected.
Mr SHELL (Geelong West)-At the last
sitting of the House I drew to the attention
of honourable members the Federal Government's plan to replace the Oberon submarines . in the next ten years and the
Minister for Industry, Commerce and
Technology stated that the Government
supported that bid for the submarines to be
built in Geelong. Since that time the Federal Opposition announced that it intends
to purchase four nuclear submarines-The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the
honourable member that on the debate of
the motion for the adjournment of the sitting he must, firstly, direct his remarks, for
the benefit of the Minister, to the relevant
Minister and, secondly, it must be a matter
for which the Minister is responsible.
Although I have interrupted the honourable
member early in his remarks, I direct his
attention to those two points.
Mr SHELL-Thank you for your direction, Mr Speaker. The Minister responsible
is the Minister for Industry, Commerce and
Technology and the point I am making in
raising the matter is that the Federal Government desires to have up to ten submarines built in Australia to replace the
Oberon class; the Victorian Government
believes they shoud be built in Victoria; and
the best place for them to be built in Victoria is Geelong. The Victorian Chamber of
Manufactures supports that point of view.
Tenders from seven separate companies
have been made for the replacement of these
diesel/electric submarines. Two tenders
have come from Germany and one each
from France, Italy, Sweden, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom. The contract would be worth approximately $1·5
billion to Victoria and would involve the
employment of between 500 and 600 people.

Adjournment
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order! I again ask the
honourable member for Geelong West what
is the responsibility of the Minister to whom
he is directing his remarks?
Mr SHELL-The responsibility is that
the Government is involved in bidding to
have the submarines built in Victoria, not
in South Australia, New South Wales or
Queensland, and it wants to have them built
in Geelong. Representatives from two tenderers have visited Geelong and they believe
it is the right site for the submarines to be
constructed.
My purpose in bringing this matter to the
attention of the House is to ask the Minister
for Industry, Commerce and Technology
what would be the impact of this programme in the unlikely situation that the
Federal Opposition is elected to office and
implements its foreshadowed policy.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I raise with the Premier a matter
relating to the decision announced today by
the Government to declare 31 December a
public holiday.
The SPEAKER-Order! The Leader of
the Opposition is out of order in raising on
the motion for the adjournment of the sitting matters with respect to proposed
legislation.
Mr KENNETT-Then I shall speak in
general terms without being specific about
a Government that decides to proclaim days
for public holidays that have no relevance
to any special event in Victoria and, more
importantly, overlooks entirely the economic significance of proclaiming holidays
at whim.
In Victoria it has been traditional for
many years that between Christmas and
New Year it is a busy time for the retail
industry, as the Ministry for Industry,
Commerce and Technology would know. It
has traditionally been a period of time when
economic development is of vital importance. As the Premier should know, the
retailing industry has not been enjoying the
sorts of returns-The SPEAKER-I advise the Leader of
the Opposition that he is out of order in
debating a matter that is subject to a Notice
of Motion before the House. If the honourable member has some specific aspect that
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he can show me is relevant to the responsibilities of the Premier on the debate of the
motion for the adjournment of the sitting, I
will hear him.
Mr KENNETT-I shall ignore the fact
entirely that there is proposed legislation
before the House and shall speak about the
economic impact of days being lost in Victoria. It is important in the retailing sector
of the economy and to the access ofindividuals to retailing operations to be able to
purchase on what has traditionally been
recognized in Victoria as a viable period
between Christmas and New Year. That
period has been recognized as a heavy trading period. This matter has been raised with
me by members of the retailing industry.
They would like the Government to exercise all possible measures to ensure that
whenever opportunities arise for retailing,
they should be encouraged and not retarded
by any policy made by the Government,
whether it be extension of shop trading
hours or other actions that may limit that
opportunity.
The House needs to boost economic
activities and also to boost the freedom of
choice of citizens in the State-The SPEAKER-Order! I have been reasonably tolerant of the Leader of the Opposition. He is attempting to debate the
intention of a notice of motion which was
introduced today. He is not in order raising
the matter during the debate on the
adjournment of the House. The Leader of
the Opposition will have the opportunity of
debating the matter when the Bill is debated
in the House.
Mr McGRATH (Lowan)-The matter I
raise with the Premier relates to more problems being experienced with the Budders
Labourers Federation. In August I wrote to
the Premier asking him to initiate moves
for the deregistration of the federation. I
thank the Premier for replying. In his letter
the Premier indicated that because building
industry employers had backed away from
the deregistration proceedings against the
Builders Labourers Federation, he felt there
was perhaps a better chance of stability in
the building industry. As the proceedings
would not be initiated, the Premier decided
that the Government would not proceed
with the deregistration of the federation.
Recently, Victoria has experienced more
disturbances from the federation at the
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building site of the new T AFE college to be
established in Horsham. That is a State
Government project and once again the
Builders Labourers Federation has visited
the Horsham site to place demands on the
employers at the site. I dare say this will
result in additional payments by the State
to provide for the rise and fall clauses in the
contract because of the interference of the
union.
I ask the Premier to reconsider deregistering the federation in the light of recent comments by the New South Wales Premier,
Mr Wran, who said last week that he would
move to deregister the Builders Labourers
Federation. In the Age of 14 October 1984,
when speaking for the New South Wales
Government, Mr Wran said:
The Government won't hesitate to embark on deregistration proceedings against the BLF if it is satisfied
that the federation has breached terms of award or
industrial agreements provided for by either the Commonwealth or the State legislation.

The former Liberal Federal Government
initiated moves to deregister the Builders
Labourers Federation but, with the change
of Government, the federation has once
again escaped that fate. Over the past twelve
months the federation has created a tremendous amount of disturbance on State
Government projects. The taxpayers of
Victoria must finance those projects. I
request the Premier to consider taking action
that would bring about the end of the federation as a union.
The Builders Labourers Federation, its
organizers and its leaders do not have any
intention of protecting or safeguarding the
jobs of the workers they are supposed to
represent. They are purely hell-bent on disrupting the building industry which will, in
turn disrupt the economy. They really do
not represent the workers who are affiliated
with the federation. Will the Premier take
the appropriate action to deregister the
federation?
Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn)-In the absence
of the Minister of Transport, I raise a matter for the attention of the Premier and it
concerns a question I placed on notice on
21 March 1984, seven months ago. The
question was directed to the Minister of
Transport and it dealt with the sale and
lease-back of railway assets, which has been

1264

ASSEMBLY 23 October 1984

one of the principal money-raising activities of the Government since it came to
office.
The matter is of concern to me and, I
hope, of concern to the Premier because a
question on notice should not remain unanswered for such an extended period.
Recently, the Premier indicated his concern
about the number of questions on notice
and the nature of those questions. So far as
I am concerned· the question I placed on
notice is one of only a few questions I placed
on the Notice Paper and it is totally inappropriate that a question of such importance should remain on the Notice Paper for
seven months.
The question asked for straightforward
answers. -In part it asked:
1. What is the total money value of-(a) railway
assets; and (b) other transport assets that the Government has sold since 3 April 1982.
2. What proportion of assets represented by these
figures has been leased back.
3. What are the names and addresses of the companies or individuals who are now the owners of these
lease back assets.
4. What is the average effective rate of interest being
paid under these lease back arrangements.

Because the Government refused to answer
questions on notice, a colleague in another
place took action against it under the Freedom of Information Act to try to obtain
information regarding these important
matters. That action led to court action
because the information was not
forthcoming.
As a result of that court action some Ministers instructed public servants to contact
me to try to arrange discussions about the
matters but still the questions remained
unanswered.
The SPEAKER-Order! I am having difficulty hearing the honourable member for
Balwyn. There is too much audible conversation in the Chamber.
Mr RAMSAY-I shall not repeat the
details of the matter I have raised, Mr
Speaker, but I hope the Premier has managed to hear them. The situation is serious
when a Government instructs public servants to approach members of Parliament in
an attempt to provide information in an
unofficial capacity but still refuses to answer
the questions on notice.
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I want to know what is the Minister of
Transport hiding about these sale and leaseback arrangements? Why is the honourable
gentleman so reticent to provide formal
answers about sale and lease-back arrangements and effective rates of interest that
have been incurred, and the names and
addresses of the companies with whom these
arran~ements have been made? Will the
Premler take action to see that this set of
questions is answered forthwith because
from the discussions I have held with the
public servants, who contacted me at the
instruction of the Treasurer, it is clear that
the answers have been prepared and that
the Minister is sitting on them. There is no
reason why those questions remain unanswered except for the decision of the Minister of Transport, who does not want the
answers placed on the record.
Mrs SIBREE (Kew)-The matter I raise
with the Premier as the representative of
the Attorney-General concerns the registration of births in Victoria. The AttorneyGeneral is responsible for the legislation
which deals with this aspect. I raise the matter because of a number of problems that
were recently brought to my attention about
the registration of the birth of infants. The
names of the infants must be registered
within twelve months of the births.
The matter relates to the name of a child
on the birth certificate and the difficulties
experienced by various parents about the
name they desire to have placed on the certificate. The Act is not specific about this
matter but under regulations made pursuant to the Act, and which have been interpreted by officials at the registry, the name
of the father is the only name that can be
registered on the certificate.
Two matters have come to my attention,
one of a married couple who wish to have
their child registered in the joint surnames
of both the mother and the father. That is
their personal choice and it is a reasonable
request to make. They have been advised
by those in charge that, because of the regulations and their interpretation of the regulations, that is precluded and that the only
name allowed to go on the birth certificate
is that of the father-that is, the husband.
The second case concerns a de facto
couple who have a child and who wish both
parents' names to be registered on the birth
certificate. The father is willing for that to
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happen but, in this case, the regulations are
interpreted to say that only the father's name
can be given to the child, whereas the child
is living with the mother and will continue
to live with the mother and the mother's
name is the one that is desired.
It appears to be an anomaly that differences of requirements in society where
people have different viewpoints on what
surnames they would like their children to
bear are not accommodated. I am not
debating whether or not I believe in de facto
relationships-that is irrelevant. I am raising the issue of freedom of choice and the
imposition by regulations apparently
applied where women are forced to have the
father's name on a child's birth certificate if
that is not the appropriate nor desired procedure by parents and married couples who
are not given the opportunity of recording
both names.
I remind the House that a married woman
is not required legally to change her name.
She may still maintain her identity with her
"maiden" name with which she was born.
Therefore, I do not believe it is up to Parliament to impose those regulations on people
when they are free to choose in today's society what sort of name they wish to call their
children. It is an anomaly that should be
addressed.
I have been advised by the Equal Opportunity Commissioner that the equal opportunity provisions do not apply to this matter
and that the board has no power to intervene or question these cases. I am aware
that it has been a problem for some time
and I was rather surprised that the problem
still exists today in a society which is much
more enlightened than these sort of regulations lead one to believe.
I hope. it is only a matter of chan$ing
regulations and not legislation. It is a httle
late in this session to introduce a Bill
amending legislation. I hope the regulations
can be changed to accommodate these
requirements and the needs of people to
give their children the true names that they
wish them to bear.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-The
matter I raise for the attention of the assistant Minister of Transport relates to the slow
processing by the Road Traffic Authority of
motor vehicle registration renewals. Several
complaints have been made to me whereby
people have forwarded renewals of motor
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vehicle registration to the authority and it
has taken up to six weeks for the work to be
undertaken by the authority and for the
completed renewals, together with certificates, to be returned.
One case concerns a lady who sent the
notices of renewal with the completed form
and the cheque to the authority on 8 August.
She received a reminder notice that the registration had not been paid on 26 September and received the renewals, completed
and stamped with the payment bein$ made,
on 30 September, which is approximately
six weeks from when the forms were sent to
the authority.
I understand that apparently the computer has not been able to handle the load
of re-registration of motor vehicles on the
forms being sent by the authority. I ask the
Minister to inform the House of the situation of the renewal of registration and
whether or not the computer is able to handle the load.
I inform the honourable gentleman that
where re-registration is paid to a bank the
completed renewals are received usually'
within one week. It appears where the mad
is being used for renewal there is a holdup
which occurs within the authority and, particularly, with the computer system.
The problem also arises where a person
sends a renewal of registration to the authority and there is a delay in receiving the
completed and receipted renewal form by
the owner and where the registration of the
vehicle could have expired. Obviously, the
vehicle is unregistered as it does not have
the renewal label affixed to its windscreen. I
ask the Minister to comment on the matter
and take corrective action to ensure a
quicker process of re-registration of vehicles by the authority.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I listened closely
to the honourable member for Lowan about
the Builders Labourers Federation. I did not
detect there was anything new referred to
by him that would suggest that there should
be any change in the firm line that is being
taken by the Government. The firm line has
been very effective and one that has been
taken in concert with the Government's
Federal colleagues and with the Australian
Council of Trade Unions.
Mr McGrath-Disputes are still going on
in the industry.
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Mr CAIN-If there are breaches of the
agreement which was signed and signed only
as a consequence of the firm stand taken by
this Government, the Federal Government
and the Australian Council of Trade Unions,
appropriate action will be taken after due
consideration and consultation.
The Government is closely in touch with
its New South Wales colleagues and with
what they intend to do. I repeat that there
can be no effective action, despite all rhetoric of either he or the Leader of the Opposition, who has established some sort of record
of rhetoric on this issue, except in concert
with the Federal Government. It is a Federal union, registered under the Concilia-'
tion and Arbitration Act, and it owes its life
substantially to that Act, which is outside
this Government's powers.
I acknowledge that the Government can
take certain action at a State level complementary to or consequent upon Federal
action and that will be done if it is believed
that action is justified because of breaches
of the agreement. The situation is being
monitored daily and Bills are being prepared for introduction, if required.
The matter raised by the honourable
member for Balwyn I shall take up with the
Minister of Transport. As I indicated some
ten days ago, I believe the Government's
track record in answering questions on
notice is far superior to that of its predecessors. My recollection is that the Government has an answering tally of
approximately 90 per cent plus, which is far
in excess of the tally of the former
Government.
As I said the other day, this Government
has not as its predecessors did with great
frequency, prorogued Parliament to clear
the Notice Paper and to start all over again.
This Government has not used that device
and I believe the record of answers to questions, both on numbers of questions
answered and substance of answers, leaves
this Government with no concern as to its
record undergoing thorough scrutiny.
The matter raised by the honourable
member for Kew is properly a matter for
the consideration of my colleague, the Minister for Property and Services, who administers those provisions to which she refers.
No doubt the honourable gentleman listened to the honourable member and will
take up the matter at the appropriate time,
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some of which is under consideration.
Amendments to the legislation are required
and are being considered.
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Industry,
Commerce and Technology)-The honourable member for Geelong West has been a
consistent fighter and supporter of the project to replace the agein~ Oberon diesel electric submarines supplIed by the Federal
Government and to ensure that Geelong gets
that project and that it does not go to either
South Australia or New South Wales, which
also appear to be leading runners for that
project. It certainly is a major project
amounting to approximately $4·5 billIon,
but with the impending Federal election I
am not clear as to whether the proposed
timetable will continue. It was proposed that
the seven contractors would be refined to
two.
I am not clear about whether an
announcement will be made later this year
or early next year, but I am clear that Irrespective of when that decision is made, each
of the seven contractors has been impressed
with Geelong as a greenfields site; they have
been impressed about the industrial capacity
in Melbourne and Victoria; they have been
impressed with the industrial skills and the
industrial relations. I believe each of the
contractors has been convinced that we have
put forward a very good case for Geelong as
the place where those Oberon submarine
replacements can be built.
I am equally sure that the Victorian Government and the Federal Government are
opposed to the proposition put forward by
the Federal Opposition for nuclear submarines. I do not believe that is a serious or
responsible proposition. I believe it would
have to be rejected even by the heads of the
Defence Department.
Mr ROPER (Minister of Health)-The
honourable member for Wantirna raised the
question of the safety of poison baits. I will
have the matter examined and provide further information to him.
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and
Emergency Services)-The honourable
member for Malvern referred to a suggestion that one day each year should be set
aside and designated as "Road Safety Day".
It is true, as stated by the honourable member for Malvern, that I saw a deputation on
this matter some time ago. I informed the
deputation that I would have the proposal
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examined by the road safety officers of the
Road Traffic Authority. I have done so. The
advice of those immensely experienced
people was that road safety was too vital a
matter for the well-being of this community
to be reserved for a single day, but one which
the community should be encouraged to
take seriously 365 days every year.
The honourable member referred to reasons that I had passed on for the decision
from those Road Traffic Authority officers
to the members of the deputation as Yes,
Minister stuff. Frankly, I think those officers deserve something better than the
sneers of the honourable member for Mal{ern. They have served Victoria well and
not only this Government but its predecessor did well to pay heed to their advice.
I remind the honourable member for
Malvern of the remarks made recently by
the former Commissioner (Traffic) of the
Victoria Police, Mr Jack Martin-I hope
the honourable member will take note of
the remarks-that he had received far more
support from this Government in matters
of road safety than from any other Government with which he has had experience.
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Mr SIMPSON (Assistant Minister of
Transport)-The honourable member for
Murray Valley raised a matter of concern in
relation to the renewal of motor registrations and referred to an example where there
was a delay of as much as six weeks. He
believes the problem may be with the computer in the Road Traffic Authority.
I have had the role of Assistant Minister
of Transport for more than twelve months
now and I administer much of the correspondence with the authority. I do not recall
any complaints along those lines coming to
me from members of Parliament making
representations on behalf of their constituents. I should have thought that if this were
a common practice it would have made its
way into the correspondence files of the
department.
I should be pleased if the honourable
member would make available to me the
details of the particular example he raised
this evening. I will have the matter examined. I will also ensure that a further examination is made to see whether the {>ractice
is widespread and, if it is, what actIon can
be taken to eradicate that difficulty.
The House adjourned at 12.35 a.m.
(Wednesday).
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The SPEAKER (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds)
took the chair at 11.7 a.m. and read the
prayer.
ABSENCE OF MINISTERS
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the
House that the Minister for Youth, Sport
and Recreation will be absent from question time on Government business. The
Minister' for Local Government will be
absent today due to ill health.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
STATE INSURANCE OFFICE
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I refer to the Treasurer's refusal to
answer questions yesterday about the losses
in the State Insurance Office and ask
whether it is a fact that, if the $218·278
million had not been legally removed from
the State Insurance Office reserves for
workers compensation payments to juggle
the books, the over-all loss for that office for
1982-83 would have been $377·986 million
rather than the $159 million publicly
claimed.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-The Leader of
the Opposition has trouble differentiating
between reserves and a profit and loss statement. The major reason for the loss in the
State Insurance Office relates to the thirdparty insurance area. One needs to go back
in time to analyse why that is so. The reason
is that under the previous Government there
was, firstly, a refusal to increase premiums
when it was necessary and, secondly, a
refusal to undertake a fundamental review
of third-party insurance.
We are in the process of undertaking that
review and will allocate more resources to
the review after we complete our position
on workers compensation premiums. As I
said, the major reason for the loss in the
State Insurance Office relates to third-party
insurance and that is the fact that the Leader
of the Opposition should begin to
understand.
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FREE PUBLIC TRANSPORT
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the
National Party)-I refer the Minister of
Transport to a statement made that there
will be free public transport in Victoria on
31 December this year. Will the Minister
advise what will be the position of the people
who collect fares on buses and trams? Will
they be travelling on the vehicles on that
day and, if so, will they be paid? If they do
not work, what will be the pay position?
Mr CRABB (Minister of Transport)The tram conductors are necessary for the
safe working of the trams. The vast majority of trams cannot operate without a conductor because they are designed in such a
way that the driver is unable to see whether
it is safe for him to move; therefore, the
conductor needs to be present to ring the
bell so that the driver knows when to proceed. The conductors will be present on the
trams as they were when the previous Government provided free public transport in
the period prior to the last State election.
STATE DEVELOPMENT ACCOUNT
Mr MILLER (Prahran)-Will the Treasurer inform the House of the performance
of the State Development Account during
the last financial year?
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-The Government has successfully established the State
Development Account as an important arm
of the Victorian Development Fund.
Honourable members should note that the
Opposition said that was impossible. The
Government regarded it as an extremely
important initiative in 1982-83 and it was
designed to ensure that there were sufficient
capital funds available for building the economic and social infrastructure of the State,
which was left to decay as a result of the
Liberal Government's inaction.
The Government indicated that it would
allocate $400 million to the State development programme over a three-year period,
and it is well on the way to achieving that
target. In 1983-84, a number of new projects were approved, such as development
of the South Bank site and the Box Hill and
Whitehorse technical and further education
colleges, which are important investments
in the education area. In 1984-85, approved
State development projects are estimated at
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$155·3 million. That is a further large allocation from the State Development
Account. The Government has also allowed
some $24 million to be made available for
new projects in 1984-85 in addition to the
allocation of$155 million.
As a result of the Budget, there is a major
initiative programme of the order of $65
million, which can be made available for
major social projects during the course of
the financial year. No doubt exists that it
has been a great achievement by the Government to introduce the Victorian development programme and also to allocate
some $400 million to the capital infrastructure in the State. The Government has not
only built up the infrastructure but also has
created valuable jobs in Victoria.
STATE INSURANCE OFFICE
Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn)-I ask the
Treasurer whether it is a fact that the illegal
movement of funds in the State Insurance
Office in 1982-83 resulted in a real loss on
workers compensation business of$82 million being transformed into a paper profit
of $17 million. Has the Treasurer been
advised of the extent of the real losses for
the State Insurance Office for 1983-84?
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I need to give
members of the Opposition economic lessons because when one examines a profit
and loss position of any organization,
whether it be publicly or privately owned,
one must examine income flows and compare them with the cost of operations. The
only way the State Insurance Office could
be affected in a profit position so far as the
Government's actions are concerned is
through a comparison of the income flow
that would have occurred under a different
system of payment than the one that actually
occurred. It is in no way affected by movement in reserves.
As I have previously indicated, the only
reason why the State Insurance Office operates at a loss is because of the third-party
insurance area and the inaction of the previous Government.
EDUCATION DEPARTMENT
PUBLICATIONS
Mr HANN (Rodney)-Is the Minister of
Education aware of a growing concern
among school councils around Victoria
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about the problem of reproducing the
numerous Ministerial statements and
memoranda that they receive from the Education Department and the Minister's office
to ensure that all school council members
and staff have copies of those publications;
if so, will the Minister take appropriate
action to ensure sufficient copies of the
documents are made available to schools to
ensure that all members of school councils
and staff have access to them or, alternatively, will he provide additional funds
through the school grant to meet the cost of
reproducing the material?
Mr FORDHAM (Minister of Education)-It is true that school councils in Victoria have warmly embraced the approach
the Government has taken to education.
The Ministerial papers and documents that
have been published in the past two and a
half years have set a new orientation for
Victorian education that I am sure will be
of significant benefit to this and future generations of students.
The Government has had additional print
runs of nearly all the Ministerial papers and
documents referred to by the Deputy Leader
of the National Party because of the huge
volume of demand from members on both
sides of the House-Mr Simpson-And from the corner
benches!
Mr FORDHAM-Yes, particularly from
the corner benches. National Party members have been strongly supportive of publishing Government policy statements. It is
wonderful to see such unanimity of
approach in meeting the need of Victorian
education.
When school councils have requested
additional copies and they have been available, they have been provided. Most of the
documents have been printed in many languages, particularly at the behest and with
the support of my colleague, the Minister
for Ethnic Affairs.
The honourable member for Rodney
referred to the increase in school grants and
it is correct that school grants were increased
significantly this year. Victorian school
councils have been pleased with the
response to that increase of school grants,
as indicated in the last Budget. I thank the
Treasurer for his ongoing assistance to Victorian schools.

1,270

ASSEMBLY 24 October 1984

In summary, the Government is pleased
to have been able to enhance the role of
school councils in Victoria. The Government is deli~ted with the response of school
communitIes to its initiatives. If the
honourable member for Rodney has individual instances that he would like to draw
to my attention, I shall be pleased to listen
to him.
Mr Hann-You have a letter.
Mr FORDHAM-I have received lots of
letters; that is true. I would be prepared to
assist school councils in the electorate represented by the honourable member to
enhance the future growth of Victoria's State
school system. To the Government's credit,
I believe that has been the case in recent
times.
STATE GOVERNMENT
INVESTMENT IN SILENUS GROUP
Mr McOONALD (Evelyn)-I direct my
question to the Minister for Industry, Commerce and Technology and ask whether one
of the Minister's agencies invested in the
Silenus group of companies last year? Can
the Minister inform the House of the current position with resPect to the State Government's investment in that group of
companies?
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Industry,
Commerce and Technology)-It has been
the policy of the Cain Government to
encourage business enterprise and growth
in Victoria and the Government has been
particularly successful in achieving that,
especially if one considers the growing
amount of private investment in Victoria at,
present.
The Government has been concerned that
it has a role in facilitating and developing
biotechnology in Victoria. Australians are
innovative. The ideas are here but very often
Australians lack the financial support to
transfer those ideas into development.
When the Silenus group of companies
made representation to us, the Federal
Government had received the Espie report
but no venture capital was available. The
Federal Government had not yet established management investment companies
to provide a source for venture capital for
new Australians involved in high technology. The Silenus group of companies was
facing liquidation at the time. The group of
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companies was developing medical instruments and medical research. The Department of Industry, Commerce and
Technology through the Victorian Economic Development Corporation took out
equity for $250 000 and loaned the group of
companies $350 000. I am pleased to inform
the House that the Foreign Investment
Review Board has approved an agreement
between the Silenus group of companies and
ICI Australia Investments Pty Ltd. The latter company has purchased 50 per cent
equity plus an option to acquire the balance
of shares. The result for the Government is
that the $250000 investment in the Silenus
group of companies has been sold to ICI
Australia Investments Pty Ltd for $400 000.
The result has been good; a high technology company in the State-through ICI
Australia Investments Pty Ltd-will have
access to an international marketing organization which will be an exceptional base on
which to assist the development of that high
technology enterprise in Australia.
STATE INSURANCE OFFICE
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I address a further question to the
Treasurer. In view of the unreported real
losses of the State Insurance Office for
1982-83, which loss was covered by the illegal movement of funds, can the Treasurer
assure the House that the 1983-84 annual
report of the State Insurance Office will be
tabled before the House rises, or has the
honourable gentleman kindly given the
report a dispensation under the Annual
Reporting Act to prevent it being publicly
examined before the next State election?
The SPEAKER-Order! The Leader of
the Opposition made an imputation in his
question that was out of order in questions
without notice.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-The annual
report of the State Insurance Office is a matter to be dealt with by the General Manager
of the State Insurance Office, Mr Les Carver,
and the Auditor-General. Certainly, no dispensation has been given by me.
NATIONAL AVIATION MUSEUM
Mr F. P. SHEEHAN (BaHarat South)Can the Minister for the Arts inform the
House of the progress being made on the
site for a national aviation museum?
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Mr MATHEWS (Minister for the Arts)Yes, I can inform the House that significant
progress in the establishment of a national
aviation museum has occurred over the past
week. First and foremost, the Federal Minister for Home Affairs and Environment,
Mr Cohen, indicated in Adelaide last week
that the Victorian Government has been
successful in its bid to convince the Federal
Government that Victoria is the appropriate location for the new museum.
The development will be of immeasurable benefit to Victoria and particularly to
the tourist industry in the State. The development is estimated ultimately to cost in
the vicinity of $40 million and will inevitably have the effect of generating welcome
additions to employment opportunities in
Victoria and in the centre in which the
museum ultimately will be situated.
The Federal Minister for Home Affairs
and Environment also indicated that, in his
view, a strong case had been put that the
ultimate location of the aviation museum
should be Ballarat. The Leader of the Opposition interjects that a decision should be
made. Last week in Ballarat the Leader of
the Opposition went one step further: He
said that a decision had been made. He
called on both State and Federal Governments to establish the museum in Ballarat,
and said that under a Liberal Government
the aviation museum would be established
at Ballarat.
In so doing the Leader of the Opposition
dumped the honourable member for Gisborne, a member of the Liberal Party, who
has been consistently lobbying me for the
museum to be established at Wallan field
and, similarly, he dumped his party's Federal candidate for the Indi electorate, which
includes two proposed sites for the museum,
one at Wangaratta and the other at
Mangalore.
Mr KEN NETT (Leader of the Opposition)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker,
obviously the Minister is debating the question. The question asked for only a decision.
The SPEAKER-Order! I am fascinated
by the answer being given by the Minister
for the Arts but it is not relevant to the
. question. I uphold the point of order and
ask the Minister to answer the question.
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for the Arts)·1 do not know what the implications of the
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honourable member's stand may be for coalition prospects between the Liberal Party
and the National Party but I at least have
been willing to involve myself in realistic
consultations with the various centres which
believe they have a case for the establishment of the proposed national aviation
museum.
As recently as last week I went to Ballarat
and, at the request of my colleague, the
honourable member for Ballarat South, who
has been untiring and eloquent in his advocacy of this project, met with yet another
deputation at the Ballarat airfield.
I must say that I was impressed by the
local initiatives which have been taken in
further progressing this matter. I am advised
that three of the five Ballarat municipalities
have now agreed to help underwrite a local
contribution to this project of approximately $1 million. I am advised further that
Ballarat has succeeded in obtaining an offer
of a very large collection of historic aircraft
currently situated in Queensland.
It is clear that Ballarat is incomparably
well situated to provide the tourist infrastructure on which the success of a national
aviation museum will substantially depend.
The Leader of the Opposition does himself no credit by pre-empting these decisions. I should be interested to know on
what material the Leader of the Opposition
has based his view that Ballarat should be
the site of this museum. For its part, the
Government welcomes the decision of the
Minister for Home Affairs and Environment that it should come to Victoria.
STATE INSURANCE OFFICE
Mr KENNETf (Leader of the Opposition)-I address a further question to the
Treasurer and I refer to the facts revealed
by the Opposition about the movement of
funds in the State Insurance Office to juggle
the books for the year 1982-83 and the
Treasurer's failure to come clean today on
the position of the 1983-84 State Insurance
Office reports and I ask: Why has the Treasurer condoned or initiated the breaking of
the law as contained in section 72 of the
Workers Compensation Act 1958?
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-The Government allocated an amount in last year's
Budget and in this year's Budget which, in
its view, reflected the estimated cost of
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workers compensation premiums. This
year, the amount allocated is $34· 7 million,
which is the estimated cost of pay-outs for
workers compensation premiums in the
public sector plus administrative costs and
statutory charges.
The Government believes that is an
appropriate approach to the allocation of
the funds and, furthermore, I should point
out that the honourable member for Balwyn received that information in a letter
during the Budget debate.

that the persons involved have to be homeless-people should be housed fairly on a
wait-turn basis. That is a fair principle of
equity.
We have equally ensured that in the provision of additional stock that principle of
equity will be adhered to. Unlike the previous Government, we now have a housing
accommodation programme that identifies
needs in the areas and regions of the State
in which they arise and matches our building programme with those areas of need.

PUBLIC HOUSING

OLYMPIC ATHLETES

Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill)-As the
Commonwealth-State Housing Agreement
is now requiring State Governments offering persons on the centralized waiting lists
for rental assistance the opportunity of
choosing their preference for housing, will
the Minister of Housing undertake a study
of Victoria's rental waiting list to determine
more accurately the actual number of persons who would prefer home ownership to
rental? If the Minister will not undertake
this survey, why not?
Mr CATHIE (Minister of Housing)There is a clear choice of Government programmes and assistance to people for housing. Firstly people can apply for assistance
for home purchase, in which case there are
interest subsidy schemes and a recently
announced scheme to assist particularly low
income families into home ownership without any subsidy and through the principle
of a capital index loan. Secondly, the Government has the task of providing a housing
option of sufficient amounts of public rental
accommodation for the many people who
are currently renting in the private sector
and who are paying very high rents.
A priority of this Government has been
to build up the stock of public housing rental
accommodation because we inherited an
extremely poor stock from the previous
Government. What stock we did inherit was
mainly high-rise or walk-up flats, which were
not really suitable for family-type
accommodation.
The Government wants to ensure that the
programmes for home ownership and public rental assistance are based on a fair principle of equity. Therefore, apart from
priority cases-which means, in essence,

Mr ROWE (Essendon)-Can the Premier
give the House details of the Olympians who
have obtained employment as a result of
the Government's initiatives?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I am pleased to tell
the House of the sports promotion officer
programme that has been developed, which
will be acknowledged by all Victorians as a
recognition of the personal and family commitment that is made by Olympic
champions.
If the situation is properly ordered, these
athletes can be put back into the community and give the community the benefit of
their talents. The commitment they make
often means a sacrifice in jobs and career
opportunities. I am sure most Victorians
would share the view that pride of competing as an Olympic athlete should not be
soured by the spectre of being unemployed
and discarded by the community.
In this financial year the Government has
committed the sum of$180 000 for the programme. The annual cost will be in the order
of $250 000. The programme entailed the
invitation to some 31 Olympic athletes to
apply-21 were interviewed; 10 declined to
proceed to interview. A number of offers
have been made. I repeat they are offers,
there have been no acceptances as yet.
The employment will be by the sporting
associations and the choice of the persons
to whom offers have been made was made
by the department on the advice of the
respective sporting associations. The associations made the selections and advanced
the reasons for their choices.
The names of the athletes to whom offers
have been made and the sports that they
represent are: Gymnastics, Sue Chapman;
weightlifting, Martin Leach; rowing, David
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Doyle; canoeing, Peter Genders; swimming, Greg Fasala; wrestling, Chris Brown;
cycling, Gary Trowell; basketball, Brad
Dalton; athletics, Andrew J achno; and the
sports federation for minority sports selected
Kitty Chiller.
It is intended at this stage that nine fulltime and two part-time officers should be
employed. In addition to the salary of
$18 000 a year for each athlete, $7000 a year
will be made available to the relevant association to assist in the work it will be doing.
I believe this programme will be supported on all sides of the House. These
young people have a real contribution to
make and, if they are involved in community activity, they will be well received and
appreciated by the community.
WORKERS COMPENSATION
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-Can the
Treasurer advise the House whether it is a
fact that the reason why no private sector
workers compensation licences have been
renewed beyond 28 February 1985 is that
the Government intends to nationalize all
workers compensation business to bailout
the State Insurance Office, which is currently making a disastrous loss-a fact that
has been made known to the Treasurer but
not yet reported to Parliament.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-The Opposition obviously does not understand the reasons for the loss faced by the State Insurance
Office. I have pointed out that it is related
to third-party insurance business. I should
also point out that the Liberal Government,
when in power, refused to increase premiums in 1977, 1978 and 1979. That is the
major underlying reason for the financial
problems at the State Insurance Officeinaction by the Liberal Government.
So far as workers compensation is concerned, we have announced a fundamental
review of the workers compensation system. The Government, as yet, has not made
a decision concerning the fundamental
changes to the system.
ALLAMBIE RECEPTION CENTRE
Mrs HILL (Frankston)-Can the Minister for Community Welfare Services advise
the House what plans the Government has
for the Allambie Reception Centre?
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Mrs TONER (Minister for Community
Welfare Services)-I thank the member for
Frankston for her question and her interest
in children. This is Children's Week and
today is International Children's Day and
the Government is proud of the efforts it
has made on behalf of children and to provide services for them.
The Government is proud to say that,
during the next three years, the nursery at
the Allambie Reception Centre will be progressively closed down. We can all recollect
the days when children were lying on mattresses on the floors at the centre. It is now
intended to provide reception centres in the
western region and in the inner urban region
and to provide reception foster care. Children are far more likely to retain bonding
with their families, even if the families have
difficulties, if they are provided for in their
own regions and within their own
communities.
The Leader of the Opposition, who is
seeking to interject, is obviously not aware
of the initiatives that were taken under the
former Government, which were heading
in that direction. Of course, they were not
properly resourced or funded. This year, the
Government has provided $243 000 for the
establishment of regional reception centres
and has made available $114 000 to extend
the reception foster care programme to nine
regions of the State.
This means that children will be cared for
within their own communities and families
will be able to maintain contact until the
time when the children are returned to their
families. This is a wonderful initiative and
is something of which the Government can
be proud during Children's Week.
PETITIONS
The Clerk-I have received the following
petitions for presentation to Parliament:
Psychologists Bill
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF
THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY
ASSEMBLED:

IN

PARLIAMENT

We, the undersigned citizens of Victoria, appreciating the benefits we have enjoyed up to now in having
the freedom to protect our own health are concerned
that the Bill "The Psychologists Bill 1984" presently
being considered by Parliament will infringe on our
freedom to choose.
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We believe the content of the Bill has not been sufficiently debated publicly and it is in the interests of all
the citizens of Victoria to be acquainted with the implications of the Bill.
Your petitioners therefore pray that further debate
be adjourned until there has been at least three months
to allow the public an opportunity to participate in the
formulation ofthe Bill.
Your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Lieberman (32 signatures)
Therapeutic Goods and Cosmetics Bill
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF
THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT
ASSEMBLED:

We, the undersigned citizens of Victoria, appreciating the benefits we have enjoyed up to now in having
the freedom to protect our own health are concerned
that the Bill, "The Therapeutic Goods and Cosmetic
Bill" presently being considered by Parliament will
infringe on our freedom to choose.
We believe the content of the Bill has not been sufficiently debated publicly and it is in the interests of all
the citizens of Victoria to be acquainted with the implications of the Bill.
Your petitioners therefore pray that further debate
be adjourned until there has been at least three months
to allow the public an opportunity to participate in the
formulation of the Bill.
Your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Lieberman ( 19 signatures)
Battery hen egg production
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF
THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY
ASSEMBLED:

IN

PARLIAMENT

This humble petition of the undersigned citizens of
the State of Victoria showeth that almost all eggs sold
in Victoria now come from hens kept indoors, in wire
cages no bigger than 45 cm by 45 cm (18" x 18"). These
cages commonly house four, and in some cases five,
fully grown hens. Hens kept in this way are unable to
stretch their wings, dust-bathe, walk freely, perch comfortably or sit on a nest. Both an expert committee
appointed by the British Government, and a court
decision in West Germany have now described battery
cages as a form of cruelty.
Your petitioners therefore pray that:
1. The Government direct the Victorian Egg Board
to market, without further delay, eggs from caged hens
separately from those from hens not kept in cages, so
as to give the citizens of Victoria a clear alternative.
2. The Government draw up a plan for phasing out
battery cages in as short time as possible.
And your. petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever
pray.

By Mr Norris (2790 signatures)

It was ordered that the petitions be laid
on the table.

PAPERS
The following papers, pursuant to the
directions of several Acts of Parliament,
were laid on the table by the Clerk:
Building Societies-Report of the Registrar for the year
I 982-83-0rdered to be printed.
Police Regulation Act I 958-Determination No. 411.
Public Prosecutions-Report of the Director on the
Operations of the Office for the period ended 30
September 1984.
Public Prosecutions-Report and Financial Statements for the year 1983-84.
Trade Unions-Report of the Registrar of Friendly
Societies on Trade Unions for the year 1983-84.
Victorian Brown Coal Council-Report for the year
1983-84.

INFERTILITY (MEDICAL
PROCEDURES) BILL (No. 2)
This Bill was received from the Council
and, on the motion of Mr CAIN (Premier),
was read a first time.
PUBLIC HOLIDAY (l50th
ANNIVERSARY) BILL
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and
Emergency Services) moved for leave to
bring in a Bill to make provision for the
observance of 31 December 1984 as a public holiday to mark the 150th anniversary
of Victoria and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first
time.
LOTTERIES GAMING AND BETTING
(GAMING MACHINES) BILL
Mr FORDHAM (Minister of Education)-On behalf of the Minister for Youth,
Sport and Recreation, I move:
That I have leave to bring in a Bill to amend Part V.
of the Lotteries Gaming and Betting Act 1966 and for
other purposes.

Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-I ask the
Deputy Premier if he can gi ve some indication of the purpose of the Bill and what it is
intended to ban.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister of Education)
(By leave)-I do not think I used the word
"ban" in my notice. The Deputy Leader of

Fisheries (Reciprocal Licences) Bill
the Opposition is referring to a discussion I
had earlier. He knows full well what he is
dealing with.
It has been brought to the attention of the
Minister for Y outlt, Sport and Recreation
that certain machines, curt'enily in use in a
number of establishments, across Victoria,
are against the spirit of the Government's
approach'to gambling in this State and acting on the advice of the Police Force and
his own Ministry, legislation is being drafted
for consideration by Parliament to limit
certain of these machines. Details will be
available, I hope, later this day for the edification of all members of the House. At
that stage, I repeat, details will be then
available for all honourable members.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in a read and first
time.
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I should also inform the House that when
the Fisheries Act was introduced very few
fisheries were subject to licence limitation.
With the increased acceptance of licence
limitations as an integral part of fisheries
management in south-eastern Australia the
potential for application of section 1,8 has
virtually been eliminated. I commend the
Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr AUSTIN (Ripon),
the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be
adjourned until Wednesday, October 31.
WINE GRAPE PROCESSING
INDUSTRY (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr FORDHAM (Minister of Education)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The amendments proposed in this Bill are
designed to widen the scope of the Wine
Grape Processing Industry Act '1978 to
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Industry, include grape varieties other than sultanas
Commerce and Technology)-Imove:
and gordos, which are the only varieties
That this Bill be now read a second time.
covered by the Act at present. Prescribing
The purpose of this comparatively short Bill additional varieties could be requested by
is to remove section 18 of the Fisheries Act ei1her grape growers or by processors, but
which provides for reciprocal recognition of the decision on whether or not prices would
commercial fishing licences which are issued be set for the varieties so nominated would
in another State. Victoria is in fact the only rest, as in the current Act, with the negotiatState to have granted reciprocal recognition ing committee formed under the Act.
of interstate licences.
Part of the onginal intention of the Act
Recently held proceedings before the was to enable the negotiating committee to
Supreme Court have concluded that section establish a price for grapes used in the pro18 may be interpreted in such a way as to
allow fishermen with licences from another duction of distillation spirit, by determinState which are similar to Victorian licences ing the maximum amount by which the
to operate in 'this State's limited entry fish- price negotiated for the production of wine
eries. To remove this problem, which has could be reduced where grapes were found
serious ramifications for important fisher- to be unsound for wine making, but suitable
ies, such as scallop, rock lobster and aba- for the production of distillation spirit. In
lone, the Government proposes to remove practice, the negotiating committee has not
established prices for grapes used in the
section 18 from the Act.
Currently some fifteen Victorian fisher- production of distillation spirit because,
men hold reciprocal licences which enable under the Act as it stands at present, the
them to fish for rock lobster in both Vic- prices only apply to sultanas and gordos.
torian and Tasmanian waters. This amend- Processors of grapes for production of disment will not adversely affect the fishing tillation spirit can therefore avoid paying
operations of these fishermen but it will the negotiated price by purchasing grapes
require of them that they take out separate other than sultanas and gordos. The prolicences. An exemption cannot be made but posed amendment overcomes this problem
their existing licences will continue until the by ensuring that any grape variety, when
end of the licensing year which is 31 March used for the production of distillation spirit,
1965.
wm be subject te ttt provisions cfH~e Act
FISHERIES (RECIPROCAL
LICENCES) BILL

~.;~:
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The current Act provides that where a
price is negotiated, it is an offence for processors to purchase grapes for wine production at prices less than the negotiated price.
However, it does not preclude a processor
from producing wine or distillation spirit
from grapes which he does not own. It is
therefore possible, under the present Act,
for a processor to enter an agreement with
wowers to produce wine on their behalf and,
ID this event, the provisions of the Act in
relation to minimum pricing could be circumvented. The proposed amendment
ensures that processors are not able to circumvent the Act in this way.
This Government has been actively
involved in assisting the grape industry over
recent times. The Minister for Industry,
Commerce and Technology and the Minister of Agriculture are taking a major role in
developing the table grape and wine industries of the State. An industry review committee has recently examined ways in which
the wine market can be assisted, including
the establishment of an authentication system to verify the origin and quality of bottled wines. The wine industry is seen to have
a major role in the long-term economic
strategy of this State, not only for its wines,
but also as a basis for an expanded tourist
industry. With this in mind, the Government will continue to support the long-term
future of the industry in the light of the
report to be made by the review committee.
The principal Act and the complementary legislation in New South Wales relate
primarily to grapes grown in specified
municipalities of New South Wales and
Victoria, located in the lower Murray region
of these States. The principal Act and the
present Bill are designed to established uniform base prices for grapes from these areas
that are used in the production of distillation spirit and the large scale production of
wine. The proposed legislation does not
preclude a higher price for the grapes if circumstances in the market-place so warrant.
With the current critical situation in the
dried fruit industry, the provisions of this
Bill will go a long way towards maintaining
a viable large scale wine industry in the area.
A collapse of the price structure in this
industry could, in the extreme, lead to a
total collapse of the price structure for grapes
in the whole of the wine industry. I commend the Bill to the House.

Canned Fruits Marketing (Amendment) Bill

On the motion of Mr AUSTIN (Ripon),
the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be
adjourned until Wednesday, October 31.
CANNED FRUITS MARKETING
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr FORDHAM (Minister of Education)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The amendments proposed in this Bill correspond to the relevant amendments proposed in Commonwealth legislation.
Complementary State legislation will also
be required in New South Wales, Queensland and South Australia. So far as Victoria
is concerned, this Bill will extend the stabilization scheme established by the Commonwealth and the four participating States
for a further three seasons.
The Commonwealth Government has
proposed, with participating State support,
a number of other amendments to take effect
over the next three seasons. Some of these,
including preparation of "annual operational plans" and a longer-term "corporate
plan" by the Canned Fruits Corporation do
not have to be parallelled in this Bill, except
to the extent that the corporation is required
to act in conformity with such plans when
in force.
Under the principal Act, the corporation
was required to insure canned fruit against
relevant risks. This Bill will enable the corporation to exercise discrimination over
insurance risk, but requires it to maintain
an insurance account to cover relevant risks
so far as they are not covered by insurance.
Provision is made for the Commonwealth
Minister for Primary Industry to set guidelines for the exercise of this discriminatory
power.
The amendment which proposes that
market returns in excess of the minimum
price should not be included in the equalization returns, is designed to encourage
individual canners and agents to improve
their marketing operations.
Other amendments incorporated in the
Bill increase the penalties in line with the
Commonwealth Bill, and convert them to
penalty units. There are also a number of
formal amendments to adopt gender neutral terminology. This Bill has the strong
support of both the growers and processors
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de facto couple are the most appropriate
family for a child, one of the couple will
have to adopt as the single parent.
I am disappointed that the Liberal Party
has reneged on its own amendment moved
in this House, which was that de facto
couples be jointly allowed to adopt in
"special circumstances". These circumADOPTION BILL (No. 2)
stances will generally be where there was a
The message from the Council relating to prior connection with a particular child.
the amendments in this Bill was taken into Although the Government is disappointed
consideration.
that de facto couples are to be excluded from
joint adoption, it is prepared to accept these
Council's amendments:
1. Clause 11, page 6, lines 33 to 38, omit sub-clause amendments to ensure the passage of the
other significant measures in the Bill.
(5).
The second substantial amendments from
2. Clause 11, page 7, line 4, omit "(6)" and insert
the Council are to clauses 102 and 103.
"(5)" .
3. Clause 94, line 29, after "paragraph" insert "(a) These amendments require each approved
agency to operate an adoption information
or".
4. Clause 102, line 36, after "Services" insert "and service and an adoption information register and to notify my department's central
within each approved agency.".
control
of adoption information. These
5. Clause 103, page 56, line 15, after "Directoramendments
make it compulsory for
General" insert "and the principal officer of each
approved adoption agencies to perform a
approved agency.".
role which this House has authorized them
6. Clause 103, page 56, after line 16 insert:
to do if they so choose. Although the Gov"( ) An approved agency shall forward to the ernment does not wish to compel agencies
Director-General a copy ofthe particulars relating to to provide this information service, it is
each person in respect of whom an entry is made in prepared to accept this amendment to
the Adoption Information Register maintained by
ensure the passage of the Bill.
the agency and the Director-General shall enter those
Thirdly, the Council has amended the Bill
particulars in the Adoption Information Register
maintained by the Director-General.".
to requue the permission of adoptive
7. Clause 103, page 56, line 23, after "Director- parents before non-identifying information
General" insert "or the principal officer of the approved may be released to under-age adoptees. This
may create difficulties for teenage adoptees
agency.".
8. Clause 103, page 56, lines 25 to 29, omit para- who are estranged from their adoptive families. However, they will be able to appeal
graph (b) and insert:
to
the court if they believe that the adoptive
"( ) in relation to each person so registered, the
family has unreasonably withheld this perwishes ofthe person in relation tomission. The use of the court to obtain this
(i) obtaining information about, or meeting or pro- information will be slower and more costly
viding information; and
than the method proposed by the Govern(ii) whether or not to release the name, address or ment. However, the Government is preany information about the personpared to accept this amendment to ensure a
to another person whose name is, or may in the speedy passage of the Bill.
future be, entered in the Adoption Information
The Adoption Bill (No. 2) will signifiRegister.
cantly improve adoption practice in VicMrs TONER (Minister for Community toria. It has been drafted to accord with the
Welfare Services)-I move:
social needs of our time, with input from
That the amendments be agreed to.
significant sections of the community,
In moving the amendments in globo. I will including the opposition parties. In due
explain the significant amendments made course, it will be reviewed and revised to
by the Council. Firstly, the opposition par- reflect future changes in society.
ties combined to delete the opportunity for
I thank all people who have contributed
de facto couples jointly to adopt a child. to this Bill through membership of the
This will mean that, in future cases where a Adoption Legislation Review Committee,

of canned fruit and I commend the Bill to
the House.
On the motion of Mr AUSTIN (Ripon),
the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be
adjourned until Wednesday, October 31.
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through submissions td that committee and
my office, through involvement in Government committees and public meetings and
through the process of public education
which has occurred over the past six years
since this piece of law reform first began. I
should also like to commend the opposition
parties' spokesmen, the honourable members for Wantirna, and Swan Hill, who have
sat down with me for many hours and
worked through the proposed legislation in
a most co-operative manner.
Mr SALTMARSH (Wantirna)-In
responding to the motion, it is appropriate
to indicate that in the whole process of
review leading to the establishment of what
will be seen throughout Australia and possibly throughout the Western World as a
foremost piece of social legislation, the Bill
reflects a wide spread consensus throughout
the community.
The .Bill reflects the many changes in
community attitudes that have taken place
in the past few years.. The Bill will provide
for a high standard of practice that will pay
due regard to the interests and needs of the
adopted child, the relinquishing parents and
the adoptive parents. The amendments
before the House, when agreed to, will
ensure that the needs and interests of those
three major parties to the adoption process
will be met.
When the Bill was last before the House,
I agreed to the clause covering the special
circumstances of couples living in de facto
relationships on the understanding that the
clause would be further examined while the
Bill was between here and another place.
However, after review in another place, the
clause covering couples living in de facto
relationships has been omitted.
With regard to the remaining amendments, which cover clauses 102 and 103, it
will be important to ensure a high standard
of practice within the adoption agencies. The
Opposition believes it is proper that full and
complete information records be kept and
maintained by the adoption agencies, which
may from time to time receive requests for
such information. It is appropriate that a
continuity of contact be maintained between
the parties to adoption and the agencies
concerned and that that information be held
on a central register. The Opposition and
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the agencies are confident that the amendments will ensure a high standard of practice in relation to adoption information. If
any adoption agency is unable to maintain
the required level of information, there is
provision in the Bill to review the viability
of such an agency. The amendments will
strengthen the over-all process and ensure a
high standard of practice.
In relation to practice standards, I am
concerned that already one adoption agency
has indicated that it is not prepared to abide
by the provision on conditional consent. It
is to be hoped that it will be made rerfectly
clear to the adoption agency that, i it is not
prepared to operate under the provisions of
the proposed legislation, the Minister will
take appropriate action.
The Bill is an example of the way in which
a Parliament should operate. I commend
the Minister for establishing proper consultation between the parties. I commend the
Minister for making available the expertise
of both her advisers and officers from her
department, who met with both the Opposition spokesman for the National Party and
me. That consultation ensured that an
important piece of proposed social legislation could be properly negotiated and
thrashed out so that it would reflect the
points of view of all the parties on the Bill.
In commending that process, I can only
hope there will be similar examples in the
future to ensure that Parliament operates to
its best capacity to protect and promote the
well-being of the community rather than
providing an opportunity for political pointscoring.
During debate on the Bill genuine concern was expressed by all parties to ensure
that the best interests and welfare of the
three parties involved in the adoption process are properly catered for and recognized. The Opposition believes the
amendments will ensure that those goals are
realized and that the Bill is one of which the
Parliament in future years will be genuinely
proud. I commend these amendments to
the House.
Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill)-I congratulate the Government on accepting the
amendments made in another place. I found
it an interesting experience to be involved
in such a high level of co-operation and
consultation on the drafting of the Bill.
Indeed, the consultation that has been
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undertaken in the community in the past
seven years has enabled Parliament to agree
on a Bill which is different from similar
legislation in other States and countries. For
many years the problems associated with
adoption have been canvassed publicly.
I was sorry that during debate on the Bill
the only aspect of it that caught the imagination of the media was the provision that
dealt with couples living in de facto relationships. However, I am pleased with the
amendment which omits that provision
because if that provision had not been
omitted, the Bill would have undermined
the basic family structures in society. The
Bill has lost nothing through the omission
of that provision.
The other amendments that deal with the
maintenance of an adoption information
register are matters of common sense. I
appreciate the problems encountered by the
Government in dealing with this issue;
however, I am sure that with proper cooperation the system will work to the benefit of all people involved in adoption.
A common right of adoptive families
involves the need of parents who give up
children for adoption to provide non-identifying information. Throughout the debate
on the Bill there was argument for and
against that information being made available. However, under a Bill such as this
which establishes a set of rules, such a right
must be afforded to adoptive parents
because that information will make adoption a more family oriented process.
The Bill takes into account the views of
the majority of people involved and does
not reflect the dominant views of one
minority group over the views of the majority. From time to time the Bill may need
some fine tuning, but the Government is
aware of that and I am sure it will be receptive to any future changes that are necessary. I hope the Government will provide
the necessary funding so that the agencies
can do the work that is now being given to
them.
The administration of the Bill, together
with the administration of the Act, will be
the responsibility of the Minister, and I wish
her well in her work. The Bill is now very
different from the Bill that was introduced
in May this year. Co-operation between the
three parties, the agencies, interested groups
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throughout Victoria and departmental officers has led to many important changes in
the Bill.
This matter highlights the role of the
Upper House. The amendments that have
been returned to the Assembly from the
Council are extremely responsible and
enhance the Bill although, compared with
the operation of the complete legislation,
the amendments are only minor. Nevertheless, the Upper House has played a responsible role. We are fortunate to have an
effectiV'e House of review, and I hope that
will continue to be the case.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-Representations received by honourable members covered a wide range of problems. The
most intensely-held views that I encountered were from people who had adopted
children through an agency and who wished
to continue their relationship with that
agency. Frankly, they were suspicious that
they could not have the same confidence in
dealing only with the department. People
are often confident of an agency because
they have dealt with it successfully: They
have adopted a child, built up a special relationship with that child and have a feeling
for the agency.
The amendments are welcomed. They
certainly will deal with the intensely-held
views of some persons from whom I
received representations, who felt unwilling
to have the same confidence in departmental officers whom they had never met or
with whom they had never dealt. Those persons wished always to return to the agency
for counselling and perhaps for consideration of a further application.
I was horrified to meet one young couple
. who had adopted two children and had
applied to adopt a third child but, immediately on seeing the sorts of obligations that
could arise under the proposals contained
in the original Bill, they cancelled their
application. I hope that family will reconsider the position and feel that they can deal
with the agency, because agencies will play
a primary function in the application of the
Bill.
The Minister owes it to honourable
members to say something on the Question
of funding for the agencies. If the agencies
are to have this responsibility-and I think
it is common ground that they shouldthey must be provided with the resources to
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enable them to do the work properly. We
must not allow a breakdown to occur in
their work. We are not talking about a lot of
money, but additional resources will be
necessary to enable the agencies to cope with
their new role and the new responsibilities
that the Bill imposes upon them.
I hope the director-general will not have
to intervene. We must look at it in the most
positive terms and say that, in agreeing to
the amendments to clauses 5 and 7, Parliament is imposing on the Government and
the Minister a responsibility to provide
funding. The Minister must give a clear
indication that funding will be available for
the agencies. This is important to people
who have adopted, because they approached
an agency, sought adoption, were approved,
were successful in it and are carrying out a
responsibility on behalf of all of us, a
responsibility that would otherwise fall on
the Government. If the agencies are prepared to shoulder the burden of mediating
between the relinquishing parent and the
adopting parents, it is our obligation as a
Parliament and as representatives of the
community to ensure that the resources are
available to enable the responsibility to be
properly discharged.
My present position does not replace my
support for the amendments, but is in addition to it, and I ask the Minister to make a
statement on the matter.
Mrs TONER (Minister for Community
Welfare Services) (By leave)-In response
to the queries raised by the honourable
member for Wantirna, I assure him that
discussions will take place as to how the
agencies can carry out their obligations
through the process of staged proclamation
of sections of the Act. I agree that resources
must be available for this important piece
of social legislation to work effectively.
Those discussions with the agencies will
occur in the near future.
The motion was agreed to.
FUNDRAISING APPEALS BILL
The message from His Excellency the
Governor relating to the amendments in
this Bill was taken into consideration.
Amendments from His Excellency the
Governor:
Clause 6, sub-clause (I), omit "37 and 38" and insert
"36 and 37".

Fundraising Appeals Bill
Clause 7, sub-clause (I), omit" 38 (I)" and insert" 3 7
(1)".

Clause 7, sub-clause (2), omit "38 (1)" and insert "37
(1)".

Mr ROPER (Minister of Health)-I
move:
That the amendments be agreed to.

There has obviously been a detailed examination of the Bill after it passed through the
two Houses. These minor, consequential
amendments have been picked up, and His
Excellency the Governor has drawn them
to the attention of the House.
The motion was agreed to, and it was
ordered that a message be sent to the Council requesting its concurrence therein.
STAMPS (AMENDMENT) BILL (No. 2)
The House went into Committee for the
further consideration of this Bill.
Clause 1 was agreed to.
Clause 2
MrJOLLY (Treasurer)-I move:
Clause 2, line 9, omit"5 (2)" and insert"5 (5)".

This amendment is necessary to facilitate
the establishment of a secondary mortgage
market in this State.
The amendment was agreed to, and the
clause, as amended, was adopted, as were
clauses 3 and 4.
Clause 5
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I move:
Clause 5, line 40, omit "issued by recognized institution" and insert "or a guaranteed certificate".

This is an amendment to clause 5 so that
not only will transfers of mortgage-backed
certificates be exempt from duty in the secondary mortgage market, but so also will
transfers of guaranteed certificates in the
secondary mortgage market. The guaranteed certificates are an important component of the secondary mortgage market and,
if that area is to be fully developed in Victoria, it is necessary to make this
amendment.
The amendment was agreed to.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I move:
Clause 5, after line 40 insert:
'(2) In the Third Schedule to the Principal Act, after
paragraph (8) under the heading "Exemptions" under

Stamps (Amendment) Bill (No. 2)
heading XXII. there shall be inserted the following
paragraphs:
"(9) Any mortgage given to a recognized institution
within the meaning of the Trustee Act 1958, being a
mortgage of a mortgage or a mortgage by way of deposit
of a mortgage.
( 10) Any guaranteed certificate within the meaning
of the Trustee Act 1958.".
(3) In the Third Schedule to the Principal Act, after
paragraph (1) under the heading "Exemptions" under
heading XXIII. there shall be inserted the following
paragraph:
"(2) Any guaranteed certificate within the meaning
of the Trustee Act 1958.".
(4) In the Third Schedule to the Principal Act, after
paragraph (9) under the heading "Exemptions" under
heading XXIV. there shall be inserted the following
paragraphs:
"( 10) Any mortgage given to a recognized institution
within the meaning of the Trustee Act 1958, being a
mortgage of a mortgage or a mortgage by way of deposit
of a mortgage.
( 11) Any mortgage-backed certificate within the
meaning of the Trustee Act 1958.
(12) Any guaranteed certificate within the meaning
of the Trustee Act 1958." '.

Proposed new sub-clause (2) inserted by this
amendment ensures that mortgages transferred to a recognized institution for the
purposes of facilitating the secondary mortgage market will not themselves be liable to
duty as mortgages under the Stamps Act.
This sub-clause also provides that any
guaranteed certificate issued for the purposes of facilitating the secondary mortgage
market will not bear duty at mortgage rates.
It is necessary for this amendment to be
made to allow a fully-fledged secondary
mortgage market to be established in Victoria and nationally.
Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn)-The Committee should expect the Minister to provide a
further explanation regarding the other subclauses proposed in the amendment.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-Proposed subclause (3) introduces an exemption for
guaranteed certificates from fixed duty as
guarantees under the Stamps Act. Heading
XXIII of the Third Schedule to the Stamps
Act imposes a fixed duty of $1 0 on guarantees. It is necessary for this amendment to
take place to enable the secondary mortgage
market to be established.
Proposed sub-clause (4) exempts from
duty as a deed any mortgage given to a recognized institution to facilitate dealings in
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the secondary mortgage market, any mortgage-backed certificate and any guaranteed
certificate issued for the purposes of the secondary mortgage market. It is necessary to
provide these exemptions to enable the
market to be established in this State and
nationally.
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-The Opposition supports the development of the secondary mortgage market and would want
the Stamps Act to be amended in these ways
to ensure that the necessary documents can
flow without incurring stamp duty. The
whole concept of the secondary mortgage
market as I understand it, is basically to
enable 'mortgages to be transferred readily
between persons via the secondary mortgage market, establishing in the market these
guaranteed certificates that might take the
place of the mortgages, and the mortgages
themselves being held in some type of bank
arrangement. The various provisions of this
amendment will make that possible.
At the same time as this has occurred, I
would think it appropriate that a person
who may be holding a mortgage should be
able to transfer that mortgage to another
person in terms of a private contract without necessarily going to the secon~ary
mortgage market. I would appreclate
receiving an assurance from the Treasurer
that, if that type of transfer were to take
place, it similarly would be free of stamp
duty, as it would be through the secondary
mortgage market. If the Treasurer were able
to assure the Committee on that point, it
would be of help to honourable members
when considering these amendments.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-The Government is concerned to ensure that a secondary mortgage market is established in this
State, as that obviously can ensure that there
is a downward long-term pressure on
interest associated with housing loans and
other mortgage loans.
In respect of the matter raised by the
honourable member for Balwyn, one needs
to ensure that there are adequate safeguards
in the secondary mortgage market system
so that prudential requirements and others
are met. That is why it has to be an approved
institution so far as the original lender is
concerned. However, if any further points
are to be made in this regard, I shall certainly take them up and examine them
before the Bill passes to the other place.
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Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-The
Question raised, which I believe needs to be
answered, is: Given that the Bill is creating,
and the amendments are reinforcing the
creation of, a secondary mortgage market,
is that market to be an advantaged place by
way of exemption from stamp duty, as
opposed to those people who might have a
mortgage and wish to transfer it to somebody else? If it is creative and attractive of
new investment into the mortgage area to
have a secondary mortgage market, and if it
is useful to the whole society that mortgages
should be easily transferred through that
secondary mortgage market, I ask the
Treasurer why the same rationale is not
applied to the private transfer of mortgages
between those people who have them.
There are many people who, at one stage
of their lives, might have funds out on
mortgage and who, at a later stage of their
lives, need to get the money back. In that
case, they have a choice: They can shorten
the term of the mortgage to accommodate
that, having renewals at earlier times; or
they can discount the mortgage or sell itand presumably, with stamp duty penalties,
which is a disadvantage again. If we are
looking for cheaper interest rates and downward pressure on interest rates and if we are
looking to open up the secondary mortgage
market, which is a formal market like a stock
exchange, we certainly would not want to
have any comparable disadvantages by
leaving stamp duty on the private sector,
that is, the non-market sector.
I have asked a Question-I have really
tried to reinforce the Question asked by the
honourable member for Balwyn-and
although it is great to think that it will be
considered between here and another place,
the Treasurer is here, and surely we can
expect to receive a response from him in
this Committee.
Is it in line with Government thinking
and in line with these amendments, that
mortgages should be transferable to enable
an investor, say in his middle years of life,
to enter into a ten-year mortgage on the
basis that he knows he can either privately
or through the market transfer that mortgage in eight years' time if he needs money
in the ninth or tenth year of that mortgage,
rather than that person saying, "No, I am
not willing to enter into a ten-year mortgage. I will enter into a three-year mortgage
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and I will reconsider that mortgage each
three years"? That is what is usually done.
If we are looking for lower interest mortgages, a freeing up or a deregulation,
obviously the mortgage market will be free
of stamp duty and people will be attracted
to it, especially if stamp duty applies on
other transactions and not on the market
transactions. It would be like saying, "There
will be a stamp duty if you sell or transfer
your shares privately, but there will be no
stamp duty if you transfer them through the
stock exchange". That would make the secondary mortgage market appear to be satisfactory because, in effect, it has been granted
a monopoly of stamp duty free transactions. It would, therefore, attract transactions that have nothing to do with the
bearing down of interest rates or anything
else, but are simply transfers that are done
through the market to avoid stamp duty.
The Government must have given some
consideration to whether stamp duty on the
transfer of mortgages is to be generally abolished or abolished only in relation to the
second mortgage market. If the latter is so,
we deserve to know why it would be done
only for second mortgage market transactions and not for transactions outside that
market.
The Treasurer should explain it. He may
need time to explain it to us but, Quite
frankly, explaining it in another place
through another Minister will not be nearly
as good as his explaining it here and now. If
he can give us his thinking, that will be of
assistance, even if we do not get a definitive
statement on the matter. If he believes the
revenue is at risk, that it is too big a bite,
maybe he can indicate whether it would be
the Government's intention to move in that
direction in the future, or what the situation
is.
However, if a constituent of mine has a
mortgage and wants to have answered the
Question, "If I want to transfer the mortgage
from myself to somebody else because I
want my money back, do I have to go
through this market or otherwise pay stamp
duty", I want to be able to give him the
answer. If the Treasurer could give me the
answer to that Question it would be a clue
to his thinking and a clue to the Government's policy on the matter. We also deserve
to know the reasons and the rationale behind
it.
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While considering these amendments, we
need to have the answer to that question,
and the Treasurer should attempt to give us
the answer rather than simply saying he will
look at it while the Bill is between here and
another place. Our "boy wonder" Treasurer
really does not know the answer.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the
National Party)-The reason behind the
proposed legislation is an attempt to promote Melbourne as the financial capital of
Australia. However, an important principle
has been raised by the honourable member
for Balwyn and the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition. What is being done is desirable
and necessary but, ironically enough,
professionals and those in the big business
field will benefit from it. Does it flow down
to smaller people? That is the question the
Treasurer has to answer.
I hope the Treasurer has done his homework and knows in total what revenue
transfers of mortgages bring into the Treasury of Victoria every year and how much
this provision in the legislation will cost. To
take it further: How much would it cost if
all transactions done in the normal course
of business were exempt from stamp duty?
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-As I indicated
in the Budget speech, the cost of revenue of
such a proposal is minimal. That is really
not the issue.
Mr Ross-Edwards-What is the issue,
then?
Mr JOLLY-I shall explain the issue to
the Leader of the National Party. There are
two major reasons why the Government has
taken the initiative to establish a second
mortgage market in this State and it has
taken a lead compared with other States of
Australia.
The first reason is to ensure that mortgage
backed certificates effectively become a
more liquid asset. That means in the market-place a more attractive investment and,
other things being equal, it means a lower
rate of interest. Individuals borrowing, say
for housing, would have access to lower
interest rate loans than otherwise would
have been the case. That is an extremely
important part of the Government's programme. Building societies and other organizations would then be willing to lend at
lower rates of interest, other things being
equal.
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Secondly, we were concerned that this
should be done in the context of promoting
Melbourne as the commercial and financial
centre of Australia. The stamp duty that has
been imposed on these transfers for many
years has inhibited the development of a
second mortgage market in this State. The
Government does not intend to allow
exemption of ad valorem duty to apply to
non-authorized mortgage market transfers,
not because of the cost to revenue but
because of the need to ensure that the market in secondary mortgage transactions
flourishes. More importantly, we have
introduced tight prudential controls in the
development of the second mortgage market and it is difficult to implement those
prudential controls when it comes to individuals in the market-place. That is why the
amendment has been introduced in this
form; so that a second mortgage market can
be developed and the position can be
assessed when we see the fruits of the Government's decision.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the
National Party)-I am not a bit impressed
with the Treasurer's answer to the question.
I do not think he knows what he is talking
about. The Treasurer said that, if there is a
transfer of a mortgage in the normal way
and duty is payable, the revenue is insignificant and is not a factor. I believe it is a
factor; if it is not, why pay it?
Stamp duty is a revenue-earning measure.
Its whole purpose is to bring in revenue for
the Government. If it is of no significance,
why impose it when private individuals
want to transfer mortgage securities? We
have just about had enough of the Treasurer
not being able to answer questions in the
past two or three days.
It is a very simple question and I shall ask
it again: If a private mortgage is to be transferred from one person to another, what
will be the duty position? I cannot make the
question much simpler than that.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-In respect to the
ad valorem rate, it depends how the scheme
proceeds in operation. It is essential to
ensure that investors' moneys are protected. If those requirements are met, no
stamp duty is payable. We must ensure that
investors' moneys are protected, and that is
the whole purpose of the Government's
approach to this issue. A straight sale will
not attract duty, but some schemes could
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operate that might not be consistent with
the Government's approach to ensure that
investors' moneys wiIJ be protected by the
scheme.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-I can
understand that the Treasurer would want
a second mortgage market that offered all
sorts of advantages by way ofguarantee and
better security for those people who trade
on it. I have no quarrel with that.
The simple question that was asked was:
If two individuals from the private sector,
A and B, decide to move a mortgage from
one to the other-the Treasurer is bewitched
by the possibility that the Opposition may
be pushing a loophole on him-and if A has
the mortgage and B is willing to take the
transfer of it, why is it necessary to keep an
insignificant ad valorem duty on it?
The Treasurer has said that the duty is
insignificant to revenue. All right, it is insignificant to revenue. Why not allow private
transfers? The reason why the second mortgage market should be used is because, as
the Treasurer says, there will be a controlled
and secured basis on which to work.
Obviously, people will be attracted towards
using the official market. Ifthey do not want
to use the official market and they want to
transfer mortgages from one estate to a beneficiary, or from someone who cannot now
afford to lend the money, and someone else
is willing to take up the mortgage, what is
the problem?
The Opposition cannot see the problem
and I do not imagine the Treasurer can
either. He seems to indicate that a straight
sale is all right. What about a straight transfer? It is not actually a sale. It is just somebody stepping in where someone else was.
It is not a sale unless the interest rates are
out of kilter with the market-place.
One assumes that interest rates vary over
the years. When someone who has retired
has an investment in a mortgage which is
returning 11 per cent, and he wants to get
out of it now because he needs the money,
if someone else is willing to step in at 11 per
cent, what is the problem? It does not have
to be described as a straight sale; it is just a
transfer. If it is a straight transfer, is the
Treasurer making the point that a straight
transfer-I was not asking about sales, I was
asking about transfers-of a mortgage
between two individuals, off market, will
attract ad valorem duty in the future? I hope
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the Treasurer has that in focus and that he
will be able to give a straight and direct
answer. Will a straight transfer from one
individual to another individual off market
bear, under these amendments and under
the Bill, ad valorem duty?
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-In normal circumstances, there would be some consideration that would be regarded as a sale. If it
is a straight sale or a straight transfer, in the
words described by the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition, it would not attract stamp
duty; it would be exempt, but in circumstances where there may be a third or fourth
party involved, which would complicate the
arrangement, the Government would have
to be satisfied that the investor's money was
protected by any such scheme.
The amendment was agreed to.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I move:
Clause 5, line 41, omit "Sub-section (1)" and insert
"This section".

This is a consequential amendment following on the amendments just referred to.
The amendment was agreed to, and the
clause, as amended, was adopted, as were
clauses 6 to 8.
Clause 9 was verbally amended, and, as
amended, was adopted.
Clause 10
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I move:
Clause 10, page 15, after line 5 insert:
(3) In section 137N of the Principal Act(a) after the expression "137N" there shall be
inserted the expression "( I )";
(b) at the end of paragraph (c) the word "and" shall
be repealed;
(c) for paragraph (cl) there shall be substituted the
following paragraphs:
'(cl) "authorized dealer in the short term money
market" means a corporation that, under
section 97 (7) (b) of the Companies (Victoria) Code is declared, or deemed to be
declared, to be an authorized dealer in the
short term money market;
(e) "bank" means a bank within the meaning
of section 5 of the Banking Act 1959 of the
Commonwealth as amended and in force
for the time being or a bank constituted
under a law of a State or Territory; and
(I) "dealer in the unofficial short term money
market" means(i) a body corporate that, under section
131AG (2) as in force immediately
before the commencement of section
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10 of the Stamps (Amendment) Act
1984, is declared to be a dealer in the
unofficial short term market, unless the
declaration is revoked for the purposes
of this subdivision under sub-section
(2); or
(ii) a body corporate declared by the
Comptroller of Stamps by notice published in the Government Gazette to
be, for the purposes of this subdivision, a dealer in the unofficial short
term money market:
(d) at the end of the section, there shall be inserted
the following sub-section:
(2) The Comptroller of Stamps may, by notice
published in the Government Gazette, revoke(a) for the purposes of this subdivision, a declaration made under section 131AG (2) as in
force immediately before the commencement of section 10 of the Stamps (Amendment) Act 1984; or
(b) a declaration made under sub-section (1)
([) (ii).'
(4) In section 13 of the Financial Institutions Duty
Act 1982(a) in sub-section (2), after the expression "Stamps
Act 1958" there shall be inserted the expression
"as in force immediately before the commencement of section 10 of the Stamps (Amendment)
Act 1984 or under section 137N (1) (f) (ii) of
the Stamps Act 1958"; and
(b) in sub-section (3) (b), after the expression "section 131AG" there shall be inserted the expression "as in force immediately before the
commencement of section 10 of the Stamps
(Amendment) Act 1984 or under section 137N
(1) ([) (ii) ofthe Stamps Act 1958.".

This amendment is consequential on the
repeal of the credit provision of section 137N
of the Stamps Act 1958. It is incorporated
by reference to definitions contained in
repealed credit provisions. It is therefore
necessary to spell out those definitions in
section 137N of the Stamps Act. Sub-clause
(3) introduces a definition to authorized
dealers in the short-term money market,
bank and dealer in the unofficial short-term
money market.
Sub-clause (4) contains consequential
amendments to section 13 of the Financial
Institutions Duty Act 1982, which are
required because of the repeal of section
131 AG and the credit provisions in the
Stamps Act.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-Hope
springs eternal if one can get a straight
answer from the Treasurer. I ask him ifhe
can explain why the amendment deals solely
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with bodies corporate; that is, it deals with
authorized money dealer in the short-term
money market, which means a corporation.
A bank means a bank within the meaning
of section 5 of the Banking Act. A "dealer"
in the unofficial money market means a
body corporate, or a body corporate declared
by the Comptroller of Stamps by notice
published in the Government Gazette.
Can there be a word of explanation from
the Treasurer as to why only bodies corporate should be allowed to operate in the
market? Why not an individual? What is
wrong with an individual operating or a
partnership operating? Why must it be a
body corporate? What is the mystique about
the body corporate as opposed to other
organizations that might be found on the
stock exchange?
For many years, the stock exchange was
restricted solely to partnerships and did not
include bodies corporate. They are now
included and it may be that in the future
things may change. I do not expect a large
number of individuals or partnerships might
qualify, but will the Treasurer give a straight
answer to a straight question? Why would
not this amendment includ~ the possibility
of an individual or a partnership also being
declared by the Comptroller of Stamps in a
notice published in the Government Gazette
to be, for the purposes of this sub-clause, a
dealer in the unofficial short-term money
market?
I ask whether individuals and partnerships will be able to operate on this market.
The Opposition wants the market to be here;
it wants Melbourne to be the financial
centre; it wants the maximum activity; it
wants the transactions to occur; but why are
only bodies corporate welcome?
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-My understanding of the position is that definitions
are for the Stamps Act. Certain people
defined by this amendment can make transfers without paying any duties; in other
words, it can apply to individuals or to partnerships, and it is to ensure that the principle and definitions are incorporated
correctly in the Act.
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-I am mystified
by the Treasurer's response to the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition.
If persons active in the market can in fact
be individuals, it is certainly not covered by
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the definition. Is the Treasurer certain that
he has the definition right? Proposed para~raph (t!) of the amendment clearly states,
Inter alza:
authorized dealer in the short term money market
means a corporation ...

It does not mean an individual and individ-

uals would appear to be excluded by the
amendment. Perhaps the Committee should
pause here and allow the Treasurer the
opportunity of readdressing the amendment ifhe sees fit.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-There is no
need to readdress the amendment, which
applies to individuals. The reference to the
Act explains one way in which short-term
dealers can be established. Other people can
apply to become short-term dealers in the
market-place. There is no need for any further amendment to the proposed legislation
apart from that before the Committee.
The amendment was agreed to, and the
clause, as amended, was adopted, as was
clause 11.
Clause 12
Mr KEMPTON (Warrnambool)-I do
not want to be too tedious about this, but I
consider that I raised a fairly legitimate point
during the second-reading debate pertaining to the operation of clause 12, which
abolishes the stamp duty on motor boats,
and especially the date on which that is to
become effective.
At that stage the Treasurer acknowledged
my point and said that he wished the Bill
speedy passage and hoped that the date of
operation of the abolition of stamp duty on
motor boats would be equally speedy. All
honourable members hope that will be the
case. However, it is perfectly clear that the
Bill, in one form or another, will pass
through Parliament during the next week or
so .. Although the date is subject to proclamation, no indication has been given about
the effective date for the abolition of the
stamp duty. If it is to be on 1 January, as
the Leader of the National Party interjects,
that is well and good. However, the Treasurer should state here and now when that
date will be.
There are a number of transactions
awaiting a Government announcement on
the subject. Members of Parliament are
often approached about these sorts of matters. What type of advice are they to pass
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on? I suppose one will have to pass on the
advice in fairly loose terms. This morning I
wrote to constituents stating that the proposed legislation will probably be passed by
the end of next week and, if not, not at all. I
said that I hoped the abolition of the stamp
duty could be effected by the end ofNovember this year.
Will the Treasurer indicate to the House
and the public when the stamp duty will be
abolished? I do not wish to labour the point,
but the matter is of concern to a number of
people, especially since the boating season
is almost upon us and a number of people
wish to participate in boating sports and
purchase boats and boating equipment in
time for summer.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-One of the
alternatives of the Government with respect
to the operation date of the abolition of
stamp duty on motor boats was 1 January.
I decided not to apply that date in this case
but to nominate the earliest practicable
operation date for the proposed legislation.
As soon as the Bill is passed in the other
place, I shall ensure that a direction is given
to th6 Stamp Duty Office to put in train the
decision of Parliament. I shall inform every
honourable member in this House of the
operation date declared by the Government.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the
National Party)-I tender some good advice
to the Treasurer: Today is the day on which
the Treasurer should make the announcement. It is obvious that the Bill will be
passed some time during the next two weeks.
If the Treasurer were to nominate a datesay 10 November-the business community would know where it stands.
The Treasurer and the Premier never stop
saying that they want to get Victoria going
and generate extra sales and development.
That is fair enough and I hope the Treasurer
is big enough to take my advice and nominate the date so that sales can proceed and
people can begin negotiations. If we fiddle
around with the bureaucracy for ten days
more confusion will arise. Telephone calls
will be made and the reply will be that the
proposed legislation is waiting for an Order
in Council and so on. If the Treasurer is
master of his own destiny-which I hope he
is-he will nominate a date, as previous
Treasurers have done. I have asked this
question of former Treasurers so that people
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know where they stand. This is an opportunity for the Treasurer to provide positive
leadership.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-As I said, the
simple approach would have been to have
adopted 1 January as the date of operation.
That was the approach adopted by most
other Governments when reductions in
stamp duties and so on were made. I wanted
an earlier date to apply and I shall be in a
position to announce a date after the Bill
has been passed through the Legislative
Council.
Mr KEMPTON (Warrnambool)-The
comments made by the Leader of the
National Party were extremely apt in this
instance. The proposition put by the Treasurer that there will be no announcement of
the date, but that it will be as soon as possible, promotes the sort of uncertainty that
stops market operations in this segment of
the boating industry. I do not know whether
the Treasurer underrates that part of the
economy; perhaps he does not care.
Given that the forum today provides the
Treasurer with a suitable and sensible
opportunity of announcing a date for the
abolition of the stamp duty on motor boats,
he should do so. If a method of achieving
that is to set a date sufficiently far in advance
so that the bureaucracy and the Stamp Duty
Office can gear up to accommodate it, the
Treasurer should do so.
Honourable members ought to now hear
a specific date. It is not good fo~ the boating
industry for the Treasurer to say that
honourable members will be advised of the
date as soon as possible.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-As soon as the
Bill passes through the other place I shall
make an announcement about the date. In
the past in situations such as this the date
of 1 January was chosen. I consider that it
is preferable to nominate a date earlier than
that and to abolish the stamp duty as soon
as possible.
The clause was agreed to, as were the
remaining clauses.
Long Title
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I move:
Long Title, after "1961" insert ", the Financial Institutions Duty Act 1982".

This is a technical amendment to the long
title of the Bill because a consequential
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amendment was made to the preceding
amendment of the Financial Institutions
Duty Act 1982.
The amendment was agreed to, and the
long title, as amended, was adopted.
The Bill was reported to the House with
amendments, including an amended long
title, and passed through its remaining
stages.
The sitting was suspended at 1.1 p. m. until
2.4 p.m.
LAND TAX (AMENDMENT) BILL
(No. 2)
The debate (adjourned from October 3)
on the motion of Mr Jolly (Treasurer) for
the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-The Bill is
designed to make three specific amendments to the Land Tax Act: Firstly, to
extend the exemption taper to make it a
more gradual taper than currently exists;
secondly, to index the land tax rates scales;
and, thirdly, to index the exemption level.
The latter two changes are being made in
accordance with established practice introduced by the Treasurer in the last two Budgets. The amendment to the exemption taper
is, however, a new initiative.
What has occurred to land tax under the
direction of the Treasurer causes much concern to a number of people in the community. The Treasurer never misses an
opportunity of quoting the number of people
who have been exempted from paying land
tax. At his latest estimate, 134000 land
holders are no longer required to pay land
tax. In spite of that, the revenue from land
tax payments continues to increase.
Somewhere along the line some people
are paying land tax in ever-increasing
amounts. The Treasurer has spoken of
changes introduced by him to improve the
equity of land tax, but those who are still
paying the tax find his arguments extraordinarily difficult to follow. If at the same
time one is freeing people from an obligation to pay tax-in other words, the base on
which the tax is paid is narrowed-and the
revenue from the tax continues to increase,
there is only one conclusion: A small group
of individuals or businesses are being hit
harder and harder by the tax. That is exactly
the case regarding the Land Tax Act.
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Provisions in the Bill moderate the impact
of the tax. In comparison with the growing
burden of land tax on a restricted tax base,
they are very modest provisions. The
broadening of the exemptions taper from
the present 2: 1 basis to a 2:5 basis will have
a helpful effect for a number of people in
the middle range ofland tax payers.
Under the old system, the tax exemption
-level was $51 750. As a person's land values
increased above that figure, the exemption
was decreased by $2 for every $1 by which
the land value exceeded the general exemption level. That meant that for any landholder owning land worth more than
approxitnately $75 000, the exemption
completely disap~ared. It is proposed that
the exemption WIll now spread over a wide
range of land values so that landholders
owning properties worth up to $105 000 will
receive some benefit from the exemption.
The scales have been worked out to indicate
where the major beneficiaries lie.
The Treasurer has indicated that the new
land tax taper zone will provide additional
benefits to most land tax paying households. The fact that the Treasurer has seen
fit to identify households as among those
who will benefit most from the change demonstrates something about the Treasurer's
understanding of the land tax problem.
By referring to "households", the Treasurer has indicated that land tax is not simply an imposition on businesses but also on
some homeowners, who are being hit hard
by land tax. In the Treasurer's first Budget,
he removed the principal residence rebate
that had been in existence for many years
in the Act. By removing the rebate, a group
of homeowners are now obliged to pay land
tax at extremely high rates.
Mr Ross-Edwards-It is an increasing
number, too!
Mr RAMSAY-An increasing number of
people are having to pay land tax as their
property values move into the relevant
range.
Members of the opposition parties have
received many letters of concern from
people in modest circumstances who suddenly find that their liability for land tax,
because of changes the Government has
introduced, is being multiplied by 100, 200
or 300 per cent, or perhaps even more.
In my electorate office I have a number
ofletters from residents, many of whom are
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pensioners or retired persons. In the past
they have been faced with a land tax bill of
$100 or $150 but they are now required to
pay land tax of approximately $700, $800
or $900. In making the change to free some
people of excessive land tax, the Government has placed a heavy burden on others.
The proposal to extend the exemption
taper will be of some benefit to those people,
but in reality the Treasurer is taking with
one hand and giving back with the other.
One can be sure that what he is giving back
will be considerably less than the amount
he is taking. The inequity still stands because
the changes the Government has introduced will mean the burden of land tax is
not falling more equitably but less equitably
on many homeowners in Victoria.
When the Liberal Party returns to Government next year it will take immediate
action to correct this situation. The Opposition welcomes the extension of the
exemption taper but points out to the
Treasurer that the Government has not gone
far enough for many hundreds of taxpayers
who are caught up in the bind of paying
onerous levels of land tax on their private
homes simply because of the changes the
Government has introduced.
The Opposition has no objection to the
indexation of tax scales, but it notes that in
the indexing of the exemption level from
$51 750 to $55 125, the change that the
Government has made keeps in step with
the incidence of this equalization factor that
is now applied to all land values for the
purposes of determining land tax. I point
out to the Treasurer that although it sounds
all right in theory to have an equalization
factor applied each year to try to establish a
more comparable level of land values
throughout Victoria, there is strong evidence that this practice is not working satisfactorily. The equalization factor, as the
Treasurer has explained, is different for each
municipality. It is determined by the ValuerGeneral in accordance with the Act and the
land values are indexed by administrative
action. Parliament does not have any say
in, and is not provided with much information about, how it applies.
If one considers the present values used
for land tax purposes, one recognizes that a
notional value of land as it stood in 1981 is
being dealt with. This has been built up from
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the land values of 1978 which this Government, in its first year of office, indexed by
10·6 per cent on the basis of the consumer
price index movement in the previous year.
In last year's Budget an adjustment was
made so that the total percentage increase
since the 1978 value was 15 per cent for the
years 1979 and 1980. It is now suggested
that the equalization factor will be approximately 6· 5 per cent to bring a total indexation of 1978 values up to a notional 1981
value with an increase of22·5 per cent. Presumably next year land valuations will be
based on new municipal valuations for 1982
which will be available to the Land Tax
Office.
I do not have full details of the anticipated values under the 1982 valuation but
the few examples that I do have suggest the
22·5 per cent will be a long way from the
movement in values that has occurred at
least in parts of the metropolitan area. I
shall quote an example of the municipality
of Camberwell where the Valuer-General
has recently indicated an anticipated average increase between 1978 and 1982 of 82
per cent for the municipality.
Mr Ross-Edwards-And some areas
would be even higher.
Mr RAMSA Y-In some areas of Camberwell the valuation would be even higher.
The average increase from 1978 to 1982 is
82 per cent. If the Government does not
take any specific action-and again I state
that if the Liberal Party is elected next year
it will take action-to rectify this situation,
instead of allowing this automatic equalization factor to continue operating, the
whole land tax regime will be grossly distorted by the new values that will apply.
It is not good enough for the Government
to use the Land Tax Act to determine current valuations available from the municipalities in this over-simplistic way, which
has been done in the past and which this
Government, to its credit, has attempted to
rectify. In the example I have quoted to the
House, the Government has failed to adequatdy rectify the situation. What the Government has done is no substitute for
reconsideration of the land tax base and the
appropriate valuations being made next
year.
In determining their own rates, municipalities are able to take new valuations into
consideration. They are provided with new
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valuations by their municipal valuer. They
know the amount of revenue that needs to
be raised for their budgets and they strike
an appropriate rate in the $1 to produce the
necessary rate revenue to move in line with
whatever indices they see fit to use to suit
the requirements of the municipality. However, because of the way the Land Tax Act
is written, many properties in metropolitan
Melbourne and in other parts of Victoria
will be hard hit with another round of quite
excessive increases in land tax. This practice cannot be allowed to continue.
The proposed amendments in the Bill are
acceptable to the Opposition, but I point
out that there will be difficulties in the ensuing twelve months for land tax as the new
1982 valuations come in. The provisions of
the Land Tax Act will still be inadequate to
deal with the changes that the Bill will introduce. I remind the House that the Opposition is completely opposed to the notion
that people should be paying heavy levels
ofland tax on the homes in which they live.
Previous Governments made provision for
special exemptions for principal residences.
The Treasurer introduced a change to knock
out those special exemptions on the grounds
that it was more equitable to have a higher
general exemption. However, it was faulty
reasoning on his part to make those changes
because it is wrong in principle for any person to be obliged to find a large sum of
money as a tax simply because he or she
chooses to live in a home.
It is appropriate that a homeowner should
meet the required rates levied by the municipality in which he or she lives. It is one
matter to contribute to the rates of the
municipality and the services provided by
that municipality, but it is another matter
to have a land tax which is simply a tax on
the value of the property for which the
property owner is receiving nothing in
return. This principle should not be perpetrated on the people of Victoria.
Home ownership in Victoria should be
encouraged. The Liberal Party will take steps
to ensure that home ownership is encouraged and that the provisions of the Land
Tax Act are equitable.
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS (Leader of the
National Party)-This is a Budget Bill. For
that reason the National Party supports the
measure but without enthusiasm. The
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honourable member for Balwyn has indicated that the Bill effects three significant
issues; the extension of the exemption taper,
indexation of the exemption level and
indexation of land tax scales.
I shall deal with two matters; the first
being indexation and the second being the
inclusion of the family home in the assessment of land tax. I sympathize with members of the Government who try to arrive at
a satisfactory system of indexation; former
Governments have not been able to resolve
that problem satisfactorily. It certainly has
not been solved to date. A few days ago the
Treasurer informed me of the rate at which
land tax is increasing in some areas of
Victoria.
Under former conservative Governments, family homes were exempted from
the assessment of land tax. I strongly support the contention that the family home
should be exempted. Honourable members
would like to see Australians living in the
best housing accommodation possibleaccording to their financial status. A real
problem exists with people w~o are retired
yet who own a valuable home. This occurs
for good and natural reasons: Those people
do not want to sell the home that they have
established during their lives. The home
provides the family with accommodation.
Just because one person or a family may
have a better home than somebody else,
that person should not pay a substantial
amount of land tax while another family
pays almost nothing. Generally, with retired
people, the home in which they live reflects
their financial position of 20 or 30 years
before.
A better system of indexation is needed.
I support the principle suggested by the
honourable member for Balwyn that the
family 1.lome should be exempted. I warn
the Treasurer about the imposition of land
tax on developments in the State. Developers are not bogey men; they are an essential part of the community. Land tax is
becoming a significant cost in the development of housing accommodation and
industrial estates. People must hold land
for a long time, therefore, there is not the
turnover in housing accommodation or
property of years gone by. When one is
deciding whether to develop an area, one
must consider the. payment of the land tax.
Land tax will prevent many developers from
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entering into new investment ventures.
Once a person owns a certain value of property, he or she must meet the land tax payment. That person may decide the payment
is too much and move into investing in the
share market or an investment different
from property investment.
Honourable members must do everything they can to encourage investment and
to instill investor confidence in Victoria. No
one likes land tax but it is an essential part
of the income revenue base of the Government. The indexation system needs to be
revised. The present land tax system, like
former systems, is not satisfactory. No
legitimate reason exists why the matrimonial home should be included in the calculation of land tax.
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-Malvern is
increasingly being hit by the increase in land
tax payments imposed by the Government.
If one goes back a little in history to the
days before the Cain Government, one
learns that a property owner was paying land
tax under a different system. The difference
between that system and that which is
imposed today is important.
I shall make some positive comments on
how the Treasurer should go about solving
the problem. Under the former Thompson
Government, the principal property was
exempted from the calculation of land tax.
If one owned a property to the value of
$100000, one was exempted from the payment ofland tax. There was also an exemption for under developed land up to a value
of $109 000. When the Cain Government
came to power, it altered the system.
The Bill amends the Bill introduced by
the Government last year. The Bill will
increase the general exemption level from
the 1984 level of $51 750 to a 1985 level of
$55 125. The Treasurer was correct when
he said that 134 000 people were relieved of
paying land tax under the provisions of the
previous Bill and that an extra 51 000 people
will be relieved under the provisions contained in this Bill, but the measure will place
an increasing burden on fewer people. In
the Malvern and Balwyn electorates, the
honourable member for Balwyn and I are
continually receiving complaints about the
imposition of the land tax.
A gentleman in the electorate that I represent paid land tax of$29. 10 two years ago
but now pays $903.55, which represents an
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increase of 300·5 per cent in two years. That
increase reminds me of percentage increases
in Argentina and other banana republics
rather than increases in Australia. The
Treasurer may say that the gentleman in
question owns a huge mansion with a
swimming pool, tennis court and other luxury extras, but if he said that, he would be
wrong. The gentleman lives in Huntingtower Road, Armadale. He bought his home
in 1949 and today he is a pensioner. He
does not own much besides the property. I
can understand the Treasurer saying that
the family home is an asset, but it is only an
asset if the owner is prepared to sell the
property. The gentleman in question raised
his family in the home over nearly 40 years
and I am sure the Treasurer would not like
people to be forced out of their family homes
because of the imposition of land tax. That
is what will happen through the provisions
contained in the Bill.
The home of the gentleman who lives in
Armadale is a normal suburban home.
Admittedly, the home is on a larger block
ofland-it is built on three normal blocksbut in Malvern that is not a big property. I
think the total frontage is only approximately 130 feet.
Most suburban blocks have an average
50-foot frontage. This property has no more
than an average back-yard. The Government is forcing a man who does not wish to
sell his home, a pensioner who cannot afford
a bill of $903-55 for land tax, out of his
home. Admittedly, under the Bill his land
tax will decrease by approximately $100big deal!
I have received numerous letters from my
constituents on the subject of land tax, as
the Treasurer knows very well because I
have written to the honourable gentleman
on several occasions. All the Treasurer does
is laugh it of[ It is not a laughing matter for
a person wanting to live in his own home, a
home which he has occupied for 40 years,
and who is faced with excessive land tax
charges. No one should lose a home because
of land tax costs. The end result of the Government's measure is that severe hardship
will be inflicted on many people.
I know at least ten of my constituents
who have lived in their own homes for 35
years and who have had to sell their homes
because they have been unable to afford this
disgraceful land tax bill. This Treasurer has
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been prepared to allow that to occur. By
interjection, the Minister of Labour and
Industry says the block of land to which I
have referred may be worth $150 000. So
what? That person probably paid 9000
pounds for the home through a war service
loan. It has been his home for 40 years. It is
not an asset to him unless he is prepared to
sell his home, to leave it and to live somewhere else.
Would the Treasurer like to be forced out
of his own home because of his inability to
meet a land tax bill? When I raised this
instance with the Treasurer he spoke to the
media and said that he was terribly sorry
but it was a fairer system. I should like to
know how anyone can justify an increase of
3005 per cent in a Government charge. I
expect the Treasurer to explain that in the
Committee stage of the Bill. That is the
worst example I know and I am sure there
are many other examples.
Once again, it is the socialist objective of
the Government. The Government wants
everyone to live in rented accommodation
where rent is being paid to the Treasurer.
That is the Government's ultimate objective. The Government does not like people
to live in their own homes. It is placing
terrible impositions on home ownership.
Land tax affects small businesses. Leases
of premises where small businesses operate
usually have land tax as part of the cost of
leasing those properties. Over a 30-day
period businesses have had to pay up
approximately $1600, $1200, $2000, and so
on-enormous amounts of money. If any
members of the Government party, apart
from the Minister of Labour and Industry,
have any concept of what a business is all
about they certainly will realize that $2000
over a 30-day period for a small business is
a great imposition. In some instances, it can
lead to bankruptcy. The Treasurer has the
blood of those small businesses on his
hands. He does not wish to have a fair and
equitable system.
The most confusing aspect of land tax is
the method of calculation of valuation of
land for the purposes of taxation. The
example given by the Treasurer demonstrates absolutely how confusing the system
is. On many occasions I have telephoned
the Land Tax Office and requested information. One has to speak either to the commissioner or to the deputy commissioner
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because no one else in the Land Tax Office
has any idea of how the system operates.
On one occasion, I telephoned the Land
Tax Advisory Service. I telephoned merely
as a citizen and did not say I was a member
of Parliament because I wished to learn what
service was being given to the public. I asked
for some information and the person to
whom I spoke said, "Why should I help
you?"
The SPEAKER-Order! I have been listening to the honourable member both in
my chambers when I have been absent from
the chair and in the House. Will he advise
me how his remarks relate to an amendment to the Land Tax Act?
Mr LEIGH-I shall be more than happy
to do so. I am talking on the provisions of
clause 4 and, generally, canvassing the provisions of the Bill and how the system operates. I am talking about how land tax is
calculated.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the
honourable member that it would be better
for him to do so in the Committee stage of
the Bill. The Bill is at its second-reading
stage and it is more appropriate for the
honourable member to relate his remarks
to the broader aspect of the Bill now rather
than to specific clauses.
Mr LEIGH-I do not at this stage intend
to be specific about the clauses of the Bill. I
shall refer to the clauses in detail during the
Committee stage. The land tax system is
extremely complicated. The calculation is
arrived at through a series of addition, subtraction and division. It is so complex that
the staff of the Land Tax Office do not comprehend how the system operates.
During the telephone call I made to the
advisory service I was asked: "Why should
I help you?". When I replied that the gentleman was a member of an advisory service
and that I was seeking advice I was told,
"So?". That person could not work out the
complexity of land tax calculations. There
is no doubt in my mind that not too many
people in the community have a comprehensive understanding of how the Government arrives at its land tax proposals. I
believe the Treasurer has deliberately complicated matters because he does not want
the community to really know how the system operates and the amounts of money
being paid.
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The Treasurer has said that more people
are benefiting from this system of land tax.
I accept that people are benefiting. Some of
my constituents are benefiting. However, I
am concerned about the general thrust of
the tax. I refer again to the previous example
I gave of the huge land tax payment that
must be made by a gentleman who has lived
in his own home for nearly 40 years. His
land tax decrease by $100. However, that
decrease of $1 00 will not ensure that he can
still retain his own home. At some point he
will have to sell because the Treasurer
believes that man's home is an asset. I
reiterate that it is an asset only if the person
is prepared to sell and to put that money in
the bank.
Land tax affects both home ownership and
small businesses, as I have explained previously. It is easy for the Government to say
that a shopkeeper will payor that a landlord
will pay, but sooner or later someone in the
community will pay. If the landlord pays
the land tax it will be reflected in the rent he
charges the shopkeeper and the added cost
paid by the shopkeeper will be reflected in
the price of the goods that he is selling. That
is the effect of land tax.
The Opposition has stated clearly that it
prefers the system of land tax that existed
prior to this Treasurer introducing his own
system.
Ultimately, no one should pay land tax
on prime residential property. What does
the Government do for the unimproved
value of the land?
The SPEAKER-Order! I am having
some difficulty in relating the remarks the
honourable member is attemIlting to introduce to the Bill which amends the Land Tax
Act. If the honourable member can show
me where his comments relate to the
amendments to the Act, I will hear him.
Mr LEIGH-Sir, I am talking about the
concept of what the land tax amendment is
doing to people. This Bill will mean that
more of my constituents will have to pay
land ta~. As a member whose electorate is
being hard hit by land tax, I believe I have
a right to express a point of view that this
Bill is hurting the people I represent. I
believe that I should not only criticize some
aspects of the Bill but that I should offer an
alternative way to change the Act.
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The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the
honourable member for Malvern that it has
been a long-standing ruling of this House
that tedious repetition is not an alternative
to debate. I invite the honourable member
to come back to the Bill.
Mr LEIGH-The comments I have been
making about the Bill show that it is
destroying many of the families in the electorate I represent. In some cases the end
result is that people will have no choice but
to sell the property.
I was trying to demonstrate that prior to
the Government coming to office there was
a better system whereby a pensioner paid
$29 . 10, but that under this system a pensioner will have to pay $903.55. I believe
that relates to the Bill, which is damaging
and destroying my constituents.
The exemption rates should be lifted.
Prior to the advent of the Cain Government
the level of exemption was $100 000.
Indexation should apply. The Treasurer says
the present system is fairer, but under this
system the Treasurer will gain about $10
million less than under the previous system.
The Treasurer should take this Bill away
and come back with a system that will be
fair and equitable to all the people in Victoria, irrespective of whether they live in a
Liberal-held electorate or a Labor-held electorate. It is curious that the only people who
seem to be hit by this proposal are in the
electorates represented by the Opposition.
It is wrong for a Government to introduce a taxation measure that hits at people
who vote for a party other than that of the
Government. The Treasurer is conscious of
this fact and is happy that it should not
occur in a marginal seat or safe Labor seat.
In a sense, this tax invites a new era of politics in this State-that is, that the Government will tax people according to which
party they vote for.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-Mr
Speaker, you will be familiar with the old
saying that one should not look a gift horse
in the mouth. I am always grateful for small
mercies from the Treasurer, but I should
like to inform him-in company with the
honourable members for Balwyn and Malvern-that I represent an electorate in which
people are increasingly regarding land tax
as a class tax that is discriminating unfairly
against our people.
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The continuation of the increase in the
exemption level means that fewer people
are paying land tax and proportionately
more people are paying land tax in the cities
of Doncaster and Templestowe, Balwyn and
Malvern.
One need only examine the latest taxation report statistics, specifically schedules
I and 11, to see what I mean. As at the year
ended 31 December 1982, 177 932 companies or individuals paid land tax. As the
Treasurer said during his second-reading
speech, 134 ()()() people have been exempted
from paying land tax. That means that only
some 43 000 people will now pay land tax.
I suspect that in Doncaster and Templestowe where a valuation of $50 000 for a
property is pretty low, more people will be
affected by this measure, not only because
valuations are higher than in any other area
but because more people rent or own businesses in Doncaster than anywhere else. I
suspect that up to 5000 people in Doncaster
and Templestowe will be paying land tax
compared with only 43 000 taxpayers
throughout Victoria. That figure includes a
considerable number of companies.
According to the land tax statistics, about
12 000 companies pay land tax. Very few
individuals will have to pay land tax and,
considering that there are more than 1 million homes in the City of Melbourne alone,
based on my arithmetic I believe probably
no more than 30 000 individuals will pay
land tax. I regret that the land tax statistics
are several years out of date.
If one examines the statistics, one sees
that, in 1982, 28 000 owners of sites valued
at up to $50000 paid less than $9 million
in tax out of $120 million-approximately
7 per cent of the total amount. In the range
of properties valued at between $50 000 and
$100 000, approximately 32 000 taxpayers
paid around $10 millIon, and approximately 85 per cent of land tax is paid by
owners of land valued at more than
$100000. They represent only 18000 taxpayers out of 178 000 in that period.
These statistics clearly indicate where we
are heading with land tax in this country.
Either the Australian Labor Party remains
true to its principles or land tax collections
get more and more out of kilter. The great
old men of the Labor Party, in the days of
Billy Hughes, correctly saw land tax as the
fairest of all taxes. It was directly related to
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community created land values-the more
people that came into a city, the more it was
developed; the more tramlines erected,
electricity connected, and so on, and the
more money the Government spent, the
more the value ofland went up.
The honourable member for Melbourne
is endeavouring to inform me of what he
apparently heard me say at some stage when
we were fellow Doncaster/Templestowe
councillors.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the
honourable member for Doncaster that I
can look into the future to some extent, and
he appears to be heading on a course that
will be out of order. I ask the honourable
member to come back to the Bill before the
House.
Mr WILLIAMS-I am endeavouring to
be genuinely critical of the Bill. Honourable
members on the Government side ought to
be stronger in the principles that they supposedly uphold. I am not here only to defend
those who own property, but I will not see
them unfairly discriminated against. It is
about time the Australian Labor Party supported the Report of the Committee of
Inquiry into Revenue Raising in Victoria,
because that report made it perfectly clear
that the tax system is a dis~race for a modern economy. The system IS regressive and
is harsh on families because so much revenue is raised, by necessity, from indirect
taxes such as motor registration fees, stamp
duty and so on. Large amounts of revenue
are gained from pay-roll tax, and that places
tremendous strains on business.
Statistics indicate that, in 1972-73, property taxes totalled $87 million and those
taxes were made up of property, probate
and gift duty $50 million, land tax $29 million and a metropolitan improvement rate
of some $8 million. In the year 1982-83,
property, probate and gift duty dropped to
$43 million. The Liberal Government was
under pressure, as the interjection from a
member of the National Party indicated,
and was endeavouring to win votes, so it
did away with a proportion of that tax. Land
tax, because of the increasing valuations,
rose to $163 million and the metropolitan
improvement rate also rose because of the
increasing values of land in the metropolitan area. In that year the total receipts
amounted to $230 million. In 1972-73,
property taxes amounted to 7 per cent of
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the total of all State tax revenue, excluding
funds that came as reimbursement from the
Commonwealth. In 1984-85 that percentage has dropped to 6 per cent. Only $11
million came from property, probate and
gift duty. That was because the tax was
abolished and the Government was collecting only past taxes. Land tax also dropped
back, because of the number of exemptions,
to $148 million and the metropolitan
improvement rate was around $25 million.
Over that period the iniquitous pay-roll tax
soared from $134 million to $1054 million.
The percentage increased from 26 per cent
in 1972-73 to 34 per cent in 1984-85. I am
concerned about that. I want to get more
equity and justice into the taxation system.
Taxes should not be imposed on those who
produce and work but on those who sit on
property. A vacant lot of land earns only
capital appreciation for its lucky owner. A
factory owner or shop proprietor gains an
income by the sweat of his brow or by the
number of customers he gets into his shop
or people buying goods produced in his factory. I want to reduce tax on enterprise and
put it on land speculators.
The Labor Party ought to come to its senses and realize that the people who are worth
looking after in the community are the
workers and producers, the people who are
in distribution, production and exchange.
Those are the three factors that are dear to
the Labor Party. I wish to defend those who
engage in production, distribution and
exchange, who employ the workers that the
Labor Party supposedly represents. Full
employment will not occur in our society
unless more taxes are placed on the speculators and fewer on those who employ
labour and produce goods. Land is always
the best investment. There is an old saying
"Always buy land and never sell it". A tax
system must be devised that places a tax on
those who buy land and hang on to it
because that land will increase in value
through inflation alone and, all things being
equal, the value of the assets will increase
by 10 per cent per annum.
A bonus is earned from unearned increments because the more customers a shop
proprietor obtains, the more the site value
goes up. As the population increases and
the metropolis spreads out, the price of
vacant land rises. If $50 million is spent in
railway improvements in an area such as
Mitcham, the land tax will increase for
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people who live in that community. The
electorate I represent will be worse off. Perhaps in the year 2000 Doncaster will get a
light railway system and when that occurs
land taxes will rise further.
I am also concerned about the deficiency
in the collection of taxes in the Land Tax
Office. Many of the problems occur because
of an inadequate data base in the taxation
office and until the Landata system. comes
into operation there will always be problems. I am intrigued by the successive
reports from the Taxation Commissioner
who criticizes the tax collection system in
the Land Tax Office. Many honourable
members have found that their constituents
have got caught up with the deficiencies of
the computerized system. There is no great
difficulty in assessing the value of land. It is
based on a system where values are compared with last known sales. It should be
comparatively easy to put that information
into the computer to strike the land tax.
Some metropolitan areas improve in value
at a faster rate than the cost of living index
and some areas that are less fashionable do
not improve in value anywhere near the
cost of living index, and people living there
are discriminated against.
I plead with the Treasurer. I hope my
colleague, the honourable member for Balwyn, will be the Treasurer after the next
State election. I assure the honourable
member for Balwyn that if he becomes
Treasurer, I shall have some harsh words to
say if the next Liberal Government does
not implement a number of the recommendations contained in the report of the Committee of Inquiry into Revenue Raising in
Victoria to obtain a much fairer tax system
and to raise a land tax spread over the whole
of the 1·5 million property owners in
Victoria.
I do not believe anyone should be exempt
from paying land tax. Each property owner
gets a windfall each year as the value ofland
rises in Victoria. Property owners should
pay something back to the community
which earned this increase in land values. I
for one take strong objection to the fact that
a few hundred companies, each of which
owns land in Victoria worth more than $1
million, have to pay a surcharge on their
properties. So far as I am concerned, a flat
rate of land tax should be applied to all
properties.
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I know of no necessity for a progression
in land tax scales in Victoria. Each property
owner should pay land tax at the rate of 1
per cent of the value of his or her property.
Such a tax would not place a heavy imposition on anyone. When one reads about
wealth taxes and so on, one wonders where
this country is going if it cannot create a fair
tax system, and that is what I am speaking
about. All owners of property should have
to pay taxes. I remind the Government of
what happened to the Bourbons who owned
all of the property in France. I remind the
Government of what happened to the
absentee landowners and the few people
who owned all the land in Vietnam.
The SPEAKER-Order! Most honourable members have forgotten what happened to those various groups which the
honourable member is attempting to introduce into the debate. I ask the honourable
member to return to the Bill.
Mr WILLIAMS-I remind the House of
the analogy of those who want to take much
out to give a little. If they could give a little
in land tax, they would not have to worry
about wealth taxes. They would not have to
worry about all these other taxes on property because if the Government is going to
tax property-and I think that is fair enough
in this day and age when people are so adept
at avoiding income tax and other taxesthere is no way in which one can avoid paying land tax. The only way in which one can
pass tax on is if one has a monopoly. This
is something that I find reprehensible. We
have given planning permits for big shopping centres. We have given a licence to the
owners of these big shopping centres to
exploit the operators of small businesses and
small tenants who are expected to pay land
tax as part of their rental. There is no way
in which those small business operators can
pass on the land tax to their customers,
because in a fair system it is the landowners
who pay the land tax, and if they tried to
pass it on the customers would go elsewhere.
In a truly competitive society one cannot
pass on land tax. One can pass it on only in
a monopolistic society, and that is why there
is so much exploitation of the small shopkeepers in these big shopping centres. It is
absolutely unreasonable that the owner of a
small shop should work from dawn to dusk
and be virtually a serf of some owner of a
big shopping centre complex who passes all
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the land tax on to him and does not care
whether he has to pay a surcharge. That
owner does not care that the small shopkeeper has to pay a 3 per cent land tax so
long as the owner does not have to pay it.
The poor shopkeeper who is forced to
absorb that tax is the person who has to pay.
No matter who is Treasurer after the next
State election, these are matters I hope the
next Treasurer will fix. I expect to be the
honourable member for Doncaster after the
next State election, and I remind Government members that I shall be here and I
may be much less restrained, subject to you,
Mr Speaker, being the Speaker after the next
State election, than I have been in the past
on the inequities and injustices of the tax
system in Victoria and the absolute and
supreme need to implement the recommendations of this report.
Mr Harrowfield-What is that?
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable
member for Mitcham is out of order.
Mr WILLIAMS-I thought the economic guru of the Australian Labor Party
would know of the name Nieuwenhusen and
the recommendations contained in the
report of the Committee of Inquiry into
Revenue Raising in Victoria. I plead for the
recommendations contained in this report
to be implemented, especially those on land
tax.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-The Bill represents another stage in the reform of the land
taxation system. When the Australian Labor
Party came into government, relief of up to
$100 000 was allowed in respect of the principal place of residence, but for other holdings of land the exemption level was only
$9000, which meant that many small landholders were required to pay land tax. We
have moved quickly to remove that burden
from small land tax holders, as confirmed
by the decisions contained in the Bill.
In 1982 we decided that the aggregate
landholdings of less than $45 000 based on
1978 values should be totally exempt from
land tax. I emphasize two aspects of that:
Firstly, it is site value, not including any
improvements in property; and, secondly,
it is 1978 value. We have adjusted that
exemption level and we now have a Bill that
lifts the exemption level to $55 125. That is
a substantial movement in the exemption
level.
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As a result of the reforms introduced prior
to the Budget to relieve small landholders
from the payment of land tax, approximately 120 000 people were so relieved.
That is a substantial number.
In the context of this Budget we are moving to reduce the land tax burden on
approximately 50000 land taxpayers. That,
again, is a further indication of the extent to
which the Government is prepared to relieve
the burden on land taxpayers. However, like
the honourable member for Doncaster, we
recognize that land tax is an important
component of the total taxation system in
Victoria. Obviously we will retain land taxes
as an important element of the taxation system when we are re-elected after the next
State election.
The Government introduced a system of
equalization factors in the context of an
indexation system. This allows for differences in the annual movement of land values between municipalities. It means the
equalization practice can take into account
the fact that land values in certain municipalities move faster than in other areas. This
is a much fairer system than the one which
prevailed before we came to government.
Under the old system, land values were
adjusted every four years in accordance with
the increase in land values over that period
and assessments were undertaken by individual municipalities. That system produced large increases in land tax payments
between valuation assessments and often
caused immense cash flow problems for
individuals in small businesses. The present system largely overcomes that problem.
As noted in the Bill, the indexation factor
of 6·5 per cent will apply in 1984; in other
words, the increase in land values over the
relevant period is 6·5 per cent. The exemption level this year moves up by 6·5 per
cent, as does the old taxation schedule. The
Government is continuing to review the
system because it wants to improve further
the mechanism of indexation that applies
to land tax.
I will comment briefly on the role of the
Hardship Relief Board. The honourable
member for Malvern referred to an example
of an elderly couple who have been subjected to a large increase in land tax. The
persons concerned must live in a dwelling
where the site value in 1981 terms was in
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excess of $135 000; taking account of inflation since that time, the site value would
now be well above that figure. There are
circumstances in which people can be
described as asset rich because they live in
a residence that is built on three separate
building blocks, but they may be on a low
income. In those circumstances, the hardship relief provisions apply. Any person who
is entirely dependent on the age pension is
entitled to land tax relief through the Hardship Relief Board. The Act provides for circumstances in which persons who are solely
dependent on social security payments are
eligible for relief from land tax, and that
system operates effectively.
The Bill has two specific objectives:
Firstly, to further raise the schedule of land
tax and the exemption level by 6·5 per cent;
secondly, to modify the taper zone to reduce
the marginal land tax rate, and that will
effectively benefit more than 50000 Victorian land taxpayers.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time and
committed.
Clauses 1 to 3 were agreed to.
Clause 4
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-During the
second-reading debate, the Speaker ruled
that I may not discuss in detail the failings
of the system of calculating land tax. The
explanatory memorandum that is attached
to the Bill gives two clear examples that
demonstrate the inadequacies of the system
of calculation and illustrate the reason why
the community has no concept of what is
happening. I will use the first example given
because it is more realistic than the second.
The example used is a block ofland whose
total unimproved value is $65 400; from
that figure one subtracts $55 125 and arrives
at a figure of$IO 275; one then divides that
by five, and that gives a figure of $2055,
which must then by multiplied by two; that
produces a result of $4110, and one must
then deduct $4110 from the $55 125 to
arrive at the exempt amount of $51 015;
that figure is then subtracted from the
unimproved value figure of$65 400 to give
a taxable value of $14 385, on which one
pays land tax of$51. 35. What a joke! Why
must the system be so complicated that
nobody can understand it?
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As I pointed out during the second-reading debate, I telephoned the land tax advisory number and did not say who I was
because I did not want the service that is
given to a member of Parliament; I wanted
the service that is offered to a member of
the public.
Mr Simpson-You are ashamed of being
a member of Parliament.
Mr LEIGH-I am certainly not ashamed
of being a member of Parliament.
The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Stirling)-Order! The honourable member
should address the Chair and ignore
interjections.
Mr LEIGH-Thank you, Sir; I shall
ignore the Minister. The point is that the
average citizen who telephones the land tax
advisory number would be told as I was
told, HWhy should I help you?"
When I replied, HBecause it is the advisory number," the voice at the other end of
the telephone said, HSO what?" Apart from
the Commissioner of Land Tax or his deputy, no one else in the place has a clue, and
I am not surprised. I consider that I have a
reasonable level of intelligence, but it took
me some time to work out the system and I
have no doubt it took the Minister some
time to figure it out. What the public $ets
from the Treasurer is jargon, and this is Just
another example of it.
Ifwe are to have land tax, we should have
a system that people can understand without having to hire a solicitor to figure it out
for them but that is not the way in which
the Government operates. The system is
ridiculous.
Another point I raised during the secondreading debate related to the exemption
level. Ministers laughed when I said that a
block of land that is worth $150 000 or
whatever is not really an asset. HBlind
Freddy" on the Government benches does
not understand that it is not an asset unless
one sells it. An age pensioner who has perhaps lived on his property for many years
may be forced to sell that property because
the Government does not want a fair system of land tax.
As I said earlier in the debate, I believe
this Bill represents a deliberate attempt by
the Government to attack seats that are held
by the Opposition. It is a shameful and
appalling situation when a Treasurer is able
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to introduce this sort of measure that is
making my constituents leave their homes
because they cannot afford to pay his land
tax.
We should revert to the system that was
a little more realistic, an exemption rate of
$100 000, plus $9000 if a person owned a
second property. I leave aside the huge
number of people who own a couple of
shops other than their residential properties, and which they rent to people. Those
people are forcing the people renting their
shops to pay land tax.
The Treasurer was sniggering during the
second-reading debate when I said that
someone would have to pay $1500 within
30 days. Just because he is a bureaucrat who
has no comprehension of what happens to
the average businessman in the community
who is trying to make some money, just
because he is prepared to sit there and laugh
and let people go bankrupt, it will not stop
me, as a member who serves in this place,
from saying that he is wrong. The Treasurer
has introduced a measure that discriminates against people. The Treasurer interjects
and laughs at me. I stand up for the rights
of my community, and the fact that
honourable members opposite do not say
"Boo", demonstrates the sort of position
they take in this place.
If the Treasurer is serious about achieving justice and equity-and the Treasurer
has said on a number of occasions when I
have raised the issue in the press that he
was-why is he not prepared to back up his
words? He is not prepared to do so because
the concept to which I referred in the press
was a revenue-raising scheme that went
wrong. He thought he would bleed fewer
people, gain more revenue and cost himself
fewer seats. The fact is that that scheme did
not work out, and the figure in that regard
is some millions of dollars down on last
year. It was just another Cain Government
grab scheme that went wrong.
It is a pity that the Treasurer has not seen
the light. I have no doubt-particularly
since the Opposition is prepared to support
a return to the old scheme-that the Opposition will change the system back when the
Government is removed from office at the
next election.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-Honourable
members have heard an interesting definition of an "asset". The honourable member
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for Doncaster stated that land is an asset
that should never be sold, and yet the
honourable member for Malvern said that
land is not an asset until it is sold, so I am
not sure where they stand on that matter.
In regard to the clause now before the
Committee, I emphasize that the taper zone
has always been an inherent part of the land
tax system. It is not new at all; it had the
imprimatur of the predecessor of the
honourable member for Malvern, who was
then the Treasurer. The Government is
changing the taper zone arrangement this
year as it applies to amounts above the
exemption level.
I have indicated that when the amount
above the exemption level is not divided by
five, then the amount coming off the
exemption is divided by two. As the
honourable member for Malvern has noted,
that means that, in the case referred to in
the explanatory memorandum, the exemption level is now $4110; that is the reduction in the exemption level. Under the
previous system that operated, instead of
an exemption of$2 for every $5 increase in
land value, it was $2 for every $1 increase
in land value. In other words, instead of
reducing the exemption level by $4110, as
proposed by this measure, the application
of the old taper zone would have been
reduced to $20 500. Obviously, that was a
harsh system, but that was the mechanism
inherent in the Land Tax Act, and it was
not introduced by this Government.
The Government has moved to amend
the taper zone in the way suggested, which
will provide significant relief for more than
50 000 payers of land tax, and I commend
the clause to the House.
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-I was concerned that, during the contribution of the
honourable member for Malvern, honourable members on the Government benches
appeared to be taking very much a lay-back
attitude towards the issues being raised by
the honourable member. The mirth that was
forthcoming from the Government benches
indicated that honourable members opposite were not receiving the message of concern that the honourable member for
Malvern was trying to deliver to the Committee. I should like to emphasize to you,
Mr Acting Chairman-and, through you, to
the Treasurer-that the complexities of the
land tax legislation as it stands at present
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are of very real concern to a number of payers ofland tax in the community.
The honourable member for Malvern
proceeded to go through the examples given
in the explanatory memorandum about how
one would calculate the taxable value of a
particular property. Mr Acting Chairman,
if you have ever seen the explanatory leaflet
that is distributed by the Land Tax Office
along with the assessments that come out
from time to time, you might begin to have
some feeling for the problems faced by ordinary people in grasping the very complicated calculations that are required to be
made.
Even the Treasurer attempted to explain
to the House-for example, this one little
aspect of how the new extended taper will
work-and I suggest that you, Sir, found
the Treasurer's explanation as hard to follow as did the rest of us. It is not an easy
concept to explain, and I suggest to the
Treasurer that it is most important that he
should immediately go to the Land Tax
Office and ask the commissioner to revamp
the explanatory memorandum that is distributed with the land tax assessments, and
I mean not only an updating of the figures
in terms of the new exemption levels and
the 2-for-5 taper arrangement, but also the
whole nature of the explanatory document.
One of the aspects ofland tax that is making it such an unacceptable tax at present is
its complexity, and people do not know
where they are. The Treasurer intetjects and
says that has always been the way and this
is not a new problem. I readily agree with
him, but just because we have identified a
problem that needs fixing, which is not a
new problem but which has been a problem
for a long period, is no reason to sit back
and laugh at someone who is raising it
because it is affecting particular members in
the electorate he represents. A real difficulty
exists in this area, and I should like to think
that the Treasurer will provide some positive action to correct the problem.
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-I listened carefully to the Treasurer's remarks in reply to
some of my comments, particularly those
in relation to the confusing system proposed in the Bill. It seems to me that at no
stage did the Treasurer respond to my criticism or admit that there was something
wrong and that he would examine the situation. All that honourable members got out
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of the Treasurer was that my predecessor
thought of this. It seems that I must remind
the Treasurer that it was not my predecessor who thought of this. In the previous
Government, when the Honourable Lindsay Thompson was Premier, a $100000
exemption rate applied on prime residential
property, and there was a further $9000
exemption on a second property. Therefore, the total of$1 09 000 is a slightly different figure from $55 125 contained in the
Bill. I am sorry, Treasurer, when you-The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Stirling)-Order! The honourable member will
address the Chair and not the Treasurer.
Mr LEIGH-The Treasurer cannot seem
to realize that he is wrong. He is not prepared to explain to the House the whys and
hows of this Bill, other than that it is an
attempt to raise money following a scheme
that has gone wrong.
We are speaking about the unimproved
value of land. I note the concern of the
honourable member for Doncaster, who
said that ultimately this may be a way of
ensuring that everybody pays land tax. That
is not what the Government is doing.
What does the Government mean by "the
unimproved value of the land"? The payment ofland tax is not a payment for power,
because one pays that to the State Electricity Commission; it is not a payment for
water, because that goes to the Melbourne
and Metropolitan Board of Works; and one
pays rates to the local council for the roads.
So, what does the Government actually do
to justify the payment of land tax? Absolutely nothing!
I was quoted in the press as saying that I
would be prepared to accept this tax when
the Treasurer could prove that he made the
land and not God. The situation is that the
land is there, and the Government is charging people for something to which the Government has done nothing. The end result
is that many people will be hurt, not only in
the area I represent but also in Balwyn, Kew,
and Doncaster-as the honourable member
for Doncaster pointed out-and a lot of
other places. There are probably people in
Box Hill who will be hurt by this but, as that
is one of the seats the Government does not
expect to win in the next election, that is of
no concern to the Government.
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The Treasurer is damaging people's lives
and destroying their homes. The exemption
rate is such that the end result will be that
people will not be able to afford to continue
to live in the areas in which they may have
spent most of their lives.
I conclude my remarks by saying, as the
honourable member for Balwyn has said,
that I find it incredible that Government
members can sit on the other side of the
House and say, "$150 000 is a lot of
money." It is a lot of money if one is prepared to sell one's house and move, but I
do not accept that anyone of my constituents, through an Act of Parliament, should
have to lose his or her home.
It is happening in the electorate of Malvern and it is no doubt happening in other
electorates. I have written to the Treasurer
on this matter but I have not received a
reply. Why will he not answer? The simple
reason is that he knows that he is wrong and
he is not prepared to accept the truth.
The clause was agreed to, as was the
remaining clause.
The Bill was reported to the House without amendment, and passed through its
remaining stages.
AUDIT (AMENDMENT) BILL
The debate (adjourned from October 4)
on the motion of Mr Jolly (Treasurer) for
the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-This small Bill
is designed to correct the terminology in the
section of the principal Act relating to warrants so that it blends in with the new programme structure of the Appropriation Bill.
It also makes some amendments to procedures on warrants, as well as some
amendments that have been proposed by
the Auditor-General. I regard the amendments as housekeeping measures by the
Auditor-General, and the proposals will
certainly have the support of the Opposition. The correction of the terminology to
blend in with the new Appropriation Act is
necessary and is in a sense a technical
amendment so that the Audit Act will fit in
with the Appropriation Act, although the
amendments would have been better
brought in at the same time as the new programme structure of the Appropriation Bill
was introduced.
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My only comment-and it may be a criticism-is as to the Treasurer's inadequate
explanation to the House about the change
in procedures relating to warrants. The
Treasurer indicated that the purpose of the
Bill was to simplify the procedures relating
to warrants. When one examines this, one
finds that it is not a question of simplifying
the procedures in relation to warrants, it is
a question of removing requirements for a
warrant to be issued for expenditure when
that expenditure comes from a trust fund.
It would be more correct to say that the
Auditor-General has taken the view that this
requirement for warrants for trust fund
expenditure is a superfluous requirement.
Expenditure from a trust fund must be made
in accordance with the conditions relating
to that trust fund and the warrant procedure
is hardly justified. As the Treasurer pointed
out, there is no requirement for it in the
Constitution Act. We would support its
removal on the understanding that trust
fund expenditure will continue to be controlled by the provisions of the trust
involved.
The other amendment that the AuditorGeneral has recommended is to enable warrants to run for periods longer than one
month. The period of one month was a
requirement in the past, and it was probably
put in to ensure that the Auditor-General
could keep a proper eye on public expenditure. Its removal could open up the possibility of expenditure getting out of line
without the Auditor-General being aware of
it.
In the interests of modern day business
practices and the need to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of government, the
Opposition is prepared to support the Bill.
I regard it as being on a trial basis and, if
the Auditor-General finds in the fullness of
time that it is an unwise move in the proper
supervision of auditing of public expenditure, he can come back with a revised
recommendation. Because it is the AuditorGeneral's suggestion that these changes be
made, the Opposition supports the measure.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-I am disappointed that this small Bill represents only
a fraction of the recommendations that the
Auditor-General has been making to successive Governments since 1980. It is not
good enough. The expenditure of this State
is now in excess of$lO 000 million.
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The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the
honourable member for Doncaster that, as
the honourable member for Balwyn has said,
this is a relatively small measure. Its purpose is to amend the Audit Act and I do not
believe it gives honourable members an
opportunity to canvass a broad range of
issues. I ask the honourable member for
Doncaster to come back to the Bill that is
before the House.
Mr WILLIAMS-I put it to honourable
members in all sincerity that, without a
comprehensive update of the Audit Act 1958
which relates to accountancy principles that
belong to the period between the world
wars-The SPEAKER-Order! If the honourable member attempts to defy my direction
he shall find that he has problems continuing to debate the subject. I ask the honourable member to return to the Bill before the
House.
Mr WILLIAMS-Clause 4 relates to the
subdivision of programmes. That is laudatory, but programme budgeting without a
comprehensive audit programme is futile.
For too long in this place, all that I have
seen from the Auditor-General-I do not
reflect on him as he is one of the outstanding Auditors-General in the Westminster
system-has been compliance reports. The
departments have kept in line with their
statutory duties; the funds have not been
misapplied. Modem auditing is not concerned with whether someone has got away
with the petty cash or some other financial
aspect. Modem auditing is about whether
value is obtained for money and whether
the objectives of the department are being
fulfilled.
There is nothing in the Bill that outlines
the supplementary audit measures that are
needed to properly institute programme
budgeting. What is the good of having a
programme budget if the Parliament does
not receive a proper report from its AuditorGeneral? The Audit Act 1958 relates to
financial auditing, to compliance auditing;
it is not in the late twentieth century age of
computers, of financial analysis, that seeks
to report to the Parliament that value has
been obtained for money. There must be
adequate mechanisms in place to monitor
efficiency and effectiveness. Governments
are dismissed because oppositions are able
to show that there has not been efficiency in
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the use of public money. There is a taxpayers' revolt going on in this country.
The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the
honourable member for Doncaster not to
go beyond the scope of the matter that is
before the House. The honourable member
for Balwyn, as the lead speaker for the
Opposition, set the scale of the debate. These
are guidelines that have been used by speakers in the past and by myself. I ask the
honourable member to come back to the
subject-matter before the House, which is a
relatively minor measure with respect to
amendments to the Audit Act.
Mr WILLIAMS-This opens up a Pandora's box. If there is to be programme
budgeting, which I applaud, there must be
proper auditing procedures, but the AuditorGeneral is hamstrung by an Audit Act that
is probably, in auditing and accounting
techniques, 30 years out of date. I am most
disappointed that I am not able to elaborate
on the auditing deficiencies in reports given
in this place, and to be able to tell the people
of Victoria that they will receive value for
the heavy taxes that they pay.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I thank
honourable members for their support for
the Bill. It represents another stage in the
introduction of programme budgeting,
which is supported by all parties in this
place. It has resulted in a significant
improvement in the information on departmental expenditure and the Government
will endeavour to improve that information
in future years.
The recommendations of the AuditorGeneral have been adopted with respect to
warrants that will streamline the operations
of Government administration. I appreciate the support of honourable members on
this aspect of the Bill.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time, and
passed throught its remaining stages.
PAY-ROLL TAX (AMENDMENT) BILL
(No. 3)
The debate (adjourned from October 9)
on the motion of Mr Jolly (Treasurer) for
the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-Ifthere is one
tax measure in Victoria that could be
described as the least desirable, it must
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surely be Victoria's pay-roll tax, a tax providing more than $1000 million for the
Consolidated Fund. It is a tax that is wellknown and well-recognized to be a tax on
employment. This Government and previous Governments have indicated that if
they were given an opportunity to find an
alternative tax, they would do so. Given the
division of power between the States and
the Commonwealth, especially so far as taxing powers are concerned, pay-roll tax is an
essential and continuing part of the tax base
of the State. Although one feels some concern about pay-roll tax, the Treasurer's
assertion that he is now introducing
measures designed to assist business in Victoria and to further encourage economic
growth in Victoria's economy-when one
considers the provisions of this Bill-must
be greeted with a somewhat hollow laugh.
The Treasurer has introduced three
measures in support of his alleged objectives. The first is to increase the exemption
level from $200 000 to $215 000, a benefit
which the Treasurer alleges will assist more
than 4000 small employers with pay-rolls
around the previous exemption level of
$200000.
The second is described as a concession
that is to lift from $1 million to $1·1 million
the threshold from which the 6 per cent payroll tax rate begins to phase in and the third
is to make some technical amendments to
correct drafting deficiencies in the Act as it
stands. That drafting deficiency is interesting to note as it is one which means that
some people paying 6 per cent pay-roll tax
might technically be required to pay only 5
per cent.
The amendment is designed to ensure that
those employers will continue to pay the 6
per cent rate rather than having the rate
reduced to 5 per cent. To describe that as a
step towards assisting business and further
encouraging economic growth must be the
most incredible statement to have come
from a responsible Treasurer for a long time.
The House should examine the three provisions and recognize that the changes are
doing very little to alleviate the burden of
pay-roll tax on the Victorian economy. The
increase in the exemption level from
$200 000 to $215 000 represents an increase
of some 7·5 per cent. In the Budget Papers,
the Treasurer indicated that the Government expects average weekly earnings to
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increase by approximately 7 per cent. In
other words, as earning rates increase one
would expect, as a natural corollary, the
revenue from pay-roll tax to increase as well.
As average weekly earnings will be increasing an~ay, to increase the exemption level
from $200 000 to only $215 000 is simply
allowing employers to keep pace with that
growth.
No business will obtain any benefit from
that move. The claim that 4000 small
employers have pay-rolls totalling the previous exemption level of$200 000 is simply
an irrelevant comment. If an employer's
pay-roll were just below the exemption level
of$200 000 that applied last year, he would
not be paying any pay-roll tax. With the
natural growth in average weekly earnings
that pay-roll is likely to grow to somewhere
in the vicinity of $205 000-$210 000. As a
result of the amendment, that employer will
continue not to pay pay-roll tax. The Treasurer would have honourable members
believe that the employer is better off. The
employer is better off than he would have
been if the pay-roll tax exemption level had
stayed the same, but he is no better off than
he was last year.
Similarly, an employer whose total payroll was just above the $200 000 exemption
level in the past would have been paying a
small amount of pay-roll tax. Now that the
exemption level has risen to $215 000, that
employer will probably find that the payroll tax has increased similarly and he will
continue to pay pay-roll tax at the same
effective rate that he was paying the tax last
year. Therefore, benefit No. 1 is no more
than an indexation amendment enabling
employers to hold the line where they were
last year as they move into the new year. It
will not bring about an improved position
for the 4000 small employers whom the
Treasurer claims he wants to help.
The second concession in the Bill is to lift
from $1 million to $1· I million the threshold from which the 6 per cent pay-roll tax
rate begins to be phased in. Honourable
members are advised that 400 businesses
with pay-rolls around the $1-million mark
will benefit from this increased exemption.
The 6 per cent rate of pay-roll tax for payrolls of more than $1 million was introduced by the former Government for a
twelve-month period only. The present
Government is seeking to enshrine that
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increasingly difficult to get jobs, it is important that the Treasurer should be doing more
to encourage employers to take on more
employees.
Far more effective action is required in
the area of pay-roll tax. That is the reason
why the Opposition has signalled that part
of its programme for 1985 and the years
beyond will be to introduce significant
increases in the exemption level of pay-roll
tax for small business. The Liberal Party
aims to double the exemption level from
$200 000 to at least $400 000, so that it will
be an increase in real terms rather than the
modest indexation allowance represented by
the current Bill before the House.
The other interesting aspect of the Bill is
what it does not provide. At the end of last
year-and earlier this year-the Treasurer
made it clear that he was dissatisfied with
the taxation base for pay-roll tax. He alleged
that many employers were arranging their
employment patterns to avoid pay-roll tax.
The Treasurer claimed-honourable members can find it on the record-that many of
the commission agent arrangements in the
insurance industry, owner-driver activities
in the transport area and direct selling
activities on a commission basis were operating in that way simply to avoid pay-roll
tax liability. The Treasurer made it clear
that the Government would introduce
It is desirable to ensure that the Act properly reflects
the intention ofthe Parliament and to ensure that there amendments to the Pay-roll Tax Act to bring
is no doubt as to legal liability.
into the tax net all people working in those
When the Treasurer used those words, I circumstances.
expect that he had his tongue in his cheek.
The Bill to amend the Pay-roll Tax Act is
He wants there to be no doubt that the notable for its lack of any reference to those
employers paying the 6 per cent rate of pay- issues. Late in November last year, the
roll tax will not be able to find a way of Treasurer indicated that he would introreverting back to the 5 per cent level.
duce amendments during the autumn sesI do not mind the le~islation being cor- sional period, and towards the end of that
rected because ambiguitIes should not exist. sessional period he indicated that he was
However, for the Treasurer to describe this still working on them. The Budget has
as a measure that will help employers, is far passed through the House and amendments
from the truth. It was interesting that, in are being made to the Pay-roll Tax Act, but
supporting the amendments, the Treasurer there is absolutely no sign of the amendhad to refer to legislation he introduced last ments about which the Treasurer spoke. I
year where some significant increases in the would like the honourable gentleman to
exemption level were effected to help small inform the House what has happened to
business. The Treasurer is linking the mod- them. Does he now realize that he was
est increases this year with the increases last wrong, or is he simply putting them to one
year to try to show that there will be more side in the vain hope that he will still be the
assistance for small employers.
Treasurer after the next election?
When one considers the importance of
The Treasurer knew that he was on shaky
job creation and the needs of people, espe- ground in suggesting that employment
cially young people, who are finding it arrangements had been made to reduce a

measure as a permanent feature of the Payroll Tax Act.
The higher level of pay-roll tax is contrary to the Government's claim that it
wants to encourage economic growth and
further development of the Victorian economy. If the Government continues to tax
businesses heavily in the way in which it
has over the past few years, the efforts to
stimulate the economy will be counter-productive. To increase the exemption level
for the threshold at which the 6 per cent
pay-roll tax rate begins to be phased in, in
itself, may be described as a benefit, but it
is only partly correcting a wrong situation
that should never have been there in the
first place. For the Government to claim
that this is an important step forward is a
poorly based argument.
The third measure concerns the introduction of technical amendments to correct
drafting deficiencies in relation to the same
problem about the 6 per cent pay-roll tax
on larger pay-rolls. Somewhere along the
line, when the Government introduced the
provision last year, it made a mistake. The
drafting of the measure left some doubt as
to whether certain pay-rolls should be subject to a 6 per cent rate rather than a 5 per
cent rate. In an effort to duck for cover, the
Treasurer stated:
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tax liability. Of course, that was not the case.
There are a number of small businesses
operatin~ in the direct selling field and in
the tradItional commission accounts field
where they are their own masters working
on a basis of commission, determining their
own work programmes and being independent of direction from a principal in a
normal master-servant relationship.
Has the Treasurer seen the wisdom of
leaving that situation alone or is he simply
holding off until later? I hope the Treasurer
will use the opportunity during the debate
to give the House a clear statement of the
Government's intentions in this area. Last
November, he made clear statements about
his intentions and made a further statement
in the autumn sessional period, but he has
still done nothing. Has he changed his mind
or has he simply gone quiet through embarrassment? Honourable members want to
know and the people of Victoria want to
know, as the answer to that question will
certainly have a considerable effect on the
community's appreciation and assessment
of the taxation policies of the Government.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the
National Party)-The Bill is another Budget
measure that the National Party will support. It is straightforward and is a routine
measure which is often presented to the
House at this time every year.
I agree with the honourable member for
Balwyn that, if ever I have seen an apology
written into a second-reading speech, it was
in the speech made by the Treasurer relating to this Bill. He spent most of the time
informing the House how generous he had
been last year rather than indicating how
positive he will be this year. That speaks for
itself!
As the honourable member for Balwyn
indicated, the Bill does three things: Firstly,
it increases the pay-roll tax exemption level
from $200 000 to $215 OOO-which is a
small increase-secondly, the threshold
concession is lifted from $1 million to $1-1
million-that is when the 6 per cent payroll tax begins-and, thirdly, it makes a
technical amendment to overcome a drafting error made a year ago.
I have been a member of this place for
many years and I have heard representations from both the previous Government
and the present Government indicate what
a bad tax is pay-roll tax. There is no way
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that we will get rid of pay-roll tax in Victoria in the foreseeable future as it is a major
tax earner. This year, the tax will bring in
$1000 million in revenue, and it is firmly
entrenched as a major tax earner. Whatever
honourable members may say about it, not
many basic changes will be made.
The concession for decentralized industries is not contained in the Bill and it will
be dealt with in other proposed legislation.
That is certainly the most significant change
that has been made to pay-roll tax in 1984.
I do not wish to prolong the debate as the
Bill is virtually a non-event. The Treasurer
has boasted about what he did last year
instead of providing honourable members
with good news for this year. The Bill is an
essential Bud$et matter and because of the
way the taxatIon affairs of this country are
currently organized, it is inevitable that payroll tax will remain for many years to COlne.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-I am most
disappointed that the Treasurer has again
made no attempt to try to implement the
worthy recommendations of the Nieuwenhuysen report that Victoria get together with
other States to abolish the 1 per cent payroll tax surcharge on lar~e companies. The
Bill is being introduced In the dying hours
of the Parliament and will impose a further
tax on big companies that these days, with
their sophisticated discounted cash flow
techniques, are able to make decisions
regarding whether they will introduce robots
or employ more labour. The measure will
put people out of work-there is no doubt
about that.
It is about time we came to our senses
about eliminating pay-roll tax. I am sick
and tired of the catchcry, "Where is the
money coming from?". The Nieuwenhuysen report makes it clear from where the
money is coming. It indicates that there
must be a greater degree of co-ordination
between the Commonwealth and the States
with a view to minimizing tax evasion and
avoidance and of monitoring the over-all
incidence of tax evasion.
Every day honourable members read what
is to be done about prosecuting tax evaders
but precious little is done. It is almost like
the spy thrillers one sees on television-the
various raids on solicitors' offices and company offices. How much more money is the
Commonwealth getting into its coffers from
tax avoiders to pass back to the States? That
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is the first area where massive amounts of
money can be obtained. The Commonwealth should make a redistribution of reven ue collections to the States for the
abolition of the iniquitous pay-roll tax.
I am aware that the Treasurer has done
something about business franchise licence
fees and natural resources taxes, but he has
been hamstrung by the Constitution. It is
tragic for the State that it cannot get its hands
on the revenue it deserves from the Bass
Strait oilfields.
I am disappointed that the Commonwealth and the States have not been able to
get together to enable Victoria to impose
consumption taxes, which could be used to
discriminate against those who have too
much discretionary spending. I have no time
for taxes that impinge on the necessities of
life. However, in these days of high incomes,
large expenditure is a justifiable target for
taxation. People waste money on junk food
and get fat then waste more money on health
courses to get slim.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Wilton)-Order! I cannot find anything in the
Bill that deals with junk food or health
courses. I ask the honourable member to
confine his remarks to the subject-matter of
the Bill.
Mr WILLIAMS-I have heard repeated
arguments in this place, admittedly today
by interjection, on why the Victorian Government cannot reduce pay-roll tax. It is
vital that pay-roll tax is reduced. It is not
good enough for successive Governments
and Treasurers year after year putting it in
the too hard basket and stating, "We have
to put up pay-roll tax because there is no
other tax to replace it."
It is clear that other taxes can replace it.
Proper consumption taxes can be used to
get at people who want to waste their money
on frivolity. That is a justifiable sort of a
venue for taxation.
I take strong objection to the way the
Commonwealth Government bludges on
Victoria. It does not pay pay-roll tax for at
least twenty of its instrumentalities. It pays
no pay-roll tax on wages and salaries paid
by Australia Post, the Australian Telecommunications Commission, the Australian
Broadcasting Commission, the Australian
Tourist Commission, the Aeronautical
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Research Laboratories, the AlburyWodonga Development Corporation, the
Australian Conciliation and Arbitration
Commission, the Australian Dental Standards Laboratory, the Australian Heritage
Commission, the Australian Industrial
Research and Development Incentives
Board, the Commonwealth Fire Board, the
Export Development Grants Board, the
Films Censorship Board, the Materials
Research Laboratories, the Petroleum Products Pricing Authority, the Trade Practices Commission and the Trade Practices
Tribunal.
When will the Commonwealth pay its just
dues to Victoria? I believe tens of millions
of dollars in pay-roll tax contributions could
be obtained from the Commonwealth Government and the exemption limit could then
be raised. I am horrified at the pitiful
increase in the exemption level on small
business in this Bill. These days that is where
job opportunities are, and that has been
proved in the United States of America. Job
opportunities are not with the big corporations; they are with the smaller businessmen who have a bit of get up and go, such
as the gentleman in the electorate represented by the Treasurer who has been on
television lately. He is working his insides
out for a salary that a clerk would receive in
a Government department. He spends most
of his time telephoning the bank manager
and his debtors and creditors to keep his
cash flow going to pay pay-roll tax and
income tax deductions and the rest of the
taxes required to keep his business afloat.
Victoria must readjust its tax system so
that these people, who are the lifeblood of
this country, are catered for. They will provide the jobs of the future. They will provide the tax income required to finance the
essential services that any modem State
should have.
The Victorian Government is continuing
to flog the willing horse. It is hitting the
small companies that cannot evade taxation. It is hitting the honest reputable businesses that do not want to become involved
in tax avoidance schemes but are increasingly finding it necessary to engage in
employment replacement schemes so they
do not have to pay pay-roll tax.
I am absolutely disgusted that these revenue Bills are being rushed through Parliament so that the Leader of the House can
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get out on to the hustings. That is all the
Labor Party is interested in at the moment.
The greedy characters-The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr WiItool-Order! The honourable member
should return to the Bill.
Mr WILLIAMS-It is about time the
Australian Labor Party, with all the erudite
characters it has on the back benches, such
as the honourable member for Essendon,
the honourable member for Mitcham and
the others, sat down, did its homework and
devised measures which Parliament could
discuss to reduce the tax burden on the honest taxpayers in Victoria.
Those honest taxpayers are the ones Parliament should be catering for, not the tax
avoiders. This dreadful pay-roll tax measure
is a scandal to the people of Victoria and it
is about time the Commonwealth and the
State Governments got together to discuss
a programme to phase out over the life of
the next Parliament pay-roll tax in this State
and the Commonwealth.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-As all honourable members have noted in the debate, payroll tax is an important source of revenue
for the State Government-in excess of
$1000 million in 1984-85. I also draw to
the attention of the House the fact that the
Prime Minister and the Federal Treasurer
have stated that 1985 will be the year in
which a significant change will be made to
the financial relationships between the Federal and State Governments. If there is to
be any chance of reducing the pay-roll tax
burden at a State Government level, it will
require a redistribution of taxation powers
and a redistribution of the Federal tax share
to Victoria. Members of all parties are
agreed on that point. Both Prime Minister
Hawke and Treasurer Keating have indicated that such an examination will be
undertaken in 1985. I look forward to participating in a Premiers Conference which
will deal with a redistribution of taxation
powers and a change in the tax share so that
Victoria receives a fairer deal from the
Commonwealth Government.
The Bill will lift the exemption level to
$215000 which is a further increase of 7·5
per cent. It follows on the increase in the
exemption level of last year from $140 000
to $200 000. That is a substantial change in
the context of pay-roll tax and it means that
there has been a reduction in the effective
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pay-roll tax rate since the Cain Government has been in power.
Comments have been made about the $1million threshold level at which pay-roll tax
trips over from 5 per cent to 6 per cent. This
level was introduced in 1981 following a
decision of the New South Wales Government to introduce a similar surcharge. The
New South Wales and Victorian Governments have found it necessary to retain a 6
per cent rate of pay-roll tax for larger
employers in Victoria. However, the Victorian Government in this Budget has
announced that the threshold level-the
point at which the pay-roll tax moves up to
6 per cent-will be increased from a payroll level of$1 million to $1·1 million. That
is a further concession made to the business
community and represents a 10 per cent
increase in the threshold level.
In relation to the technical amendment
applying to the 6 per cent pay-roll tax rate,
officials at the Pay-Roll Tax Office have
indicated that there may be legal problems
with respect to the application of 6 per cent
for groups of companies and also for the
payment of wages interstate. The Government has moved to remove any deficiencies
in the legislation so that all doubts surrounding this matter are cleared up.
The honourable member for Balwyn
raised a matter concerning the definition of
"pay-roll~~ for pay-roll tax purposes. It is
true that the Government introduced legislation in an attempt to improve the equity
of the pay-roll tax base so that firms, regardless of the way in which they hired labour,
would be in an equal position and would
pay the same level of pay-roll tax.
I have been involved in wide ranging
consultations with organizations that would
be affected by changes in the pay-roll tax
system. At this stage it has not been possible
to develop a system that eradicates all inequities. I assure honourable members that I
would not move to amend any inequities
until a set of amendments could be introduced which would totally overcome the
problem. The Government will not introduce amendments which deal with methods employed by firms in hiring labour to
evade or avoid taxation. Until the anomalies can be eradicated totally the Government will not take the issue further.
The motion was agreed to.

Lotteries Gaming and Betting Bill
The Bill was read a second time, and
passed through its remaining stages.
LOTTERIES GAMING AND BETTING
(GAMING MACHINES) BILL
Mr TREZISE (Minister for Youth, Sport
and Recreation)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of the Bill is to amend the
Lotteries Gaming and Betting Act to ensure
the total prohibition of video poker
machines and similar devices as contrivances for gambling.
I bring to the attention of honourable
members that the recent decision of Judge
Mullaly in the case of the Crown v. Zoccoli
and Iannello, which was delivered in the
County Court on 24 September 1984 has
brought into question whether certain
machines, which give the appearance of
being used for gambling purposes, can be
considered legal under the current legislation. These machines are in the most simple
terms no more than poker machines and
honourable members will recall that the
Government has accepted the recommendation of the Board of Inquiry into Poker
Machines conducted by Mr M. Wilcox, QC,
that such machines should be banned in
Victoria.
I am informed that there are currently in
excess of 3000 of this type of machine operating in Victoria with more being installed
every day. Since the decision of Judge Mullaly, many people who previously had
reservations about these machines and their
legality are now accepting them as legal and
installing them in clubs, hotels, and so on.
The Government, in tackling this issue,
should be seen as giving a clear warning to
the gaming machine industry that it will not
tolerate such machines and is prepared to
change legislation, where it is found deficient, to meet changed circumstances or new
variations to such machines. I emphasize,
however, that nothing in the proposed legislation will affect the legitimate use of video
games for amusement purposes by members of the community.
I am also pleased to advise honourable
members that this proposal has the support
of the police, the Local Government
Department and also the Amusement
Machine Operators Association;
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The Governmenfs view is that action
must be taken now to outlaw these machines
because, with their rapid expansion, in six
months' time it may well be that they are so
widespread that it would be impossible to
control them. I am sure honourable members will agree that the Government has
acted quickly, positively and responsibly in
this matter to rectify deficiencies .in the
legislation which have been clearly identified following Judge Mullaly's decision.
I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn), the debate was adjourned.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister of Education)-I move:
That the debate be adjourned until next day.

Mr McGRA TH (Lowan)-The National
Party would be happy to debate the Bill at
the convenience of the Minister for Youth,
Sport and Recreation provided the honourable gentlemen co-operated with the shadow
spokesmen for th~ National Party and the
Opposition and made his officers available
so that the shadow spokesmen can be fully
informed and conversant with the proposed
legislation.
Mr TREZISE (Minister for Youth, Sport
and Recreation)-I give the undertaking
that I am prepared to make available officers of the department. Perhaps the shadow
spokesmen could also discuss the matter
with representatives of the Amusement
Machine Operators Association. The Bill
could be debated tomorrow but, if that time
is not convenient, I am prepared to debate
the Bill next week.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister of Education)
(By leave)-The time suggested is more
constructive because if spokesmen of the
opposition parties are prepared to debate
the Bill tomorrow the House can do so, and
the measure can be dealt with speedily. It is
important that the measure be implemented quickly to overcome an anomaly
which exists and which needs to be
addressed. If more time is needed, it will be
granted.
The motion was agreed to, and debate
was adjourned until next day.
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Water Charge Concessions Bill

to a total amount of$135, with a maximum
amount liable of$67. 50.
The Bill also corrects an anomaly where
The debate (adjourned from October 9) a pensioner
low income earner is paying
on the motion of Mr Simpson (Minister of rent and it isorcommon
for the owner of the
Labour and Industry) for the second read- property to pay the rate-that is, the amount
ing of this Bill was resumed.
calculated on so many cents in the $1 times
Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-The Bill the valuation-and for the pensioner, under
further increases the exemption of rate bur- an agreement with the landlord, to pay the
den from pensioners and other disadvan- excess water charge, which leads to a pentaged persons in the community. It seeks to sioner being liable still to pay a full cost for
amend the Melbourne and Metropolitan water. The Bill rectifies this so that where a
Board of Works Act, the Water Act, the pensioner is paying rent a claim can be made
Geelong Waterworks and Sewerage Act and for 50 per cent of excess water to a ceiling
the Mildura Irrigation Trusts and Sunraysia of$67. 50 in actual terms.
Water Board Act by inserting new sections
Pensioners are very frugal with water and
to overcome an anomaly that has existed in it is not often that they will use excess water
the Acts.
except in circumstances where they have
The anomaly was that pensioners were large gardens to manage. Mostly, pensionnot receiving a full remission for water ers use water very wisely. It is hard to esticharges. In 1973 the then Government mate the actual cost of this further
introduced an Act titled the Municipalities concession. In the Budget, the sum of$54·5
Assistance Act which established for the first million was set aside for the remission of
time the philosophy of State Governments rates, which includes municipal rates as well
paying a proportion of rates on property as water rates that are covered under the
owned by pensioners and disadvantaged provisions of the Bill.
I believe a point I shall make is subject to
people. Subsequently, that philosophy was
transferred to the bodies supplying water, interpretation. Some water authorities supwhich was paid for through the rate system. ply water to consumers by what is called
Some years later this principle was incor- agreement. Water by agreement is allowed
for in section 100 of the Melbourne and
porated in the so-called water services Act.
Metropolitan Board of Works Act and in
At present a pensioner or holder of a sections
and 187 of the Water Act.
Commonwealth health entitlement card, a Water by 186
agreement
is supplied to persons
person out of work and any other disadvan- who live outside the rateable
district of the
taged person, can receive a remission on authority and where it is common
for their
rates, the rate being a charge on the property properties to be adjacent to that authority'S
calculated on the valuation, which is famil- water main. Agreement is reached with the
iar to honourable members. Under the authority for the occupier to draw water
Water Act and similar Acts of other bodies from the authority although the property is
supplying water, a householder is entitled not rated by the authority, as it is outside
to use a certain amount of water being equi- the designated district.
valent in value to the rate being paid on the
From reading the Bill, I am unsure
property. If any excess water is used the
whether
its provisions for concessions will
householder has to pay the so-called excess
apply
to
those
pensioners who are supplied
water charge.
with water by agreement. They are deservAlthough a pensioner or a low income ing of the same concessions and I request
earner can obtain a rebate on the actual rate, the Minister of Labour and Industry to seek
a pensioner cannot obtain any financial the advice of the Minister for Water
relief on the excess water charge. The Bill Resources in another place to determine
sets out to achieve that. It will allow pen- whether the provisions of the Bill will apply
sioners, low income earners and holders of to these pensioners also. I shall appreciate
a Commonwealth health entitlement card the matter being put beyond doubt. I am
to obtain a reduction in charges to water sure the Minister will agree that, as the Bill
supply to their residences. At present, a ceil- tends to widen the scope of water concesing applies of 50 per cent of the charges up sions, it is only fair that all pensioners and
WATER CHARGE CONCESSIONS
BILL
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other low income earners receiving water
by agreement are included in the concession schemes.
The Opposition does not oppose the Bill.
It is an extension of a principle introduced
under the Municipalities Assistance Act
1971 where the State has taken some
responsibility to remove the burden of rates
from pensioners and other necessitous persons in the community.
Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill)-The Bill
amends the Water Act, the Geelong Water
Works and Sewerage Act, the Mildura Irrigation Trusts and Sunraysia Water Board
Act and the Melbourne and Metropolitan
Board of Works Act, basically to provide
further concessions on water charges to
pensioners. The honourable member for
Narracan queried whether water charge
concessions provided for in the Bill will
apply also to pensioners who receive water
by agreement. I had understood that they
would but I shall look forward to the Minister's explanation on that issue.
The second-reading speech of the Minister of Labour and Industry, representing the
Minister for Water Resources, is unlike his
usual second-reading speeches, which are to
the point and accurate. The Minister's
second-reading speech on this Bill refers to
the brilliance of and exceptionally low
increases in water charges by the Board of
Works. The third paragraph reads:
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many costs are now imposed on water
boards that they have to increase their rates.
For example, the cost of the paperwork that
has to be fed to the bureaucrats in Melbourne makes it very difficult to retain
charges in country areas.
One water board in the electorate I represent has had to increase its charges by 9
per cent. The interest subsidy that was
introduced some years ago to help establish
water and sewerage services in country areas
is being phased out. This is placing an enormous burden on many of the rural water
boards, and provides a good case for
increasing the $67.50 maximum concession to counter the increases.
I hope people will not think that just
because the increase in Board of Works rates
is very low that the same situation will apply
to the rest of the State, because it will not.
The introduction of the 38-hour week, plus
the cost of additional paperwork has had a
significant effect on costs.
Rural water boards cannot set up their
own estimates but have to draw up estimates and send them to the Minister, who
will eventually approve of them and send
them back to the board for acceptance by
the local community. The increase in the
costs of one water board this year amounts
to 20 per cent, mainly because of the phasing out of the subsidy plus the inflation rate
applicable to construction projects and the
The Bill implements this new deal and the whole additional charges for chemicals because
Board of Works charges package is a direct result ofthe three companies have amalgamated and are
Government's insistence upon the board and, indeed, now charging higher prices. The Minister
all sectors of the water industry, becoming more effi- has not yet agreed to the 20 per cent increase.
cient and cost effective and the Government's real That water board has been waiting for five
commitment to assisting the needy in our society.
weeks for approval by the Minister.
That sounds good.
Water boards should be able to conduct
There is no need to increase the Board of their own affairs, rather than having to refer
Works rates this year because huge increases to the bureaucrats in Melbourne. I hope in
have been made in the past few years. If one future the Government will give the water
examines what is happening outside the boards and statutory authorities control of
metropolitan area one learns that most rural their own operations. These boards are
water boards have increased their rates to always answerable to the local community
the extent that pensioners will have to pay and should be permitted to fix their own
more than the maximum concession of rates and handle all tenders without having
$67.50. The average water rate throughout to refer to Melbourne, which adds to the
country areas is $136, which demonstrates cost of delivering services. The necessity to
that a lot of the rural water boards are refer to Melbourne increases the cost of sercharging significantly higher rates than the vices to far above those of the Board of
Board of Works.
Works.
Big Brother is getting himself firmly
The point I wish to make in regard to the
delivery of water to rural communities, entrenched. Sooner or later politicians will
relating it to pensioner rebates, is that so have to address the situation by allowing
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statutory authorities and rural water boards
to carry out their operations without so
much interference from the Government,
which adds enormously to the cost of supplying water and other services. A water
board can buy land but cannot sell it without the approval of Big Brother.
The ideas and management of the financial whiz kids are more important to the
Government than the supply of quality
water at the lowest price, which should be
the over-all objective. The Government
should have faith in the people who are running the public utilities that already exist or
are being set up to provide these services.
The National Party supports the Bill, but
it does not believe all is as well as the Minister's speech has implied. It is another
example of politicians in the metropolitan
area judging everything by what they see in
the metropolitan area. That does not provide a true picture. The $7.60 rebate in Melbourne is far more significant than it is in
many areas throughout country Victoria.
That is the situation because of the many
changes that have been introduced in
restructuring water boards. This has added
to the administrative red tape that demands
that the bureaucrats dot the "i"s and cross
the "t"s. Consumers could save a considerable amount of money, as could pensioners,
if the Government would come to grips with
the problem of over-regulation.
A classic example has occurred in the
electorate I represent where local communities are now being told that eating houses
and food premises have to convert all hand
basins to foot operated basins by 1 May
1986. The cost is approximately $800. It
will add significantly to the cost in rural
Victoria. That regulation was issued last
week to people in the electorate I represent.
The Government should look carefully at
the water industry as it relates to water
boards outside Melbourne. I hope the Government and the Minister for Water
Resources in another House take on board
the comments I have made about overregulation of statutory authorities and take
positive steps to remove excessive red tape
and the undue influence of the bureaucrats.
Mr SIMPSON (Minister of Labour and
Industry)-I thank both the honourable
member for Narracan and the honourable
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member for Swan Hill for their contribution. I had some difficulty, in listening to
the honourable member for Swan Hill, in
understanding how the remarks he made
related to the Water Charge Concessions
Bill. He took a golden opportunity of raising matters that were dear to his heart.
The honourable member for Narracan,
although strongly supporting the Bill, was
concerned about people who receive a water
supply by agreement. He referred to people
living outside the rateable district and to
properties that are not rated. Not a large
number of people are concerned, but he was
concerned that pensioners who are in that
area do receive that concession. I understand they do but I would be happier if I
could obtain the authority of the Minister
for Water Resources. I give the undertaking
that I will check with the Minister between
here and another place to ensure that that is
correct.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time and
committed.
Clauses 1 to 3 were agreed to.
Clause 4
Mr SIMPSON (Minister of Labour and
Industry)-I move:
Clause 4, page 4, lines 15 and 16 omit "(which is
hereby to the necessary extent appropriated
accordingly)" .

This amendment occurs because of an error
that was noted after the Bill was introduced
into Parliament and I apologize to the
Committee for that. There are four of these
amendments on the Water Charge Concessions Bill. The amendments ensure that the
refunds made by the Treasurer to the water
agencies come from the Community Welfare Services vote and not from the standard appropriation.
Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-The
Opposition understands the amendment.
The sum of $54·5 million is appropriated
under the Community Welfare Services
appropriation for rate concessions. As a former Chairman of the Family and Community Services programme, and interested
in community welfare, I was amazed to find
that this concession should show up in the
appropriation for community welfare services and not in the appropriation for water
services or local government services. The
Opposition understands the necessity for the

Transfer ofLand (.4mendment) Bill (No. 2)

amendment; the money has already been
appropriated. The Opposition supports the
amendment.
Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill)-The
National Party supports the amendment. It
is another example of the Government
making basic mistakes with proposed legislation. Rebates are already in place for pensioners and this is an extension of that
system. I hope the Minister for Community
Welfare Services will agree to the money
coming out of the Minister's vote.
I hope this is the only mistake in the Bill
and that there is no other. I am amazed that
such a major provision in the Bill can be
found to be an error and repeated four times
throughout the Bill. It throws some doubt
on the accuracy and validity of the remaining provisions of the Bill.
The amendment was agreed to, and the
clause, as amended, was adopted, as was
clause 5.
Clause 6 was consequentially amended,
and, as amended, was adopted, as was clause

7.

Clause 8 was consequentially amended,
and, as amended, was adopted, as was clause
9.
Clause 10
Mr SIMPSON (Minister of Labour and
Industry)-I move:
Clause to, page 11, lines 34 and 35, omit "(which is
hereby to the necessary extent appropriated
accordingly)".

Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill)-It is well
that the Minister of Labour and Industry
should blush after moving the fourth
amendment. I reiterate: I hope all the provisions of the Bill have been checked thoroughly and are relevant to the subject which
the Committee has been discussing for the
past half-hour.
Mr McNAMARA (Benalla)-One could
accept one amendment being moved to correct an error, but it is totally incomprehensible that four amendments have had to be
moved to correct errors. It is well that the
Minister of Labour and Industry should
hang his head and apologize profusely to
the Committee. I hope that in the future
when the Minister introduces a Bill, it will
be considered in more detail to ensure that
the time of the Chamber is not wasted on
such frivolous matters.
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The amendment was agreed to, and the
clause, as amended, was adopted.
The Bill was reported to the House with
amendments, and passed through its
remaining stages.
TRANSFER OF LAND
(AMENDMENT) BILL (No. 2)
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of the Bill is to effect a number
of amendments to the Transfer of Land Act
1958, the Strata Titles Act 1967 and the
Cluster Titles Act 1974. They are technical
in nature and required to facilitate the current programme of Titles Office
modernization.
As honourable members are aware, there
are two related aspects of this programme.
One is computerization of Titles Office systems and procedures and the other is the
review and updating of those systems and
procedures. The former has reached the
stage that the unregistered dealings system
is now substantially computerized. The latter advanced significantly with the introduction of approved forms of instruments
for use under the Transfer of Land Act on 1
May this year. The potential of this programme for generating cost savings for the
benefit of the whole community as a result
of more efficient land transactions is clear.
It should also be remembered that efficiency gains of this type are but one part of
the process of ensuring that Victoria remains
a competitively attractive business
environment.
In order to reduce delays in searching land
subject to a plan of subdivision or consolidation the Bill empowers the registrar to
allocate title reference numbers before new
titles are issued. This will enable the Titles
Office to take better advantage of its unregistered dealings computer system and provide searchers with information in relation
to a particular piece ofland far more quickly
than at present.
Since the introduction of approved forms
of instruments for use under the Transfer of
Land Act two significant and three related
minor matters of concern have become evident. The first is that the transitional period
of six months allowed under the Act for the
approval of new forms of instruments by
the Registrar of Titles has, despite extensive
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consultation with the legal profession and
other persons, proved too short with respect
to the forms approved on 1 May 1984 to
give a reasonable opportunity for their use
to become general. If this period were not
extended every instrument not in approved
form on 1 November 1984 would attract a
penalty for special sealing by the Registrar
of Titles, with consequent confusion and
delay. The Bill extends the transition period
to twelve months. The second is that due to
an oversight in the Transfer of Land
(Amendment) Act 1983 the Act does not
make satisfactory provision for approval of
forms which can be designed by an individual with the intention of sale for general use:
For example, the standard mortgage forms
designed by the Law Institute. The Bill remedies this oversight.
The Bill contains a number of minor provisions which simply correct errors in or
omissions from amendments made to the
Act to allow the introduction of approved
forms.
Finally, the Bill contains a provision
which enables deputy and assistant registrars of titles to exercise or perform any statutory powers and duties of the Registrar of
Titles. The existing provision is limited to
powers and duties under the Transfer of
Land Act. This broader provision will assist
the efficient operation of the Title Office. I
commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of Mr TEMPLETON
(Mentone), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be
adjourned until Wednesday, October 31.
FILMS (CLASSIFICATION) BILL
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of this Bill is to introduce a
compulsory censorship classification
scheme for videotapes and discs for private
sale and hire, to ban the sale and hire of
HX" -rated videos and to establish a comprehensive range of offences based upon the
Australian Capital Territory Classification
of Publications Ordinance 1983.
Commonwealth and State Ministers with
responsibility for censorship met in July
1983 and agreed in principle to the introduction of a uniform censorship classification scheme for both films and printed
matter.

Films (Classification) Bill

The Films (Amendment) Act 1983, which
was passed in the 1983 spring sessional
period and was operative from 2 May 1984,
implemented this agreement in part by
establishing a system for the classification
of videos by Commonwealth censorship of
authorities. These amendments were an
interim measure, a first stage towards comprehensive legislation based upon the Australian Capital Territory Classification of
Publications Ordinance 1983, which has
been accepted by other State and Territory
Governments as a model for implementation of the classification scheme.
The Bill picks up those amendments to
the Films Act which established a video
classification scheme but expands upon
those basic provisions to put in place a more
comprehensive scheme relying upon the
classification structure established in the
Australian Capital Territory ordinance.
The Bill does not cover the classification
of films and video material for exhibition
in theatres as a comprehensive scheme for
the classification of such material already
operates under the Films Act.
There are two important differences
between the video classification scheme
currently operating and that provided for in
the Bill. The basis of the scheme now operating in respect of videos is voluntary; that
is, although a video may be submitted to
the censorship authorities for classification
it is not compulsory to do so. The Bill alters
the scheme to render it illegal to sell or hire
a videotape or videodisc which has not been
classified or which has been refused classification. The adoption of a compulsory
scheme flows from a meeting of Commonwealth and State Ministers responsible for
censorship held in April 1984 where Ministers agreed, in principle, to a compulsory
scheme. The model legislation was recently
amended to render video classification
compulsory in the Australian Capital Territory, and other States are moving to adopt
this course.
The other major change effected to the
current scheme is the banning of the sale
and hire of HX" -rated videos. The decision
to ban "X"-rated videos has been taken in
the interests of national uniformity, given
the present unwillingness of a majority of
State Governments to legislate to allow the
commercial distribution of "X" -rated
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material under any circumstances. The prohibition upon UX" -rated material will bring
Victoria into line with New South Wales,
Western Australia, Queensland and Tasmania which have all either imposed bans
or are planning to do so.
The ban upon the sale and hire of "X"rated material will operate as an interim
measure until 30 June 1985. The Government will review the legislation prior to 30
June 1985 in the light of developments in
other States and discussions between Commonwealth and State Ministers upon the
classification categories. The ban on the sale
and hire ofUX"-rated material will be lifted
after 30 June 1985, if appropriate, in the
light of those developments.
The basic elements of the scheme are as
follows:
A COMPULSORY SYSTEM OF
CLASSIFICA TION OF VIDEO TAPES
AND DISCS FOR SALE AND HIRE
The scheme currently operating in Victoria is voluntary; that is, videotapes and
discs do not have to be classified by the
censor, although "R"-rated and UX"-rated
material must be sold, hired and displayed
in accordance with certain restrictions
including a prohibition upon the sale and
hire of such material to minors and, in the
case of "X"-rated material, restrictions upon
display and advertising. Under the voluntary scheme a person selling or hiring
unclassified obscene material could be prosecuted under the obscenity provisions of
the Police Offences Act; classification is a
defence to a charge under that Act.
Representations have recently been made
to the responsible Ministers in each State
regarding the replacement of the voluntary
scheme with a compulsory scheme. Concern has been expressed that the voluntary
scheme provides insufficient guidelines to
parents when selecting material suitable for
children's viewing and inadequate protection to children and adults from material
which could be harmful or offensive.
The Government has acceded to these
views by providing in the Bill for compulsory classification. This will allow for easier
enforcement and detection by police of
objectionable material. It will be an offence
to sell, hire or deliver a videotape or a
videodisc which has been refused classification or which has not been classified.
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However, the Bill provides for the Minister
to exempt a person or film or a class of
persons or film from such of the provisions
as he may specify.
BANNING OF "X" -RA TED VIDEOS
The Bill prohibits the sale and hire of
"X"-rated videos. The Government's desire
to retain uniformity with the schemes operating or proposed to operate in the majority
of States has prompted the deletion of the
"X" category from the scheme currently
operating in Victoria.
The ban will be reviewed prior to 30 June
1985, in the light of developments which
occur in the next few months in other States
and having regard to the work being undertaken by Commonwealth and State Ministers with respect to a new classification
category to replace the "X" classification
category.
NEW CLASSIFICATION CATEGORY
A meeting of Commonwealth and State
Ministers responsible for censorship was
held on 28 September 1984. That meeting
was convened at my request because of my
concern about the fragmentation of the uniform classification scheme. At that meeting
Ministers resolved to explore the concept of
a new category of non-violent, erotic
material which would go beyond the existing UR" category but would exclude such
limited depictions of violence as have been
permitted in the "X" category. This new
category is being considered by Ministers in
response to concern that has been expressed
about depictions of violence in the existing
"X" category as currently administered by
the Film Censorship Board.
In considering this proposal Ministers
ha ve had regard to the view of the Chief
Censor that the largest proportion of "X"rated material is straightforward sexual erotica not involving violence in any form.
The Bill allows for the sale and hire in
Victoria of films classified in any such new
agreed category if the Australian Capital
Territory ordinance, the model legislation,
is amended to establish a new category.
CLASSIFICATION CATEGORIES
The Bill provides for a range of classification categories:
"G"-Suitable for general viewing.
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"PG"-Suitable for viewing by a person
under the age of fifteen years only
with parental guidance.
"M"-Cannot be recommended for
viewing by a person under the age of
fifteen years.
"R"-For restricted exhibition, unsuitable for viewing by a minor.
Some concern has been expressed recently
about the extent of permissible violence in
the ~'M" and "R" categories. In response to
this concern, Ministers responsible for censorship will reconsider the administrative
guidelines used by the censorship authorities in classifying "M"-rated and "R" -rated
material.
CLASSIFICA TION AUTHORITIES
Classification of material will be carried
out by the Commonwealth Film Censorship Board and Deputy Censors, who have
been classifying videos on behalf of Victoria since 2 May 1984. The Commonwealth Films Board of Review will also
continue to hear appeals.
MA TERIAL TO BE REFUSED ANY
CLASSIFICA TION
The Government recognizes that certain
material is of such a nature that it should be
refused classification altogether. Classification will continue to be refused where
material depicts child pornography, promotes, incites or encourages terrorism or
offends against generally accepted standards of morality, decency and propriety to
such an extent that it should not be classified. It is an offence to sell, hire, deliver or
advertise such material. Child pornography
attracts a double penalty.
The Bill also renders unlawful the screening of objectionable material in public or on
private premises without the occupier's permission, possession for the purpose of sale,
delivery or screening and making for the
purpose of gain. The procuring of a child
for the purpose of making an objectionable
publication is also an offence.
These provisions are complemented by
the Commonwealth Customs (Prohibited
Imports) Regulations, which prohibit the
importation of offensive pictorial material
depicting child pornography, bestiality,
detailed and gratuitous depictions of considerable violence or cruelty, explicit and
gratuitous depictions of sexual violence
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against non-consenting persons and material
promoting or inciting terrorism or drug
misuse. These regulations were recently
amended to tighten up restrictions upon the
importation of violent and sexually violent
material.
POINT OF SALE CONTROLS
All classified items must bear a marking
indicating the given classification. In addition, items classified "R" may not be sold
or delivered to a minor.
FEES
Fees are not currently being charged in
respect of video classification by the Commonwealth authorities; however, it has been
agreed in principle by Commonwealth and
State Ministers that a fee should be charged
to persons applying for the classification of
videos to at least cover the Commonwealth's administrative costs. A fee structure has not yet been settled; in the interim,
the Commonwealth will continue to classify videos without imposing a charge.
CONSEQUENTIAL AMENDMENTS TO
POLICE OFFENCES ACT
Amendments have been made to the
Police Offences Act to delete from that Act
material which will now be covered by the
Bill. The Police Offences Act will continue
to make provision for the possession, sale,
distribution and making of obscene articles
which are not covered by the Bill.
AMENDMENTS TO FILMS ACT
The opportunity has been taken to implement a change in the classification category
for cinema films from "NRC" (Not Recommended for Children) to "PG" (Parental
Guidance). Commonwealth and State Ministers responsible for censorship have agreed
to this change, which has the strong support
of the cinema film industry. The "NRC"
classification is regarded as inappropriate in
that it does not reflect what is currently being
classified in this category and is misleading
in that it is understood by consumers as
denoting material completely unsuitable for
children, which is not, in fact, the case.
The "PG" classification has been selected
in preference to the "PGR" classification
which currently operates for television, as
material currently classified "NRC" for
cinema screening does not equate the
"PGR" television classification. The "PG"
classification is also preferred to the "NRC"
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classification in that it emphasizes parental
responsibility. All States are aiming to
implement the classification change on 1
January 1985.
JOINT SELECT COMMITTEE
A Senate Select Committee on video
material will shortly be established to
inquire into video censorship. That committee will report upon the operation of the
Australian Capital Territory Classification
of Publications Ordinance, of Regulation 4A
of the Customs (Prohibited Imports) Regulations, which specify the type of material
which may not be imported, ana of the Customs (Cinematograph Films) Re~ulations.
In particular, the committee WIll report
upon the effectiveness of the legislation; the
adequacy of the classification system as a
basis for import and point of sale controls;
whether children are gaining access to videos
containing violent, pornographic or otherwise obscene material; the likely effects upon
people, especially children, of exposure to
violent, pornographic or otherwise obscene
material, and whether cinemas should be
permitted to screen to adults material classified above "R".
The committee's inquiry should help
relieve a number of obviously widespread
misunderstandings about the present legislative arrangements. In particular, it should
lead to a realization that:
The present customs regulations do
not "open the floodgates" to imported
videos, but replace what was, for all
practical purposes, a previous legislative vacuum;
the new legislation prohibits absolutely the importation of so-called
"video nasties" -including, in particular, those depicting child pornography,
gratuitous sexual violence, gratuitous
depictions ofconsiderable violence, and
bestiality;
the point of sale controls replace what
was for all practical purposes a legislative vacuum; and
the model legislation bans outright
the sale or hire of video nasties of the
kind denied entry into Australia.
The Senate Select Committee will be subsumed by a Joint Select Committee which
the Federal Government proposes to establish upon the resumption of Federal Parliament in 1985

24 October 1984

ASSEMBLY

1315

CONCLUSION
The Bill is the fruit of a continuing
co-operative effort between the Commonwealth and the States to establish a uniform
video classification scheme. It will promote
national uniformity and ensure that a compulsory classification scheme is in operation as soon as possible.
It is envisaged that the scheme will be
complemented at a later date by a new comprehensive classification scheme for printed
matter, based upon a uniform model a~eed
to by Commonwealth and State MinIsters
responsible for censorship. This will replace
the existing system of classification of
printed matter by the State Classification of
Publications Board. Whilst that system has
been operating very effectively in this State
for some years, the advantage of the model
scheme over the current Victorian system
would be that of national uniformity in the
classification and sale of printed matter. I
commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of Mr TEMPLETON
(Mentone), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be
adjourned until Wednesday, October 31.
COUNTY COURT (AMENDMENT)
BILL
The debate (adjourned from October 4)
on the motion of Mr Cain (Premier) for the
second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-The Bill
has two basic purposes. Firstly, it enables
the appointment of a Master of the County
Court and secondly, it validates some rules
on pleadings made by the judges of the
County Court. The Opposition believes the
Government made a tactical error in combining these two proposals in the one Bill.
It believes the retrospective validation of
the judges' rules for pleading should have
been contained in a separate Bill and given
a speedier passage.
I do not know whether the Premier is in
a position to ensure that the Bill will not
affect any Supreme Court action currently
proceeding and the pleading rules, but if
such action has been commenced in either
the Supreme Court or the High Court, we
are now in the embarrassing position of
having to pass proposed legislation which
will retrospectively validate those proceedings in respect of the action. We should not
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put ourselves in the position where we are
at risk of doing that.
It is a bad principle and one which has
never been approached by any Parliament
in the past. There have been a few nibbles
at the principle, but, if it is adopted, it will
continue further and further relentlessly to
the point where citizens who take action
will never know whether the decisions are
right or wrong because this Parliament
would, by then, have had a long history of
passing retrospective legislation.
I do not agree with retrospectivity but, if
it is required, this ought to be done quickly
and effectively, and it should operate effectively so that we do not have people who
are smart enough to take advantage, with
principle backing them up, of the decent
people who try to do the right thing and so
leave themselves at a disadvantage. I would
have preferred it if this Bill had been
approached in two separate sections.
I hesitate to say that the Opposition does
not oppose the provisions of the Bill. The
appointment of a master will be a sensible
appointment and procedure, given the wider
responsibilities of the County Court following the changes in jurisdiction and the
amounts that can be litigated in various
courts. The Opposition believes it is a wise
move and will assist in the work of the
County Court.
With regard to the qualifications and
independence of the master, again, properly, they are the same terms and conditions as those of a judge, in the sense of the
maximum age being 72 years, appointment
by Governor in Council, and a recognition
of the judicial nature of the position. It is,
again, a principle.
I believe the Government and future
Governments should jealously guard against
retrospective validation of rules being done
at leisure by announcement and with
voluntary co-operation, so far as we know.
Certainly, that is what we are relying on at
this point-that, where it is necessary to
change things, we ought to adopt the rule
that changing them from a given date should
take place expeditiously through the Parliament and we should not begin with other
matters which may need further and more
leisurely consideration and consultation.
The Opposition would not have opposed
a Bill to validate those rules being put
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through the Parliament in shorter order than
this Bill, but with a combination with other
matters, inevitably, this means that there
needs to be consultation. When matters are
tacked together in this way, complications
arise. The Opposition will not oppose the
Bill. It wishes the master, when appointed,
well in the County Court in expediting the
hearings of cases and in the work of the
courts. Members of the Opposition have
high hopes that the pleadings will make the
actual hearings of the formal judge and formal court sessions more effective and the
time ofjudges more effectively used. Therefore, the delay in hearing of cases will be
reduced. We wish the master well and support the proposal.
We regret that the 27 judges of the County
Court apparently were unaware that they
had a prohibition against them introducing
pleadings, but, nevertheless, having introduced the rules and having produced the
situation, we agree it is wise that the Parliament should move to correct the situation,
but we believe it should have been done as
expeditiously as possible, given the Parliamentary processes.
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS (Leader of the
National Party)-The National Party supports the amendment. As has been explained
by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, it
has two parts. The first is to appoint a Master of the County Court. Because of the
increased jurisdiction of the court, this has
become not only desirable but also necessary. I trust that when the appointment is
made it will be satisfactory not only to
judges but also to all those associated with
the County Court. I am sure it will be.
The other provision allows for retrospective validation of the County Court rules.
No one likes retrospective legislation, but
all Governments are forced to take this
action from time to time if unusual circumstances occur. This instance falls into an
unusual set of circumstances. I endorse the
remarks of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition who said that it will not be back dated
very far.
We should do everything in our power to
have the Bill passed by Parliament and proclaimed as quickly as possible. It is something that should be put right so that it
causes the least possible amount of embarrassment. I wish the Bill a speedy passage.

Crown Land (Reserves) (Amendment) Bill
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expectation among those who are affected
by the Bill was that it would be brought in
in the autumn sessional period. That did
not occur and it has taken until now to get
it to this stage. That shows the Government's inefficiency.
The Bill gives wider powers to trustees
and committees of management in carrying
out their duties in regard to Crown land
reserves. Proposed new section 17A allows
the managing body of a reserve to grant
licences, enter into agreements to operate
services and facilities and enter into tenancy agreements in respect of the reserved
land or any building on that land for any
purpose that has been approved in writing
by the Minister.
A second amendment to the principal Act
will allow existing tenancies of reserved
Crown land to be on a proper legal basis. As
the legislation now stands, adhockery exists
in regard to these leases and there is little
protection either for the tenants or for the
committees of management.
Proposed section 17B provides for the
managing body of a reserve to grant leases
for up to 21 years~ Under the present
arrangement it is limited to three years. That
would also be with the approval of the
Minister.
Proposed section 17c deals with car parks
on Crown land reserves. With the approval
of the Minister, the managing body can
make available for the parking of cars
belonging to people other than those for
whom the reserve was originally made
available, part or all of the area of the reserve
that is set aside under the Act for car parking. The Minister must be satisfied that there
is a community need for car parking of that
order and that it will not interfere with the
purpose for which that land was originally
set aside. In carrying out that objective, it is
necessary for a sketch plan to be made
CROWN LAND (RESERVES)
available to the Minister.
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Clause 7 of the Bill amends the MelThe debate (adjourned from October 9) bourne Market and Parklands Act 1933 to
on the motion of Mr Cathie (Minister of allow the Corporation of the City of MelHousing) for the second reading of this Bill bourne to be the committee of management
of certain lands under the Act instead of, as
was resumed.
Mr AUSTIN (Ripon)-This is an it is now, the Melbourne City Council.
As I said at the beginning of my remarks,
important measure and the Government is
to be heavily criticized for bringing it in the Government has been inefficient in
during the dying hours of the session. The introducing the Bill at such a late stage. The

Mr CAIN (Premier)-I thank honourable members opposite for their support of
the Bill. So that the record is put right, I
indicate that I conveyed to the AttorneyGeneral the suggestion made by the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition that the two provisions in the Bill be severed so as to enable
a more speedy passage of the retrospective
validation provision. The view of the
Attorney-General was that it was unnecessary because of an acknowledgement by the
profession that the rules were in the best
interests of the conduct of County Court
business. To my knowledge, everyone in
the profession has supported the notion of
rules. I do not know whether there has yet
been any action relevant to this point, but I
think it would be highly unlikely that anyone would try to upset any actions that proceeded on the basis of the rules.
In other words, the profession was on
notice, it was aware of the Government's
action, and action was taken as speedily as
possible when it was brought to the attention ofajudge that he had acted outside the
power. The Government moved quickly to
put everyone on notice. I am not aware of
anyone being prejudiced by it.
The dilemma always exists if one moves
too quickly one is accused of passing legislation too hastily. The delay has been for
only a fortnight, althou$h there has been
criticism suggesting that It could have been
done more quickly. On balance, no harm
has been done. A mistake has occurred but,
so far as I am aware, no one has been prejudiced. There is a general acceptance of the
need for the rules and a belief that the system will work better with them. People have
been working on the basis of the rules for
some weeks and will continue to do so.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time, and
passed through its remaining stages.
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view expressed by the Port Phillip Conservation Council shows some of the problems
that can arise as a result of the Government's inefficiency. The President of the
Port Phillip Conservation Council wrote to
the Minister of Housing and other honourable members involved in this area and
expressed real concern about some of the
effects of the proposed legislation.
Some 23 amendments to the Bill have
been proposed. The measure has been
pending for a ridiculous period, and it will
be difficult for the Opposition-and probably for the Government, too-to digest 23
amendments and make a proper judgment
when only a few days of the sittings of this
Parliament remain.
The letter that was written by Mr Molesworth to the Minister, followed the annual
general meeting of the Port Phillip Conservation Council, which took place on 15
October. At that meeting an urgent resolution was passed which directed the president to write to the Minister expressing
opposition to certain provisions in the Bill
which make fundamental changes to the law
protecting the use of Crown land reserves.
The Bill also allows for such licences and
leases for any purpose, and that was what
the conservation council objected to. I
believe that is one of the expressions of concern that has brought about some of the
amendments that I do not believe will be
aired today but, as I understand it, will be
brought forward in another place.
The Port Phillip Conservation Council
stated that land within Crown land reserves
was either unable to be leased or licensed
unless the reservation was revoked by the
Act. That is what has happened before when
it has been necessary to use land in a reserve
for another purpose. There has been legislation revoking an Act and decisions made
in the Parliament.
Although the Opposition recognizes that
it is cumbersome and somewhat time wasting for that process to take place every time
it is necessary to utilize some land within a
Crown land reserve for another purpose, it
is also important that land within those
reserves is protected in the way that it was
meant to be originally. Obviously, where
land has been reserved for the preservation
of wildlife habitat or for the protection of a
coastline, it would be wrong in most cases
for that land to be used for another purpose.

Crown Land (Res~rves) (Amendment) Bill
It is not possible, at this stage, in this
House, for honourable members to fully
analyse exactly what the Bill will do because
of the large number of amendments that are
proposed to be made. Although the Opposition does not oppose the Bill as it is presently before the House, it expresses concern
that not sufficient time has been given to all
those bodies and people who may be affected
by it and also the fact that the amendments
will not be circularized so that it is able to
be known whether those interested bodies
or persons approve of them.
The reason that the Opposition believes
the Bill must go ahead is because the Parliament will not be sitting for many months
and this shows in a real way the detrimental
effect of Parliament rising so early and of
the refusal of the Government to sit, as was
suggested by the Leader of the Opposition,
for two weeks in December. If that did take
place, then this Bill, together with many
other important Bills, could be debated in
the House and could be given the consideration that they deserve. It is ridiculous
to be. making decisions on this measure
when there are so many amendments, which
so far honourable members have not had
the opportunity to consider.
The Opposition does not oppose the proposed legislation because there are many
people in various parts of Victoria who will
be directly affected if the Bill is not passed.
In many cases; those people, who have a
special use for land within a reserve, have
expectations that that land will be made
available for them on a long-term contract
and, if suddenly, they find that the Bill is
shelved, then they could be in a position
where they may not be able to borrow funds
and go ahead with whatever activities were
planned.
For that reason, the Opposition does not
oppose the Bill, but it expresses regret that
the inefficiencies of the Government have
put it in a position where it is not able to
properly consider the amendments before
the Bill passes from this House.
Mr WALLACE (Gippsland South)-As
the Opposition has pointed out, this is an
important Bill and it is becoming more
important than, perhaps, honourable members realize. It was to come before the House
during the autumn sessional period but it
just seems to have wandered along and not
arrived. The Bill makes provision for a
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number of wide powers and it is causing
much concern in the community, especially
to many committees. The erection of new
buildings and structures under an agreement will be subject to parts of the Act.
The Government must realize that people
in country areas need reserves. Any
improvements that are made on these
reserves are for the benefit of all people concerned. If the Government wanted the cooperation of the Opposition and the
National Party, it should have informed
them of the proposed amendments to the
Bill. Without knowledge of those amendments, honourable members are not able to
clarify where they stand with the Bill. The
National Party will consider very carefully
the amendments when they arrive, and I
assure the Minister of Housing that in
another place the matter will be considered
seriously. The Bill extends powers in the
leasing of reserves of Crown land by inserting new provisions for leasing for up to 21
years. Many matters in the Bill are important and good. As I said earlier, if the Minister is sincere and wants the co-operation
of all parties, with the sessional period coming to the end and the Government wishing
to deal with Bills quickly, it must also cooperate with the other parties. An enormous number of amendments are to be
moved and the National Party is unaware
of those amendments. I hope the Minister
will inform honourable members on the
number of amendments. At this stage, the
National Party does not oppose the Bill but
it indicates its concern.
Mr CATHIE (Minister of Housing)-I
thank the honourable members for Ripon
and Gippsland South for their contributions to what appears to be a small but
important Bill and the effect it will have of
the life of many communities.
The honourable member for Ripon raised
a point that the Port Phillip Conservation
Council objected to the phraseology in the
Bill in the new section, "Licences for purposes other than those for which the land is
reserved". It does give a wide power to the
Minister to allow a reservation to be used
for purposes other than what the original
reservation was for.
The wording "for any purpose" suggests
that it could be beyond the actual purpose
of the reservation. I understand that, as a
result of strong representations being made
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to the Minister by the honourable member
for Sandringham on behalf of the Port Phillip Council, an amendment will be made to
make it clear that it must be for a purpose
which is consistent with the original allocation of the land.
For example, there could be a need to
erect a kiosk on the site. I have a list of areas
where existing occupations would not be
legalized without such a power being given
to the Minister. They include a fire station
erected on a public hall reserve at Leongatha South, a scout hall on a public purposes reserve at Ferny Creek, a tennis club
on a public purposes reserve at Seaford, in
the electorate I represent, and several yacht
clubs established on foreshore land reserved
for public purposes. It seems essential that
the Minister is given this power. In view of
the representations made, there was a need
to narrow the range of that statement so
that the land use remains consistent with
the original allocation.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time, and
passed through its remaining stages.
NATIONAL PARKS (FURTHER
AMENDMENT) BILL
The debate (adjourned from October 9)
on the motion of Mr Cathie (Minister of
Housing) for the second reading of this Bill
was resumed.
Mr AUSTIN (Ripon)-The purpose of
the Bill is fourfold. It creates new parks and
makes minor changes to the boundaries of
existing parks, as well as providing for roadworks on the Hume Freeway and the Great
Ocean Road and extends the provisions of
the principal Act dealing with management
of parks and other lands.
The specific parks referred to in the Bill
include the Brisbane Ranges and Cape
Schanck, where the boundary changes
requires proclamation. The Bill also refers
to Steiglitz park, which is an area many
honourable members may not have visited.
This historic park is located between Geelong and Ballarat and was a lucrative goldmining district during the 1850s.
The Bill also refers to the Reef Hills Park,
which is a new park requiring proclamation, as is the Langwarrin Flora and Fauna
Reserve. The latter reserve, which is located
on the Mornington Peninsula, comprises
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214 hectares of natural bushland. The area
was originally a military reserve. It is no
longer required for that purpose and in 1982
was purchased by the Government from the
Commonwealth Government for $300 000,
with the proviso that it would be managed
under the National Parks Act. The reserve
contains 45 per cent of the indigenous plant
species and 50 per cent of the mammal species of the whole of the Mornington
Peninsula.
The Reef Hills Park covers 2000 hectares
just south of Benalla. The Land Conservation Council recommended that the area
become a national park. The area contains
original vegetation, especially in the northern plains area, as well as a diverse range of
wildflowers and native wildlife. The park is
extremely important to the City of Benalla
and surrounding districts as a recreational
area. Under the provisions of the Bill the
extraction of poles and fencing materials, as
well as agricultural pursuits, will be allowed
to continue. I aln not certain whether firewood extraction will be permitted, but I
imagine that that will be, and should be, the
case. An archery club operates in the area.
Clause 16 provides the Director of National
Parks with the power to issue permits for
such activities.
The Bill also allows roadworks to be carried out in the Otway National Park and
the Chiltern State Park between Chiltern
and Barnawartha. The roadworks are due
to commence in 1984 and strict conditions
will be applied to allow for boundary
adjustments and for the development of
service roads and the establishment of a rest
area.
The Bill also extends the boundaries of
four national parks. In the case of the Brisbane Ranges and the Steiglitz park, the extra
land was purchased or gifted. The Bill also
makes changes to land management provisions, which will allow for improved efficiency of administration by reducing the
numbers of regulations and Orders in
Council needed. The fixing of fees and
allowances for the National Parks Advisory
Council will be done by Order in Council
instead of by statutory rule. Provision is
made for the erection of entrance stations,
the collection of fees and the placing of signs
and humps on roads in the parks.
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The Bill also seeks to change the title of
the Chairman of the National Parks Advisory Committee to the title of "convenor".
Will the Minister explain why that is necessary? I should have thought that people
would have understood the duties of a
chairman and that that would mean far
more to the general public than the use of
the title "convenor". This seems somewhat
nonsensical.
Clause 17 (4) deals with people driving
on roads alongside national parks.
The provision provides that a person
could be required to have a permit to carry
a firearm. I raise this matter with the Minister of Housing because it is quite wrong
that anyone who happens to be travelling
on a road adjacent to a national park could
be required to have a permit to carry a firearm. The person could be a farmer or someone who has been shooting interstate and
who may suddenly be accosted on a road
which happens to be adjacent to a national
park. He probably would not even know
that it was a national park and that he may
be committing an offence. That provision
needs to be examined and perhaps amended
in another place.
I fully appreciate the fact that national
parks need to be protected from poachers
and other people who illegally shoot in the
parks, and the people who are trying to
enforce the laws are often restricted because
of a lack of powers. There is probably no
excuse for people carrying firearms within a
national park but, as the Bill is worded, I
ask the Minister whether he will give consideration to amending it to overcome the
problem I have raised. The Opposition does
not oppose the Bill.
Mr McGRATH (Lowan)-The Bill provides for additional land in Victoria to be
designated as national parks. When national
parks were first initiated in the State, the
concept was to allow 5 per cent of Victoria's
land mass to be declared as national parks
under the managing control of the National
Parks Service. However, there is now possibly more than 7 per cent of Victoria's land
mass classified as national parks. As the
honourable member for Gippsland East
mentioned, 20 per cent of the land mass in
the Shire ofOrbost is now under the control
of the National Parks Service.
The rights of individuals regarding the
use of national parks has caused members

National Parks (Further Amendment) Bill

of the National Party some concern over a
long period. Recently, honourable members witnessed a well-organized demonstration on the steps of Parliament House when
mountain cattlemen expressed their desire
to retain their grazing licences on the ranges
in the east Gippsland area. The demonstration was far different from many that occur
on the steps of Parliament House-it was
orderly and well conducted. I am sure
members of the Government were
impressed with the way the protest was carried out, and I hope the Government will
be sympathetic and ensure that the issue of
grazing licences is taken into cpnsideration.
One of the most significant pieces of land
that will be declared a national park under
the Bill is the Reef Hills Park at Benalla,
which will comprise approximately 2000
hectares.
The proposed Langwarrin Flora and
Fauna Reserve will comprise 214 hectares.
That land is on the Mornington Peninsula
and was once a military reserve that was
passed from the Victorian Government to
the Federal Government. Money has been
passed from the State Government to the
Federal Government, and the land has been
reclaimed by Victoria.
The Minister's second-reading speech
indicates that, in 1970, local conservation
groups and naturalists became concerned
about inappropriate activities, such as rubbish dumping and trail bike riding, which
were degrading the reserve. Honourable
members appreciate people taking action to
ensure that land in the reserves is maintained at a reasonable and proper standard.
Although the Minister is applauding the
local conservation groups, there would be
many people, such as existing landowners,
who would also pay a great deal of attention
to maintaining the reserves in a fit state.
They would not want large amounts of rubbish or vermin in the reserves near their
land as there is always a spin-off to adjacent
landholders,
which
could
cause
incon venience~
The National Party has always been concerned at the amount of land that has been
declared as national parks in Victoria. It !s
also concerned about what happens to the
land and the entitlements of the public.
What rights do people with grazing licences
have? If money can be made by the Government through charging a licence fee for
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various forms of grazing, that should be
taken up.
I refer to clause 17 (1) which states:
After section 37 of the Principal Act there shall be
inserted the following section:
"37A. (I) The Minister may with the consent of the
Road Construction Authority(a) cause to be erected or placed upon or across a

road(i) any structure or sign to indicate an entrance
to the park which is adjacent to the road or
entered from the road;
(ii) in the vicinity of any such structure or sign
a building or other structure for use as shelter by and office accommodation for persons carrying out functions referred to in
sub-sections (2) and (3);
(iii) any notice sign light or other device to notify
users of the road that they are approaching
an entrance to the park adjacent to the road,
or-entered from the road.

The clause also refers to any tolls, fees or
charges that may be payable.
Proposed section 37A (5) (b) states that
the section shall apply to:
A road or part of a road declared under the Transport Act 1983(i) that(A) is bounded by each side by a park and terminates in the park; or
(B) leads into and terminates in a park; and
(ii) has by notice in the Government Gazette been
declared by the Road Construction Authority to
be a road or part of a road to which this section
or a provision of this section shall apply; and
(c) a road or part ofa road that has not been declared
under the Transport Act 1983 that is bounded on
each side by a park or leads into a park.

Earlier in proposed section 37 A the Wilson's Promontory Road and the Mount Buffalo Road are mentioned. I am sure the
honourable member for Polwarth is
interested in the Wilson's Promontory
Road. I also have some concern about proposed section 37 A and I ask the Minister for
Industry, Commerce and Technology to
outline to the House whether the Government is considering charging tolls for roads
bounded by national parks or terminating
in national parks. The Grampians National
Park is one of the most significant parts of
Victoria that has been recently declared a
national park.
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I recall that twelve months ago interested
Since that time I have been concerned
parties were concerned that the Govern- about the number of parks that have been
ment had the intention of placing tolls on created. I am not concerned that Victoria
some of these tourist roads in the Gram- should be creating national parks, State
pians National Park. The Governmenfs parks and other parks but because eventuview on this matter should be clearly spelt ally the problem will arise that the cost of
out. Does the Government intend to place the upkeep of these massive areas of land
a toll on those roads or will it allow the Gram- will be a tremendous drain on Victorian
pians National Park to remain toll free?
taxpayers.
A piece of proposed legislation such as
Mr Cathie-Are you opposed to national
the measure before the House gives the parks?
Government the opportunity of outlining
Mr BURGIN-Was the Minister not lisits intention in relation to tolls on roads tening to what I have been saying?
leading into and terminating within a clasThe DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr WiIsified or gazetted national park.
too)-Order! The honourable member will
The National Party does not oppose the address the Chair.
measure but it expresses strong concern
Mr BURGIN-I have every affinity with
about the amount ofland that has been gazetted as national parks in Victoria. Some the creation of national parks, but I warn
time in the future the Government will have the Government that as Victoria's parks
to come to grips with the issue and say, continue to grow in size, particularly when
"Yes, we have to halt because the land mass they are in forested areas and when revenue
in Victoria is not large." If the Government producing areas are transferred to parks, the
wants increased productivity in Victoria, taxpayer in the future will be picking up the
graziers, farmers and other people who costs of management, road maintenance,
develop the land should be allowed to pro- and fire prevention as well as ancillary costs
duce the best effects from that land for the which go with the management of parks.
Honourable members should be aware that
benefit of all Victorians.
the time will come when Victorian taxThe National Party has some reserva- payers are not able to bear this massive
tions about the amount of land being trans- financial burden. I issue a warning to the
ferred across to national parks in Victoria, Government to be careful with the further
but it does not oppose the measure.
extension of parks in Victoria because VicThe sitting was suspended at 6.14 p. m. toria already has a tremendous number of
until 8.5 p.m.
parks. These parks cover all facets of VicMr BURGIN (Polwarth)-The purpose toria's natural areas and the time may come
of the National Parks (Further Amend- when the cost of looking after and managment) Bill is to create new parks, make ing these parks will be so great that the taxminor changes to the boundaries of several payers will not be able to bear it.
existing parks, provide for roadworks to be
It would be disastrous to set aside parks
carried out on the Hume Freeway and the for the future without having that manageGreat Ocean Road and extend the provi- ment because the country would deteriorate
sions of the Act relating to the management in stature and in other ways if Government
of parks and other lands. Four parks will funds were not provided.
either be created or have their boundaries
I also wish to speak on the Otway
realigned by the Bill.
National Park and the road alignment
From discussions that I have had with referred to in the Bill to allow the Great
interested parties on these matters, I see Ocean Road to be reconstructed in this park.
nothing but good coming from the creation Again it has taken a long time to get this
of these parks. I have been involved with road under way and the cost of the realignnational parks from their very beginning ment of the road concerns me. Honourable
and I was proud to have played a part in the members would be aware that twelve
establishment of what is now known as the months has been lost for the construction
Port Campbell National Park, one of the of this section of the road through the
early national parks to be established.
national park while Ministers of the Crown
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have argued about what alignment the road
should take.
The Road Construction Authority had
given a preferred alignment for the road.
The local people in the area had supported
that alignment. It is the alignment that they
wanted. However, the other Ministries,
conservation and planning, decided there
should be an entirely different route and
proposed single-lane roads running in two
positions through the park in a forest area
that, in the event of fire, would be a death
trap for fire vehicles going in or for any
visitors caught in the area; yet this is what
the conservation and planning people proposed, without thought of the danger associated with it.
I thank the Minister of Transport for having the guts to come out after twelve months
and say which route was going to be taken
through that park. Of course, the result of
that decision is the section of the Bill that
excises the route from the national park and
allows the road to go through on that
alignment.
The costs did not stop there. There were
tremendous costs to the local people during
the twelve months' dispute between Ministers over the alignment of the road, and the
costs still go on. A committee has been set
up to decide how the roadworks will be
managed. The Road Construction Authority is very good and has a lot of knowledge,
but it was not good enough to handle this
piece of road through the national park.
From the committee formed from the
three Ministries certain prescriptions were
put forward on how the route was to be
constructed. From memory, the prescriptions stated the vegetation along the road
had to be dug up so that it could be replanted
at another time; the sawmillers then went
in and took marked trees for timber production; the clearing then started and everything had to be put to the middle of the
road-it could not be pushed to the outside
of the road because it was a national park.
To be able to burn that timber and start
the construction of the road in that climate
surrounding the national park would take a
couple of years, so the situation developed
whereby the timber or stumps being taken
from the road were to be shifted from the
road, carted on trucks from the road and
dumped elsewhere. Before the road starts, a
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group of people is to go around the areawhich is prolific with orchids because the
whole area is covered with orchids at this
time-with little trowels to dig up orchids
alon~ the alignment of the road so that the
orchIds can be replanted again in the future.
That is only part of it. These stumps have
to be shifted from the road, I learnt the other
day, that under this committee's direction-the committee of planning, conservation and the Road Construction
Authority-that of the thousands of acres
of Crown land in the area where the road is
being constructed there is nowhere these logs
can be dumped. They could not be dumped
anywhere in the national park.
Apparently, there is no suitable Crown
land within reasonable reach, so the hunt
went on by officers of the authority around
the district-guess what to do? To find private enterprise land where they could dump
their national park stumps. I learned that
they eventually found a private enterprise
owner who was willing to accept the stumps,
and now the stumps are to be carted many
kilometres off the road reserve so that the
road can keep to its time-table.
I mention these matters only because I
think things are being carried a little too far.
This is a rain-type forest area where natural
growth just grows and repairs any damage
within two to three years and anyone has
only to look at the other roads constructed
in the area, the other parts of the ocean
road, to know that this is so-but, in this
case, because it is a national park, the taxpayers are being put to additional and
unnecessary expense.
Mr Maclellan-It is not a rain forest, is
it?
Mr BURGIN-Yes, this is so. One has
to be very careful: Nothing grows in a rain
forest!
The reconstruction of the Great Ocean
Road had been paid for with State money
previously but this section of the road now
is funded by the Commonwealth under the
Bicentennial Road Funds, so I suppose the
State does not have the same duty to ensure
that it gets value for the money-after all, it
is Commonwealth money.
These are some of the problem areas
occurring in the State. I do not think the
State is in a position to waste a lot of money
that is being wasted in this way. I have
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pointed out a few of the ridiculous parts of
the prescriptions that are put down.
Having said that, if the Road Construction Authority, with all these restrictions
that are placed on it, can complete that road
on schedule, I shall be the most pleased
member of this place because the Great
Ocean Road does need to be completed
Quickly so that tourists can enter the area
and travel through it and, more importantly, so that people in the local area who
have had to put up with this road for so
long are able to use it with safety and in
comfort.
The honourable member for Ripon
referred earlier to provisions of the Bill
dealing with sections 36, 37 and 44 of the
principal Act which state that the Act shall
apply to a road as if the road formed a part
of a park which is adjacent to or entered
from the road. This provision brings the
road into the regulations of the park. It
creates the same regulations as apply in the
park, which particularly affect the carrying
of firearms along the road or adjacent to the
park.
Once again, I shall use the Great Ocean
Road as an example. Under that provision,
with its broad wording-and I can understand that neither the Government nor the
National Parks Service want people using
firearms in parks or near parks but, in any
event, people are not allowed to use firearms on roads-bringing the road into the
park area means that a firearm carried in a
safe condition in either the boot of a car or
the back of a car contravenes the re~ula
tions and that owner of the firearm wIll be
prohibited from carrying the firearm in a
safe, unloaded condition in his car along
that section of the Great Ocean Road.
There are probably about 70 kilometres
of roads between the Otway National Park
and the Port Campbell National Park, and
according to these provisions, people could
be prohibited from having a firearm safely
stored in their car when travelling along
those roads. That is bad drafting.
I know what the Minister is trying to do,
but the wording of the Bill goes too far
because it has the effect that a person travelling along the road by car, perhaps with
no interest in the national park, could be
pulled up by police or a National Parks
Service officer and have his gun confiscated.
The farmers who live along the Great Ocean
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Road will either have to get permits from
the National Parks Service to permit them
to carry firearms in their cars or take the
risk of being prosecuted and of having the
firearm confiscated.
I am not against the intention of the provision, but the wording of the Bill should be
tightened so that it covers the people the
Minister wants it to cover without creating
hassles for the genuine law-abiding person
who simply has a gun in the car when travelling along. that section of the road.
I have used the Great Ocean Road as an
example, but the same principle could apply
to any road that is adjacent to a national
park or from which one enters a national
park.
The honourable member for Lowan
raised a matter in relation to clause 17 which
inserts proposed section 37 A. I do not know
how the draftsman chose the wording; perhaps he was given instructions by the Minister that gave a different impression of the
Minister's views, or perhaps the draftsman
was given his head and received no instructions, which is probably more likely. Proposed section 37 A states:
(1) The Minister may with the consent of the Road
Construction Authority(a) cause to be erected or placed upon or across a

roadNot adjacent to a road(i) any structure or sign to indicate an entrance to
the park which is adjacent to the road or entered from
the road;

Various other proposed sub-sections follow. Proposed section 37A (2) states:
Any tolls or fees or charges payable(a) for entry into the park which is adjacent to or

entered from a road;
(b) for any permit or authority under the Act in

relation to the park whicli is adjacent to or
entered from a road-

It then goes on to give the officers authori-

zation, and so on.
Proposed section 37A (5) states:
(5) This section shall apply to(a) a road that is-

(i) the Wilson's Promontory Road;

National Parks (Further Amendment) Bill
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I hope the Minister will take note of what
I stated and will introduce some amendments to the Bill.
Mr W ALLACE (Gippsland South)This important Bill raises a number of con(b) a road or part of a road declared under the
cerns for the National Party. One of its most
Transport Act 1983important aspects is the establishment of
new parks and the extensions to existing
(i) thatparks. Since 1956 an additional nineteen
(A) is bounded by each side by a park and
parks
have been proclaimed, involving
terminates in the park; or
127000 hectares. The Grampians National
(B) leads into and terminates in a park; Park consists of 169 000 hectares and is well
and
known for its magnificent display of wild
One wonders what roads come under the flowers. People travel from all over AustraTransport Act 1983. There are a lot of cate- lia to visit Western Australia and Central
but the Grampians are second to
gories of roads under that Act, but I do not Australia,
none.
Some
80 per cent of Victorian
know all of them. To ensure that other roads Aboriginal rock
paintings can be found
are caught in the net, paragraph (c) 'of this there. The area suffers
problems with bush
insidious sub-section refers to:
fires and landowners are concerned about
a road or part of a road that has not been declared the threat of fires spreading from the moununder the Transport Act 1983 that is bounded on each ain ranges into nearby farming areas. I am
side by a park or leads into a park.
sure the Minister is aware of the problem
and
will ensure that fire suppression
There is a choice; they are bounded on each
methods are undertaken.
side.
Part of the Labor Party policy is that three
The magnificent Great Ocean Road was areas of red gum forest are to have timber
built as a tribute to the servicemen of the harvesting phased out. This will reduce the
first world war, many of whom worked on supply of fence posts and other products
the road. A lot of them died on it, too. Orig- that are supplied to nearby farming cominally the Great Ocean Road was a toll road. munities and will have a major effect on the
That road runs through and adjacent to a livelihoods of many people.
national park. According to the wording of
Cattle grazing in areas adjacent to national
the Bill, this Government or some future parks has come to the forefront during the
Government could set a toll on the Great past few months. I support the concerns
Ocean Road to pay for the high cost of road expressed by cattlemen and I hope the Minconstruction through the national park.
ister will understand their point of view.
120 families derive their livelihoods
Some
I do not know what the Government has
in mind, but I want to ensure that the word- from that industry.
The Bill allows for extensions in the Wiling of the Bill does not allow this Government or any future Government to set a toll son's Promontory area. Grazing in that area
has been phased out over the years, a policy
on the Great Ocean Road.
that has received criticism from farmers.
I believe the intention of the Govern- Once the farming activities are phased out,
ment is to collect a fee from persons enter- the kangaroos and emus will soon take over.
ing a national park, but according to the The National Party is considerably conwording of proposed section 37A we are cerned about the proposed amendments
talking about roads. Proposed section 37A contained in the Bill.
(5) (c) refers to roads declared under the
Mr B. J. EVANS (Gippsland East)-The
Transport Act 1983. I do not know how most surprising aspect of the Bill is not so
many roads in Victoria come under that much what it contains as what it does not
category, but I ask the Minister, if it is not contain. Many people in the part of the State
the intention of the Government to intro- I represent were apprehensive that the Bill
duce tolls on roads under this section, to would reflect the Government's intention
make the section clear for any future Gov- to establish a massive alpine national park.
ernment or person.
I welcome the Bill to the extent that it does
(ii) The Mount Buffalo Road-

Those two roads go right into and service a
park. They have been in place for some time.
It then goes on to state:
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not do so. Obviously, our arguments on that
subject will have to keep for a later time.
I was interested in the remarks made by
the honourable member for Polwarth. I
would have had some sympathy for his
point of view if I did not have a good recollection of the actions of the former Liberal
Government when it was in office. The
honourable member made great play of the
possibility of the Great Ocean Road being
re-established as a toll road. However, it
was the former Liberal Government that
placed blocks on the Alpine Way over
Mount Hotham and obliged people to pay
an entrance fee if they wished to stay in the
mountain area for any length of time.
The business people who used the road
connecting east Gippsland with the northeastern part of the State had to put up with
the inconvenience of having to explain to
the officers on duty that they did not intend
to stay in the area, so that they would be
excused from paying the toll. The honourable member's comments do not ring true
when the former Liberal Government
adopted the sort of policy to which he now
objects.
The former Liberal Government was also
instrumental in placing locked gates in other
parts of east Gippsland to deny people access
to public land, even in areas that were not
national parks. The most glaring example
occurred when the Shire ofOrbost and the
Country Fire Authority contributed funds
to place a bridge across the Yerung River to
provide an alternative access to the small
settlement of Bemm River, a place that is
extremely vulnerable to fire, especially fires
that rage along the highway and burn
through to the coast.
After many years of argument, it was
decided that a road should be built along
the coast from Marlo to Cape Conran.
Beyond Cape Conran is the Yerung River,
which was not negotiable until the shire
council and the Country Fire Authority
installed the bridge for fire protection purposes. La and behold, the land management
division of the then Lands Department
installed a locked gate on the bridge! The
department went to extraordinary lengths
to make sure that nobody could break the
lock and cross the bridge. Few people were
allowed to unlock the gate, so that in a time
of emergency the bridge would have been
useless for the purposes for which it was
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originally constructed. The Liberal Party
does not have a good record in allowing
access to public land.
My immediate reaction to the provisions
in the Bill is that it is about time the Government started making the advocates of
national parks pay for them. Too many
people in this State are vocal in their support of the establishment of national parks
but do nothing about paying for their
maintenance.
If a fire breaks out the local people, whose
views are overriden, are called upon to go
into action. The people who are vocal advocates of national parks do not roll up their
shirt sleeves to keep the fires under control.
The people who live in the vicinity and
whose views are totally ignored by the Government when it comes to the question of
whether an area should be declared a
national park, are the people who do that
work. I have indicated to the House on
many occasions in the past that it does not
matter whether these areas are called
national parks, forest land or whatever; the
main thing is that the areas should be managed properly. There is a doubt in the minds
of many people who live in Gippsland East
whether the National Parks Service has the
capacity or adequate funding to manage the
national parks properly, even though it may
have the will to do so. The Government
should be able to allocate sufficient funds so
that national parks can be managed
properly.
The National Party philosophy is that
forest areas should generate income to help
provide for their proper management. State
Governments of various complexions have
extracted royalties from the timber production and timber products that have gone
into the consolidated revenue but that
money should have been channelled back
into silviculture and protection work for
those forests. The Forests Commission has
not had sufficient funds allocated to it to
enable it to manage these areas. If more
forest areas become national parks, the State
will earn no revenue from them and it will
be harder still to convince the Government
to spend the considerable sums of money
necessary for forest maintenance.
The people of Gippsiand East understand
that they are being condemned to a series of
holocausts that occur every fifteen or twenty
years because these forest areas are not

National Parks (Further Amendment) Bill

properly managed. The pioneers learned
from the fires that occurred on Black Friday
in the 1930s and on Black Thursday how
devastating bush fires can be unless adequate action is taken to keep the forests
under reasonable control. A time bomb is
ticking away in many rural areas and future
generations will suffer because these forest
areas are not being protected but are being
ignored.
Mr CATHIE (Minister of Housing)-The
debate has ranged widely and much of what
has been said is unrelated to the details that
are in the National Parks (Further Amendment) Bill. I shall deal with the issues raised
by various honourable members concerning the way clauses have been drafted and
what they mean. Clause 16 allows the director to authorize the use of guns and other
weapons in national parks. The amendment extends the director's power under
section 37 (2) to gazette notices allowing the
carriage and use of firearms in specified
parks, for example, to allow deer stalking.
This clause has been extended to allow other
weapons as well as firearms simply because
there is an archery range in the Reef Hills
park. The amendment applies to a particular case. Paragraph (b) simply adds Reef
Hills park to the list of parks where the
director may approve the use of firearms.
The second reference occurs in proposed
section 37A (4) which refers to section 36.
That reference to firearms applies to a road
and the road is then defined in proposed
sub-section (5). Those definitions exclude
the Great Ocean Road. It would not be possible, if a person was going fishing or shooting and was travelling down the Great
Ocean Road through or past a national park,
for him or her to be stopped and the boot of
the car searched. It is not in the definition.
The definition specifically talks about a road
bounded on each side by a park which terminates in a park. That could not be the
Great Ocean Road. Some honourable
members may ask, "What about proposed
paragraph (c)?" Proposed section 37A(5) (c)
states:
a road or part of a road that has not been declared
under the Transport Act 1983 ...

The Great Ocean Road is a declared road
under the Transport Act 1983. This provision cannot apply to that road. If honourable members had read the proposed
legislation carefully they would have found
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that they were creating a straw man and had
spent a lot of time knocking it down.
The honourable member for Polwarth, as
well as other Opposition spokesmen,
claimed that under proposed section 37 A
the Government would be able to place a
toll on certain sections of the Great Ocean
Road. I understand the honourable member for Polwarth even asserted that in the
daily press. It is simply not true. Proposed
sectIon 37A re-enacts and makes wider the
scope of section 29A in the principal Act
and it would not be possible under that provision to impose a toll on the road. Even if
that section did apply to the Great Ocean
Road, and I have just indicated that it does
not, because it does not come within the
. definition as set out in the Act, it would not
apply because only tolls and charges under
the National Parks Act 1975 can be collected under that section. That means clearly
that a toll in this situation would be outside
the scope of the proposed legislation.
I can assure honourable members on the
other side of the House that the Government intends that this proposed section will
not and should not apply to the Great Ocean
Road. It can apply only to a road under the
Transport Act if it terminates in a park and
there is no way the Great Ocean Road could
be included in the definition.
Those are the main points that were raised
by the Opposition. There are much wider
issues concerning the role of national parks,
but those issues fall outside the scope of the
proposed legislation and it would be best to
deal with some of the specific matters during the Committee stage.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time and
committed.
Clauses 1 to 4 were agreed to.
Clause 5
Mr AUSTIN (Ripon)-The Government has foreshadowed ten amendments
which the Opposition and the National
Party saw for the first time after the suspension of the sitting.
Prior to the suspension of the sitting,
honourable members spent a considerable
time debating the Bill. At that stage the
Government did not foreshadow any
amendments and the Opposition and the
National Party have not had any time in
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Public Holiday (l50th Anniversary) Bill

which to study the foreshadowed amendIt is worth reflecting on the objectives
ments and discuss them with those who will which the Government has set for this annibe affected by the Bill. Some of the fore- versary. These are:
shadowed amendments which relate to
To develop worth while and significant
other clauses in the Bill relate also to clause
projects which will build on Victoria's
5. Therefore, I ask the Minister whether he
achievements and growth during the past
will adjourn debate on the Bill until tomor150 years;
row to give both the Opposition and the
to ensure that the 150th anniversary
National Party the opportunity of fully
reaches all members of our community
studying and discussing these complicated
and provides as many employment
amendments.
opportunities
as possible, and encourages
Mr Cathie-They are not complicated.
creative skills and active involvement;
Mr AUSTIN-They are important
to provide an opportunity for all Vicamendments. Honourable members
torians to learn of, and have access to,
received no notice of the amendments until
their history and heritage and encourage
they returned to the Chamber after the susits preservation;
pension of the sitting. Therefore, I ask the
Minister whether he will adjourn debate on
to encourage Victorians to examine all
the Bill until tomorrow.
aspects of their community in order to
develop a common purpose and a better
Mr McGRATH (Lowan)-I wholeheartfuture for their State; and
edly support the remarks made by the
honourable member for Ripon. Clause 5
to celebrate the richness of diversity of
seeks to substitute the expression "37A" for
Victorians, their traditions, their culture,
the expression "29A". This is the first occatheir recreation and the freedoms which
sion on which honourable members have
they enjoy.
seen the amendments foreshadowed by the
With this in mind, the Government's
Government. Those amendments relate
priority
in relation to this anniversary has
specifically to proposed section 37A. When
been
to
allocate
funds for commemorative
the honourable member for Ripon was
projects
which
will
provide long-term benespeaking, the Minister of Housing interjected and said they are not major amend- fit to the State. For example, $6 million has
ments. That may be so, but there are times been allocated for the priority areas of
when even minor amendments, if they are Aboriginal affairs, education, housing,
not carefully considered, can have a degree human rights, ethnic affairs, women's affairs
of influence on a Bill when it is proclaimed. and youth affairs.
Therefore, the National Party asks the MinHowever, the Government also believes
ister to adjourn debate on the Bill to allow that the anniversary year should be a time
honourable members to study the proposed during which all Victorians should be able
amendments.
to join together to celebrate the achievement which the anniversary represents. The
Progress was reported.
anniversary should be fun. Thus, from 17
PUBLIC HOLIDAY (150TH
November 1984 to 11 November 1985, a
ANNIVERSARY) BILL
whole range of events are planned throughMr MATHEWS (Minister for the Arts)- out all parts of the State to celebrate the
anniversary .
I move:
As part of this year of celebration, the
That this Bill be now read a second time.
Government
it is fitting that a
Victoria's 150th anniversary year repre- special day be believes
set
aside
specifically to mark
sents an important milestone in the devel- the I 50th anniversary and
it considers that
opment of the State into a diverse, exciting the best way that can be done
is to proclaim
and multicultural community. As the
Premier has already said elsewhere, it rep- that day as a general public holiday.
The Government has therefore decided
resents an opportunity for Victorians to
reflect on the kind of society we have at that Monday, 31 December 1984 should be
present and the kind of society we would observed as a public holiday throughout
like to have in the future.
Victoria in honour of the I 50th anniversary.

Melbourne Cricket Ground Bill

This day has been chosen because, coming as it does in the middle of the most
widely enjoyed holiday period in the year,
it gives the opportunity for the largest number of Victorians to be involved in events
commemorating the anniversary. This is
consistent with the aim which underlines
the entire anniversary programme, which is
to involve all Victorians, in one way or
another, in the anniversary.
Such a day is also appropriate because the
enthusiasm and optimism, which are the
hallmarks of greeting the New Year, are
heightened for Victoria this year, as we
embark on an exciting period of future
development. The planning of suitable
activities for that day is the responsibility
of the various community committees. As
has already been· announced, public transport will be free on that day. A number of
commemorative events are planned for
Melbourne during that day culminating in
a large New Year's celebration in the City
Mall area in the evening.
The Government's intention is that the
holiday should be a family affair, so provision has been particularly made for children
in the daytime and for young adults and
parents in the evening.
Public institutions like the National
Museum of Victoria and the National Gallery of Victoria will be open without charge.
Admission to the Royal Melbourne Zoological Gardens on that day will also be free, as
will Captain Cook's cottage. The popular
tours of the Victorian Arts Centre will be
free.
The 150th organization is having discussions with the National Trust of Australia
(Victoria) about special arrangements for
tours of the Polly Woodside, the Old Melbourne Gaol, Como, Ripponlea and Governor Latrobe's cottage. A programme of
free enterainment is also being planned for
the river banks during the day.
It might be observed that the people of
Victoria will not be the only Australian citizens enjoying 31 December as a holiday.
That day will also be observed as a public
holiday in New South Wales. Thus, for more
than half of the people in the country, that
day will be a holiday. However, Victoria
has a special reason to celebrate the day.
This Bill gives legal effect to the Government's decision that 31 December 1984
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should be observed generally as a public
holiday throughout the State. Firstly, it
declares 31 December 1984 as a public holiday throu~out Victoria in honour of the
150th annIversary. Secondly, it provides
that, where an Act, subordinate instrument,
industrial award or private contract relating
to employment provides for the taking of a
holiday on New Year's Day or for particular
conditIons of employment to apply in relation to New Year's Day, that Act, instrument, award or contract will apply in the
same way in respect of 31 December 1984.
Finally, the Bill will require such shops as
are required to be shut on New Year's Day
to be also shut on 31 December 1984.
State legislation cannot, of course, directly
affect Federal industrial awards. However,
it is believed that many, if not most, Federal awards contain provisions, which, following the passage of this legislation, will
have the effect of extending a holiday on 31
December 1984 to workers employed under
those awards.
It should be pointed out that, although
this time of year is seen as highly appropriate for this holiday, references in the Bill to
New Year's Day are not, in themselves, significant. It is merely that Parliamentary
Counsel has chosen, as the most appropriate drafting method of achieving the Government's intentions, to provide for 31
December 1984 to be a holiday in the same
way as New Year's Day is a holiday.
The theme for Victoria's 150th anniversary is "Growing Together". The provision
of a special holiday on 31 December to mark
the anniversary is seen as an ideal way to
encourage all Victorians to join together in
furtherance of that goal. I commend the Bill
to the House.
On the motion of Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be
adjourned until Tuesday, October 30.
MELBOURNE CRICKET GROUND
(GUARANTEES) BILL
The debate (adjourned from October 4)
on the motion of Mr Jolly (Treasurer) for
the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-The purpose of
this Bill is to empower the Treasurer to execute guarantees on moneys borrowed or
other financial arrangements made for and
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on behalf of the Melbourne Cricket Ground.
It follows in a long line of such Acts over
the years, under which the Melbourne
Cricket Ground committee has been able to
perform works and improvements at this
historic stadium in the interests of the
people of Victoria, with financial arrangements being assisted by Government guarantee from time to time.
In examining the history of the Melbourne Cricket Ground, it is interesting to
note that the arrangement for the ground to
occupy the site in Melbourne's parklands,
where it is now situated, dates back more
than 50 years, and it is under section 4 of
the Melbourne Cricket Ground Act of 1933
that the land was permanently reserved as a
site for the Melbourne Cricket Ground and
granted to trustees by the Crown on 4
December 1933.
The Opposition fully supports the idea
inherent in the Bill, that the facilities at the
Melbourne Cricket Ground should be
maintained at world-class level and, for that
reason, it will lend its support to the proposed legislation. However, there are some
aspects of the Bill that the House should
examine closely, and I hope, in the course
of debate, the Treasurer will be able to provide some explanation in that regard.
I must say that the brevity of the Treasurer's second-reading speech on this occasion must have very nearly been a record. It
must have been delivered in not more than
60 seconds, and it simply indicated that the
Melbourne Cricket Club wanted to be in a
position to borrow money, that it required
a guarantee if it were to borrow money, and
that the Treasurer had said, "Yes, such a
guarantee will be made available. I will put
a Bill through Parliament to ensure that that
occurs." The Treasurer stated very little
more.
The preamble to the Bill sets out what I
am sure would be the sentiments of every
honourable member in this House. The
Melbourne Cricket Club itself is desirous of
ensuring that the facilities of the Melbourne
Cricket Ground are and remain at a worldclass level.
The Melbourne Cricket Club committee
is of the opinion that to achieve that objective it will be necessary, from time to time,
to make alterations, additions, and
improvements to the Melbourne Cricket
Ground and to the buildings and other
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structures thereon. To meet the costs of
alterations, additions, and improvements,
it will be necessary for moneys to be borrowed or for advances or other methods of
financial accommodation to be made.
The preamble to the Bill states, inter alia:
And whereas the Melbourne Cricket Club will be
able to borrow the money and to obtain the advances
or other financial accommodation required to meet the
cost of those alterations, additions and improvements
if the repayment or satisfaction of the money borrowed
or the advances or other financial accommodation
obtained is guaranteed by the Government of Victoria:
And whereas the Government of Victoria is desirous
of assisting the committee of the Melbourne Cricket
Club in ensuring that the facilities at the Melbourne
Cricket Ground are at and remain at a world class
level.

This is not the first time a Bill has been
introduced to guarantee funds borrowed by
the committee of the Melbourne Cricket
Club. I have a copy of the 1954 Act which
was passed on 11 May 1954. That legislation provided for a sum of 450 000 pounds
to be advanced to the committee· of the
Melbourne Cricket Club by the Colonial
Mutual Life Assurance Society Limited for
the specific purpose of upgrading the facilities at the ground for that historic event of
1956, the Olympic Games. When the
Olympic Games were held in Melbourne,
that was the first occasion-and the only
occasion-they had been held in the Southern Hemisphere since the advent of the
celebration of the Olympic Games of the
modern era. The initial advance was not
sufficient to meet the total cost of the
improvements and another guarantee Bill
was passed on 25 November 1958 for a further 50 000 pounds, which was to enable
the work at the ground to be properly
funded. I understand some moneys are still
outstanding under those two pieces of
legislation.
One of the provisions contained in the
Bill repeals those two Acts. The Bill takes
up the responsibility for the guarantees that
were provided in 1954 and 1958. This provision demonstrates an important point:
That those earlier Acts were for specific
sums of money to be borrowed by the Melbourne Cricket Club to enable specific work
to be carried out. One of the features of the
proposed legislation is that no sum of money
is specified.
When the Treasurer introduced the Bill,
he indicated that the Melbourne Cricket
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Club had commenced construction on the
lighting towers at the Melbourne Cricket
Ground and that it soon proposed to commence a general upgrading of the facilities
at that ground. He stated that in order to
finance the construction and the upgrading
of the facilities at the ground, it would be
necessary for the club to borrow the necessary funds. I ask: How much will be borrowed? No one knows! All that Parliament
has been told is that it will be necessary for
the club to borrow the necessary funds.
The Treasurer asks honourable members
to agree to Government guarantee of the
necessary funds that are borrowed. I am
contrasting the present circumstances,
which are contained in the Bill, with the
businesslike approach adopted by former
Governments, which specified an amount
of money in legislation so Parliament was
aware of the commitment that the Treasurer undertook on behalf of the Govenment
in making available any guarantee. Now the
Treasurer will put himself in a position of
guaranteeing the necessary funds for a specific job, namely, the construction of the
lighting towers at the Melbourne Cricket
Ground and also the non-specific work of
undertaking a general upgrading of the
facilities at that ground. That may be fair
enough, but on further examination of the
proposed legislation to ascertain whether
there are any limits placed on the ~uarantee
that the Treasurer may put in position, one
discovers a curious provision, which must
be an historic piece of double talk in a Bill.
In clause 4 one discovers the Treasurer
will be limited in how much he may guarantee, and the provision states, inter alia:
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empower the Treasurer to execute these
guarantees. that measure should also contain certain characteristics. One of the characteristics should be that a specific limit will
be placed on the amount of money that can
be guaranteed at any time. If that specific
limit will not be put in dollar terms, then
the Treasurer is placing himself in an
untenable position by taking unto himself
the right to execute a guarantee to any level
he chooses.
The inclusion of clause 4 in the Bill suggests that the guarantee of the Treasurer is
limited to whatever amount he has decided.
That is a nonsense. Clause 4 should be
redrafted to place a proper limitation on the
power of the Treasurer, or should at least
introduce a requirement for the Treasurer
of the day to report to Parliament on guarantees that he or she may have executed. I
am sorry that the Bill is so inadequate in
this regard because I would like the measure
to be passed as early as possible. It would
be irresponsible to pass the measure tonight
in its present form.
To help the Treasurer deal with this
aspect, the Opposition will support the
second-reading of the Bill this evening. It
then suggests that the Bill proceed to the
Committee stage, at which time the Treasurer could perhaps report progress so the
matter could be finalized simply and without difficulty on the next day of sitting.
Honourable members would be less than
responsible to allow the Bill to proceed in
exactly its present form, with the inclusion
of a provision for a guarantee as long as a
piece of string. In fairness to the Treasurer,
The Treasurer shall not execute a guarantee under that will place an undue responsibility on
section 3 in relation to a borrowing if the guarantee him. No doubt the present Treasurer would
would involve the Treasurer in a liability ...
be capable of carrying that responsibility
That is greater than an amount that is from but the day may come when he or one of
time to time determined by the Treasurer. his successors is a trustee of the Melbourne
Clause 4 will prevent the Treasurer from Cricket Ground Trust at the same time as
executing a guarantee for an amount larger he or she is Treasurer of the State.
than an amount he may determine. What
Each of three of the present trustees of
does the Treasurer think he is proposing the Melbourne Cricket Ground was a trustee
with clause 4?
at the time he held the high office of TreasEarlier I indicated that the Opposition urer of the State of Victoria. To allow the
supports the Melbourne Cricket Club com- responsibilities of the Treasurer to remain
mittee being able to upgrade the facilities of so open-ended as they are in the Bill will
the Melbourne Cricket Ground to keep the put either this Treasurer or one of his sucground at world-class standard. Members cessors in an untenable position in the
of the Opposition will facilitate that hap- future. It is unfair that the potential for conpening. If the proposed legislation will flict of interest should remain unresolved.
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I urge the Treasurer to consider carefully
the procedure that I have outlined to the
House tonight as the preferred one to follow. In doing that, I indicate the Opposition's willingness to expedite the passage of
the Bill, including an amendment along the
lines suggested, at the earliest opportunity
on the next day of sitting.
Mr McGRATU (Lowan)-The Bill is
quite significant in the development of one
of the premier sporting arenas in Australia.
The fame of the MCG as a cricket ground
would be second only to the fame of the
Lords cricket ground in England. The Melbourne Cricket Ground has been the stage
for many great matches between Australian
cricketers and cricketers from England, the
West Indies, India and Pakistan. Many
Australians have had the opportunity of
becoming great sportsmen through their
participation before big crowds at the MCG.
The crowds of 80 000 or 90 000 people
who attend the MCG are among the biggest
crowds in the world at cricket matches. So
many people have been able to attend
sporting events at the MCG because the
ground has developed over 50 years to be a
premier sporting arena.
The MCG is famous not only as a cricket
ground but also as the venue for many of
the events of the 1956 Olympic Games.
These games were significant in the promotion of Australia as a sporting country and
their staging was an enormous success. At
the time I was privileged to travel from the
country to attend the games, which in those
days was a substantial trip.
The MCG is also famous for that one day
in September when the Victorian Football
League grand final is staged there. On occasions, more than 100 000 people have
attended grand finals and that has undoubtedly captured the imagination of not only
Victorians but Australians in general and
many people who live overseas.
The House is considering the repeal of
three pieces of legislation, the Melbourne
Cricket Ground (Guarantee) Act 1954, the
Melbourne Cricket Club (Guarantee) Act
1958 and the Melbourne Cricket Ground
(Guarantees) Act 1966, and replacing them
with the Bill before the House.
The honourable member for Balwyn has
gone to great lengths to suggest that an
amount should be set as the upper limit that
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could be borrowed with a Government
guarantee for the purpose of upgrading the
MCG. I do not place such importance on
that aspect of the Bill. In its 50-year history,
the MCG, throu~ its trustees, has never
faltered -in meetlng its financial commitments. It is controlled by approximately 20
trustees, one of whom is the Leader of the
National Party. If the other trustees have
the same integrity and responsibility that is
exercised by the Leader of the National
Party, I have no doubt that the MCG will
not falter on meeting its present and future
financial commitments.
The Government might have assisted the
MCG even more in the upgrading of facilities and the construction of the lighting
towers. It is estimated that it will cost in the
vicinity of $ 750 000 more than the original
estimate for the installation of the towers.
The Government could have taken a
tougher stand with the Builder's Labourers
Federation, which undoubtedly caused quite
a percentage of that $750000 increase. That
surely is a question the Government should
have addressed in a more responsible way.
It should have taken a much harder line in
the early days of the construction of the
lighting towers.
It is not uncommon for this type of Bill
to come before the House. In recent times
it has been announced that an international
tennis centre will be constructed in Melbourne and, undoubtedly, proposed legislation of a similar type will be introduced,
to provide a Government guarantee to the
authorities to develop that centre. The complex that will eventually be built will complement the MCG and place Melbourne
sporting venues highly in the world scene.
The National Party supports the Bill.
Mr JONA (Hawthorn)-I support the
principles contained in the Bill but I strongly
share the reservation that has been expressed
by the honourable member for Balwyn, in
hls capacity as shadow Treasurer, concerning clause 4 of the Bill.
Many Bills have come before this Parliament calling for the Government to provide
guarantees of loans taken by outside organizations. The Melbourne Cricket Ground
is a notable example. In the past 20 years,
three or four measures have been passed to
guarantee loans raised by the committee of
the Melbourne Cricket Club. I can recall the
similar situations. St Andrews Hospital, I
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think the Mercy Hospital, and other institutions, have raised money subject to guarantees provided by Acts of Parliament. In
every one of those cases Parliament has
known well in advance what the maximum
liability would be.
Mr Jolly-It is meaningless.
Mr JONA-Why is it meaningless?
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable
member for Hawthorn will speak through
the Chair and not across the table.
Mr JONA-It would be proper for Parliament to be informed of the maximum
liability of the State for any loan guarantee.
In the 1966 Bill, the loan guarantee was a
fixed amount and the Treasurer clearly
spelled out at that time the purposes for
which the money was to be spent. He said,
from memory, it was $2·5 million, which
was a lot of money in those days. It was to
be used for extending the grandstand
capacity by about 17 000 people on land
that had been acquired by the Melbourne
Cricket Ground under an Act of Parliament
a couple of years before.
The Treasurer of the day spelled out that
the money was to be applied for that specific purpose and he added $500 000 to the
anticipated cost of the ground extension to
allow for inflation, or whatever else was
likely to cause an increased price, to fully
cover the needs of the Melbourne Cricket
Club.
On this occasion, honourable members
do not know whether the amount that the
MCC is desirous of borrowing is $2 million,
$5 million or $50 million. The second-reading speech does not state what is proposed
to be done with the money the MCC borrows. The Treasurer in the secondreading speech refers to the lights project
and to the general upgrading of the ground.
The MCG is a major stadium, one of the
world's finest and it is the responsibility of
the Government and the Parliament to
encourage the MCC committee to maintain
that standard at all costs, and it is proper
that the Parliament should guarantee the
funds.
There is one other aspect I wish to refer
to, and I raised it in the 1966 debate. The
Treasurer was a little boy at the time, but if
he reads the 1966 debate in H ansard he will
note that I raised an important point which
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I believe is valid today. Honourable members may ask what assurances, guarantees
or security is the Government or the Parliament receiving from the MCC for this vast
guarantee.
In 1966 I raised an important matter with
reference to the Victorian Football League
agreement with the MCC for the playing of
the finals at the MCG, which agreement had
two years to go. The Waverley project was
then under way. I indicated to the House
that the Victorian Football League would
not be continuing with the project at
Waverley if it had no intention of playing
the finals matches there when the ground
was completed because, after all, the financial viability of the VFL project depended
on the finals matches being played at that
ground. I urged the Liberal Government,
under Sir Henry Bolte, to give consideration to that matter before calling on Parliament to pass the 1966 Bill. I called on the
Bolte Government at that time to require
the MCC to enter into a twenty-year agreement with the VFL to continue playing the
finals at the MCC ground.
That would have been two years'ahead of
the expiration of the previous agreement,
but it would have taken it eighteen years
into the future, so that it would have guaranteed the playing of the finals at the MCG
until 1984. That would have been security
to the Government for the guarantee of a
substantial amount of money being spent
by the MCC. I was laughed out of court, but
without that agreement there would be the
possibility, within a twenty-year period, of
football finals being taken off that ground
and being played at the Waverley ground.
History has proved me correct. Not all the
games are played at the MCG and there is
no guarantee they will be next year. I certainly hope the grand final will be held there
when Hawthorn is playing offnext year.
If no football finals are played at the
MCG, there will not be the same inducement and attraction to become a member
of the MCC. The club can never meet its
financial obligations from cricket only and
I believe it would be reasonable for the
Government to say to the MCC committee
this year, "If you want us to put a Bill
through Parliament to guarantee 'X' amount
of dollars, you work out an agreement with
the VFL that guarantees football on the
MCG for not less than five or ten years".
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That would be a strong security for the
Government's guaranteed commitment
under this proposed legislation.
The only guarantee there is of the MCC
getting revenue over the next few years is
from Test cricket, and the once in a century
night series which will be a first. I hope the
lights will be put to good use but there is no
indication that they will be used for night
league football.
It is clear that the VFL Park at Waverley
and the MCG at 10limont cannot both survive in a viable financial position unless
VFL finals are played on the respective
grounds; and they cannot be played on both
grounds as things now stand. Perhaps the
games can be shared between the two, but I
believe the Government should have sought
some commitment from the Melbourne
Cricket Club for the future playing of football or some other sport on that ground that
would have guaranteed sufficient income
and the attractiveness of membership; it
would have acted as a solid security to the
Government for the guaranteed liability that
is provided under the Bill.
In conclusion, I return to the remarks
made by the honourable member for Balwyn and I hope the Treasurer will give a full
and detailed explanation of why such a precedent has been created for such an openended guarantee under clause 4. Ifhe is not
able to give an explanation that is acceptable to the House in his response to the
second-reading debate, I hope he will agree
to report progress as requested by the
honourable member for Balwyn when clause
4 is reached. Consideration can then be
given, if necessary, after first discussing the
matter with the MCC committee, for spelling out in an amended clause a specific
amount of money that will be well within
the limits of what the MCC requires for its
building development. I hope the Treasurer
treats this request made by the Opposition
very seriously.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I thank the
honourable member for Lowan for his
unequivocal support for the Melbourne
Cricket Ground (Guarantees) Bill. I am disappointed that the Liberal Party is somewhat equivocal on this issue and as usual
seems to be out of step with the community. The degree of reluctance of the Liberal
Party to support the Bill as it now stands
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has already been stated by the two honourable members who have participated in the
debate, and it was made under the guise of
a businesslike approach to the Government.
The honourable member for Lowan
pointed out in respect of the possibility of a
conflict of interest, that the MCC trustees
are in the order of twenty and the Treasurer
is not even a member of that committee.
The question of conflict of interest is largely
irrelevant to the debate.
The major purpose of the guarantee is to
enable the Melbourne Cricket Club to borrow funds at low rates of interest. If the
Melbourne Cricket Ground were not located
on Crown land, that difficulty would not be
faced. However, because it is on Crown land
and because it is a major asset for Melbourne and Victoria, the Government has
introduced the Bill in this form.
I am pleased that the honourable member for Lowan has supported the Bill. He
has kicked a few goals at the ground in his
time and has kicked another one tonight.
The Government recognizes that the ground
is not only extremely important in terms of
the sporting community of Victoria-both
football and cricket-but also it is a major
economic asset of the State.
Melbourne is the sporting capital of Australia and, to a large extent, the existence of
the Melbourne Cricket Ground is responsible for that position. It is a tremendously
important sports ground. The Government
has done more than any other Government
to upgrade the ground. It was brave enough
to have the lights constructed to enable the
World Cup series cricket to take place at
night in Victoria. That series will provide
additional revenue for the Melbourne
Cricket Club and attract additional tourism
to Victoria. That would be warmly welcomed by all honourable members. There
is certainly no disagreement about that,
although there were some reluctant brides
in the Opposition in respect of the construction of the lights.
On the question of the size of the loan, it
is important to recognize that the preamble
to the Bill provides a restraint on the extent
to which loans can be negotiated. Loans can
only be guaranteed by the Treasurer if the
proceeds are borrowed to use, alter, add to
or improve the Melbourne Cricket Ground,
the buildings and structures erected thereon.
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That provides a restraint on the level of
the borrowing that can take place. Clearly,
it is only in terms of upgrading and improving the facilities at the ground. No honourable member would disagree with that
objective.
The Government is simply providing a
guarantee which enables that to occur at
minimal cost to the Melbourne Cricket
Club, therefore, the patrons of the ground.
For that reason I expect strong support for
the Bill from all parties.
The honourable member for Balwyn
made a fair point in suggesting that a reporting mechanism should be inserted in the
Bill in another place which would enable. an
annual report to be provided to Parliament
on the size of the guarantee. That would
ensure that all honourable members would
be informed about the matter. I give
honourable members the undertaking that
I will take steps to ensure that that amendment is made in the other place. In those
circumstances, I invite all members of the
House to support the Bill.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time and
committed.
Clauses 1 and 2 were agreed to.
Clause 3
Mr JONA (Hawthorn)-The clause covers the guarantee provisions contained in
the Bill. I take issue with the Treasurer and
his remarks made during the second-reading debate when he suggested that it was
only the honourable member for Lowan,
speaking on behalf of the National Party,
who was supporting the Bill. That is nonsense, and the Treasurer knows that the
Liberal Party is giving the Bill strong support but questions the power being given to
the Treasurer and has suggested that there
may be a better way of doing it.
I shall make my own position quite clear:
I strongly support a guarantee for the Melbourne Cricket Club. I strongly resent the
Treasurer suggesting that I have any equivocation about the necessity for the proposed legislation, the desirability for it and
the general principles that it contains,
because the passage of the Bill is essential
for the continued development of the
ground.
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The explanation the Treasurer gave in
elaborating on the preamble to the Bill eased
my mind a little, but I cannot understand
why he cannot put a figure on the limit for
the improvements. The limit may be $5
million, $10 million or $50 million, but the
Treasurer should state a figure for the committee to consider. If the figure were $5 million, it would be a long time before that sum
was exhausted. When the sum was
exhausted, it would only require another
Bill to increase it, which would presumably
obtain the same enthusiastic report that this
Bill is receiving.
Mr McGRATH (Lowan)-During the
second-reading debate, the Treasurer mentioned that the Melbourne Cricket Ground
is on Crown land and that the Government
is offering to guarantee loan arrangements.
The question I raise with the Treasurer is
whether he is giving consideration to applying a public authority dividend tax on the
Melbourne Cricket Club as he did with the
Grain Elevators Board approximately two
years ago.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer):-As the honourable member for Hawthorn recognized, the
size of the borrowing is limited by the ability of the Melbourne Cricket Ground to be
upgraded and improved. There is no disagreement whatsoever in respect of that
objective. The honourable member for
Hawthorn indicated that I should pluck a
figure out of the air to serve as the ultimate
restraint and when that limit was reached it
would be necessary to introduce another
Bill. I do not consider that that is a desirable
approach. The provision is the result of
advice from officers of the Department of
Management and Budget.
I have already indicated in response to
the point made by the honourable member
for Balwyn regarding a guarantee or providing a reporting mechanism that I am willing
to do that when the Bill goes to the other
place so that a mechanism will be inserted
to ensure that an annual report will be provided to Parliament setting out the size of
the guarantee from the Treasurer to the
Melbourne Cricket Club.
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-I thank the
Treasurer for his commitment to put some
reporting mechanism into the proposed
legislation between here and another place
so that some of the problems that I raised
during the second-reading debate will be
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resolved. I take this opportunity in the
Committee stage, in discussing clause 3, of
recording my full support for the idea of the
Government providing guarantees for the
future development of the Melbourne
Cricket Ground. I take issue with the Treasurer on the amounts of money involved
being limited by the preamble to the Bill. In
a general way that may be so, but the millions of dollars that could be spent at the
Melbourne Cricket Ground on a complete
rebuilding of the stadium, or something as
extreme as that, could involve the Government in an enormous guarantee under certain circumstances.
It would be less than responsible ifParliament left that entirely to the Treasurer's own
judgment, which is the situation existing
with the Bill as present. The annual reporting mechanism will certainly help overcome that problem.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I am pleased
that there will be complete support for the
Bill with a reporting mechanism being
inserted while the Bill is between here and
another place.
The clause was agreed to.
Clause 4
Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn)-During the
second-reading debate I indicated that
clause 4 seemed to be a most inadequate
provision to have in the proposed legislation because it purported to put some limit
on the total guarantees that could be in place
at the one time. Clause 4 virtually prohibits
the Treasurer from executing a guarantee
for an amount greater than what he has
determined. Any consideration of that
clause must suggest that it is inadequate. It
may be that an actual amount will not be
stated in the proposed legislation. The
reporting mechanism will help keep Parliament informed of the situation, but if the
Treasurer wants the Committee to pass a
clause that states the Treasurer shall not
execute a guarantee for an amount greater
than an amount that he has determined, it
is hard for one not to say that it is anything
other than a complete nonsense clause.
What is the point in having clause 4 in
the Bill when that is what it is in effect saying? Clause 4 should either be removed or
reworded. It would make more sense if the
Governor in Council was to be responsible
for putting a limit on the total of guarantees
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that the Treasurer might execute at any time.
At least in that situation the Treasurer would
have the protection of obtaining an instruction from the Government concerning his
actions on the matter. However, if clause 4
remained as it is, the Treasurer would have
the right to determine an amount and then
limit himself to that amount when at any
time he could change his determination
without reference to anyone. Clause 4 is a
nonsense and I do not support it.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-Clause 4 is an
enabling provision which allows the Treasurer to set a limit in advance of the Melbourne Cricket Club borrowing for a
purpose. It provides a guideline to the Melbourne Cricket Club at any point in time as
to how it is likely to be guaranteed by the
Treasurer. The other clauses in the Bill are
worded so that the club can borrow and
then approach the Treasurer for a guarantee. It means simply that in anyone year it
is possible for the Treasurer to provide the
Melbourne Cricket Club with a limit on the
extent for which he is likely to provide a
guarantee. That would also become a guideline for the club trustees to work within.
Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn)-I thank the
Treasurer for his explanation. The clause is
still unsatisfactory and I believe, on reflection, the Treasurer will realize that something needs to be done about it. I ask the
Treasurer whether he would be prepared to
consider the matter while the Bill is between
here and another place and if he sees the
wisdom of some rewording, at the same time
that he is introducing a reporting mechanism in the Bill, he could adjust clause 4
along the line that I have suggested. If that
undertaking could be given, I would be prepared not to oppose the provision further.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I am certainly
willing to give that undertaking, but I advise
the Committee that the clause has been
drawn up after departmental and Parliamentary Counsel advice and the advice is
that the clause is appropriate. I am willing
to examine the matter but at this stage I do
not see any necessity to change the clause. I
shall consider the matter in the context of
introducing a reporting mechanism to see
whether any change is required to clause 4.
The clause was agreed to, as were the
remaining clauses.

Industrial Relations Bill (No. 2)

24 October 1984

ASSEMBL Y

1337

In his second-reading speech, the Minister pointed out that the provision is necessary to overcome a recent decision of a New
South Wales court that the existing legislaADMINISTRATIVE APPEALS
tion in that State had been wrongly interTRIBUNAL BILL
preted and that such entitlement to payment
could be denied. The Minister pointed out
This Bill was returned from the Council that the wording that is contained in the
with a message relating to an amendment.
New South Wales legislation appears in
It was ordered that the message be taken Victoria's Industrial Relations Act and in
into consideration next day.
some 118 State awards, and the Government is attempting, by this clause, to preINDUSTRIAL RELATIONS
vent any Victorian court from following that
(AMENDMENT) BILL (No. 2)
decision in New South Wales.
I am pleased to note the Minister's advice
The debate (adjourned from October 4)
on the motion of Mr Simpson (Minister of that steps have already been taken to have
Labour and Industry) for the second read- the relevant State awards amended. The
Opposition is pleased to facilitate the pasing of this Bill was resumed.
Mr TANNER (Caulfield)-The Bill is sage of this provision to ensure that no Viclike the proverbial curate's egg-good in torian worker is denied payment of his
parts. It contains an important principle rightful entitlement to annual leave that is
concerning preferential treatment for trade not taken.
Clause 6 incorporates into the principal
unionists. Some of its provisions will be
supported by the Opposition. However, the Act legislative support for regulations to
Opposition believes the current situation of provide for the inspection by a worker of
State awards should remain and that the any record or book which is required under
prohibition on conciliation and arbitration the Act to be kept and which relates to the
boards awarding preferential treatment to worker. In his second-reading speech, the
Minister pointed out that Parliamentary
trade unionists should not be removed.
assisting the Legal and ConstituThe Minister's second-reading speech was Counsel
tional
Committee
advised that there
disappointing in its misleading suggestion may be doubt abouthad
the regulation-making
of the importance of the various provisions powers under the principal Act.
of the Bill. Clause 4, the provision relating
The Minister pointed out that a provito the removal of the present ban on preferential treatment for trade unionists, was sion has existed in regulations under Vicnot, in fact, the first clause mentioned by toria's Labour and Industry Act since 1965
the Minister. Clauses 5 and 6 will be sup- allowing a worker access to such records, if
he so desires. Nevertheless, that matter has
ported by the Opposition.
now been clouded, and the Opposition is
In his second-reading speech, the Minis- pleased to support the provision to ensure
ter clouded the situation by putting this that the regulation-making powers under the
important principle second and in that way principal Act support the continuation of
attempted to disguise the importance of that provision.
what is being proposed.
The Liberal Party parts way with the
I shall outline the views of the Liberal Government in relation to the important
Party on the two matters that the Opposi- principle that I mentioned earlier concerntion will support. Clause 5 will ensure that ing preferential determinations in favour of
no order, award or registered agreement will trade unionists. Clause 4 of the Bill proin future in Victoria be able to be inter- poses to delete section 34 (2) of the principreted so as to deny a worker, upon termi- pal Act, which provides:
nation of his employment, his entitlement
Nothing in this Act shall enable a Board to deterto payment for untaken annual holidays or mine
any matter relating to the preferential employannual leave merely by reason of failure to ment or dismissal of persons as being or as not being
take such annual holiday or leave within members of any organization association or body or to
the period specified in the order, award or fix lower piecework prices for persons under 21 years
agreement.
of age than those fixed for adults.

The Bill was reported to the House without amendment, and passed through its
remaining stages.
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The Opposition cannot support this clause.
The Government has made plain by its
actions over the past two and a half years
that it supports preferential treatment for
trade unionists. No doubt honourable
members readily recall when members of
the Municipal Officers Association of Australia were offered preferential treatment in
that they were to receive increases that were
to be back-dated well beyond increases for
non-unionists. As a result of pressure from
the Opposition and the community, the
Government was forced to back down on
the matter. In recent times the Government
has again given support to its belief in preferential treatment for certain members of
the work force, and that has been readily
apparent in relation to the drive by the Hospital Employees Federation for total unionization in Victorian hospitals.
I have noted with some disappointment
the pressure the Government has brought
to bear on hospital administrations in its
support of the Hospital Employees Federation in this matter.
In other measures, honourable members
will be aware of Government preference for
discrimination in favour of trade unions.
One can readily recall the provision in the
proposed occupational health and safety
legislation that only members of trade
unions could vote for safety representatives
and that only trade .unionists could be safety
representatives. More recently, a similar
provision was proposed in the Liquor Control (Amendment) Bill where any doubts
about the legal ability of a trade union representative to enter licensed premises should
be removed and that ability should be
extended from just those licensed premises
under the Hotels, Restaurants and Boarding Houses Award No. 2 to all licensed
premises in Victoria. The Liberal Party cannot support the Government's proposals in
those matters.
The Minister for Industrial Affairs stated
in his second-reading speech that the Government has a policy of encouraging union
membership. He said that the matters proposed in the Bill had been discussed in detail
with the Victorian Labour Advisory Council. Further, he said that in significant areas
of State award employment some major
private employers for many years had had
agreements on preferential clauses with
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various unions which operate in those
industries.
The Liberal Party believes the 58 per cent
of the work force who are not members of
trade unions should not be discriminated
against. That potential will be created ifsection 34 (2) of the principal Act is removed.
The Liberal Party's view is that trade unions
have a valuable and important place in
Australian and Victorian society and, certainly, the Liberal Party bears no animosity
towards them. However, it is important that
the individual should be supreme. The
Government, by amending this section of
the Act, will open the way for potential discrimination to be practised against 58 per
cent of the Victorian work force.
The Liberal Party believes it is good that
the Government has discussed these proposals with the Victorian Labour Advisory
Council. However, the Liberal Party is not
dictated to by bodies outside this House.
Unlike the Labor Party, the Liberal Party is
not the creature of another outside
organization.
The Labor Party has grown out of the
trade union movement and is subservient
to it. The Liberal Party did not grow out of
employer organizations. It grew up as a
result of the collapse of the United Australia Party. That party collapsed because it
was a creature of certain employer organizations. The Liberal Party was created upon
the ashes of that party and it was created to
ensure that in future individuals representing the community would control the Liberal Party and not some faceless people
belonging to certain organizations to which
the general public does not have access.
The SPEAKER-Order! I understand
that the honourable member is making a
passing reference and that he will return to
the contents of the Bill.
Mr TANNER-The Liberal Party views
with concern the tendency with proposed
legislation where the Government considers that if it sets up a confidential committee and discusses with those members of
the committee in confidence its proposed
legislation that, in effect, it will tactically
help the Government by preventing community criticism and will enable the Government to claim that it has some support.
I emphasize that the Liberal Party answers
to the community. It does not answer to
certain groups outside this House, although
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it is always prepared to listen to the opinions of groups and individuals from the
community.
The Minister claimed that for some years
in significant areas of employment throughout the State some private arrangements had
been entered into between employers and
unions on preference awards. Those are
matters to be negotiated between those
employers and employees. They are not
matters that should be enshrined in legislation and forced upon the 58 per cent of the
Victorian work force that does not belong
to trade unions.
The Liberal Party is prepared to support
the two provisions of the measure to which
I referred earlier. I understand the Minister
at a later stage will introduce a further provision which is supported also by the Liberal Party.
However, the Bill will remove the present
protection of the Victorian work force
against preference being given to some
members if they belong to trade unions and
will discriminate against other members of
the work force who do not belong to trade
unions and, consequently, the Liberal Party
cannot support that principle and will not
support the proposed legislation if the Government insists on including that provision.
The Liberal Party will support the passage of those provisions for which I have
indicated support but not the Government's proposal that has the potential to
create discrimination in State awards against
member of the Victorian work force.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I have
studied both the Bill and the secondreading speech of the Minister for Industrial Affairs. The Minister gave what many
people will say is a plausible argument in
support of three major amendments to the
Industrial Relations Act. However, in
examining these proposed amendments to
the Act, on~ should be aware of other
amendments made to the Act by the Government since it has been in office and the
interpretation of those amendments by the
Industrial Relations Commission and by
employers and employees. I am concerned
at some interpretations of those amendments and I extend that concern to further
amendments to the Act proposed by the
Government. A careful examination must
be made of each proposed amendment and
its ramifications.

24 October 1984

ASSEMBLY

1339

Employers are heartily sick and tired of
the pressures that are being placed on them
by Governments in meeting demands of
unions, particularly militant unions.
Employers are trying to maintain their businesses and to establish some profitability.
Pressures are being placed on them for
increased wages, improved working conditions, additional holiday pay loadings and
additional holiday pay where that can be
obtained, additional redundancy payments
and so on. All these impositions are being
placed on employers by the Government
and by many industrial relations tribunals
and commissions operating in the State,
which are trying to maintain a certain position for the work force.
The employers I have spoken with and
with whom I have become involved wish to
maintain the best possible conditions for
their employees. They realize that the future
development and profitability of their business is subject to the volume of work they
can obtain from their employees. Employers are keen to ensure that employees are
happy and receive the correct rates. of pay
and benefits.
I should be very happy to hear a contribution from the honourable member for
Springvale, who is interjecting. His continued interjections do not have much
relevance.
The SPEAKER-Order! I shall take
action if the honourable member for
Springvale continues to inteJject. I advise
the honourable member for Murray Valley
to ignore interjections.
Mr JASPER-I accept your advice, Mr
Speaker, but it is extremely difficult to make
a contribution when the honourable member for Springvale is continually interjecting.
I was attempting to point out that
employers want to provide the best possible
conditions for employees. That includes
reasonable rates of pay and the other benefits that go with employment. However, the
employee also has a responsibility to provide a reasonable day's work for reasonable
pay. Many people would put it another way
by referring to a fair day's work for a fair
day's pay.
It is difficult for employers to maintain
employment under the circumstances that
exist today. Apparently the Government is
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not-concerned about ensuring that employers can operate their businesses profitably.
Employers are sick and tired of the cost
pressures such as workers compensation
premiums and other Government charges
being brought to bear by the Government.
In his second-reading speech the Minister
pointed out that some amendments to the
Industrial Relations Act are needed. The
National Party is in sympathy with some of
the comments made by the Minister. There
is no doubt that holiday pay should be provided to an employee within the period in
which it is due. However, it is recognized
that on many occasions it may not be
appropriate for the employee to take holidays at that time, and it may not even suit
the employer for holidays to be taken then.
The National Party believes employees
should be entitled upon termination of
employment to receive payment in respect
of holiday periods not taken. The concern
expressed by the Minister is understood.
The second major amendment to the Act
relates to the preferential employment or
dismissal of persons as being or as not being
members of any organization, association
or body. The National Party is concerned
about this provision because it will have the
effect that union representatives or persons
who are members of unions will, in many
cases, be able to get preferential treatment
over other members of the work force.
It is interesting to note that the Minister
states in his second-reading speech that:
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the National Party is totally opposed to a
system which would press-gang people into
unionism. Clause 4 discriminates against
persons in relation to employment.
The third amendment to the Act provides the ability for a worker to investigate
the records maintained by an employer. The
National Party believes an employee should
be able to investigate the records of the
employer, whether it be an industrial
undertaking or commercial undertaking, at
any reasonable time. The National Party
would be totally opposed to an amendment
that would provide the ability for a union
to inspect time sheets at any time the union
wished to do so.
The Bill provides for employers to make
certain records relating to a worker available at a reasonable time for inspection by
that worker. The National Party does not
oppose that provision, which is in total contrast to amendments that will be debated on
another day relating to the Liquor Control
Act, where a union will have the ability to
inspect all records at any time when the
business is open.
The proposed legislation provides further
benefits for members of the work force and
protects the worker where necessary. The
National Party is in favour of employees
being protected, while recognizing that most
employers are sincere about maintaining
reasonable conditions.
The SPEAKER-Order! The time
appointed by Sessional Orders for me to
. . . the commission determining matters of preference interrupt business has now arrived .
runs directly counter to the Government's policy of
Mr FORDHAM (Minister of Educaencouraging union membership.
tion)-I move:
I can understand the Government wanting
That the sitting be continued.
to encourage every person to be a member
The House divided on the motion (the
of a union because of the support given to Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).
the Government by the unions.
Ayes
43
The National Party is totally opposed to
Noes ..
24
what the Government is really doing-that
is, press-ganging people into unionism. The
Majority for the motion
19
names of all persons employed in the Public
AYES
Service have been provided to the unions
MrGray
Miss Callister
so that they can press those people into
Mr Harrowfield
MrCathie
becoming part of the union organization
MrHassett
DrCoghill
because of supposed benefits the unions can
MrsHill
MrCrabb
provide to employees. This provision backs
Mr Hill
MrCulpin
up the policy of the Government to support
MrHockley
MrErnst
union membership and gives preference to
Mr Ihlein
MrFogarty
unionists when there are dismissals or reMrFordham
Mr Jolly
employment within the work force. I repeat,
MrGavin
MrKennedy

Industrial Relations Bill (No. 2)
Mr Kirkwood
Mr McCutcheon
MrMcDonald
Mr Mathews
Mr Micallef
Mr Miller
MrNewton
MrsRay
Mr Roper
MrRowe
Mr Seitz
Mrs Setches
MrSheehan
(lvanhoe)

MrSheehan
(Ballarat South)
MrShell
MrSimmonds
MrSimpson
MrSpyker
Mr Stirling
Mrs Toner
MrTrezise
MrWalsh
MrWilton
Tellers:
MrNorris
MrPope

Mr Burgin
MrEbery
MrEvans
(Gippsland East)
MrHann
Mr Jasper
Mr Kennett
Mr Leigh
Mr Lieberman
MrMcGrath
MrMcNamara
Mr Maclellan
MrRamsay

NOES
MrReynolds
Mr Ross-Edwards
Mr Saltmarsh
MrsSibree
Mr Steggall
MrTanner
MrTempleton
MrWallace
MrWhiting
MrWilliams
Tellers:
MrDelzoppo
Mr Dickinson

MrCain
Mr Sidiropoulos
DrVaughan
MrWilkes

PAIRS
MrKempton
MrJona
Mr Richardson
MrBrown

Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I point
out to the Minister that the National Party
will consider the amendments in the Bill
purely and simply on a clause-by-clause
basis because of the number of amendments the Government has proposed to the
Industrial Relations Act since it came to
office. I expressed concern ~bout the
amendments relating to harsh, unjust or
unreasonable dismissal which were made to
the Act in the spring sessional period last
year. The Minister will be aware that the
Industrial Relations Commission is examining a specific case concerning the dismissal of a community health nurse at the
Yarrawonga Community Health Centre.
That is the first case to be heard on the basis
of the amendments made to the Act in the
spring sessional period of 1983.
It has been a cause of great concern to the
people running the Yarrawonga Community Health Centre.
Session 1984-50
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The National Party is concerned about
clause 4 of the Bill and has outlined its attitude regarding the payment of annual holidays on the termination of a worker's
employment and regarding the inspection
of records of a worker. The National Party
will look at the amendment proposed by the
Minister of Labour and Industry in the
Committee stage and will require time to
consider the amendment. The National
Party is concerned about some of the
amendments being brought forward in the
Bill and the effect they will have on employment in the-State.
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-My remarks
will be limited to one of the three separate
amendments proposed in the Bill. I cannot
remain silent when the Government is
moving to restrict the freedom of choice of
individuals. I refer the House to the second
major provision referred to by the Minister
of Labour and Industry in introducing the
Bill. The Minister is not in the House at
present, but the Minister for Industrial
Affairs is handling the Bill. He did not
deliver the second-reading speech and it is
most inappropriate that the Minister should
be commentin~ about any contribution I
am making tonIght.
The second major provision of the Bill
removes from the existing Act the provision that covers the insertion of preference
clauses in State awards. That provision in
the Industrial Relations Act 1979 has been
in industrial legislation in the State for many
years and it was not inserted idly. The provision was put there with one clear purpose,
to protect the freedom of choice of individuals as to whether they should belong to a
trade union. That is a principle the House
should support. The Government may argue
that it is not inserting a union preference
clause in State awards, but it is inserting this
prohibition.
In presenting the Government's arguments to the House the Minister of Labour
and Industry used words that have a hollow
ring. He said in part that the existing prohibition against Victorian conciliation and
arbitration boards and the commission
determining matters of preference runs
directly counter to the Government's policy
of encouraging union membership. That is
absolute nonsense. The fact that a Conciliation and Arbitration Board can compel a
person to join a union before the person can
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take up employment is not encouraging
union membership; it is enforcing union
membership and there is a world of difference between encouraging a person to take
a particular action and forcing them to take
that action. It all comes back to the question
of freedom of choice.
The Government is clearly attempting to
dragoon people into joining a trade union,
not one of their choice, but one that has
control over a workplace and is saying to a
person that if he does not join a union he is
not entitled to work in that workplace. The
Opposition maintains that every individual
has the ri~t to choose whether he or she
should jom a trade union. I personally
encourage people to join trade unions. The
more thinking people who ~et into the trade
union movement, into positions of authority and get trade unions functioning in a
proper way, only in the interests of members, the better it will be for Victoria. I do
not want to see people hanging back from
trade unions and letting the "bully boys" of
the extreme unions take control and run the
unions in their own interest. To force people
to join trade unions is against the principle
of freedom of choice for which I will always
stand up in the House or anywhere else.
In the early days of the Government
honourable members will recall an attempt
was made by the Government to grant retrospective wage increases in the public
sector.
Mr CRABB (Minister for Industrial
Affairs)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker,
the honourable member's comments are
interesting but they are not in any way
related to the Industrial Relations (Amendment) Bill and I suggest that the honourable
member's comments over the last few minutes have been out of order.
The SPEAKER-Order! I have listened
carefully to the comments of the honourable member for Balwyn and he specifically
stated to the House that he was talking on
clause 4. I am prepared to hear the honourable member out even though he should
talk on that clause only in the Committee
stage of the Bill. I do not uphold the point
of order. The honourable member is not
canvassing issues outside matters concerned with clause 4.
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-I am canvassing the issue of the denial of freedom of
choice that the Government is attempting
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to perpetrate on people regarding their right
to work in a job depending on their membership of a trade union. The existing
Industrial Relations Act 1979 contains a
protection to prevent a Conciliation and
Arbitration Board laying down a rule that
requires a person to belong to a union before
he or she takes up any employment. The
Bill attempts to remove that prohibition
and, as a result, provides an opportunity for
compulsory unionism to be introduced in
an increasing number of areas of
employment.
I remind the House that this type of action
is typical of the Government and I instance
the situation that occurred in the early days
of the Government when it saw fit to enter
into an arrangement with the unions in the
public sector.
The SPEAKER-Order! I did not uphold
the point of order of the Minister of Transport regarding the relevance of the matter
the honourable member for Balwyn is
attempting to arrive at. I advise the honourable member that I am hearing him because
he said he was speaking to the clause. He is
now canvassing the broader issues and I ask
him to come back to the Bill before the
House.
Mr RAMSAY-The example I give is
linked to clause 4, which seeks to introduce
a preference for unionism. In 1982 the Government attempted to give employees in the
public sector a retrospective wage increase
depending on whether they were members
of a trade union. The Government claims
the amendments in the Bill are in line with
the provisions of the Conciliation and Arbitration Act at the Federal level. However,
the Conciliation and Arbitration Commission knocked out the Government's proposal for preference to unionists on a wage
increase as completely unprincipled.
That is my concern about this piece of
proposed legislation. The Government is
moving to abolish freedom of choice in the
interest of forcing people into trade unions.
The words used were "This is in line with
the policy of encouraging union membership." It is not encouragement. Encouragement means there is still freedom of choice.
One can encourage a person and that person can say "Yes" or "No" to that proposal
but this proposal gives the individual no
choice.
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I would not support the second major
provision in the Bill and I hope the House
will knock it out.
Mr CRABB (Minister of Transport)-I
thank the three honourable members who
have contributed to the debate for their general support of the Bill. I trust that during
the Committee stage there will be further
discussion on some of the specific matters
in the Bill and that honourable members
opposite will make a more informed contribution to the debate than they have so far.
The House divided on the motion (the
Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).
44
Ayes
Noes
22
Majority for the motion
Mr Cain
Miss Callister
Mr Cathie
Dr Coghill
Mr Crabb
Mr CUlpin
Mr Ernst
Mr Fogarty
Mr Fordham
Mr Gavin
Mr Gray
Mr Harrowfield
Mr Hassett
Mrs Hill
Mr Hill
Mr Hockley
Mr Jolly
Mr Kirkwood
Mr McCutcheon
Mr McDonald
Mr Mathews
Mr Micallef
Mr Miller
Mr Newton

Mr Burgin
MrDelzoppo
Mr Dickinson
MrEbery
MrEvans
(Gippsland East)
MrHann
Mr Jasper
Mr Lieberman
MrMcGrath
Mr Maclellan
MrRamsay

22

AYES
Mr Norris
Mr Pope
Mrs Ray
Mr Roper
Mr Rowe
Mr Seitz
Mrs Setches
Mr Sheehan
(lvanhoe)
Mr Sheehan
(Ballarat South)
Mr Shell
Mr Simmonds
Mr Simpson
Mr Spyker
Mr Stirling
Mrs Toner
Mr Trezise
Mr Walsh
Mr Wilton
Tellers:
Mr Ihlein
Mr Kennedy
NOES
MrReynolds
Mr Ross-Edwards
Mr Saltmarsh
MrsSibree
MrSteggall
MrTanner
Mr Templeton
MrWhiting
MrWilliams
Tellers:
MrLeigh
MrWallace

Mr Remington
Mr Sidiropoulos
Dr Vaughan
Mr Wilkes
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PAIRS
Mr Brown
Mr McNamara
Mr Richardson
Mr Kempton

The Bill was read a second time, and it
was ordered that it be committed next day.
SUBORDINATE LEGISLATION
(REVIEW AND REVOCATION) BILL
This Bill was received from the Council
and, on the motion of Mr CAIN (Premier),
was read a first time.
FIRE AUTHORITIES BILL
The debate (adjourned from October 10)
on the motion ofMr Mathews (Minister for
Police and Emergency Services) for the
second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr EBERY (Midlands)-This Bill contains a number of changes. There is no doubt
that a number of them are overdue and
relate to extremely important issues in
regard to the Country Fire Authority. One
of the important issues being addressed in
this Bill relates to the renaming of officers
who were formerly called "proper officers".
I have always wondered why they were given
such a name because it is almost impossible
to relate that name to any person who has
responsibility in the fire services area. That
name could also be attributed to, say, the
engineer in local government. Under those
circumstances, the renaming of "proper
officers" to "fire prevention officers" is a
positive move, and I am sure the House will
support the change.
Another important step introduced in this
Bill is that voluntary auxiliary workers will
be covered for public risk. I have been
closely involved with this provision because
I introduced a private member's Bill in the
last autumn sessional period of Parliament
which contained a similar provision. Ever
since the Associations Incorporation
(Amendment) Act became effective in 1983,
a number of auxiliary members in the brigades have not been sure whether they are
covered for public risk. The alternative was
for them to form a corporation under the
Associations Incorporation (Amendment)
Act, which would have meant that all brigades in Victoria would have had to cover
themselves for public risk.
After discussions with members of a
number of brigades-and I particularly refer
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to Captain Ron White of the Castlemaine
brigade, with whom I discussed the matter
late last year or early this year-it has been
my belief, after receiving an opinion from
the Country Fire Authority that during
fundraising activities by the various brigades throughout Victoria, those brigades
were not covered for public risk. Therefore,
members of the brigades would be subject
to court action if it were alleged that they
were negligent during fundraising activities
and as a result a person was injured during
that time. Therefore, I am pleased that the
Government has decided to incorporate this
provision in the Bill as it will give cover to
brigades throughout the State.
It is important that honourable members
continue to support voluntary fire fighters
and the many auxiliaries throughout the
State, which raise a considerable amount of
money for purposes relating to fire prevention and so on. For example, they raise
funds for the upgrading of equipment which
improves the efficiency of the brigades. Also,
many brigades have sometimes engaged in
fundraising activities to enable their members to travel interstate and so on.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr EBERY-The amount of audible
conversation in the Chamber is indicative
of the attitude of back-bench members
opposite, who seem to consider this to be
an unnecessary form of amendment. I can
assure the House that the Opposition
believes it is an important provision, and I
congratulate the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services who has played a great
part in its drafting. The Opposition certainly applauds the Minister for his activities in overcoming some of the problems
that have existed.
In the past, a problem existed regarding
the disposal of property belonging to brigades. The provision in the Bill overcomes
this situation. However, I seek clarification
from the Minister on one or two matters
contained in the Bill. Clause 9 refers to the
declaration of total fire ban days and provides a definition of "permanent structure". It states that "permanent structure":
(a) means a structure of a permanent kind consisting of a roof and a wall on each side;
(b) includes a caravan; and
(c) does not include a tent.

Fire Authorities Bill
Clause 10 refers to a domestic appliance
and states that section 40 (4) of the principal Act does not apply where:
(a) the appliance is located within twenty metres of
the dwelling;
(b) the area within a distance of 3 metres from the
outer perimeters of the appliance is clear of flammable
material;
(c) there is at hand and available for immediate use(i) a hose connected to a reticulated water supply;
or
(ii) a vessel containing at least 10 litres of water; and
(d) the appliance is attended by an adult at all times
when the fire in the appliance is alight.

That provision really means that it is permissible for approval to be given for a fire
to remain alight during a declared fire ban
day. Proposed sub-section (4B) of section 40
also states that a dwelling means a building
used or designed for use as a residence, but
does not include a caravan or tent or other
portable place of residence. I should like
some clarification from the Minister on this
point.
Proposed sub-section (4E) of section 40
states that sub-section (4) does not apply to
a person who is engaged in a business of
preparing meals for other persons. That
provision would mean that persons would
not be allowed to use the permanent barbecue at Parliament House because it is not
within 20 metres of a residence.
Mr Simpson-This is a residence. We live
here for most of the time.
Mr EBERY-I am certain the Minister
was not listening to my remarks. I said that
it would have to be within 20 metres, and
the barbecue to which I refer is beyond that
20 metres. Therefore, his remarks are
incorrect.
Mr Simpson interjected.
Mr EBERY-The Minister knows very
well that that is totally wrong. In fact, in
launching the proposed legislation, the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services
made a few comments in the press. An
.article that appeared in the Bal/arat Courier
on 11 October this year, stated:
To celebrate this breakthrough Mr Mathews hosted
a barbecue in the plush gardens behind Parliament
House.

Adjournment
The juicy steaks and sausages managed to attract a
very sizeable contingent of journalists from the press
gallery and also a few Government politicians enjoying
the twin benefits of a free feed and a free plug on
television at the start of the Federal election campaign.

I believe the Minister is unaware that the
provisions contained in the Bill would deny
a person the opportunity of using the barbecue at Parliament House on total fire ban
days. I am certain I am correct in making
that statement, but I should like to hear the
Minister's comments on that issue.
The Opposition is pleased with -the
amendments contained in the Bill and hopes
the measure enjoys a speedy passage through
Parliament. However, it queries some provisions contained in the proposed legIslation which it would like clarified. The· Bill
is fundamentally reasonable. Any assistance that can be given to the voluntary fire
fighters of Victoria is acceptable because
those volunteers have suffered a trying time
during the period when consideration was
being given to the amalgamation of the
Country Fire Authority and the Metropolitan Fire Brigades Board. Under the present
circumstances the Bill is a move in the right
direction.
On the motion of Mr B. J. EVANS
(Gippsland East), the debate was adjourned.
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tory grade at the primary school. She is
unable to walk and has a little tricycle which
enables her to move around.
The problem is the absence of ramps at
the school. Apparently a $750 grant has been
provided, I think, from Commonwealth
sources. The cost of constructing the ramps
would be $1500. The difficulty being faced
by the school council is the apparent
inability of the Public Works Department
to provide advice on what ought to be done
in the construction of necessary ramps at
the primary school to accommodate this little girl and any other child who might be in
need of those facilities.
My information is that numerous requests
have been made for advice from the Public
Works Department. I am also advised that
numerous requests have been made to the
honourable member for Mitcham. Apparently, the requests that have been made have
not met with any success. I am also
informed that because no ramps have been
erected the little girl must negotiate the steps
on her bottom and with the use of only her
hands because she is not able to use her legs.
In wet weather conditions that is not only a
most uncomfortable procedure for the
handicapped girl but also one which is
potentially extremely dangerous.

Of concern to those who are interested in
the school and in the welfare of this little
girl is that the Public Works Departmentfor whatever reason and I do not know the
reason-has been unable to provide advice
ADJOURNMENT
on the way the ramps could be constructed
Facilities for handicapped children at and the procedures which ought to be folSpringview Primary School-Privileges of lowed. Whether the difficulty is one of
Parliamentary committees-Early release bureaucracy or lack of decision-making at
scheme-Commonwealth Employment some level, I am not sure. I make no accuProgramme projects-High Street rail- sation about the reason for the department
way crossing-Integrated youth facility at being unable to assist. The situation is most
Croydon-Tobacco industry
unsatisfactory .

It was ordered that the debate be
adjourned until next day.

Mr FORDHAM (Minister of Education)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill)-The
matter I raise with the Minister of Education concerns the Springview Primary
School and a handicapped child. I know the
Minister will understand why I shall decline
to identify the child who is in the prepara-

The well-being of a young handicapped
child is being affected. The school has
approached the department and the relevant honourable member through the usual
and formal channels and has been unable to
obtain any resolution to the problem. I refer
the matter to the Minister of Education in
. what I hope he will accept as the proper
spirit. The identity of the girl should remain
confidential. There should be a speedy
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resolution to what all honourable members
would agree is a totally unsatisfactory
situation.
Mr MILLER (Prahran)-I raise a matter
for the attention of the Premier as the representative of the Attorney-General. It concerns a problem faced by the Public Bodies
Review Committee in conducting its recent
inquiry into Victorian ambulance services
and relates to a problem which arises from
the power, privileges and immunities of
Parliamentary committees.
In this case the Public Bodies Review
Committee was authorized to inquire into
Victoria's seventeen ambulance services. In
the course of the inquiry an enormous
amount of evidence was heard from people
throughout the State representing all
ambulance services. The evidence included
that taken from officers of the services concerned as well as the collection of a huge
volume of material. However, during the
inquiry a number of attempts were made by
the management of some of those ambulance services to discourage ambulance staff
from presenting submissions or evidence to
the committee.

Adjournment

that. However, I have raised the matter to
seek advice from the Premier, on behalf of
the Attorney-General, on the interpretation
to be given to section 19 of the Constitution
Act 1975, which specifically requires that:
The Council and the Assembly respectively and the
committees and members thereof respectively shall
hold enjoy and exercise such and the like privileges,
immunities and powers as at the 21 July, 1855 ...

The section does not refer to witnesses who
might appear before the committees. When
one considers that one of the most fundamental and important functions that must
be carried out by the Parliament is fact finding and investigative, which it delegates to
the investigative committees-Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill)-On a
point of order, Sir, I am not intending to be
provocative. I hope to assist the House by
pointing out that the matter the honourable
member for Prahran is raising is out of order
on two counts. Firstly, he is referring to a
matter of privilege relatin~ to a Parliamentary committee and the pnvilege associated
with that committee. Secondly, he has also
made reference to the relevance of the Constitution Act. There is a Bill before the
House relating to amendments to the Constitution Act. On both of those grounds, the
honourable member is out of order.

The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the
honourable member for Prahran that he
appears to be headed on a course of raising
a matter of privilege. I advise the honourMr FORDHAM (Minister of Educaable member that the procedures that have tion)-I am conscious of the fact that the
been laid down on that matter are well honourable member's time has all but
established. If the honourable member is expired. From the information that has been
not raising a matter of privilege, perhaps he made available to the House this evening,
should redirect his remarks before he goes it is an important issue and it would be a
too far towards raising a matter of privilege. pity if, simply because of the eftluxion of a
few minutes, the matter lapsed. If there is
Mr MILLER-Mr Speaker, the matter I any doubt in your mind, Mr Speaker, it
am addressing is the power of Parliamen- would be appropriate for the honourable
tary committees to conduct inquiries with- member to seek your advice in chambers,
out any of the witnesses who appear before as a precedent exists for advice of that sort.
them being intimidated by persons who may The honourable member could be advised
be superior to them in the ambulance ser- as to the appropriate way to pursue the matvices or officers who conduct or manage ter. It is a legitimate matter that has to be
those services or committees of manage- given further consideration through the
ment. During the inquiry which was con- appropriate forum of the Parliament.
ducted by the committee, a question arose
The SPEAKER-Order! I find myself in
related to the scope of the privileges and
a most difficult position. The matter has
immunities vested in the committee.
been raised by the honourable member for
Essentially, the question is legal and I Prahran on the motion for the adjournment
respectfully submit, Mr Speaker, the matter of the sitting and, from the works that I
raises a question of privilege. I do not deny have heard, I believe the matter being raised

Adjournment

is an issue of privilege. That is my view
without taking advice.
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attention. I refer to a situation in which two
youths were recently arrested for committing an offence. Both youths, when brought
I must uphold the point of order made by before the court, pleaded guilty to the offthe honourable member for Forest Hill and ence and were fined $3000 each. One of the
I advise the honourable member for Prah- youths was 23 years of age. His mother was
ran that, if he believes there is an issue of widowed and of very little means but she
privilege in respect of the matters that he raised the $3000 because she believed that
has touched upon, he should go through the was the right thing to do, as it had been
process that has been established for some dictated by the court. The other youth
time and seek the advice of myself in cham- refused to pay the fine and was arrested, put
bers as to what action to take in the future. in gaol at Pentridge Prison and released 24
The honourable member's time has expired. hours later. There was no demand on him
Mr FORDHAM (Minister - of Educa- to meet the fine that had been imposed.
tion)-Mr Speaker, your point was that if
The widowed mother of the other lad is a
the honourable member for Prahran thought
it was a matter of privilege he should do constituent of mine. She feels very aggrieved
certain things, but even ifhe does not think that the system within the administration
it is a matter of privilege it is in his interests of the early release scheme is so flexible. If
and in the interests of the House to seek one is an honest citizen trying to do the
your further advice so that he can clarify it right thing-as she did to keep her son out
in his own mind and make a judgment as to ofgaol-one finds that those who, by choice,
whether it mayor may not be a matter of do not pay the fine are actually held for only
24 hours within our penal system and no
privilege.
other penalty is imposed.
If you were prepared to give the honourThis area requires a tremendous amount
able member further advice on this issue in
chambers, it would be to his benefit and to of correction. The Minister has indicated
that another review will be carried out. That
the benefit of the House as a whole.
does not help my constituent, who has writMr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill)-As ten to me saying that she is $3000 out of
the Deputy Premier made comment on the pocket, which amount she had to raise at a
point of order I raised earlier and has not high rate of interest. She is a pensioner.
taken a further point of order in relation to
Is it possible for the Minister to redress
that matter, it is proper for me to add to his
remarks by saying that I support the pro- this iniquitous situation by repaying the
posal that has been raised by the honour- amount of the fine to the widow, or will the
able member for Prahran, and I support the Minister give some guarantee that, without
observations that have been made by the further delay, she and her Government will
Deputy Premier in his submissions to you. introduce stringent guidelines as to the
administration of the early release system
The SPEAKER-Order! I do not find a so that the blatant abuse of the system and
point of order. I believ~ the Chair is receiv- the victimization of some members of the
ing advice from both the Deputy Premier community can be avoided in the future?
and the honourable member for Forest Hill.
Mr McDONALD (Evelyn)-Can the
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposi- Minister for Employment and Training
tion)-I raise with the Minister for Com- advise the House when an announcement
munity Welfare Services a matter that can be expected on Community Employinvolves the inequities of the administra- ment Programme funding for projects that
tion of the early release scheme. The public have already been before the consultative
perceives, and I believe justifiably so, that committee.
since it has been in office the Cain GovernMany projects have been funded under
ment has gone soft on crime in this State.
the CEP scheme in the Evelyn electorate
The matter I raise is one of the greatest which have provided jobs for the long-term
inequities of this scheme and is so inhuman unemployed as well as creating useful facilithat it needs the Minister's immediate ties in the community.
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Many people who, because oflack of work
experience, could not previously get jobs
have benefited from the programme and
gone on to be gainfully employed in permanent jobs. One submission presented by
the Kilmore council seeking CEP funding
was the Kilmore "instant muscle" scheme.
The proposal was to undertake a pilot
scheme with the aim of forming a co-operative to provide work training and management opportunities for young unemployed
men and women. The project was to provide an odd-job handyman service within
the Shire of Kilmore. Activities were to
include gardening, lawn mowing, pruning,
removing old buildings and general handyman and farm work which would provide a
service to residents, especially pensioners.
This is a worth-while project and within the
announced guidelines for CEP funding. Can
the Minister advise me when an announcement can be expected on the projects that
have already gone before the consultative
committee?
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-I wish to address
a matter to the Assistant Minister of Transport, which concerns a letter I wrote to the
Minister of Transport on 2 April 1984 and
an acknowledgement I received to that letter on 12 April. Since that time I had heard
nothing until my secretary contacted the
Minister's office on 28 September. The matter concerns the High Street railway crossing at Glen Iris, which is part of V/Line's
'operation. The crossing is in a disgraceful
condition with potholes that are so deep
that vehicles are being damaged. Yet, it has
taken until 28 September since my initial
contact on 2 April to receive a reply on the
matter, and my office had to contact the
Minister to obtain that reply.

Adjournment

done about the matter because the Minister
was prepared only to send out acknowledgements. Nothing has occurred. It is a
disgraceful and deplorable situation and it
indicates that the Ministry of Transport is
probably not doing its job in the way it
should because when it is contacted by
someone, whether it be a member ofParliament or a member of the public, it does not
provide an answer.
The railway crossing at High Street is
deteriorating. I believe it is the property of
V/Line and it ·should be repaired. I ask for
an assurance from the Assistant Minister of
Transport that V/Line will do something
about that dan$erous crossing. I am sorry, I
understand it IS the Metropolitan Transit
Authority that is responsible in this instance.
I ask the Minister whether he will give an
assurance to the House that some action
will be taken.
Mr HILL (Warrandyte)-I raise a matter
with the Minister of Education. Last year
and early this year the Croydon community
developed some exciting ideas for the youth
in Croydon. As a result of discussions with
a wide range of people, including the young
people themselves, an idea of an integrated
youth facility was developed.
Through the service of an architect, a
building has been designed which will allow
such a facility. The concept includes a
Community Youth Support Scheme centre;
a T AFE workshop and a drop-in centre for
young people, thus meeting the needs of
young people in employment, education and
in leisure.

The building has been designed to be sited
My secretary spoke to a Mr Graham on land belonging to the Education DepartNicholls who said that he would reply to ment, where the Croydon Community
the correspondence, but that he had not School is also located. This is an excellent
received notification from the Metropolitan site. It is near transport and public facilities,
Transit Authority. My office heard nothing and it would be well integrated within the
until 9 October when my secretary again community. Since early this year, the prorang Mr Nicholls, whose only comment was ject has received wide community support,
that he could not help but he gave my sec- including support from the regional direcretary the name of Mr Keith Sutton at the tor of the Education Department.
Metropolitan Transit Authority and sugRecently, the committee of the project
gested that we could fix it ourselves.
wrote to the Minister of Education, asking
I wrote to the Minister as a member of for permission to use this land for this purthe House attempting to have something pose. The Minister refused on the grounds

Adjournment

that the land might be needed for other purposes of the Education Department, that
there were certain noise factors that had to
be taken into consideration and that there
would be a reduction in car parking facilities.
I suggest to the Minister that the project
deserves a closer examination. It may well
be that other arrangements can be made to
accommodate the needs of the Education
Department, and I suggest, with respect to
the Minister, that he re-examine the issue .. I
invite him to visit the site, and meet with
members of the committee so that he can
see the work of the project, the spirit and
enthusiasm of the people and the way in
which the community is meeting the needs
of its youth.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I raise for
the attention of the Premier a matter which
relates to the future of the tobacco industry,
particularly in north-eastern Victoria. The
tobacco industry in north-eastern Victoria
is worth approximately $25 million a year
to tobacco growers. It is an important
industry within that area and it is concerned about the charges that have been
imposed on it by the Government.
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per year when taxes on tobacco products
amount to $107 million. I received a copy
of the response from the Premier dated 8
October 1984 which was addressed to the
chairman, Mr Lindsay Smith, of the tobacco
growers of Victoria, which indicated that
the Premier was not prepared to meet representatives of the industry to discuss the
continuation of funding being provided for
tobacco research. The reason the Premier
provides in these letters is that he believes
the Government has taken a stand and that
the simultaneous funding of tobacco
research and the extension and the promotion of anti-smoking campaigns is
incompatible.
I understand the comments made by the
Premier but I do not believe there is any
justification for removing funds for tobacco
research in north-eastern Victoria. Tobacco
will be grown in that area for many years.
Despite the Government's endeavour to
readjust people's attitudes, they will continue to smoke and there will continue to
be a demand for tobacco products.

Many people may ~ot be interested in
smoking, but to claim that people should
not smoke, that there should not be research
to provide better grades of tobacco and that
Members of this House will be aware that assistance should not be given to the induscurrently a 25 per cent tax is imposed by try-particularly regarding diseases found
the Victorian Government on the sale of in the growing of tobacco-is totally wron$.
tobacco products. In the current year, it is The industry believes it is wrong that It
estimated that the income for the Victorian should not receive some assistance from the
Government will be $107 million from fees Government to maintain viable farms for
and charges on the tobacco industry com- tobacco growing. The National Party sees a
pared with last year when it was $84 mil- need for the Premier to reconsider the attilion, with the same 25 per cent charge. The tude taken by the Government in phasing
tobacco growers of Victoria, because of their out the assistance that has been provided
concern-and most of these growers are over a long period.
centred in north-eastern Victoria-wrote to
I indicate that the Labor Party candidate
the Premier. They also provided to the
members of that area, copies of the letters in the 1982 election for the electorate of
that were sent to the Premier over a long Benambra clearly indicated that there would
period of time, specifically letters sent dur- be no· phasing out of the assistance and
ing August-September. They sought an stated that there would be a continuation of
interview with the Premier to discuss the tobacco research. The Premier is now indifuture of the industry because of plans by cating that he will not meet with deputathe Government to phase out over three tions nor provide any form of assistance on
years any financial support to that industry a continuing basis for the industry.
for tobacco research.
I ask the Premier to reconsider the attiThe amount usually provided to the tude that has been taken by the Governtobacco research station at Myrtleford, ment to discontinue research, because
amounts only to some $200 000 to $300 000 research may be able to provide better
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Adjournment

grades, of tobacco which may not be as detrimental to the health of people who smoke
today's tobacco products.

any Government that does not recognize
that is completely setting aside its responsibility to the community at large.

Mr FORDHAM (Minister of Education)-In regard to the matter raised by the
honourable member for Prahran, you, Mr
Speaker, advised him to give consideration
to taking other possible avenues following
further advice, so I will leave that issue.

Mrs TONER (Minister for Community
Welfare Services)-The Leader of the
Opposition raised with me the matter of
two persons who were convicted of a similar offence, and both received a penalty of
an extremely significant fine of the order of
$3000. In one instance, the young man
involved chose not to pay the fine and went
to prison as a consequence of that. In the
other instance, the widowed mother of the
young man concerned chose to pay the fine
so that her son did not have to go to prison.

The honourable member for Forest Hill
raised the matter of a disadvantaged child
attending the Springview Primary School
and the need for proper ramp facilities to be
provided to facilitate the integration of the
child into a regular school in a meaningful
way. I thank the honourable member for
drawing the matter to my attention, and I
will have it investigated by officers of the
Education Department.
The honourable member for Warrandyte
referred to proposals within the Croydon
community to meet the needs of youth
within that area. He referred to proposals
for the Education Department to make
available land and facilities, in part or in
whole, on an existing site within the Croydon area.
It is true that I have received advice from
the local region that it is expected that there
may be a need for educational facilities to
be developed throughout the parcel of land
in question. However, I regard the project
as being important and one that should be
encouraged in any way possible. I undertake to visit the area with both the local
members concerned, the honourable members for Ringwood and Warrandyte, to discuss with the local people what can be done
to further assist this worthy venture.

The honourable member for Murray Valley raised a matter concerning the tobacco
industry and sought a continuation of
research assistance for the industry. I will
draw his comments to the attention of the
Premier, particularly his further request that
a deputation be received to further discuss
the matter.
The Premier has clearly pointed out the
Government's position on this matter which
has the overwhelming support of the community. Smoking is a grave danger to health
for both present and future generations, and

The Leader of the Opposition suggested
that the Government should give recompense to the widow. I would think that he
would have been better to have advised the
widow that her son was an extremely selfish
young man to allow his widowed mother to
pay the fine for him. I hope he works hard
to recompense his mother and understands
that ~he paid the fine so that he would not
be labelled with the fact that he had been to
prison.
In the instance of the young man who
went to prison and remained there for a
short time, he then continued to serve his
sentence at an attendance centre, where he
was compelled to work out his sentence by
doing work for the community. That is still
not a pleasant option. However, the relevant decisions were made by each family
involved. The Leader of the Opposition
would be ill advised-and I notice that he
has left the Chamber and is not interested
in the answer-to indicate that the young
to prison was made a
man who did not
scapegoat because believe he was selfish to
let his widowed mother pay the fine, unless
he is prepared to recompense her.

fO

Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Employment and Training)-The honourable
member for Evelyn raised the matter of a
Community Employment Programme project being submitted by the Kilmore Shire
Council. Apparently, the project involves
some form of handyman service with a
proposition that it be designed to service
pensioners and to have the J?otential of being
developed into a co-operatIve.
Consideration of Commonwealth
Employment Programme projects is con-

Adjournment

tinuing through the consultative committee. I will draw to the attention of the
Ministry of Employment and Training the
strong representations made by the honourable member to me. I indicate that it is of
some assistance to obtain local knowled~e
in respect of particular applicants to assIst
in the determInation of those issues.
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Mr SIMPSON (Assistant Minister of
Transport)-The honourable member for
Malvern raised the matter of potholes existing in the area of the High Street railway
crossing. I will have that matter investigated.
The motion was agreed to.
The House adjourned at 11.49 p.m.
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Questions without Notice
COSTIGAN ROYAL COMMISSION
REPORT

Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the
National Party)-I refer the Premier to a
statement he made that the Costigan Royal
Commission report would be tabled dunng
this sessional period. Can the Premier give
an undertaking that there will be an
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
adjournment overnight after the report is
presented to enable a sensitive debate to
take place on this most important
STATE INSURANCE OFFICE
document?
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the OpposiMr CAIN (Premier)-The conduct and
tion)-Has the Premier disciplined his business of the House is something that I
Treasurer in the light of the irrefutable evi- shall discuss with the Leader of the House,
dence that the Treasurer has either con- and I have no doubt that he will take up the
doned or ordered the illegal movement of matter with Leaders or Deputy Leaders of
funds in the State Insurance Office? If not, the other parties.
does the Premier condone the breaking of
I believe the Costigan report will be made
the law?
available to the Victorian Government and
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I can only assume the Commonwealth Government some time
that the Leader of the Opposition has not late tomorrow, and further time will be
listened to the answers to the series of ques- required for printing because of its volume
tions asked by him and his colleagues of the and size.
Mr Kennett interjected.
Treasurer this week. If the Leader of the
Opposition had listened, he would have
Mr CAIN-That is the information I
recognized that the course of action taken have. The Leader of the Opposition may
was perfectly in accordance with the know more. The tentative arrangements are
requirements of the Act.
that the report be tabled on Thursday of
The Treasurer has achieved more as next week, but that is subject to arrangeTreasurer in two and a half years than any ments and discussions that will take place
of his predecessors and I say that without over the week-end between the Commonqualification. It has been a truly superb per- wealth Government and this Government.
Since coming to office, the Government
formance in a most difficult office. When
one regards what this Government in- has followed a course concerning the tabling
herited because of mismanagement on the of joint reports. It has tabled them in
part of the former Government and con- accordance with arrangements followed by
siders what the Treasurer has done since the former Government on the timing and
then, I can say only that he is the best Treas- the material to be tabled. Mr Costigan's
recommendations will be the prime conurer in Australia, bar none.
sideration in regard to the latter aspect.
Honourable members interjecting.
I shall take up with the Leader of the
Mr CAIN-To take up the interjection, House how the matter should be handled
if honourable members want to be more from there. The normal course has been that
expansive than that, I am prepared to go copies will be made available to the other
along with that, too. The people of Victoria parties at some reasonable time before the
recognize the role the Treasurer has played tabling.
in getting the State back on the rails and
Under the usual arrangements the debate
ensuring that there are jobs and economic would take place following the Ministerial
growth in Victoria. The Treasurer and the statement and the tabling of the report, and
Department of Management and Budget I should expect that there would be one
have been important ingredients in that role. speaker from each party. I should expect
Victoria is leading the economic recovery that arrangement would be observed in this
and it will continue to do so.
case, as it has been with similar reports.

The SPEAKER (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds)
took the chair at 10.35 a.m. and read the
prayer.

Questions without Notice
EDUCATION DEPARTMENT
PROPERTIES
Mr STIRLING (Williamstown)-Will
the Minister of Education inform the House
whether he has initiated a review of all
properties held in the name of the Education Department; if so, what is the result to
date?
Mr FORDHAM (Minister ot Education)-Last year I sought from the Education Department a general overview of
properties held in the name of the department to ensure that Victoria received the
best value for its public investment in land
over a significant period. It immediately
became evident that there had not been a
significant review of property holdings
within the Education Department for a very
long time.
The review that I initiated will result in
Victoria getting better value for its public
assets. Hundreds of redundant properties
have been found throughout Victoria.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr FORDHAM-I will take up the
interjection and the support of the honourable member for Murray Valley; he is aware
of the fact. Last year the Government realized approximately $10 million in property
disposals, and that money was ploughed
back into Education Department spending.
Following discussions with the Premier and
the Treasurer, this year it is estimated that
a further $10 million worth of property will
be disposed of for the benefit of Victoria;
again, that money will be put into schools
and educational institutions for the benefit
of students.
As an illustration of the delays that have
occurred, I will quote a typical example of
the files that are coming to me. It relates to
the disposal of school site No. 1897 at
Broadford North. A school at that site was
opened on 30 July 1877 and closed on 31
January 1885, and all the improvements
were removed from the site, which has now
been vacant for 99 years.
It is regrettable that successive Governments have failed to undertake a property
review to ensure that public assets are not
tied up and laid to waste. Dozens of
instances have been brought to my attention-in fact, well over 100 in the past
year-as the review has been progressing.
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I assure honourable members and the
public that the Government is getting better
value for public investments, and property
owned by the Education Department is just
one example. I know that the Victorian
community is wholeheartedly behind this
reassessment.
STATE AND REGIONAL
INDUSTRIES PROGRAMME
Mr AUSTIN (Ripon)-Will the Minister
for Industry, Commerce and Technology
table or make available for inspection all of
the files, documents and memoranda relating to negotiations between the clothing
company, Stafford Ellinson (Manufacturing) Pty Ltd, and his department on funding
under the special assessment category of the
State and regional industries programme?
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Industry,
Commerce and Technology)-I am not
prepared to table the information sought by
the honourable member. In most cases
where agreements are undertaken to assist
industry in this State, those matters are, by
their nature, confidential and should not be
made available to the public.
SPECIAL EDUCATION UNITS
Mr HANN (Rodney)-Is the Minister of
Education aware that the Victorian Teachers Union strongly supports the retention of
special education units around Victoria? If
he is aware of the support of that union for
those units, is he now prepared to $ive the
House an assurance that he will retaIn those
units in future?
Mr FORDHAM (Minister of Education)-I find it somewhat novel that the
Deputy Leader of the National Party is acting as spokesman for teacher unIons in
Victoria.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr FORDHAM-I think there may be
an election in the wind! I have received representations from the Victorian Teachers
Union on this matter. I might add that that
union also supports the integration of the
disabled, and the reality is that one cannot
have both. There just simply are not sufficient public funds.
I am sure the taxpayers of Victoria would
not want to have an unnecessary duplication of resources and services and, if it is
not a duplication, there will be no worry.
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The Government will endeavour to obtain
the best value for taxpayers' dollars and,
above all, the best service for those students
in particular need.
I have agreed to take no action on the
recommendation concerning special education units for 1985. I have undertaken to
discuss with the Victorian Teachers Union
and the new integration unit, which currently is being put into place within the
Education Department, the best way in
which those resources can be used in future.
As with all matters involving this union, I
have no doubt that the Government will
reach agreement with it in the best interests
of all Victorians.
MULTIPURPOSE TAXI SCHEME
FOR THE DISABLED
Mr HARROWFIELD (Mitcham)-Is the
Minister of Transport aware that many disabled people using the multipurpose taxi
scheme are takin~ friends or relations with
them in the taxIs? What is the Government's attitude towards this practice, and
are there any proposals to. change this
scheme?
Mr CRABB (Minister of Transport)The practice to which the honourable member refers has been drawn to my attention
on a couple of occasions, rather in the context of its being a rort. The reality is that the
Government has been aware of the scheme
being used in that way, and it is quite happy
for it to be used that way.
It is often the case that disabled people in
the scheme need other people with them to
assist them. in shopping and their affairs,
and it is entirely proper that they should, in
hiring a taxi, regardless of the fact that the
Government subsidizes taxi fares by 50 per
cent, be able to take anyone they WIsh with
them, just as is anybody else. Therefore,
there will be no changes in the scheme in
that regard.
The scheme has been a major success. A
total of some 40 000 people are now registered in the scheme, and that figure is likely
to increase again during the rest of the year.
I might add that the Government is now
funding the scheme to the tune of $5 million during this financial year, and some
two million separate journeys will be covered by those taxi trips. That is in contrast
with the scheme the previous Government

Questions without Notice
was trying to put together when this Government came to office, which was restricted
to certain people defined as being significantly physically handicapped, over sixteen
and under 65 years of age, and receiving the
maximum pension or singles benefit. The
best the Government could judge was that
only about 2000 people would be eligible
for that scheme, as opposed to the 40 000
people in the present scheme.
The advisory committee the Government established is comprised almost
entirely of disabled people, which is in contrast with the previous Government's advisory committee, which had only one
disabled person on it. The only change to
the scheme that has been made in recent
times is that the advisory committee now
requires people applying for registration
under this scheme to produce documentation explaining the severity and permanency of their condition that makes them
eligible. That is the only change that has
occurred, and I am sure the advisory committee and the scheme will continue to provide real benefits for all disabled people in
Victoria.
CHILDREN'S SERVICES FUNDING
Mrs SIBREE (Kew)-As it is Children's
Week, I ask the Minister for Community
Welfare Services: In view of the fact that
the Government has cut the children's protection budget in real terms this year, and
in view of the Government's continued failure to fulfil the -promise it made in May last
year to introduce new measures against child
abuse, will the Minister now provide additional funding to enable both statutory and
voluntary non-Government children's protection services, such as Beryl Booth Court
and other protection services, to enable
them to remain financially afloat during this
financial year?
Mrs TONER (Minister for Community
Welfare Services)-The honourable member for Kew is confused about the facts.
Since the Cain Government came to office
it has employed regional protective care
workers who have responsibility for the
protective care of children in the State. The
regional workers work closely with the
voluntary agencies to ensure assistance is
given in respect of services that are provided by those agencies.

Questions without Notice
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The Children's Protection Society-after area and who are related to the history of
evaluating its programme-decided to that area are involved in the decision-makphase out its activities and to move in other ing process for the development of the Culdirections. The society will transfer to the tural Interpretive Centre.
State its statutory obligations for protecting
A meeting, which has already been held,
children. Discussions are being held with was convened by the Secretary to the Cabithe Children's Protection Society and with net, the honourable member for Werribee,
officers of the Department of Community and the Director ofT ourism, Mr Don DunWelfare Services to ensure that the protec- stan. As a result of the meeting a committee
tion of children is continued.
consisting of a majority of Aborigines has
This means the transferral of some been established. Aborigines will have an
departmental workers to the Children's important role in the development of the
Protection Society will be necessary to Fonn proposed centre. That will ensure that the
1 maintain that service. The matter has been Aboriginal people will participate in and
comprehensively considered by Dr Terry have control over their cultural heritage.
Carney and I look forward to his findings. That is an important part of the GovernThe regional protective care workers, who ment's programme, which will continue to
have been employed to co-ordinate ser- recognize and develop the Aboriginal hervices, have enhanced programmes for child itage of the State.
protection in the State. In addition, my colPOLICE DUTIES
league, the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, has contributed to protective
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-I ask the Minisservices with the introduction of commun- ter for Police and Emergency Services: Is
ity police squads which provide protection the Government cutting back its attack on
for children.
crime by transferring police personnel from
CULTURAL INTERPRETIVE CENTRE Criminal Investigation Branch duties to
traffic duties?
Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-Can the
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and
Minister for Industry, Commerce and Emergency Services)-The assignment of
Technology indicate the steps taken to operational duties of police personnel is the
ensure consultation with tbe Aboriginal prerogative of the Chief Commissioner of
community and their involvement in the Police. I have total faith in his judgment,
Cultural Interpretive Centre, which is to be as, I believe should all members of this
established in the Grampians National Park, House.
as proposed in the Government's tourism
strategy?
AUSTRALIAN MEDICAL COUNCIL
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Industry,
Mr WHITING (Mildura)-Will the
Commerce and Technology)-The Gov- Minister
Health inform the House
ernment is determined to involve Aborigi- whether theofAustralian
Medical Council, as
nal people in Victoria in the development distinct from the Australian
Medical Examof its tourism strategy, particularly where it ining Council, is now in existence
and, if so,
is related to the enhancement and protec- who is the president of that organization
tion of Victoria's Aboriginal heritage. The and by what authority was that person
Grampians National Park is important not appointed?
only as an area of natural beauty and granMr ROPER (Minister of Health)-This
deur but also because the area is of signifimatter is contained in proposed legislation
cance to Aboriginal art in Victoria.
before Parliament listed on the Notice Paper
To date more than 60 sites have been as
Orders the Day, No. 5. I shall obtain
recorded as unique and outstanding the adviceofthe
examples of cultural history. I understand for the debate. honourable member seeks
that work is continuing in the discovery of
significant Aboriginal art and culture in the
SCHOOL COUNCILS
Grampians area which will be incorporated
Mr HILL (Warrandyte)-Will the Mininto the Cultural Interpretive Centre. The
Government is also detennined to ensure ister of Education infonn the House of
that the Aboriginal people who live in that initiatives taken by the Government to
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involve parents with schools in the making
of decisions, particularly through participation in school councils?
Mr FORDHAM (Minister of Education)-I thank the honourable member for
his question and for his continuing interest
in the operation of the State school system.
It is true that I hope one of the hallmarks of
my period as Minister of Education will be
seen as a genuine attempt to develop a sensitive school community very much with
parents as a key focus.
The Government has attempted through
school councils to ~ve parents a very real
and important say In the development and
operation of the education system. Three
areas command immediate attention.
Firstly, there is the development of the
selection of principals. Many Governments
have talked about involving school councils
in the selection of principals-this Government has done it.
Secondly, the Government has ~ven
school councils a very real opportunIty of
contributing to the dev((lopment of dIscipline policies, which really means the
involvement of parents in the development
of discipline programmes at schools.
Thirdly, the over-all responsibility for the
curriculum policy of a school has the
involvement of school councils. Recently
the Government legislated and received the
support of all parties in Parliament for that
role of school councils. All these initiatives
stand for the principle that parents have not
only a general interest and concern but also
a partnership in the development of school
communities.
I have been delighted with the response
across Victoria from school councils at that
opportunity. Not one school council has
taken the option of not being involved, for
example, in the selection of principals and
vice principals in schools. Many people suggested during debate that school councils
would not want to avail themselves of that
opportunity. Not one has suggested that it
did not want to participate. Dozens and
dozens of appointments have now been
proceeded with.
It is in this context that I am concerned
about the proposals of the Opposition in
one of its announcements-although I note
that the shadow Minister of Education has
now been displaced and it will be seen

Questions without Notice
whether the new shadow Minister, and I
look forward to having two opponents now,
will try to reverse some of the very conservative and backward approaches of the Liberal Party on the issues of school
communities, school councils and the role
of parents.
The Opposition's announcement has had
a very negative reaction from the Victorian
Federation of State School Parents Clubs in
Victoria and from VICCSO, the Victorian
Council of School Organizations. Quite
clearly they view it as turning back the clock
and refusing to recognize that parents have
a legitimate and proper role in the partnership and development of schools, particularly school councils.
I give an assurance to Parliament that the
Government will not resile from the
approach it has taken. It is confident it has
the whole-hearted support of the school
community.
PUBLIC HOLIDAY
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-I refer to
the intention of the Government to declare
an additional public holiday on 31 December and ask the Minister ofTransport-The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, before he even
commences his question, whether he is
anticipating debate on a Bill that is before
the House.
Mr MACLELLAN-No, Mr Speaker. In
view of that intention, I ask the Minister of
Transport whether it is intended to apply it
to V/Line services-that is, country passenger services-and what would be the cost in
lost revenue to the Metropolitan Transit
Authority and the State Transport Authority in the event of that holiday being
declared.
The SPEAKER-Order! The question is
in order.
Mr CRABB (Minister of Transport)The honourable member for Berwick would
be aware of the arrangements that were
made in regard to providing free public
transport since he pulled that stunt on the
four Sundays preceding the last State election. However, he restricted it to the metropolitan area.

Questions without Notice
Since this public holiday is to celebrate
the l50th anniversary of the State of Victoria, all the people of Victoria will participate in the holiday equally. The free service
will apply to all the public transport services in the State.
MOTOR ACCIDENTS BOARD STAFF
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-I ask the Minister of Labour and Industry whether his
Ministry has increased the number of field
staff of the Motor Accidents Board in order
to stamp out· fraudulent practice in the
motor accident claims area, or are the four
field officers still trying to deal with almost
48 000 claims a year?
Mr SIMPSON (Minister of Labour and
Industry)-Honourable members will recall
that very early in the life of Parliament certain allegations were raised by the honourable member for Coburg and directed to the
attention of the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services, and following that
referral a lengthy inquiry took place. I
understand that a report is finally to be
compiled. Once that report is made available, I will see whether any additional personnel are needed in that area.
The SPEAKER-Order! I called the
Opposition out of sequence. I now call the
honourable member for Ivanhoe.
WOMEN'S REFUGES
Mr A. J. SHEEHAN (Ivanhoe)-I ask
the Minister for Community Welfare Services what action the Government has taken
to improve services to women's refuges?
Mrs TONER (Minister for Community
Welfare Services)-I thank the honourable
member for Ivanhoe for his interest in
women's refuges. He has been a great
supporter.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mrs TONER-The Opposition may
laugh, but I wish some members of the
Opposition party would demonstrate the
same interest in the Yarra Valley Women's
Refuge as the honourable member for Ivanhoe has shown, because he has given that
refuge a great deal of support when certain
members of the Opposition party have been
prepared to throw women out on their ear.
Honourable members interjecting.
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Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-On a
point of order, I find the remarks of the
Minister for Community Welfare Services
offensive. The mere fact that the Minister
likes to get into conversational difficulty
does not justify the suggestion that I or any
other member of the Opposition would be
willing to throw people out on the street. I
ask the Minister to withdraw the suggestion
and to answer the question and not abuse
people.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister of Education)-On the point of order, Mr Speaker, I
am interested that the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition feels personally involved in the
response of the Minister, but the reality is
that I do not believe an individual member
may claim for a withdrawal of a general
statement of the sort made by the Minister.
Because of the way the House rules are set
out, it must be a specific matter and it would
have to be related to a specific individual. It
would be impossible to undertake Parliamentary debate in any meaningful way if
any honourable member could rise and say
that he took offence at a general statement
of that sort.
The SPEAKER-Order! I do not find that
that is a point of order. The Deputy Leader
of the Opposition has found a remark, or
remarks, made by the Minister for Community Welfare Services offensive. He has
asked for a withdrawal, and I call on the
Minister for Community Welfare Services
to do so.
Mrs TONER (Minister for Community
Welfare Services)-I am prepared to withdraw the remark because I was not alluding
to the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the
House that unless it comes to order, the
Chair and the proceedings cannot be
recorded because of the uproar and the constant barrage of interjections. The Minister
cannot be heard, and I ask the House to
listen to the Minister in silence.
Mrs TONER-With reference to the
matters that were raised by the honourable
member for Ivanhoe concerning women's
refuges, I indicate that the State and Federal
Governments co-operatively have done a
great deal for women's refuges in Victoria.
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Last year an additional $820 000 was allocated under the women's emergency services programme and those funds were used
to provide an additional women's refuge in
the Barwon region and, in addition to that,
a 24-hour referral service. This service also
provided for emergency care while women
were waiting for a place in a refuge, so temporary arrangements were made for them
in that regard. That has been of great assistance to the service as a whole. There has
been an increase in staff at refuges so that
seventeen refuges now have 3·5 staff and
one refuge has four staff.

Petitions
It was ordered that the petitions be laid
on the table.

PARLIAMENTARY CONTRIBUTORY
SUPERANNUATION FUND
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-By leave, I
move:
That there be presented to this House a copy of the
report of the trustees of the Parliamentary Contributory Superannuation Fund for the year 1983-84.

The motion was agreed to.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer) presented the
report in compliance with the foregoing
order.
It was ordered that the report be laid on
The Government has taken a number of
initiatives to improve the programme, and the table and be printed.
that includes the provision of two vehicles,
PAPERS
and two refuges have been allocated substantial allocations for renovations to their
The following papers, pursuant to the dirproperties. I am grateful to the Federal ections of an Act of Parliament, were laid
Government because it has the same con- on the table by the Clerk:
T own and Country Planning Act 1961:
cern as the State Government about
Benalla-Shire of Benalla Planning Scheme 1953,
women's refuges. It has been much easier to
Amendment No. 20.
work with the Hawke Government in 1his
Cobram-Shire of Cobram Planning Scheme 1979,
regard than it was to deal with its
Amendment No. 15.
predecessors.
Cranbourne-Shire of Cranbourne (Western Port)
PETITIONS
The Clerk-I have received the following
petitions for presentation to Parliament:
Liquor Control Act
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER. AND MEMBERS
OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT
ASSEMBLED:
We, the undersigned Citizens of the State of Victoria, register an emphatic protest against any further
extension of hours and increase offacilities for the sale
of alcoholic liquors.
Your petitioners pray that the honourable members
will heed the ample evidence of grave social consequences and massive economic cost to the community
arising from the consumption of alcoholic liquors, and
we respectfully urge that the honourable members will
not proceed with the currently proposed amendments
to the Liquor Control Act.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever
pray.

By Mrs Ray (20 signatures) and Mr B. J.
Evans (13 signatures)

Planning Scheme, Amendment No. 26 (1983).
Echuca-City of Echuca Planning Scheme,
Amendment No. 55 (1982).
Flinders-Shire of Flinders Planning Scheme 1962,
Amendment No. 171.
Geelong Regional Planning Scheme, Amendment
No. 83 (1983).
Knox-City of Knox Planning Scheme 1965,
Amendment No. 267.
Lillydale-Shire of Lillydale Planning Scheme
1958, Amendment No. 170.
Melbourne and Metropolitan Planning Scheme,
Amendment Nos. 150 (Part 4), 227 (Part 2e),
230 (Part 2), 232 (Part 1A), (Part 2), 272 (Part
1), 274 (Part 1), 276 (Part 1), 302, 309, (ten
papers).
Port Fairy Planning Scheme 1959, Amendment
No. 25 (1983).
Rosedale-Shire of Rosedale Planning Scheme,
Part 2, Amendment No. 15.
Swan Hill-City of Swan Hill Planning Scheme,
Amendment No. 8.

STATE INSURANCE OFFICE
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I wish to move the adjournment of
the House for the purpose of discussing a
definite matter of urgent public importance,
namely, the failure of the Government to
take adequate remedial action to protect the

State Insurance Office
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workers compensation from a funded system to an unfunded system in 1982-83 and
not in 1983-84 as Parliament was advised.
That is a substantial change in procedure. It
is something the Oppositi.o~ will .p~ove up
during the debate because In Its .opinion and
in the opinion of others more Independent
than the Opposition, that is an illegal procedure and it is understandable that the
Premier and the Treasurer have, over the
past two days, skirted around the issue.
More importantly, the Treasurer has
refused and continues to refuse to identify
when the decision was made to transfer from
a funded system to an unfunded system ~nd
by whom that decision was made. ~a.s It a
decision of the Insurance Commlss.Ioner
himself or was it done on the authonty or
at the direction of the Treasurer? If that was
the case that would obviously involve the
Govern:nent and the Premier. The Treasurer refused to answer questions about the
That the House do now adjourn.
illegality of the move and about. the
In view of the grave financial difficulties in measures
the Government has taken since
the State Insurance Office and in view of it
has been brought to its attention to do
the Government's unwillingness to address anything about it.
those difficulties through the normal ParliaIt will be obvious by the end of my speech
mentary procedures, the Opposition seeks
to
the House that the reason why the Govto debate a matter of urgent public importance namely, the solvency and viability of ernment has done nothing about it is that it
the State Insurance Office and the implica- has continued to condone the illeplity pertions this may have for the Government's petrated by the State Insurance Office.
What surprises the Opposition more is
stated intention to establish a State monopoly over workers compensation in Victoria. that the Treasurer has refused to indicate
This motion is especially urgent in view whether he is aware of the losses of the State
of the Treasurer's repeated refusal to answer Insurance Office for the year 1983-84. The
questions put to him over the past two days Treasurer has refused to indicate when the
for the State Insurance Office will be
in Parliament. The Treasurer has been one report
made
available
to Parliament. Yesterday,
of the few Ministers in the Government
Treasurer gave the most absurd answer
who, when asked questions by the Opposi- the
when he said that this was a matter for the
tion has more often than not been most Insurance Commissioner and the Auditorforthright in his answers and therefore his General. The Treasurer is the Minister
particular stance over the past two days has responsible for the Sta.te Insura!lce .Office.
been unusual. One must ask why the Treas- Either he has been negbgent or his mlsma~
urer has refused to answer questions put to agement is at a high level. If that report IS
him quite simply. What does he or the Gov- to be tabled in the House, as it should be,
ernment have to hide? What are their obviously the Treasurer will know ~bout it
motives and if nothing has been wrong in and, ifhe is doing his job at all, he .Wl~l have
the conduct of either the Treasurer or the to know how that statutory authonty IS runoperation of the State Insurance Office, why ning and what its trading terms have been
has the Treasurer deliberately tried either to over the last financial year. Further, as the
withhold or to deceive the public and Par- Minister responsible for the State Insurance
liament on these questions?
Office if the Treasurer did not apply for an
The Treasurer has refused to discuss the exemption under the Reporting to Parliafact that the State Insurance Office changed ment Act, he has been !legligent again. Eit~er
the basis of funding of the Government's he knew he had appbed for an exemption

solvency and viability of the State Insurance Office in the light of information
recently provided to it by the Insurance
Commissioner.
Approval of the proposed discussion was
indicated by the required number of me~
bers rising in their places, as specIfied In
Standing Order No. 26 (b).
The SPEAKER-Order! The motion
before the Chair to adjourn the House was
provided to me in the normal manner prior
to the commencement of the proceedings
this morning. I have read the motion carefully and have sought the advice of the
Clerk. It is not easy to decide on the
motion's relevance, but in view of the manner in which it is framed, I will accept the.
motion as being relevant.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I move:
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from the reporting procedures or he did not.
If he did not seek that exemption he has
been negligent and ifhe did seek the exemption he has misled Parliament and deliberately deceived Parliament.
The Treasurer has obviously seen fit to
force over these important issues. It is
because of that and because of information
supplied to members of the Opposition from
officers of the State Insurance Office, who
are genuinely concerned about what is going
on there, that the Opposition has had. no
choice but to brin~ to the attention of Parliament the establIshed facts about the performance of the State Insurance Office and
to draw to the attention of the House the
implications this will have for the Governmenfs stated intention about the future of
workers compensation in Victoria.
There are two other brief points to make
to set the scene. The Government has issued
no extension of workers compensation
licences for the private sector beyond 28
February 1985. Yesterday, the Treasurer
implied that that was because the Government intended to change the system and
that all the reasons were obvious. I point
out that when, only a month or so ago, the
Premier announced that the workers compensation system would be changed-and
he did so with great publicity-he said that
proposed legislation would be introduced to
effect the changes to the system. If, in fact,
that course had been followed and proposed
legislation had been introduced, the answer
given by the Treasurer yesterday may have
been more relevant.
This is the second last week before Parliament rises but no proposed legislation on
changes to the workers compensation system has been introduced by the Government. The reason for that is simple; the
Premier and the Treasurer know that they
have been condoning an illegal activity and
they know that if proposed legislation of
that type is introduced the information that
the Opposition has been compiling for many
weeks will come before Parliament for
assessment. That is why no proposed legislation has been introduced. There is now no
way in which the workers compensation
system can be changed until after the next
election and the whole of the industry is in
a state of uncertainty.
To further set the scene, I refer to the
record of the State Insurance Office in the

State Insurance Office
field of workers compensation insurance. In
1980-81, the SIO made a profit of $2·399
million in workers compensation liability.
In the year 1981-82, it made a further profit
in that field of$7·128 million. For the year
1982-83, which is the latest year for which
we have an annual report, the SIO lost
$83·075 million in the area of workers compensation. I shall repeat the facts: In
1981-82, it made a profit of a little more
than $7 million and in 1982-83-the first
year of the Cain Government, the first year
of operating on an unfunded rather than a
funded basis, condoned if not authorized by
the Treasurer-there was a loss of $83·075
million. What an enormous reversal!
One has to ask why that occurred. Firstly,
there may have been added costs of administration, and I shall refer to those later.
Secondly, it may have been because of
higher claims, irresponsibly higher claims,
that have been paid by the office. Thirdly, it
may have been because the Government in
no way tried to relate premiums to claims
experience. Fourthly, it may have been
because the Government has been using SIO
moneys-moneys paid in in premiums for
workers compensation for the benefit of
employees-for other projects. It has been
using moneys it was not entitled to use as it
has done.
It is clear from the records-not the
records of the Opposition but the records
that are before Parliament-that in 1980-81
there was a profit, in 1981-82 there was a
profit and in 1982-83, the first year of the
Cain-Jolly Government, there was a dramatic reversal and a massive loss. The
1982-83 annual report of the SIO was not
tabled until May 1984-eight months late.
Again, one has to ask what were the reasons
for the delay. The same question could well
be asked concerning the 1983-84 report.
However, when one examines the 1982-83
report, the reason for the delay becomes
quite obvious. It is clear that between 30
June 1983 and 30 December 1983 the State
Insurance Commissioner handed to the
Auditor-General a draft report to be audited.
That is quite normal commercial practice
and the time frame is within normal
procedures.
In the report forwarded to the AuditorGeneral, the Insurance Commissioner indicated that, for the first time, the SIO had
moved from a fully funded system to an

State Insurance Office
unfunded system of workers compensation
insurance. So that there can be no doubt
about it, I shall quote from the 1982-83
Annual Report and Balance Sheet of the
State Insurance Office. In reference to
employers' liability insurance, the Insurance Commissioner states:
This provision is established on an actuarial basis
with adjustments made to cover the cost of handling
outstanding claims and to provide for claims incurred
but not reported. However, for Government policies,
a more appropriate method of assessing claims of using
case assessments rather than actuarial appraisals has
been adopted. The difference between the case estimates and actuarial calculations is $218·278 million.
This amount will be covered by future premiums as
the claims costs are incurred.

That is a clear statement from the Insurance
Commissioner that under Government
policies the SIO has moved to a different
system. It is an admission by the Insurance
Commissioner that there IS a difference
between estimates and reserves of more than
$218 million and that that amount will be
covered by future premiums. That is a
totally incorrect procedure. It is illegal. That
is apparent from an examination oithe Act,
and that point will be proved by the
Opposition.
Because of the admitted changes in the
funding procedures, the Insurance Commissioner was able to report a profit on
paper of $17 million and not the actual loss
of more than $83 million.
Mr Jolly-It was a profit!
Mr KENNETI-The Auditor-General
audited the accounts containin$ that statement by the Insurance CommIssioner. In
his report, which forms part of of the annual
report of the SIO, he said, regarding the
change in funding:
The effect of this change in the current year was to
teduce the provision for outstanding claims for
employers' liability by $1 ()()'696 million and to transform a loss for this class of insurance of $83'()7 5 million to a profit oUI7·621 million.

That was the amount I said was a paper
profit. The Treasurer then interjected and
said that it was an actual profit. Is the
honourable gentleman disagreeing with the
Auditor-General?
There can be no doubt that the Treasurer
is engaging in a political and public coverup-one of the greatest of all times. When
the Treasurer responds to my allegations
and the facts I am putting to the House, he
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is sure to say that the Opposition knows
nothing about economics.
However, the Opposition is not making
this claim-the Auditor-General is making
it and the Opposition is using the AuditorGeneral's figures. It amazes me that the
Treasurer has acted in such away, illegally,
for so long-and supported by the
Premier-when the Auditor-General finds
it is unacceptable and says that the paper
profit is, in fact, a loss of$83 million.
While auditing the accounts of the State
Insurance Office for 1983, the AuditorGeneral was obviously very concerned, to
put it mildly, about the change in the funding proced~res. He then sought legal definition from the Crown Solicitor. At page 41
of his report to Parliament, which was tabled
by the Treasurer this year-and I should
say at this stage that there is reference to a
Crown Solicitor'S opinion-the AuditorGeneral stated:
Advice received by the Department from the Crown
Solicitor indicated that the "pay-as-you-go" principle
was not in accordance with the provisions of Section
72 of the Workers Compensation Act 1958.

In other words, what was going on was not
in accordance with the laws of this Parliament and this State, and the State Insurance
Office was acting illegally. The wording of
the statement I have just quoted is interesting, because one has to ask how the AuditorGeneral actually obtained the Crown Solicitor's report. Did he seek it himself, or did
he, as I suspect, go back to the Treasurer or
to the Department of Management and
Budget and say, "Loo,k, you have been acting illegally. Have you obtained any opinion from the Crown Solicitor that supports
your case?" That is what I suspect occurred,
because, at page 41 of his report, the
Auditor-General stated, "The advice
received by the Department ... ". So far as
I know, it is the Auditor-General's Office,
and not the ~~department". The precedjng
paragraph in the Auditor-General's report
referred to the following:
The incurred claims and administrative expenses,
which was the basis used by the Insurance Commissioner in arriving at the total premium, amounted to
$39·95 million for the 1983-84 year. The Department
of Management and Budget paid an amount of $21·8
million to the Insurance Commissioner based on the
estimated amount payable under the new arrangements.
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Therefore, he was talking about the Department of Management and Budget. He then
stated:
Advice received by the Department from the Crown
Solicitor ...

That to me is quite clear evidence that, in
all likelihood, the Auditor-General did not
go to the Crown Solicitor but that he went
back to the Treasurer, the Minister responsible for the State Insurance Office, and said,
"What you are doing is not good enough in
my opinion. You have converted this massive loss into a profit to cover yourself, to
cover your illegal activities. Do you have
any evidence from the Crown Solicitor to
justify your position?" I believe the Treasurer then said, "Yes. I have had my department examine the matter; it has been raised.
Maybe the Insurance Commissioner was
concerned about it. I have an opinion from
the Crown Solicitor and he has said that."
If that is the case, that puts the Treasurer
of this State in a totally unacceptable position. It means that he probably directed the
State Insurance Office to go from a funded
to an unfunded system so that he could
drain and misuse the reserves of this State
to suit himself.
Mr Rowe interjected.
Mr KENNETI-I point out that these
are not my words; they are words taken from
the report of the Auditor-General, who was
concerned enou~ to obtain an opinion from
the Crown SolicItor, and he said quite clearly
that "it did not comply". If the Crown Solicitor has given that opinion and the Treasurer has continued to act illegally, one must
then call into question the ability of the
Treasurer to any longer hold a position of
office in this State. The Treasurer is not just
playing with the Government's money, but
also with employees' money; it is their
money and the premiums paid by employers on their behalf that the Treasurer has
put at risk.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr KENNETI-It is not amazing, and

State Insurance Office
the view held and the position taken by this
Government.
It is an incredible situation that, after
receiving the Auditor-General's report,
which was dated 23 December before it was
published, the Insurance Commissioner had
another bite in an unusual practice and
added an addendum dated 30 December to
the 1982-83 Annual Report and Balance
Sheet of the State Insurance Office. In that
addendum, the commissioner was trying to
excuse a change in the system which the
Crown Solicitor has said does not comply
and is totally illegal. That addendum states:
The Auditor-General comments also upon the change
in the method of assessment of the outstanding claims
provision relating to government policies (see Note 1
(c) to the Accounts) indicating an effect on profit in the
Employers Liability class of business.
The Auditor-General in his reports in past years has
referred to the non-matching of premiums with claims
expenses in the accounting for government policies.
In this year we have taken note of his comments and
have matched premium charges based on case estimates with claims incurred also based on case estimates.

Honourable members should note this
point. It continues:
As the basis of government policies is that of costplus handling charges there is no possibility of a "loss"
situation arising and therefore the Auditor-General's
comment of transferring a loss to a profit is
unreasonable.

He states that it is "unreasonable". The
Insurance Commissioner was desperately
trying to justify and explain away a change
in procedures which have been said not to
comply. The Insurance Commissioner then
said that the concerns of the AuditorGeneral and the Crown Solicitor are unreasonable. He further stated:
As the Government intends to convert at least part
ofits workers compensation cover to a "pay as you go"
situation, I believe that our approach in using case
estimates is a move in the desired direction.

That is what the Insurance Commissioner
stated in the addendum to the report of 30
it is understandable that the Minister of December 1983, almost one year ago. The
Transport calls this rubbish. On this occa- Government made the decision that the
sion, both the Treasurer and the Minister of
Transport, deliberately and for their own office would move to operating an unfunded
political reasons, now want to ignore and system and, obviously, it also made the
forget the report and comments of the decision for a single insurance scheme. That
Auditor-General of this State and the opin- decision was made a year ago.
ion of the Crown Solicitor, which both refute
Mr Jolly-That is contrary to the law.

State Insurance Office
Mr KENNETI-Of course it is contrary
to the law. The addendum also states:
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they· are, but he will not say: Why not?
Obviously, they will be damaging.
Having accepted the matching concept in relation to
The other questions to be raised and
outstanding claims on Government policies, we believe which the Opposition will continue to raise
that any other treatment would have resulted in a dis- relate to the actual effect of moving from a
torted result in the Employers Liability class of business.
funded to a non-funded system, consequent
The position before Parliament is quite financial losses, the position in which the
clear. The Government and the Treasurer Government has put the State Insurance
have changed the system of funding in the Office, and the desire by the Government to
State Insurance Office from a funded to an move to a workers compensation commisunfunded system. The Auditor-General has sion and to set up a single insurer in Vicrai~e~ concern about it aI?-~ has sought the
toria for workers compensation.
opInIon of the Crown Sohcltor. That opinThese areas will clearly indicate the
ion was probably also obtained by the
motives
behind the Treasurer's desire to
Treasurer. The Crown Solicitor said that
now
set
up
a new commission or authority.
that course of action was unacceptable and
of how the Treasurer may conRegardless
that it was not in accordance with the provisions of section 72 of the Workers Com- tinue to try to cover it up, there is no doubt
pensation Act. In other words, although that he and his Government have acted illethere had been an indication that, in future, gaIly. It would not be acceptable to Parliathe Government would change the system, ment for a private insurer to do it and it
without that change being made, without a should not be good enough for the Governreview into workers compensation and ment to set different standards outside the
without the existence of legislation, the letter of the law.
More importantly, it is obvious that the
Government pre-empted all of that and
Treasurer has continued to condone the
made the decision on its own.
. I put it to the House that, if any self illegal activity for months, if not years. As I
Insurer or insurance company in the private have said, people at the State Insurance
sector had done anything like this, it would Office are themselves disturbed at this
have had its licence immediately removed Treasurer's administration. They are speakby the Treasurer, because that action does ing freely to the Liberal Party and the Liberal Party will continue to raise their concern
not conform with the Act.
because they represent the concerns of
There are two sets of rules and two sets of employees in this State.
principles. If one is in the private sector,
Honourable members should not believe
one has to honour the letter of the law, but
the Government can adopt unto itself an for a moment that the Treasurer, in any
entirely different set of rules and regula- response he will give today, can possibly
tions. Quite obviously, that is unacceptable. cover up the one salient fact: That he and
his Government have acted illegally and
There are other implications.
The question is: Where is the 1984 report? have continued to condone illegal actIvities
That is crucial because if the unfunded of the State Insurance Office.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-The House has
practice is still being adopted then the losses
to which I referred earlier for the financial heard a disgraceful performance by the
year 1982-83 of $83 million will obviously Leader of the Opposition. Some time ago
be substantially greater in the financial year he indicated that he wanted to sell off the
State Insurance Office; he cast doubts on the
1983-84.
State
Bank; now he wants to sell out the
As I said, the Treasurer is the Minister
responsible for the State Insurance Office State Insurance Office. He is attempting to
and he has said that he has no responsibility undermine the standing of the State Insurfor bringing that report before Parliament, ance Office in this community.
He posed the question: What is this Govthat it is the responsibility of the AuditorGeneral and the State Insurance Office. The ernment doing to improve the position of
the State Insurance Office? I remind the
Opposi~ion has asked repeatedly when the
report IS to come down and what are the House that the Government initiated legislosses. I ask the Treasurer: Does he know lation to expand the role of the State Insurwhat they are? Of course, he knows what ance Office so that it can compete on an
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equal basis with the private sector. That
initiative was opposed by the Liberal Party.
It did not support that proposition. It
wanted to sell off the State Insurance Office
to the private sector. The Government has
expanded the role of the office and given it
the opportunity ofcompeting on equal terms
in the market-place and moving to other
areas of commercial insurance.
The point completely ignored today by
the Leader of the Opposition is that the only
difficulty that exists with the profitability of
the office is compulsory third-party insurance. The Leader of the Opposition made
no mention of that. It is the only problem. I
remind honourable members that the Liberal Party decided that it would not increase
premiums in the past for compulsory thirdparty insurance and that it would not
undertake a fundamental overhaul of the
third-party insurance system. The mouth of
the Leader of the Opposition is open seven
days a week but his mind is open on no day
of the week.
The previous Liberal Party Government
held the level of third-party insurance premiums so low that forced the private sector
out of this insurance, which created a State
Insurance Office monopoly. In the years
1977, 1978 and 1979 no increases at all were
made to third-party insurance premiums.
There were losses in that area.
I emphasize that the Liberal Party did not
even have the coura~e to fundamentally
reform compulsory third-party insurance. I
assure honourable members that, after the
Government has completed the reform of
workers compensation, the next step is to
allocate resources to undertake a fundamental overhaul of compulsory third-party
insurance in the State because it is desperately needed. The Government is working
on workers compensation now because it is
the major area to be tackled.
The profitability of the State Insurance
Office is set out in its profit and loss account
for 30 June 1983. It is clearly stated in those
areas where the office competes profitably
in the market-place. For employer's liability-that is, workers compensation-the
office had a profit in 1982 of $7·1 million
and 1983 of $17·6 million. That is clearly
set out in the State Insurance Office profit
and loss account.
Mr Kennett-You fiddled the books!

State Insurance Office
Mr JOLLY-That is an imputation that
in no way can be substantiated. The State
Insurance Office determined its profitability according to appropriate financial techniques and on that basis, which I shall
demonstrate, the Auditor-General asked the
office to present it in that way. In 1982, the
State Insurance Office had a loss on comprehensive motor car insurance of$2·2 million, but in 1983 it had a profit of $1·5
million.
In areas where commercial insurance is
provided by the State Insurance Office there
have been profits in the years 1982 and 1983.
The losses occurred in areas of compulsory
third-party insurance. I remind the House
of those losses: The State Insurance Office
had losses in non-commercial insurance in
1982 of$134·8 million and in 1983 of$178·8
million-large losses.
The Leader of the Opposition tried to
make great play on the fiction that there was
a transfer from a funded system to a pay-asyou-go system in 1982-83. The interesting
fact on payments of workers compensation
premiums to the State Insurance Office from
the Government is that the system of payment, the funding arrangements which took
place in 1982-83, had existed for many
years. They had operated from 1974. The
Leader of the Opposition now says that
changes occurred in 1982-83. The funding
arrangements, the system ofincurred claims,
which was the basis of calculations of premiums in 1982-83, had existed since 1974.
The Leader of the Opposition is wrong
again, as honourable members have come
to expect. There was no transfer. From 1974
until 1982-83, the period in question, there
was not a fully funded system in operation.
The Leader of the Opposition does not
understand it. The Government made a
further change in 1983-84 to move to a payas-you-go system.
Mr Kennett-You admit it!
The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the Leader
of the Opposition to control his emotions
and to cease interjecting in such a disorderly manner. He had half an hour of debate
when the Chamber was in reasonable order
and I ask the honourable member to provide the same opportunity to the Treasurer
in his rebuttal of the argument.

State Insurance Office
Mr JOLLY-The Leader of the Opposition appears to believe he made a great discovery. In a letter to the honourable member
for Balwyn dated 2 October 1984, it was
clearly set out that the Government was
moving to a pay-as-you-go system in
1984-85. The Leader of the Opposition
regards this as a great discovery. I know he
is a slow reader and a slow learner but I
would have thought the honourable member for Balwyn would have informed him
of the contents of that particular letter. The
point I make is, there was not a fully-funded
system in operation from 1974 to 1982-83'
it was partially pay-as-you-go and partially
funded; that is the position at present and
that is based on incurred claims.
The legal doubts that have been raised
about the system of payment equally applies
to the private sector because there are regular active systems of payments of premiums
which currently apply in the private sector.
This is under the label of recurring costs
and management funding.
The reference in the Auditor-General's
~eport to a legal opinion is to one legal opinIon. I have received other legal advice which
informs me that so long as there is a binding
agreement between the Government and the
State Insurance Office that is a legal premium. It is a matter of opinion. The Government indicated to the Auditor-General
that in the context of reviewing the whole
workers compensation system it will consider the total system of funding of workers
compensation.
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The Leader of the Opposition should listen
to this. . . in past years has referred to the non-matching of
premiums with claims expenses in the accounting for
Government policies.
In this year we have taken note of his comments and
have matched premium charges based on case estimates with claims incurred also based on case estimates.

In other words, the State Insurance Office
has responded to the past comments of the
Auditor-General. In the Auditor-General's
report of 1982-83 where it sets out the calculations of profit on alternative arrangements-and this should be understood by
the Leader of the Opposition-on page 91
in paragraph 4. 23 . 18 the Auditor-General
states:
The variation was adopted to ensure that a proper
matching of revenue and expenditure was
achieved . . .

Clearly, if one measures profit on an appropriate basis it is important to match revenue with expenditure. That has been noted
in the Auditor-General's report, so the
measure of profit in the Insurance Commissioner's report is clearly the appropriate one
to adopt.
.
With respect to the tabling of the report
of the State Insurance Office, the Leader of
the Opposition should understand that the
report cannot be tabled until the AuditorGeneral has audited the accounts. When he
has audited the accounts I will table the
report. That is no problem.
I summarize the position so far as the
State Insurance Office is concerned. In the
area where it competes in the market-place
and where it provides commercial insurIn rel~tion to the issue of profitability, the ance, it is operating at a profit. The Leader
appropnate measure should always be used. of the Opposition would not know what a
The Insurance Commissioner, on 30 June profit was or what a balance sheet was. I do
1983, in ~rov~ding a measurement of profit, not understand how he has survived; it has
was movmg In accordance with the com- probably been more by good luck than good
ments made by the Auditor-General. In management.
In 1983, the employers liability profitaother words, the Auditor-General believed
it was an appropriate move for the SIO to bility, as is clearly set out in the State Insurtake. I quote from the addendum to the ance Office annual report, was $17·6 million;
report of the Insurance Commissioner for in comprehensive motor car insurance, $1·5
million; and now the Government has
the year ended 30 June 1983, which states:
extended the role of the State Insurance
The Auditor-General comments also upon the change Office so that it can provide a greater range
in the method of assessment of the outstanding claims of commercial insurance, not only to
provision relating to government policies indicating an increase its profitability but also to provide
effect on profits in the Employers Liability class of increased competition in the market-place
business.
and a greater number of services' to its
The Auditor-General in his reports . . .
clients.
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I commend the way the State Insurance
Office operates in the areas of commercial
insurance. The only problem which exists
in the office is in the compulsory third-party
insurance area and that is because of the
inaction of the previous Government.
However, the Government is undertaking a
comprehensive overhaul of compulsory
third-party insurance, after it introduces a
new workers compensation system which
will be based on rehabilitation. This system
will generate new jobs because it will reduce
workers compensation premiums and it will
be of social and economic benefit to the
people of Victoria.
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-The Treasurer
has descended into a personal attack on the
Leader of the Opposition in an endeavour
to cover up the serious problems of the State
Insurance Office that have been revealed by
the Leader of the Opposition in bringing
forward the motion this morning. I rise to
point out what has happened in the area of
employers' liability insurance in the SIO and
the way the Government has been abusing
its role in relation to the SIO, which has
compounded the problems that that office
faces.
Firstly, may I dismiss the claims by the
Treasurer that the real problem is in relation to third-party insurance.
Everybody knows that third-party insurance is in a bad state, but that is not the
subject of the adjournment motion moved
this morning. In trying to steer away from
the issue of workers compensation insurance, the Treasurer is effectively avoiding
the real question. I am surprised that the
Government has not acted earlier to do
something about the inadequate level of
premiums currently being paid on compulsory third-party insurance. The opportunity
for the Government to do so has existed
since it came to office; it has refused to do
anything about it. The Government has
allowed the situation to go from bad to
worse and it will catch up with the Government very soon if it does not do something
about it.
Let us examine what has happened with
workers compensation insurance. For the
Treasurer to state that the pay-as-you-go
system goes back to 1974 is simply untrue.
The Treasurer does not understand the way
in which workers compensation functions.
The Treasurer states that it is not a funded

State Insurance Office
system; it is a burning cost system. The
Treasurer is the slow learner in this place!
He should have a closer look at how workers compensation insurance operates.
For some time a cost-plus system of
workers compensation insurance has been
operating, which means that, on an annual
basis, the premiums are adequate to meet
the claims in that year, plus an administration charge, and plus provisions for the continuing claims flowing out of the claims
experienced in that year. Funds are placed
into the investments of the insurance company to meet the continuing claims during
the year. The Department of Management
and Budget understands the system and that
was made clear in the letter I received from
Dr Sheehan on 2 October, which stated:
The Government took a decision, in settling the
1983-84 Budget, that the basis of funding this cover-

That refers to workers compensation cover:
... should be changed from the previous formula to a
"pay-as-you-go" system.

The Department of Mana~ement and
Budget advised the OppositIon that the
change was made in preparin~ the 1983-84
Budget. Now the Treasurer tnes to say that
no change was made and the unfunded system went back as far as 1974. That is simply
not correct. The change was introduced
when the Government framed the 1983-84
Budget and became a matter of criticism by
the Auditor-General. He comments that,
magically, the Government had saved itself
$10· 2 million in the 1983-84 Budget by
reducing the amount paid to the State
Insurance Office:
This fall resulted from the Government's decision to
change the basis for meeting workers compensation
claims on behalf of employees to a "pay-as-you-go"
basis as distinct from the "cost plus" method previously adopted.

The Auditor-General and the DirectorGeneral of the Department of Management
and Budget understand that a change was
made. The only person who does not understand is the Treasurer. It was a cost-plus
system or, as the industry calls it, a burning
cost system. I remind the Treasurer again
that in the cost-plus system part of the funds
are used to make adequate provision for the
payment of claims that have arisen during
the year.
.
The Treasurer tried to save the Government money by reduCing premium payouts
to the SIO. The Insurance Commissioner at

