17 July 1985

Questions without Notice

ASSEMBLY

Wednesday, 17 July 1985
The SPEAKER (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds) took the chair at 11.6 a.m. and read the
prayer.

ABSENCE OF MINISTER
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the House that the Minister for Employment and
Industrial Affairs will be absent for question time.
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

BUILDERS LABOURERS FEDERATION
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-I refer the Premier to the statement made today by the Federal
Minister for Industrial Relations that Federal legislation against the illegal activities of the
Builders Labourers Federation may not come before Federal Parliament for at least a
month. Will the Premier assure the House that the Bill proposed by the State Government
will be introduced into Parliament and will go through all stages before Parliament rises
for the winter recess?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I believe I answered that question yesterday. If the honourable
member for Hawthorn and the minders of the Leader of the Opposition will allow the
Leader of the Opposition to be in the House a little later in the proceedings, he will be
made aware of the formal steps that will be taken in this regard.

MUNICIPAL OFFICES
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the National Party)-I refer to the many statements
made by the Minister for Local Government which made it clear that he intended to
reduce the number of municipal councils in Victoria in the not-too-distant future. Could
the Minister advise the House whether the reduction will be during the course of this
Parliament, assuming that this Parliament goes its full course.
Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Local Government)-A report of the Victoria Grants
Commission on the restructure oflocal government is being released today. The details of
that report will give a substantial endorsement to the Government's program of reducing
the number of municipalities in Victoria.
Victoria has more units oflocal government than New South Wales, despite its smaller
population. The City of Melbourne has more municipalities than the City of Sydney.
More importantly, the funding of local government is becomin~ more dependent upon
grants from both State and Federal bodies to the extent that is dIsclosed in the report. In
fact, some 42 municipalities in Victoria effectively derive only 30 per cent of their
expenditure from rates.
That is to say that municipalities are dependent and almost entirely lack the capacity to
make decisions on their own economies; they are dependent upon the Victoria Grants
Commission and other bodies. It means that the variety of services available, particularly
in those 42 small municipalities, are rather limited. The cost to the residents in the small
municipal units is quite heavily enforced in the report.
The report points out, for example, that in respect of plant and equipment, the per
capita cost in the 42 small municipalities with populations of 2000 persons or fewer is
about $196 a year. At the other end of the scale, the per capita cost in municipalities with
in excess of 75 000 persons is less than $15.
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The situation that has occurred in local government has been shown in various reports
since 1863, such as the report of the Stuart Royal Commission of that year, the Mohr
commission of 1962, and the Voumard committee of 1972, which all cast doubt on the
ability of the existing local government structure to cope with demand. There is a need for
more viability and more independence in local government to increase its capacity to play
a role in conjunction with the other two tiers of government at State and Federal levels.
The report which is to be released today will be an important tool in allowing debate
and enabling an understanding and appreciation of the need for restructuring to occur in
the community. When one examines the details of the report, one finds that there is a
great variation in the delivery of health and welfare services as a result of disproportionate
funding by particular municipalities. This means that the capacity of municipalities such
as those in the Bendigo area to enter into commercial arrangements is inhibited because
of the lack of unity in local government in those areas.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr SIMMONDS-The amalgamation of the Koroit shire is the first to have taken
place in Victoria in some twenty years. The problem for local government is that the
people who represented or dealt with the issues of local government in the past 27 years,
who now sit on the other side of the Chamber, ignored the plight of local government.
They ignored the fact that local government needs to be given assistance to carry out its
proper functions. I know that the most recent former Minister for Local Government of
the former Liberal Government, who now resides on the other side of the Chamber, would
say, ifhe were permitted to do so, that he totally supports the proposition of the restructuring
of local government. That honourable member, like honourable members on this side of
the House, is aware that failure to grasp the nettle on this issue will mean the continuation
of the situation where ratepayers in Victoria are paying disproportionate amounts for rates
and are receiving disproportIonate services.
The Government's form of restructuring is totally supported by the report of the Victoria
Grants Commission which points out that, in economic terms, failure to deal with the
issue over the past 100 years has rendered local government impotent and incapable of
being brought into the twentieth century in the manner in which the Government proposes.
I commend the report to all honourable members as a basis of reform for local
government, which will bring it into line with the economic development which this
Government has introduced in Victoria and which the Commonwealth Government has
introduced in Canberra.

APPRENTICESHIP SCHEME
Mr MICALLEF (Springvale )-Can the Minister for Education provide to the House
details ofimprovements, including the provision of places, to the Victorian apprenticeship
system?
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-As the Premier and the Treasurer conclusively
demonstrated, Victoria is leading the economic recovery in Australia.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CATHIE-It is all very well for members of the Opposition to criticize the economic
achievements of the Government, but it is part of the Governments' over-all economic
strategy to stimulate jobs, particularly for young people.
One of the clear indications of the success of the Governments' policy is the large
increase in apprentice places available this year. Those increases are reflected in high areas
of growth in the economy, especially in the building, hospitality and motor car industries.
They are also reflected across the whole range of apprenticeship positions in the State.
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The Government has had to find additional places, resources and teachers within the
technical and further education sector in order to meet the increasing demand for first
year apprenticeship places. The increase is such that the number of persons currently
seeking apprenticeships is running at approximately 30 a day or 150 a week. The
Government is now reaching the record intake of 1978, when there were 11 776 new
apprenticeship places. The current figure represents an increase of 3285 apprentices over
the intake last year.
The Government has a clear commitment to the Youth Guarantee Scheme. The
Government will offer all young Victorians between the ages of 15 and 18 years full-time
education, full-time employment, full-time training or a combination of each of those.
The fact that the Government is having such success in offering jobs to young people
and providing additional schooling, which is needed by young people, shows the success
of the policies and programs of the Government despite the constant criticism by members
of the Opposition.

BUILDERS LABOURERS FEDERATION
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-Given the Premier's commitment that the
proposed legislation dealing with the Builders Labourers Federation will pass through
both Houses before the Parliament rises for the winter recess and in order to prove the
bona fides of the Government, I ask the honourable gentleman whether he will give a
guarantee at this moment that the proposed legislation will receive the Royal assent within
seven days of it passing through Parliament.
The SPEAKER-Order! The Leader of the Opposition has asked a question relating to
the action of the Governor, over which the Premier has no control. I ask the Premier to
answer the part of the question that is appropriate to his responsibilities.
Mr KENNETT-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, may I rephrase the question so there
is no doubt about the way in which it should be answered by the Premier?
The SPEAKER-Order! I shall allow the Leader of the Opposition to rephrase the
question.
Mr KENNETT-Thank you, Mr Speaker. I ask the Premier whether he will now give a
guarantee that he will submit the proposed legislation dealing with the Builders Labourers
Federation to the Governor in order to seek Royal assent within seven days of it being
passed by Parliament.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-The Leader of the Opposition obviously has great difficulty in
discerning the distinction between the roles of the legislature, the Executive and the
jUdiciary.
Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the House that I shall call the Premier when the House
comes to order.
Mr CAIN-The Government's position on this issue has been made abundantly clear
to the people of the State and to those who can read, including the honourable member
for Gippsland West.
We have made it clear that we will act in accordance with the undertakings given. The
Builders Labourers Federation is a federally registered union and I understand the Federal
Government will be taking action. Any action we take will be complementary to that. The
Minister concerned is in Canberra today discussing the proposed legislation with Mr
Willis of the Commonwealth Government and Mr Hills of the New South Wales
Government. We will act according to what is required to ensure that this State plays its
part in the action that is being taken jointly by the Governments.
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The Government will determine at the appropriate time the way in which that process
will unfold. Today I shall give notice of the proposed legislation and the House will deal
with it in due course. I shall make clear the position of the Government.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CAIN-Obviously honourable members opposite were in a Government that bent
over and paid millions of dollars to the BLF with respect to the Loy Yang project, cost
this State untold millions of dollars and were in league with a series of builders who did
deals on the side. That is true. I understand the embarrassment of honourable members
on the Opposition side of the House when they have brought home to them the activities
in which they have been involved over a long period.

That is the legacy we inherited with that union and the industry. For two and a half
years this Government was tolerant. It enjoyed the best industrial relations record of any
State in the country. When one compares the figures of days lost in this State with the
period under the previous Government, one finds the difference is staggering. We have
industrial sanity in the State.
There was one exception, and that was the Builders Labourers Federation which, for
the reasons I have outlined, took the line that it was different from anybody else. For two
and a half years this Government resisted that difficulty and the pressures that were put
on it not only by them, but also by a host of people who wanted to tell this Government
how to conduct a criminal trial. We resisted that and were not prepared to be involved in
political interference in any trial in this State; nor will we in the future.
When the trial was over, the jury had made its decision and the judge had passed
sentence, some people said they were unsatisfied with the result. Then they walked off 50
State projects-projects that this State Government had set in motion for the economic
growth of this State. That is what this Government is about. We do not want to take
punitive action if it is not necessary. We have an obligation to ensure that economic
growth goes on. The 50 projects included schools, hospitals, T AFE colleges and all the
buildings the previous Liberal Government did not want to build. That is why the State
was run down when we came to office.
That is what the Government is about and that is what this issue is about. That is the
constant stand this Government has taken. I should have thought that, rather than making
nonsensical, derisive and scurrilous remarks, the Opposition would be supporting the
Government. If the Opposition were genuinely concerned about the development of the
State, it would back a Government that is going about this issue in the only way it can go
about it, and that is by a recognition that this action can be demanded only by the two
Governments involved, supported by other persons. That is what is occurring and that is
what this Government will do.
Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn)-I refer the Premier to page 2455 of Hansard of 1 July 1982
where he said:
My Government's position on this matter is clear. We oppose deregistration of the BLF ... deregistration ...
is a confrontationist tactic which resolves nothing.

What has caused the Premier to change his mind; and does his Government have the
support of the Victorian Trades Hall Council and the Australian Council of Trade Unions
for its newfound position?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I wonder where the honourable member for Balwyn was when I
answered the last question. He is ignorant and stupid. I notice that the Liberal Party is to
change its preselection process because it is not satisfied with the quality of the people it is
getting. It is high time it did so. A greater load of intellectual misfits I have never seen.
The honourable member for Balwyn asks a stupid question like that, and last night the
honourable member for Brighton read a speech from a book. I wonder what sort of people
the Liberal Party is bringing into this place.
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Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CAIN-The Liberal Party said it had improved the quality of its members last time,
but they are now worse than ever.

The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the Premier to answer the question.
Mr CAIN-The honourable member for Balwyn has been here long enough to know
better.
I was not prepared to proceed with an abortive, nonsensical process which had been
commenced by the former Government, without the necessary backing. Circumstances
have changed, and my Government is doing the job properly.

GRAIN HANDLING REVIEW GROUP
Mr W. D. McGRATU (Lowan)-My question is directed to the Minister for Transport.
Following the Canac report recommendations being made public and the subsequent
establishment by the former Minister of Transport of a review committee, comprising
Government departments, unions and the grain industry, can the Minister explain what
progress has been made by that review committee and indicate when its report will be
received?
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I am well aware that future grain handling
arrangements are both topical and extremely important to our rural industries. The recently
formed Grain Handling Review Group, is making good progress and anticipates producing
an interim report by the end of August this year.
As the honourable member suggests, the group is broadly representative; it includes
representatives of the Ministry of Transport, V/Line, the Victorian Farmers and Graziers
Association, the Australian Wheat Board, the Australian Barley Board and the Grain
Elevators Board. That group is currently reviewing the findings of the Canac Report,
which made some major recommendations about the future transport of grain in this
State. For those who are not aware, Canac is the consulting arm of the Canadian national
railways.
Recognizin~ the need for intensive consultation on this matter with local government
authorities, WIth grower organizations and with the community generally, I shall circulate
widely the recommendations of the review group so that all interested parties-including
unions, councils, local bodies and farmer groups-will have a chance of commenting on
the report. It is suggested that some two months will be allowed for that comment to be
made. I am sure many honourable members will want to have an input.
The Government has been involved in detailed discussions between the Road
Construction Authority and local government authorities who are concerned that increased
road paving costs may occur. That report will also be made available to me and to the
community at the end of August.
Once that review has been completed and public comment has been made upon the
review, it is intended that a report will come to me and then to the Government for
decision.
The group is nearing its completion of the strategy and I hope that as a result of the
work that it is doing and as a result of input received from interested groups, including
farmers, employer and employee organizations, that those responsible for deliveries will
be able to continue the high standard of delivery of wheat and barley through the Grain
Elevators Board, V/Line and the two main ports involved, namely, Geelong and Portland.
I am pleased with the progress that is occurring in developing the new arrangements
and policies. I am also pleased with the arrangements that are being made for the coming
wheat crop although I am sure that all honourable members share my concern that that
crop might not be as large as might be expected.
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PROPOSED SALE OF PUBLIC UTILITIES
Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-Is the Premier aware of future proposals to sell off
Government enterprises? If so, can he inform the House of the effect such sales will have
on the .economy?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I am aware of those sorts of proposals, in particular a resolution
of the national conference of the Federal Liberal Party.
Mr Williams-What does that have to do with us?
Mr CAIN-It has a lot to do with the Liberal Party.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member for Doncaster to cease
interjecting.
Mr CAIN-I understand the recommendation was to sell off public utilities and public
enterprises. That seems to be a philosophical commitment, a whim of the heart, of the
Liberal Party.
An Honourable Member-What about the trams?
Mr CAIN-I shall come to the trams in a minute, if the honourable member is so
interested in them. The Government is totally opposed to the selling off of a public utility
just for its own sake. That policy could only benefit those who would control such
instrumentalities. Members of the National Party who represent rural areas should be
wary of getting into bed with a lot who want to do that. They should be wary indeed.
Inevitably those utilities that are sold to private enterprise operate in only the profitable
areas. Many would say that unprofitable enterprises are being controlled by the State for
the benefit of rural areas which would not receive those benefits if the assets of that public
utility were sold to private enterprise. The State has some first-rate examples of efficient
public utilities. I reject the statement that every private enterprise is efficient and that
every public enterprise is inefficient. That is absolute rubbish. I hope that suggestion is
rejected right throughout Parliament. The Opposition should not listen to the resolution
of the Liberal Party's national conference in this regard.
Only yesterday there was an extremely good example of Victoria's success in the light
rail tender in Hong Kong which involved the Metropolitan Transit Authority. That is a
joint venture and the authority was a key factor in securing the tender because -it has an
expertise in that area matched by only one other or~nization in the world. That is a
tribute to the expertise, the dedication and the capacIty of the people who work in that
public utility. That shows what the Minister for Transport was able to achieve in securing
the Hong Kong contract through a public enterprise.
In today's Business Age, two Federal Ministers commended the tenacity and
resourcefulness of an Australian consortium in winning a $200 million contract to develop
phase one of a 34-kilometre light tram/rail network into Hong Kong New Territories. I
should have thought that the honourable member for Doncaster, who is more experienced
than most of his colleagues-if not his experienced colleagues at least his less intellectually
capable front-bench colleagues-would have rejected the notion of selling public enterprises
after the pasting that the Liberal Party received during the last election when it pursued
the nonsensical privatization notion. I should have thought that that was enough to turn
it off.
Before the last election the Liberal Party said that it was going to sell the gaols, the State
Bank, the State Insurance Office and the courts. That was just for starters! On a serious
note, I do not think anyone took them seriously and I am glad they did not.
Mr Speaker, the Leader of the Opposition is expert at demeaning his office because he
does it day after day and week after week.
The SPEAKER-Order! The Premier should speak on the question.
1370

17 July 1985

Petition

ASSEMBLY

7

Mr CAIN-There are more minders than there are members of the Liberal Party. They
surround him in a phalanx-like the old Roman soldiers-to look after the tongue.
I believe the people of this State need and deserve services from Government agencies,
which were grossly neglected for 27 years, and the Government is going to continue to
provide those services.

BUILDERS LABOURERS FEDERATION
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-The Premier has stated that he now has support which
was lacking when he withdrew from the deregistration proceedings against the Builders
Labourers Federation in 1982. The Federal Government was a party to those proceedings
at that time. I ask the Premier: Whose support does he now claim to have which he states
was lacking in 1982?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I can conclude only that my remarks about the capacity of the
front bench of the Opposition are well borne out. I should have thought that even the
honourable member for Brighton would have understood that what is contemplated by
the Federal Government in regard to legislation is a different process to what was
undertaken in the courts before.

PETITION
The Clerk-I have received the following petition for presentation to Parliament:

Skye Road, Frankston-Traffic problems
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:
The humble petition of concerned parents of present and future students of John Paul College, McMahon's
Road, Frankston, sheweth that the lack of a pedestrian controlled cross walk in Skye Road, Frankston, near
McMahon's Road, creates a very serious potential traffic fatality situation especially to students on their way to
and from school.
Your petitioners therefore pray that you urgently request the Frankston Council and the road traffic authorities
to continue to research, together with representatives of John Paul College and parent representatives, the traffic
problems on Skye Road and to resolve the situation as soon as possible, before a fatality occurs.
And your Petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.
:~.:

.

By Mrs Hill (504 signatures)
It was ordered that the petition 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:
Parliamentary Committees Act I 968-Report of the Minister for Transport as to action taken with respect to
the recommendations made by the Social Development Committee in its final report on road safety in Victoria.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts:
Administrative Appeals Tribunal Act I 984-No. 280.
Freedom ofInformation Act 1982-No. 270.
Industrial Training Act I 975-No. 274.
Surveyors Act I 978-No. 209.
Town and Country Planning Act 1961:
Bacchus Marsh-Shire of Bacchus Marsh Planning Scheme, Amendment No. 28.
Buninyong-Shire of Buninyong Planning Scheme, Amendment No. 27.
Ainders-Shire of F1inders Planning Scheme 1962, Amendment No. 186.
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Lake Tyers-Lake Tyers to Cape Howe Coastal Planning Scheme, Amendment No. 10.
Lillydale-Shire of Lillydale Planning Scheme 1958, Amendments Nos 163 (1983), 164 (1983), 196.
Myrtleford-Shire of Myrtleford-(Myrtleford Township) Planning Scheme, amendment No. 10.

TRANSPORT (VICTORIAN PORTS AUTHORITY) BILL
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport) moved for leave to bring in a Bill to establish a
Victorian Ports Authority, to abolish the Port of Melbourne Authority, the Port of Gee long
Authority and the Port of Portland Authority, to provide for the reconstitution of the
Marine Board of Victoria, to repeal the Port of Melbourne Authority Act 1958, the Port of
Geelong Authority Act 1958, the Port of Portland Authority Act 1958 and the Harbor
Boards Act 1958, to amend the Transport Act 1983, the Marine Act 1958 and certain other
Acts and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

NATIONAL TENNIS CENTRE BILL
Mr TREZISE (Minister for Sport and Recreation) moved for leave to bring in a Bill to
establish a National Tennis Centre Trust to administer a national tennis centre and for
other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

URBAN LAND AUTHORITY (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing) moved for leave to bring in a Bill to amend the
Urban Land Authority Act 1979 and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

ACCIDENT COMPENSATION BILL
The debate (adjourned from the previous day) was resumed on the motion of Mr Jolly
(Treasurer):
l

,

That this Bill be now read a second time.

and on Mr Ross-Edwards'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 discussions have been held between the Government, employer
organizations and the Trades Hall Council on-(a) the full involvement as insurers, of private enterprise
insurance companies and the State Insurance Office in developing and operating a workers compensation scheme
on a fully funded basis; (b) the reduction in delays in hearing cases and the excessive administrative costs
endemic in the current scheme; (c) the inclusion of an employee contribution in the premium income; (d) the
formulation of a viable system of rehabilitation; and (e) the provision of benefits commensurate with other
States".

Mr KEN NETT (Leader of the Opposition)-In commencing my remarks on what is
obviously an important, and in the opinion of the Opposition, disastrous measure, I join
with the Leader of the National Party in congratulating the honourable member for
Brighton on his contribution in this Chamber yesterday. It is interesting to note that both
the Premier and the Treasurer, who is responsible for the Bill, now supported by some of
the underlings on the back bench of the Government, have either resorted to personal
criticism or vitriol in putting down the substantial contribution made by the honourable
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member for Brighton. There is no doubt his contribution was well researched and will
stand in the public record for years to come. The proposed legislation is being forced
through Parliament at a time when the Government has a unique control of both Houses,
and it will be costly for the people of this State, both financially and socially and, more
importantly, in terms of employment.
The Opposition made the point clearly yesterday that it supports genuine reform of
workers compensation. Any Government, regardless of political flavour, must be prepared
from time to time to run some degree of risk for major reform. On this occasion the
Government is not running a reasonable risk. Without doubt it is putting the whole State
and its future at considerable risk. On the work done by the honourable member for
Brighton, which he categorized clearly, it is obvious that it is a risk at those levels that we
simply cannot allow to take place. If the Government had not been so dishonest and naive
in putting its case before the election and claiming that, on the one hand, it intended to lift
benefits and on the other hand, reduce premiums by 50 per cent, we may not be in the
trouble in which we find ourselves today where, after many weeks and months of discussion
by the Government with some sections of industry and union groups, tomorrow we will
be confronted with up to 300 amendments.
The consultation process that results in measures being continually delayed and then
requiring amendments in Parliament must raise serious doubts about the ability of the
Government to grasp the nettle. Had the Government said it would move towards a
reduction in premiums of about 15 or 20 per cent, or even up to 30 per cent as suggested
in the Cooney report, we may not be in the mess in which we are today.
The commitment to guarantee reductions of up to 50 per cent is totally dishonest and
naive. It is on that basis that the proposed legislation will fail. In more recent times the
Government and the Opposition have received representations from a wide range of
industries indicating that the measures will offer no reductions to them. Because of the
low scales they are on at present, by the nature of their businesses and employees' work or
because they may be able to negotIate particularly good deals with those with whom they
are dealing in the private sector, they are better off under the current system than they will
be under the new proposal.
It is becoming apparent day by day that in many cases businesses will not benefit. Some
will lose substantially. The tragedy of the situation is that it all goes back to the nub of the
promise made by the Government before the last election. The Opposition is not opposed
to genuine reform. As I said, had the Government not made extensive and irresponsible
claims, the House today would perhaps be debating a Bill on which there was universal
agreement and which offered genuine reductions in premiums. There may even have been
some increase in benefits, but to make the claim that there would be a 50 per cent
reduction, and trying to match that by an increase in benefits of up to 20 per cent will
make the Bill unworkable. I am sure the initial genuine intent of the Government when it
struck out to tackle this hard issue has, to some degree and in many ways, been destroyed.
If only the Government had initially been realistic, the House could be in a strong position
today to bring about genuine reform.
As the honourable member for Brighton said, honourable members on the Opposition
side of the House support the basic recommendations of the Government's Cooney
committee. Because of the commitments made by the Government under electoral pressure,
the recommendations of its committee, which could have brought about genuine reform,
have now either been ignored or totally rejected. There are differences in approach between
Labor Governments right around Australia. It is of concern to the Opposition that because
so many businesses are working in several States of Australia, we should be striving to
bring about a degree of unanimity so that if a business operates in this State and has
branches or factories in New South Wales, there is a common denominator in facing the
massive problem being confronted by industry under the guise of workers compensation.
The New South Wales Government has treated this issue more realistically and more
fairly than the Victorian Government. The way in which the Treasurer has handled the
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negotiations has led to a situation in which the House will have to deal with up to 100
amendments tomorrow. Although we have been given a summary of what is contained in
the amendments, to this stage we have not seen them in detail and will not be able to
finalize our position on them until we see them.
Because of the nature of the Bill and some of the basic fundamentals contained within
the measure, we have no alternative. I say that with considerable regret because I am sure
all of us wanted genuine, well-thought-out reform to occur. The Government was well on
the way to doing that. For that I give it credit.
The Government threw away that chance under electoral pressure before the last election.
The Opposition has no alternative, because of the various clauses in the Bill, but to oppose
it as strongly as it can. The Liberal Party has no doubt that on its return to Government it
will have to correct much of the damage that has been done.
The honourable member for Brighton, who is going to make a first-class Treasurer on
the Liberal Party's return to office, will bring into that office and into Parliament experience
in private enterprise, which has been so sadly lacking by the current incumbent of that
position. To answer the interjection, it has a lot to do with the Bill because this proposed
legislation has the opportumty of not only assisting employees in our society, but also
employers and Parliament would not be debating the measure today if the Bill had done
that.
One of the difficulties has been that the Treasurer has never had to earn $1 from his
own investment dollars, unless it has been at the races, based on utilizing private enterprise
skills. The Treasurer has been involved in the trade union movement and now in the
political arena. It is because of the lack of understanding and because of the promises
made before the last election and the breakdown in communication and consultation with
the various groups that this Bill has been introduced into Parliament in an absolute mess.
The honourable member for Brighton pointed out clearly that the Opposition is
fundamentally opposed to a system of nationalization of any industry. That is the difference
in philosophy between our political opponents and ourselves and there is no way we are
going to resolve that difference.
I make the point again that, in New South Wales, a Labor Government had the knowledge
and the work experience to realize the importance of private enterprise and. to allow
private insurance companies to remain within that business. In Victoria, the Government
is more socialistic and is more committed to its ideology than any other Labor Government
anywhere in Australia and, therefore, regardless of the necessity to involve the private
sector to ensure that this scheme works, the Government, particularly the Treasurer,
through lack of appreciation and understanding of the private sector, has moved to
exclude them.
.
The Liberal Party fundamentally opposes any legislation which seeks to remove from
the private sector work done by the private sector and which brings it into the public arena
to be dealt with by bureaucrats.
The Treasurer made great play during the debate yesterday, through interjections from
time to time, about how well the scheme is going to work and how inefficient the private
sector has been. Just as a comparison and to put it on the record, if the Government has
so much knowledge and ability why is it that on our assessment of entries in the Government
Gazette from 16 January 1985 to 3 July 1985, the Government has spent a total of
$498 550-almost $500 ODD-in employing private consultants to tell it how to run a
Government scheme? Surely there is a basic and fundamental contradiction. Most people
understand that, in any service, because of the balance in favour of the private sector as
opposed to the public sector-which is certainly starting to equate a lot more-most of
the experience on a whole range of issues exists within the private sector.
If the Government and the Treasurer had all the answers, how and why did they have
to spend so much money going to the private sector to obtain advice. I do not have to go
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through the names of the private consultants, but among them are lan Malcolm John
Baker, now on the Government pay-roll, who received $21 000; Computer People and
Richard Cumpston, who received $50 000; IBIS, which received $80 000, and the list goes
on and on. I am endeavouring to make it clear that the Government is removing from the
private sector, as part of its nationalization program, the involvement of private enterprise
because the Government says it can run the scheme better; but it does not know how to
run it better and it therefore accepts advice from the private sector.
The honourable member for Brighton made it quite clear yesterday that any form of
Government involvement in almost any industry does not over time prove to be more
efficient in terms of costs or services than those services provided by the private sector
where there is competition.
A State monopoly of any sort is the beginning of disaster, not only financially, but also
for service. Workers compensation is a combination of service and cost. It is a service to
those who are in the work force, be they union members or non-union members and it is
a series of costs to those who have to pay for it. The two come together in determining the
confidence for employment scales and structures in this State.
In Canada, where there is a monopoly State-run system, they now have one of the most
embarrassed financially disastrous unfunded deferred liability systems that one could
possibly pull out as an example anywhere in the world. Look at the Treasurer's handling
of the State Insurance Office in compulsory third-party insurance! If the Treasurer cannot
even run the State Insurance Office which is continually operating at losses in excess of
$500 million, how is he in God's name going to run a nationalized workers compensation
scheme that will ultimately result in huge losses? It has to result in huge losses if the
premiums are dropped by 50 per cent in many cases and benefits are increased by 20 per
cent.
What the honourable member for Brighton said yesterday was that even on the very
best figures provided by the Government, in ten years' time the loss will be $4 billion.
That is not the worst situation because, on the figures provided, the Government loss
could be $8 billion. How much longer is the community to allow politicians, regardless of
their political flavour, to introduce legislation backed with expensive publicity campaigns
to bring about short-term gains for electoral purposes, as they see it, but which will build
up a huge deferred cost that the people of the State will ultimately have to pay?
There is no doubt that the deferred losses of$I-6 billion of the State Insurance Office is
the direct result of the incompetence of the Treasurer. The deferred losses in workers
compensation, based on this proposed legislation, in ten years' time and on 1985 figures,
will be at best $4 billion and may blowout to $8 billion or even more.
Is there not some degree of responsibility that should bind all Parliamentarians together
to ensure that if schemes are to be introduced there must be a financial balance whereby
the community receives the benefit of those services.
What right does Parliament have to say that the grandchildren of today's community
will have to inherit the debts that will result from this proposed legislation from which
those future generations will gain no benefit? It is immoral.
There is no way the State will be able to afford it. One has only to study the public sector
superannuation scheme. Again, that is an unfunded scheme. It is causing this State huge
financial problems in the short term and, in the long term, it will cost the community most
dearly. Again, social welfare operates on an unfunded basis. At a Federal level over the
past twelve years it has increased from 18 per cent of the gross national product to
something more than 29 per cent of the gross national product, and it is continuing to rise.
No provision has been made for it.
The Liberal Party disagrees with nationalization. One must realize that at the
fundamental core of nationalization is competency of Government administration, this
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Government and past Governments-whether a Liberal or a Labor Party Governmentand a Government's ability to run any Government authority or agency responsibly and
effectively. I do not know of any Government authority or agency that deals with huge
amounts of public money that is run efficiently and, ultimately, has not cost the community
dearly.
Whatever the political persuasion of the Government, there is not one example of
efficiency through Government monopoly because politicians by their very virtue will try
to defer increasing costs to gain short-term community support; ultimately, the community
pays.
The Liberal Party opposes the proposed legislation because of its nationalization aspect,
its cost and the enormity of its deferred liabilities. The Liberal Party also is concerned at
the lack of accountability in the measure, and the honourable member for Brighton will
move amendments to the Bill to try to insert accountability into it. If not, the same
circumstances will occur with workers compensation administration as have occurred
with the State Insurance Office.
For example, after the financial year just ended-as at 30 June 1985-it will not be
possible for Parliament and the people of Victoria, to whom Parliament is answerable, to
obtain any sort of accountability from the Government for that financial year just ended
until 1986-nine months after the end of this financial year-because the Government
knows of the huge financial losses of the State Insurance Office. It is an embarrassment to
the Government.
Parliament cannot continue to have reporting procedures that do not make available to
the public of Victoria information on just how a Government program is proceeding. The
Government is not dealing with its own money-it is dealing with the money of the people
of Victoria. Consequently, there must be in legislation-and in this Bill if it is to be
rammed through Parliament this week and next week-provision for regular accountability
to ensure that the public does know what is going on in public administration.
I shall give the House another example of the effect of the Bill on the public. It will affect
businesses. Certainly, some businesses will do exceedingly well from the measure because
their workers compensation costs are high and the Treasurer has promised that those costs
will be reduced. However, because the proposed scheme will be an unfunded scheme, and
although a lar~e company-for example, Ford Motor Co. of Australia Ltd-will be able
to save $10 mIllion a year, if that company's claims experience means that the premiums
the company pays are less than the claims experience of that company, the rest of the
community will have to subsidize that company. There is no provision in the measure to
direct that a company such as Ford Motor Co. of Australia Ltd at least pays a premium
commensurate with the claims experienced by the company. Hence, the rest of the
community will pay for it.
Ultimately, small business will pay because, more often than not, small business has
been sold down the tube in many cases by this Government and by some employer groups.
Small businesses will have to pay ultimately for the workers compensation premiums of
large companies like the Ford Motor Co. of Australia Ltd. When the Liberal Party returns
to office, it is determined to ensure that the premium payment of any company is such
that it is substantially more or even slightly more than the company's claims experience,
and adjustments will have to be made. Why should the people in the community who are
not involved in employment or who are not employers or who are small businesses,
subsidize others? Those other companies may have very good industrial safety records-I
am sure the Ford Motor Co. of Australia, Ltd has a very good industrial safety recordbut other companies without a good industrial safety record will end up with a huge
financial saving on premiums subsidized by the community, but with no accountability.
The Liberal Party is strongly concerned about the way in which small business has been
dealt by the measure and by some employer organizations that claim to represent small or
medium-size businesses but which have let small business down. I understand that
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employer groups have got to work with Governments of the day. I have said it before and
I shall say it again: There are certain things industry groups and small business must
recognize when they are dealing with socialist Governments, and that is that socialist
Governments are no friends of the private sector-they are no friends of those people in
the community who run risks, who employ people and who create opportunities for all
employees.
A condition imposed on negotiations that have extended over many months has been
that employers must maintain confidentiality if they are to have discussions with the
Government. Many employer groups believed their contributions to the Government
have been worthwhile. They believed they were achieving concessions to bring about a
valuable legislative.measure. Today, they have found out that they have lost out entirely.
I shall mention only two organizations. One is the Business Council of Australia.
I have always been concerned at the performance of some of those in the Business
Council of Australia who have been either at the tax summit or the economic summit.
They have worked so hard with the Labor Party Government of the day on those issues as
they have with this Government on workers compensation legislation that they have
ignored the fact that any deal with a socialist Government, particularly where there is a
union input, which is understandable, results ultimately in the unionists winning. This
legislative measure proves that point emphatically.
The track record of the Business Council of Australia needs to be reviewed if it is to
have a realistic function in the future. One has to go into discussions with socialist
Governments with one's eyes wide open and be prepared to stand up for fundamental
principles. If one is prepared to sell out on nationalization as a principle, one can bet one's
life that along the way one will have to sell out on many other principles.
The second organization to which I refer is the Metal Trades Industry Association of
Australia. It has worked very closely with the Government ever since these workers
compensation discussions began and now it finds that having done all the work for the
qovernment, 50 per cent of its members are reporting back to it that their premiums will
nse.

Surely employer groups have been through the hoops enough times to recognize that
unless they stand firm on their principles and unless they are prepared to fight for those
principles, ultimately they will be destroyed. This Bill will destroy dozens of small
businesses which are currently members of the Metal Trades Industry Association of
Australia as it will destroy dozens of other businesses because the union muscle and the
pressures that are brought to bear will be intolerable.
This measure had the opportunity of receiving the support of all political parties in both
Houses. The Government fouled it up. There is no doubt that the unions have won the
battle and that the unions are the great beneficiaries. I give the unions credit because the
union movement stands firm. It fights for its principles without qualification and it rarely
gives in, whereas employer groups, because they are divided, invariably lose. They have
no one else but themselves to blame.
This Bill is too important just to be left to employer groups. The Opposition has been
consistent, ever since this measure was first mooted, in its opposition to it and, to be
honest, the Liberal Party has been left by those in the private sector like shags on a rockuntil recently.
The Victorian Chamber of Manufactures has written to the Opposition-and has
included copies of letters sent to the Treasurer-expressing concern about the proposed
legislation and stating that it does not want the measure to proceed.
Small business, such as Mary Kay Cosmetics Pty Ltd, do not want the Bill to proceed.
If I had more time, I would read the damning comments made by that organization. The
Victorian Employers Federation does not want the Bill to proceed, but it has been involved
in late discussions. The Executive Director of the Victorian Automobile Chamber of
Session 1985-44
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Commerce does not want the measure to proceed, but the chamber has worked so closely
with the Government on the proposed legislation for such a long time that it is now too
late to do anything. The Treasurer has closed the door on its representations as the unions
have achieved what they want.
The measure is historically damning and it will be seen as "Jolly and Cain's folly".
Judging from the manner in which the Bill was presented to Parliament and the people
of Victoria, I do not believe the proposed legislation can do anythin~ other than drive
employment and industry out of Victoria. It will ensure that your chIldren, Mr Deputy
Speaker, and my children, end up with one huge deferred liability which they will have no
capacity to pay. The measure will ensure that Victoria loses the capacity to create the
necessary wealth to provide a secure and economic environment.
The Opposition will use every possible tactic to ensure that the proposed legislation
does not proceed through Parliament. The measure should not be allowed to pass. The
Government has had every opportunity to make it good legislation, but it has sold itself
short.
Mr WALSH (Minister for Public Works)-I support the Bill and congratulate the
Treasurer on the excellent job he has done in presenting it. I also congratulate the staff
involved in compiling the proposed le~islation. I support the Bill in the interests of
Victorian workers and employers. It will Improve the existing legislation.
Government members are totally in support of the measure because they are aware of
what people have had to put up with under current legislation. Many criticisms have been
made about the existing workers compensation system not only by the union movement
but also by employers.
The Bill has the support of unions, business sections and the community. One need
only examine what has occurred over the years with workers compensation-Mr Stockdale-What business support?
Mr WALSH-The Metal Trades Industry Association. I do not intend to read my
speech from a book, like the honourable member for Brighton did, which bored everyone
to tears. Apparently the honourable member is still using the same actuaries, economists
and accountants that the previous Liberal Government used for 27 years, which sent
Victoria bankrupt. That is why Victorians rejected the Liberal Government in 1982, this
year, and will reject it again at the next election.
There has been a tremendous demand for workers compensation reform and even
before the Bill was printed-when the Government announced it would reform workers
compensation-the Opposition was critical. Before the election, the Opposition was totally
opposed to any reform. The Opposition did not care what happened to workers or the
business sector in Victoria. Many criticisms have been made by unions and employers
about workers compensation over many years.
It is extremely important that the proposed legislation passes through all stages of debate
and is put into operation as quickly as possible. One has only to examine some of the
reports carried out by governments. Honourable members would remember the Harris
report into workers compensation carried out in 1976-77.
Judge Harris was commissioned to conduct a report into the workers compensation
system and, on completion, the report proposed a number of wide-reaching changes to
workers compensation.
What happened to that report? Where are the results?
What did the previous Government do about the recommendations? The Liberal
Government failed to act. It made a marginal adjustment to legislation and then did
nothing else with the report. The Liberal Government shirked the issue of reforming
workers compensation, but the Cain Labor Government will not shirk the issue.
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The Government intends to make huge changes, such as those being made today, to
reform the workers compensation system in Victoria. I have had personal experience as a
union official with workers compensation issues.
I have seen people suffering while on workers compensation because they wanted to go
back to work but were not able to do so. No rehabilitation system was available to assist
them in going back to work. It is a great shame to see that occurring. I am sure the
proposed legislation is a step in the right direction to remedy that situation.
The electorate of Albert Park is a strong working-class electorate and I often have people
who are on workers compensation come to me complaining about the benefits they are
receiving and the hjgh commitments they have which they cannot fulfil. It is a scandal
that any government does not attempt to do something about that situation.
Employers are also raising with the Government the high premiums they have to pay
for workers compensation. It is time significant changes and reforms were made to workers
compensation. I am proud to have been associated with the reforms contained in the Bill.
One need only examine the system currently operating to realize the deficiencies in
benefits for injured workers. An incapacitated worker can receive up to $191 a week to
cover total loss of earnings, which is well under the poverty line. There is an extra amount
for the spouse and first child under 16 years, a second child and so on. The maximum that
an injured worker can receive is $248.
The payment of benefits can only reach $67 364, under current legislation. An injured
person can soon run out of money over a long period if, for example he loses both legs,
and is not able to make a common law claim. That person has extreme difficulty in being
able to manage economically and suffers from the injury in the long term.
The Government proposes to increase the benefits to an upper limit of$400 a week and
to have a minimum of $196 a week for workers without dependents. Many Victorians
have accidents, do not report them, stay at work and suffer from an injury. They do not
have the injury properly treated because of the low wages they would receive when on
workers compensation under the existing provisions.
Mr Hann-Can you give any examples?
Mr W ALSH-Yes, and these changes will be of significant benefit to the worker. I will
examine the benefits for the workers and also employers.

I am concerned for those workers who are injured and I am concerned at the high cost
of workers compensation premiums that employers have to pay. I am also concerned that
some employers have evaded payments for workers compensatIOn. Once the Bill is passed,
those persons will no longer be able to evade those payments.
I shall give the House an example of the extent of workers compensation payment
evasion. Nineteen employers were assessed by the Building Industry Inquiry
Implementation Committee. It was discovered that approximately $1 136 942 had been
evaded in workers compensation premiums between 1 July 1984 and 30 June this year.
That is a staggering amount when one considers that that level of avoidance was detected
by only a small team of investigators. That level of avoidance also contributes to the high
cost of workers compensation premiums that employers face and that is a major problem
which the Bill will rectify.
Even though a major amendment was effected last year to the Workers Compensation
Act which reduced the time taken in processing a claim for workers compensation, there
are still major problems. Some employers are admitting liability and the employees affected
are having their cases heard under the 21 days dispute settlement procedure before the
Workers Compensation Board. However, many injured workers are still waiting for
employers to admit liability and, therefore, they have to wait on a decision to be made by
the board. Some claims are taking a long time to be heard.
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Mr Hann-You should have increased the number of boards. You have been in office
now for three years.
Mr WALSH-I am pleased to take up the interjection and discuss the need to increase
the number of workers compensation boards. When the Government acted to insert the
21 days dispute settlement procedure, the National Party and the Opposition delayed that
amendment coming into effect by ten months and this caused many delays. The
Government did everything it could to reduce the delays but the National Party and the
Opposition acted irresponsibly and frustrated the Government's attempts in another
place.
Under the proposed legislation injured workers will be guaranteed payment within 21
days of acceptance of a workers compensation claim. Any denied liability claims will
automatically be brought before the proposed Accident Compensation Commission for
consideration. The present waiting period for a contested workers compensation claim of
two years will be cut to a maximum of three months, which will represent a vast
improvement for those persons who are suffering work-related injuries.
Once the Bill is passed, an injured worker will lodge a workers compensation claim with
the employer, who in turn will forward the claim to the proposed Accident Compensation
Commission and the worker will be in receipt of payment within five days. Employers
also have a right of appeal against any decision by the commission. The Bill, when passed,
will streamline workers compensation claims and the delivery of payments to workers will
be greatly accelerated.
Many workers have criticized the Government for the delays in payments of workers
compensation. However, the Government has acted to speed up the payments of workers
compensation benefits.
The Workers Compensation Act does not contain any provision covering rehabilitation.
There is no provision for doctors, employers and insurers to assist in the rehabilitation
process of injured workers. The Opposition has criticized some aspects of the Cooney
report. However, rehabilitation is one of the matters referred to in the Cooney report.
There is a need to rehabilitate those workers who are injured in the workplace and it is the
objective of the Government that, within five to ten years, a full rehabilitation program
can be offered to each worker who suffers a substantial injury.
I know of workers-and I believe honourable members would, too-who have been on
workers compensation for a considerable period and who have become extremely frustrated
and upset at their inability to return to work. This has caused problems in the domestic
area, which in turn has forced those workers to seek refuge in alcohol as an escape from
their problems. In many cases injured workers on workers compensation have nothing
else to do but go to the pub. They have not had a chance to be rehabilitated and they have
turned to alcohol to escape the boredom. It may be that the Government should examine
using the drug and alcohol programs to help rehabilitate these workers as part of the
general rehabilitation process. I have seen many families break up due to people on
workers compensation turning to alcohol as an escape.
I wish to refer to the cost of workers compensation premiums. The Bill, when passed,
will lead to an average reduction of 50 per cent in the cost of workers compensation
premiums to employers. The level of premiums will be related directly to the safe working
performance of industry. A system of penalties and bonuses will provide incentives to
industry to improve safe working practices.
I refer honourable members to the present cost of workers compensation premiums
paid as a percentage of an employee's earnings. For example, in the hospital area, 4·77 per
cent of an employee's earnings goes towards meeting the cost of workers compensation
premiums. Under the proposed system, 2·09 per cent of an employee's earnings will be
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used to meet the cost of workers compensation premiums, which is a saving of 56·2 per
cent.
In the clothing and manufacturing area employers are now paying 7·75 per cent of
employee earnings; under the Bill they will pay 2·66 per cent, which is a saving of 65·7 per
cent.
Honourable members on the other side of the House have referred to restaurants, hotels
and accommodation areas. The percentage of savings in that area will be as high. They are
now paying 8·42 per cent of employee earnings and under the proposed legislation they
will pay 2·66 per cent, which is a saving of 68·4 per cent.
Road freight transport employers are now paying 15·45 per cent of employee earnings
and under the proposed legislation they will be paying 3·23 per cent, a saving of 79·1 per
cent. In the building and construction area-honourable members know how high the
premiums are in this area-they now pay 19·10 per cent of employee earnings and under
the Bill they will pay 3·80 per cent, a saving of 80·1 per cent.
In the motor vehicle manufacturing area they are paying 22·26 per cent of employee
earnings; under the new system they will pay 3·80 per cent, which is a saving of 82·9 per
cent.
In some cases employers will be paying less than 50 per cent of what they are now
paying. This will be a great saving for employers and they are happy about that. I am
certain that once the Bill is enacted and is put into operation the employers who have
reservations about the Bill will be more than happy.
There should be a saving to industry of some $600 million annually, which should lead
to improvement in the economy. The Government has used better actuaries, economists
and accountants than the Opposition has used. The Government also predicts that another
25 000 jobs will be created because of the savings in premiums. This is what the
Government has been doing in the past three and a bit years.
I do not believe the Opposition has done its homework on the proposed legislation. It
made up its mind in December after reading the Green Book, when it said, "This is too
good, we are not supporting it; we must oppose it". The Opposition is full of knockers; it
does not want any progress in this State at all. It is totally opposed to any legislation that
would improve Victoria, that would help the employers and the unions and therefore help
the economic situation. This sort of improvement has been going on for approximately
three years and the Opposition should settle down, carefully read the 213 pages of the Bill,
and consider the amendments, which will be in the interest of employers.
Finally, earlier I said that the Government has been fortunate to have a Treasurer of the
capability of our present Treasurer. If the State were living under the regime it had three
and a bit years ago, probably there would have been a higher unemployment rate and we
would have had nothing like this proposed legislation to help employers. The Opposition
does not care about that; it believes it should rule for ruling's sake and not for the sake of
Victorians. I commend the Bill to the House.

Mr HANN (Rodney)-The proposed legislation typifies the fundamental difference in
philosophy between the Labor Government with its socialist tendencies and the opposition
parties, which so strongly support free enterprise.
Over the years it has become obvious that there is one issue that certainly raises
emotions within the Labor Party-that is workers compensation. On every occasion when
Bills dealing with workers compensation have been debated in the House, Government
members-this also .happened in the days when the Labor Party was in oppositionbecome highly emotional. One can understand that because all members of the House
strongly support the need for an adequate workers compensation scheme that will properly
recompense workers injured in the workplace or families of workers who have lost their
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lives. A scheme is needed which provides real and proper benefits to workers and to their
families and loved ones who may be left behind.
The basic difference in philosophy is: Who should run that scheme? Should the
Government of Victoria run that scheme in a Government monopoly or should the
private insurers under the private enterprise system run workers compensation? The
National Party would argue strongly on the basis of past experience with a number of
similar government monopolies, both in Australia and in the United States of America,
that the most effective way to operate these types of schemes is through the private
enterprise system. One need only look at the worst possible example of a Government
monopoly-third-party insurance. It is impossible to get any answer from the Treasurer
on the extent of the debt imposed on the State of Victoria by third-party insurance, with
the taxpayers picking up a massive bill. Ultimately it will be passed on to the motorists of
Victoria.
It is interesting to consider from practical experience the record of the State Insurance
Office in workers compensation. In my experience in dealing with constituents' problems
I find that the State Insurance Office premium levels are far in excess of those of private
companies.

I can give an example of a small country abattoir that was seeking workers compensation
insurance. It was quoted $58 000 by the State Insurance Office. When the proposition was
put to a private company, the figure quoted was $32 000, a drop of more than $20 000.
That is an example of the premium quote by a Government-run institution operating in
the area of workers compensation. There was a difference of more than $20000, which is
something like a 40 per cent reduction, in the premium charged by a private enterprise
insurance company.
One alarming aspect of the Government's proposal to change the workers compensation
scheme and place it under a Government monopoly is the enormous disparity in the
figures. On the one hand, the Premier and the Treasurer are suggesting that current levels
of premiums are approximately $1250 million and, on the other hand, the insurance
industry claims that the premium level is $750 million; so there is a disparity of
approximately $500 million. If one listens to the Minister for Public Works suggesting
that there will be a saving of $600 million in premiums as a result of chanses presently
before the House and if one looks at the fact that the premium level is now $750 million,
surely there is no way that the Premier can suggest that that can be dropped back to $150
million. One can argue that, from figures put forward by the Premier and the Treasurer,
they have already managed a reduction of $500 million by a sleight of hand. They took
what they believed to be the top of the range of workers compensation premiums and did
not take mto account the fact that the percentage figures quoted for workers compensation
in various levels of industry are not the actual figures paid by employers.
If the company or the individual has a good employment safety record, no-claim
bonuses are provided. From my own experience as a small employer, a large disparity
exists between the annual premium where there has been a claim, and the annual premium
where there has been no claim and one has the benefit of a no-claim bonus. That must be
built into the system and it must move freely.
The other basic weakness in the existing system is the fact that employees make no
contribution to premiums. It is one of the reasons why the National Party, in the
amendment before the House, has proposed that the whole issue should be investigated.
The big problem with the current system is that employees have no concept or
understanding of what workers compensation is actually costing employers.
The reality is that there are abuses of the system by employees, simply because they are
not aware that it is costing the employer such a large amount of money. These abuses
are not only increasing the base premium, but also are taking away the benefits of the
no-claim bonuses that would otherwise apply.
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Over a number of years now the National Party has explained that there would be real
benefits in employees making a contribution. One needs to keep in mind that employee
contributions could have been built into the wage structure. It would have provided a
much clearer general understanding of how the workers compensation system is operating.
A significant change will occur-from a private enterprise system using the existing insurers
to a Government monopoly.
It is interesting to note some examples of insurance in the United States of America,
and particularly the workers compensation scheme that has been operating in Ohio. A
critique on this compensation plan was prepared by the American Insurance Association.
The study revealed a number of key deficiencies that will relate to the Victorian plan in
years to come. They are:
First of all, there was a failure to adhere to proven actuarial standards;

I suppose one could argue that that presently applies in relation to the third-party industry
in Victoria.
Secondly, there was a failure to operate in a financialJy responsible manner;
Thirdly, there was a history of financial mismanagement;
Fourthly, audits were unable to be completed because oflack of internal control;
Fifthly, "pay-as-you-go" is a chalJenge to the economy of the State;

This is a matter that was addressed by the Leader of the Opposition this morning. If it
proceeds with the workers compensation scheme in its present form, the Government is
burdening our children and future taxpayers with massive debts. The scheme is not fully
funded.
Sixthly, inefficient claims handling;

That will be obvious from the massive size of the new bureaucratic body.
Seventhly, employers deciding compensability causes problems;
Finally, abuses in medical care.

Taking this point further, the American Insurance Association claimed that the Ohio plan
has had a history of financial mismanagement leading, at various times, to fund deficits
reaching a peak of $1· 3 billion. It was generally believed that the Ohio Plan was operating
at a substantial deficit. That is the very situation that worries the National Party in
Victoria if the Government proceeds with the current scheme. The American Insurance
Association also claimed:
The pay-as-you-go funding in Ohio's workers compensation system chalJenges the very economy ofthe State.
A 1979 Conning & Co. study entitled ""Financial consequences of pay-as-you-go insurance funds" drew a number
of conclusions regarding the pay-as-you-go system as listed hereunder:
I. These systems operate as a disincentive to business growth in the State.
2. At first, they appear less expensive but turn out not to be when annual financial requirements rise quickly
to the level offulJy funded plans.
3. These plans are eventually settled with a huge liability.
4. Such funding fails to disclose true costs of current liabilities which may be concealed for many years.

That is one of the real dangers to the Parliament.
S. These systems are more prone to inflationary strains than are other systems.

There is no doubt that the Victorian Government is basing the sytem· now before the
Chamber on a concept similar to the one that has failed badly in Ohio.
Criticisms of the present workers compensation system have emerged. Members of the
National Party have certainly been vocal in their criticism of the high premiums, the
inefficiencies and the long delays in settling claims. As a member of Parliament, I am
aware of a number of examples where people have spent 2, 3, or 4 years trying to settle
claims, and in some instances it has been even longer.
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Government departments tend to be as slow as any firm in meeting their commitments.
A ~ood example of a case of which I am aware that should have been settled easily and
qUlckly, but was not, involves the State ElectriCity Commission. It dragged on for a long
time.
.
Other areas of concern have related to abuse of the medical system-doctors who tend
to be too free in granting workers compensation claims and also in granting lengthy
periods of time away from work.
One of the features of the Queensland system is that there is an independent medical
board that monitors the records of doctors and, if there is an obvious trend showing a
specific doctor or a group of doctors are tending to be generous in workers compensation
claims, it is checked out. This system seems to have significantly reduced the number of
doctors that abuse the system.
In Victoria, some lawyers and legal firms specialize in workers compensation. I know
from experience that some of the Labor lawyers have had the largest businesses in that
area and, of course, the legal system has been soaking up substantial funds involved in
workers compensation. I have experienced only one claim in the twelve or fourteen years
that I have been paying workers compensation. It certainly makes one conscious of the
need to settle claims quickly to avoid the problems for individuals of a delay before it is
settled. The one claim with which I was involved took considerable time and, from that
point of view, I strongly support the proposition by the honourable member for Benambra
that one should expedite the settlement of claims, where they are accepted as legitimate
claims, so that the benefits can come through quickly.
I am extremely nervous about the proposal that the employer must meet the first week's
wages in workers compensation claims because the small benefits, particularly for small
employers, that would be gained by the reduction in premiums will be quickly offset by
having to meet the first week of wages and up to $250 a week of medical expenses. That is
most unreasonable.
As the honourable member for Benambra points out, it is up to $650 per week compared
with the premium, at the present time, of not more than $1000. If that is reduced, it must
be reduced a long way before one would gain a benefit, if one is to meet that liability.
It is interesting to note that the Government claims that it has had the support of the
employer groups. From the best information available to the National Party, that is not
true. It has certainly had consultation with the major employer groups in Victoria but,
because of the way the Government has been rushing the measure through Parliament,
those groups have indicated to the opposition parties that they cannot give support to the
Bill.

In a letter dated 17 July, the Chief Executive Officer of the Australian Chamber of
Manufactures, Mr Brian Powell, pointed out to the Treasurer that he cannot give support
to the proposed legislation in its present form. He also stated that the Government should
delay the Bill to allow further consultation to ensure that it ultimately becomes an effective
piece of legislation. I believe it is important for this letter to be placed on the record. It
states:
Dear Mr Jolly,
Thank you for your letter of 15 July 1985 responding to employer's concerns with the Accident Compensation
Bill and in which you seek the Chamber's support for the Bill now that it reflects the Government's agreement
with the Trades Hall Council.
My letter to you of 15 July raises other issues of concern not covered in your response. While some of the
amendments you have proposed reflect the concerns we have conveyed to you, notably:
5 year guarantee industry levy rates;
review of rates (including bonus/penalties) at 12 month intervals to facilitate annual budgeting; and
adjustment of "dangerous industries" penalty to a more practicable level,
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the substance of your response does not allow this Chamber to indicate support for the Bill in its present form.
In summary, you propose to expand greatly the liability of employers, require them to pay an excess which is
open to future increase, and remove them from the opportunity to defend their interests in conciliation proceedings
or before the Tribunal. The splitting of employers' liability to pay compensation from the employment where the
injury occurred could cause employers to incur a liability to pay for injuries which arise under earlier employments
and suffer penalty levies for doing so.
For workers, you propose to increase benefits, add lump sum benefits under the Table of Maims, retain the
right to pursue common law actions for pain and suffering and permit lump sum redemptions of benefits.
It is inequitable in our view that workers will not be subject to close medical supervision or rehabilitation
requirements. Workers will be able to refuse offers of suitable employment unless they are to get higher pay, but
employers will have to pay penalties of five times their levy if they refuse to re-employ workers already on
compensation. In other words, an employer must make an offer of higher pay to a worker on compensation for
the employer to avoid a penalty levy and for the worker to risk reduced benefits for refusing such an offer.

I note that after six months you have still not resolved the issue of a satisfactory bonus/penalty system.
Further, I note that you have not defined "cost of claims" in the penalty levy clause. An employer and an industry
will soon find themselves in the penalty levy category or dangerous industry rate should this include the cost of
claims paid during the year and not just new claims arising and paid during the year.
These are matters which I believe should be resolved before the passage of the legislation.

This was put to the Treasurer this morning. The letter continues:
You will recall also, our concern about the certainty of assumptions underlying your costing and consequently
our concern about the potentially severe damage which could be caused to the Victorian economy should your
calculations be wrong. There have been suggestions that "administrative measures" would be taken in that event,
but I believe that the potential consequences could require more far-reaching action. We have no confidence that
this would not result in increased cost to employers.
Therefore, I ask you to reconsider the haste of the passage of legislation in light of what I believe are serious
deficiencies and which pose real economic risks.
I can understand, and indeed support, the motivations which lay behind the Government's decision to move
to a rehabilitation based scheme to overcome the deficiencies of the present system. However, the changes which
have emerged and which still seem to be emerging to the Bill before Parliament, in my view are of such a
fundamental nature as to alter, in a most substantial way, the thrust of the original proposals outlined in the
Government's Green Paper.
In these circumstances, I believe there is an imperative need for the community, particularly including
employers, and the Government to reappraise these proposals and to weigh their merit against the risks to which
I have referred.
I would therefore urge you to provide that opportunity by not proceeding with the passage of the Bill for the
time being and thus delay the operation ofa new system until all these issues have been fully addressed.
In pressing this course, I acknowledge that the Government has provided consultative opportunities, however,
these discussions have not resulted in widespread support for the proposals.
I am taking the liberty of making copies of this letter available to the leaders of the Parliamentary Opposition.
Yours sincerely,
Brian Powell

As indicated in that letter, the Government is rushing the Bill through Parliament without
the support of major employer organizations in this State. The danger of doing that is that
legislation will be placed on the statute books of the Victorian Parliament which ultimately
will bankrupt the State. I predict that the only method the Government has of avoiding
that dilemma is to move towards a national compensation scheme. That, of course, would
cost the Victorian and Australian taxpayer many thousands of dollars more than the
existing compensation schemes.
One must be highly suspicious of the Government's action in forcing this Bill through
in such a hurry. On no other occasion in the twelve years I have been a member of
Parliament can I remember the Government introducing an important Bill and allowing
only two weeks for debate. The Government originally proposed to introduce the Bill on
7 May 1985 but was unable to do so because it failed to reach agreement with employer
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groups and, more importantly, with the unions. The Government continued negotiations
and the Bill was introduced only two weeks ago.
Many hundreds of employers throughout Victoria have not had an opportunity of
examining this Bill but have had to rely wholly on the employer organizations, groups and
associations to represent their views. Those groups have expressed their opposition to the
Government's haste with this Bill. The Victorian Employers Federation expressed similar
concerns to those expressed in the letter from the Australian Chamber of Manufactures.
Not one member of Parliament would disagree that the workers compensation scheme
should be improved and that methods of rehabilitation should also be examined.
Compensation should certainly be available to persons who are permanently disabled or
to the families of those who have lost their lives. However, many of the workers who have
suffered injuries need rehabilitation.
One of the problems in the community is the reluctance of employers to re-employ a
person who has been injured. The simple reason is that the situation might recur and
cause a new liability for that employer. That has been a disincentive to employers to
re-employ a person who been injured, especially if the injury is ofa serious nature.
Like the Minister for Public Works, I have also spoken to people in my electorate office
who have pleaded for employment. Many people are extremely anxious to go back to
work but they cannot obtain employment because of injuries previously received. Nothing
in the Bill will correct that situation. The Bill provides for the establishment of the
Accident Compensatio,n Commission but it does not provide for a rehabilitation
commission. No incentive is provided to assist people to be rehabilitated back into the
work force.
Some measures exist to attempt to force employers to re-employ injured workers. That
does not solve the problem because what is needed, in many instances, is an alternative
employment opportunity to the one offered by the former employer. Our community has
not come up with a system that provides an alternative employment opportunity.
It is not only in the workers compensation area but also in the motor accident area that
people are disabled and unable to be re-employed productively. The same reluctance by
employers is met by people injured in motor accidents.

One should be extremely suspicious of the Government's haste to push the Bill through.
The National Party believes it would be preferable to delay the measure and allow further
time for consultation so that the Parliament would ultimately have a Bill which is in the
best long-term interests of the State and employers and employees alike.
For that reason, the Leader of the National Party has moved a reasoned amendment
and if the Government were prepared to accept this amendment, the National Party would
give the Government an assurance that it would proceed with haste to put alternative
legislation through in the early stages of the spring session of Parliament, a matter ofa few
weeks away.
The National Party is proposing, by its amendments, that the Bill be not read a second
time until discussions have been held between the Government, employer organizations
and the Trades Hall Council.
The sitting was suspended at 1 p.m. until 2.4 p.m.

Mr "ANN-Before the suspension of the sitting I was talking about the philosophical
differences between the Labor socialist Government and the private enterprise Liberal
and National Party opposition. The proposed legislation is fundamental to that whole
issue because, in effect, the Bill sets up a bureaucracy. I am certain there will be absolute
chaos in the early stages of the introduction of the workers compensation scheme.
I cannot see how small business people can possibly cope with the change in the system
whereby they will have to make payments on a monthly basis. That will add enormously
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to the costs of administration. It is a far simpler procedure to pay an annual workers
compensation fee, as occurs at present. In answer to the Deputy Premier, who is interjecting,
I point out that at present we pay for the benefits in advance. It is far easier to make one
payment than a series of monthly payments.
Mr Fordham-It is good economics.
Mr HANN-It is not good economics. The sytem will add enormously to the costs of
small business. It will also add to the bureaucracy, because more resources will be needed
in the administration of that procedure, and the Government has no concept of that.
One of my constituents contacted the WorkCare hotline to obtain an estimate of what
his premium would be. The person to whom I refer runs an intensive piggery, which was
previously covered under the category of intensive poultry. When he contacted the
WorkCare hotline, he was advised by the telephonist that the piggery would be placed in
the same category as log sawmilling, which is the highest category. As the Deputy Premier
may be aware, in the past, premiums have been as high as 75 per cent of wages in those
industries. If this procedure is to operate, industries in rural areas will be placed in the
highest categories.
My constituent points out that under the available information on the WorkCare scheme,
his operation has been classed at the highest rate of 3·8 per cent. If one considers the
Government's claim that there will be a significant reduction in premiums, one notes that
this is certainly not reflected in the example to which I refer. Of course, with the increase
in the percentage figure, the log sawmilling operators will be put back on the high level
very smartly.
I certainly hope the Government will correct the situation and agree to extend the
period available for consultation on the Bill, as suggested in the motion moved by the
Leader of the National Party. His motion is reasonable and the principle is supported by
the Australian Chamber of Manufactures, the Victorian Employers Federation and all
employer groups who believe there should be more time for consultation on this important
measure. I hope the Government will consider deferring the passage of the Bill until the
spring sessional period. I have indicated that the National Party would be prepared to
assist the Government in the passage of the legislation, provided it is in order and agreeable
to all parties concerned.
The Government has put forward a package to increase the benefits by $200 million.
That will be at the expense not only of employers but also of individual employees in the
long run, because it will reduce job opportunities. There is no doubt that if one adds
enormously to the cost, ultimately, the State has to go broke. The Deputy Premier says,
by interjection, that I have it wrong. It will be interesting to see, in five years' time, who
has it wrong.
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-This is the first opportunity I have had of debating the workers
compensation issue in this place, as I am one of the new members of Parliament. The Bill
is of significant interest to me because, as honourable members on this side of the House
know, I spent six years working in the workers compensation industry and I happen to
have some knowledge of the subject.
I congratulate the honourable member for Brighton on his accurate description of the
proposed system and on the effort he put into his contribution to the debate. The Opposition
opposes the proposed legislation for two main reasons; the first of which is that it establishes
a Government monopoly. As honourable members know, that is socialization, and because
it is socialization and Labor philosophy, the Opposition opposes it. The Liberal Party has
maintained a philosophical opposition to that aspect for many years.
The second aspect about which the Opposition is concerned is that the Bill allows big
businesses to opt out, and does not give the smaller businesses the opportunity of being
involved in their own insurance schemes.
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This is not the first time that a workers compensation Bill has been introduced into
Parliament by the Government. It is interesting to examine the effects of other legislative
changes and tinkering that have occurred in the past three years. I agree that the effects of
that tinkering are not yet fully realized, but it will be interesting to find out what they
entail when they become evident.
I have in my possession a copy of a chart that shows the increased cost of workers
compensation in this State has been 61 per cent as a result of Government changes to the
system.
Over that period, the situation has arisen where the employer's right to recover increased
costs of indexation from the supplementation fund has been removed.
Mrs TONER (Greensborough)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, the honourable
member for Bulleen is quoting from a document; he has not identified it and I ask him to
do so.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Bulleen should identify the
document.
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-I will identify the document and make it available to the
House. It is the same document that was made available yesterday by the honourable
member for Brighton. It is an analysis of the cost increase factors between 1982 and 1984
of workers compensation in Victoria. My understanding is that it was produced by Mr
Slee, a consulting actuary.
The document makes it clear that the costs of the system over the past three years have
been 61 per cent attributable to Government changes in legislation. The Government has
been tinkering with the system for the past three years.
The Government claims to have a broad consensus of opinion from all sectors of the
community. I shall lay that claim to rest because it is obvious that many employers and
small businessmen do not support the proposed legislation. I have a number of examples,
the first being the Melbourne Chamber of Commerce. In its journal of July 1984, the
chamber stated:
The chamber believes that such a move is not justified on the facts and, furthermore, will create horrendous
future liabilities as the legacy of dubious short-term pre-conceived advantages.
A single unfunded workers compensation scheme, with implicit removal of compensation funding from the
disciplines imposed by the private-sector competitors, fails to give full weight to the benefits provided by
competitive market employers who have implemented effective occupational safety and health programs.
In this context, the chamber is concerned that State control has been put before both social and economic
sense.

That is the opinion of the Melbourne Chamber of Commerce, which is opposed to the
Bill.
Many employer organizations have gone to the extent of inserting advertisements in
newspapers, and I refer to one that appeared in the Sun of Tuesday, 16 July from the
Melbourne Chamber of Commerce, the Victorian Automobile Chamber of Commerce
and the Small Business Association of Victoria. The advertisement comments unfavourably
on the Bill.
The most damaging evidence I have is a letter that was quoted yesterday by the
honourable member for Hawthorn. The letter is dated 19 June and is from the Old
Colonial Cookie Co. Pty Ltd and refers to the Metal Trades Industry Association of
Australia support of the Government scheme. The letter states:
As for press reports that the MTIA supports the Government "in principle" (with Qualifications), this was not
my impression of the meeting that I attended last week. It may well represent the viewpoint of the executive
officers of the MTIA but certainly did not represent the views of the members (?) attending the meeting, at least
those that I spoke to privately who expressed concern and suspicion. (One curious side issue: I am 98 per cent
certain that amongst that audience was Graham Ihlein, former ALP Member for Sandringham and defeated
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candidate for Evelyn. This gentleman's background is in trade unionism. He asked at least two "Dorothy Dix"
questions. He is a known associate of John Cain.}

Mr Ihlein was a former member of Parliament who was defeated at the last election. He
has been put on the Government's pay-roll and is attending Metal Trades Industry
Association meetings and asking Dorothy Dix questions. That puts to rest the association's
supposed support of the Government scheme.
On a number of occasions, figures provided by the Government have been incorrect.
The obvious one is that in 1985-86 under the current system there would be a premium
figure of$1260 million. From information made available to the Opposition, it is obvious
that the figures for the premiums for next year, under the current system, will be nothing
like that figure-it will be approximately $900 million. The figure provided by the
Government is grossly inaccurate.
As someone who has been involved with workers compensation, I am concerned that
the incentive for businesses to reduce the incidence of accidents is being removed. All
businesses in the same industry will pay the same premium. If two firms employ the same
number of people and one has a better claims record than the other, no advantage will be
gained. Under the present system, the firm with fewer claims will be advantaged. The
Treasurer cannot argue with that fact.
The proposed legislation is based on the stick rather than the carrot. The Government
believes that is the way the system should be put in place.
The Government has issued a booklet called WorkCare. The booklet makes it obvious
that there is now a wide-scope for claims and that the definition of "claim" has been
expanded. Many claims that are knocked out under the current system will be agreed to
under the new system. The booklet indicates that it will be easier for workers to make
claims as no tests will be conducted.
The new system will not provide an incentive to cut out of the system bogus claimsclaims made by workers who are not really injured-and that is a major gripe of the
employer organizations.
Can honourable members imagine a Government body establishing surveillance and
other procedures to investigate claims to ascertain whether or not they are valid? Will
public servants carry around video cameras in order to cull out bogus claims? I want the
Government to inform the House what will be put in place with regard to obtaining
evidence to put before a tribunal regarding the bona fides of a claim.
That matter ought to be examined. The company in which I worked was subjected to
the bully boy tactics of none other than the Builders Labourers Federation. Unionists
smashed into the building and terrorized workers. The cause of the trouble was a workers
compensation claim. On one occasion members of the Builders Labourers Federation
broke down doors, broke into private property and terrorized the young staff members.
They broke into the liquor cabinet and took away some liquor. As I said, this trouble was
caused by a workers compensation claim.
It was interesting that this incident should happen because the company concerned had
received evidence that the worker involved had injured himself playing football on
Saturday. The worker arrived at work late on Monday morning and found he had a
workers compensation claim because somehow or other he had an injury similar to the
football injury.
The insurance company succumbed to pressure and paid the claim and the Builders
Labourers Federation bully boys went away.
There is no doubt that rogue unions will exert pressure. I wonder whether, at some stage
in the future, members of the Builders Labourers Federation or some other rogue union
will be smashing the doors of the proposed Accident Compensation Commission.
Honourable members opposite should not say that it could not happen because it happened
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at the State Insurance Office when Builders Labourers Federation members smashed in
the doors. That is a matter of public record.
The Government should tighten the proposed legislation to ensure that bogus claims
are eliminated. Genuine workers should be provided with full workers compensation. I
am sure honourable members opposite will not argue with that.
A matter of concern to me is that the few speakers from the Government back bench
omitted to mention the loss of the common law right to a lump sum. The matter has not
been discussed in the House, but I am sure it was the subject of heated discussion in the
party room of the Government. The Government, which holds itself out as being against
discrimination, has now introduced a Bill that will discriminate against workers.
A situation may arise where a member of the public and a worker are injured in the
same accident. The member of the public will be entitled to sue for a lump sum payment
under the common law, but the worker will not be able to do so. That measure emanates
from a Government that holds itself out as being against any form of discrimination even
to the point where the Premier will not cross a white line on a pavement!
At some stage in the future the common law will impinge on people who have a higher
earning capacity. Lump sums are not taxable, but the weekly payments that will be
established under the proposed scheme are fully taxable. The average taxpayer, who pays
income tax of 46 cents in the $1, will be paying tax on that amount to the Federal
Government.
The Bill should provide for the payment oflump sums and the retention of the common
law right. I seek leave to have incorporated in Hansard a table listing workers compensation
claims and premiums.
Leave was granted. and the table was asfallows:
WORKERS COMPENSA TION-CLAIMS AND PREMIUMS

Year

Premiums Received
All Insurers
$ million

1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984

287
217
256
324
538
686
742

Claims (2)

170 000 1978-79
1740001979-80
1810001980-81
210 000 1981-82
192 000 1982-83
1850001983-84
N/A 1984-85

Note: (1) These figures are based on statutory returns by insurers and do not include "premiums" of selfinsurers.
(2) Source: Insurance Council of Australia.

Mr PERRIN-The table compares claims and premiums from 1978 to 1984. One notes
that from 1981 onwards the premiums have substantially escalated from $324 million to
$742 million and the number of claims has dropped from 210 000 to 185000.

Unfortunately I do not have the 1984 figures. That belies the hip pocket nerve argument.
As premiums rose there was an incentive for employers to keep claims down, and that is
what has happened. Honourable members opposite should examine the existing situation
which is set out in the table.
Page 12 of the infamous WorkCare booklet refers to discussions between the Victorian
and Commonwealth Governments. Much discussion has taken place but, as yet, no
agreement has been reached about the pay backs the Victorian Government is expecting
from the Federal Government. The State Government is attempting to foist much of the
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cost of its own workers compensation scheme on the Australian taxpayer. It will be
interesting to see whether the Prime Minister will pick up the tab.
I spent a good deal of time examining the rehabilitation provisions of the Bill. Page 13
of the WorkCare booklet points out that rehabilitation will save expenses with the scheme
and states:
A central feature of WorkCare is the expansion of rehabilitation services to care for workplace injuries in
Victoria.
The objective of this initiative is to reach, within five to 10 years, a position where a full rehabilitation program
can be offered to each worker with a substantial injury.

That is an excellent objective and I certainly do not oppose it. I am sure all honourable
members will support it. However, the booklet contains only rhetoric. One has only to
examine further pages in the booklet to ascertain whether the rhetoric stands up in fact.
l Jnder the rehabilitation and medical programs, first preference will be given to trade
union and Government-run medical and rehabilitation centres in preference to private
centres. In other words, second preference only will be given to private medical practices
and private rehabilitation centres. After reading the booklet one realizes that the private
sector will receive only the crumbs after the trade unionists' meal.
The private sector has contributed enormously in the field of rehabilitation. From my
experience in the private sector I am aware of the achievements made. The insurance
company with which I am involved developed an aggressive accident prevention service
which was free to all policy holders. Accident prevention officers go in the field for the
very purpose of preventing accidents at work. That is a noble situation. I am concerned
that that type of program will be tossed aside. These officers have academic qualifications
and long experience in accident prevention. It is regrettable that their wide experience will
be thrown away. The proposed Victorian Accident Rehabilitation Council, that will
supposedly take over their role, will be centralized and inflexible.
Page 16 of the WorkCare booklet provides that rehabilitation is to be only voluntary. It
states:
The Government will ensure that the scheme does not acquire the self-defeating characterists of a compulsory
rehabilitation process.

An assessment is made about whether a worker should undergo rehabilitation and the
choice is given to the worker. What sort of rehabilitation process is that?
The worker can opt out of something that is in his best interests. It is all covered in the
WorkCare booklet.
The rehabilitation service should be compulsory. If a worker is to benefit from
rehabilitation, he should be made to attend so as to obtain the benefits of the system. The
booklet goes further and deals with medical files and records. At page 15 it refers to the
fact that the worker's medical files cannot be released to anybody without his consent in
writing. That is a scandal. The worker can hold back his medical files from the tribunal
that is to assess the benefits that should be paid to him. That is critical to my argument.
There is no possible reconciliation between the old system and the proposed system.
The current workers compensation boards obviously need medical information on which
to make proper assessments, but the release of that medical information will, in the future,
be at the discretion of the worker. It will be necessary to obtain the consent in writing of
the worker to the release of his medical records: in other words, the worker can opt out.
What a farce! It is a terrible situation.
In other situations the Trade Union Rehabilitation Advisory Committee will be involved,
and it will not even be compulsory for the worker to release his medical files to that
committee. What an incredible situation!
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What about workers who are not unionists? Where will they obtain support? What will
this committee do? The proposed system will give far more power to the trade unions
than is currently the case.
It is interesting to be involved in this debate because many people have supplied the
Opposition with information on rehabilitation. An assessment made by a private sector
firm called Industrial Rehabilitation Services has already been alluded to by other speakers.
It reveals that, in 1984-85, of an expected 225 000 claims approximately 13 500 workers
would be responsive to rehabilitation; but when one subtracts the number of workers who
opt out and do not want to be involved, the number comes down to about 9000 people a
year who will be available for rehabilitation; that is, 4 per cent of the total number of
claims.

Much has been said about the other States. New South Wales has had a rehabilitation
service since 1974. The 1982-83 report of the New South Wales Workers Compensation
Commission states that, of 6824 cases referred to it, only 45 were returned to employment.
The situation in Western Australia is not much better: The 1983-84 annual report of the
Workers Assistance Commission indicates that, of 3324 referrals, only 169 workers returned
to work. That figure seems very low indeed.
The Commonwealth Rehabilitation Service had a better record in 1982-83: Of 21 582
referrals, 6108 commenced rehabilitation; of those, only 1085 rehabilitees were placed in
open employment.
The Industrial Rehabilitation Service comes to a conclusion on this, and I shall read its
conclusions to the House.
The facts conclusively show that the Government estimates and expectation of the economic impact that
rehabilitation can have on workers compensation are grossly over-stated to provide $100 million to the Victorian
Accident Rehabilitation Council over the next three years. This expenditure nearly equals the whole of the
Federal Government's expenditure on rehabilitation for Australia ...

It goes on to say that it was all a big sham.

Much has been made of the funding of the scheme, and the honourable member for
Brighton made a very good case. It concerns me that the scheme will be fully funded only
over the next ten years. Those are important words: The scheme will be on a fully funded
basis over ten years. Why will not the scheme be fully funded from the first day? This is
an incredible situation. The Treasurer is not even here to listen. All workers compensation
should be fully funded from the first day.
One point that has not yet been brought out is that, in the last two sets of Budget Papers,
the Government made it clear that payments to the State Insurance Office for all public
servants were being made on a pay-as-you-go basis, and that situation had applied for a
number of years in this State. When those costs are carried forward into the new scheme,
a rapid running down of the fund will result. A substantial number of employees' claims
will begin to come to fruition.
The Victorian people will regret the day when they allowed the Government to introduce
into this State a monopoly and a scheme that was not fully funded from the first day. It is
disgraceful that about 300 amendments to the Bill are to be introduced tomorrow, and I
suspect that it will be necessary for further legislation to be passed in the next sessional
period. I hope the Government has its numbers right in the Upper House, because. the
Opposition will want changes.
Actuaries who are consulting with the Opposition made it clear that in five years' time,
when the Liberal Party takes over as the Government, the unfunded liability in the present
scheme will be $2033 million, without taking into account the fact that Government
employees are already on a pay-as-you-go scheme. I do not wish to take up the time of the
House any further, but I warn honourable members that the Government is totally out of
touch with the people of Victoria and, in my view, the Bill should be thrown out.
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Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-I commend the honourable member for Brighton on
one of the best prepared and presented speeches that I have had the honour to listen to in
this Parliament. He placed on the record the real issues and expressed the Opposition's
view succinctly by way of summary as being its objection to the nationalization of the
private insurance industry in respect of workers compensation and its opposition to the
creation of a Government monopoly with all the inefficiencies and insensitivities that that
suggests. The Government's operation of workers compensation through the State
Insurance Office is already notching up about $1·5 million worth ofliabilities each day for
the taxpayers of this State in respect of its compulsory third-party insurance.
The Government is in fact asking honourable members to take a leap in the dark with
the Treasurer in the Government's financial calculations. In fact, honourable members
are asked to risk bankruptcy for this State on experimentation with the proposals that are
put to Parliament.
The alternative would be to ensure that the proposals embodied in the Bill were fully
funded, but the Government could not secure even the support that has been given to the
Bill ifit were completely honest with the people of this State; and it has not been completely
honest. The Government has scrambled desperately to secure support. To obtain the
grudging support of the trade union movement, it has been necessary for the Government
to expand by $200 million the benefits paid to injured workers.
The Treasurer has not been truthful in respect of that matter because he said there
would be $100 million in benefits to employees; apparently he made that claim unaware
that the Director-General of the Department of Management and Budget had informed
the Victorian Trades Hall Council that the figure was $200 million. Honourable members
know that represents a $100 million error. That ploy was to try to secure employee support
for the proposed legislation. The Government has offered employers an unrealistic
reduction in premiums to be paid for workers compensation. Many employers will pay
more and some will find that the fantasy figures provided by the Treasurer will prove to
be as unreliable as his other estimates in the Bill.
The Government has stitched together a coalition of big government, big unions and
big business and the pay-offs have been there for all to see. Big business will be rewarded
through the self insurance scheme which enables them to take themselves out altogether.
The unions will be bought off with additional benefits. Big government will be rewarded
through a Government monopoly. The State has a Treasurer and a Premier who are
prepared to outrageously inflate the cost of workers compensation to claim a $600 million
savings. They have really sold out on the real opportunities that were available when
reviewing the workers compensation scheme to make it a better system.
The premium reductions will buy the support of certain sections of the business
community and the increased benefits will buy the support of the trade union movement.
All those offerings were made to purchase support for the measure and were made at the
expense of the real purpose of the Bill. If there is one real purpose to the measure that
stands out-for all the inquiries that have been held into workers compensation in recent
years-it is the word "rehabilitation".
The Minister for Public Works was extremely moving when he spoke about his concern
for rehabilitation. Last night there was an exchange between the honourable member for
Benalla and the Treasurer, who was visiting the House briefly on his way through to one
of the meetings at which he has cooked up some of the 299 amendments to the Bill. I place
on record that some 15 minutes ago a senior officer of Parliament carried into the Chamber
what appeared to be two travelling suitcases of amendments. They are under the table, so
honourable members will now know the amendments have finally been printed. The
amendments could have been brought into the Chamber on a trolley! It is not as if any
honourable member has been holding up the Government while addressing the proposed
legislation; it is not as if any honourable member has reason to be testy or uncomfortable
because he has not had time to prepare for the Committee stage, because he has not had
one of the 299 proposed amendments!
---
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During the exchange between the honourable member for Benalla and the Treasurer,
the honourable member for Benalla referred to the rehabilitation system in New South
Wales. He indicated that it was likely that that system would be the model for the Victorian
system. The Treasurer said, "No, it will not." I hope the Treasurer meant that because the
New South Wales model would not be good for Victoria.
A number of honourable members have referred to the New South Wales rehabilitation
program and have noted that 45 injured workers have been successfully returned to the
work force. No one has referred yet to the cost of the New South Wales system. The New
South Wales report does not reveal the cost of that rehabilitation system. I suspect that
not one of the States presently reviewing the rehabilitation aspects of workers compensation
would be prepared to say how much the system costs to successfully place an injured
worker back into industry or how much the system costs for those who are accepted into
a rehabilitation program.
The Government's Green Book and newspaper advertisements were part of an attempt
to buy the support necessary for the proposed legislation. The Commonwealth rehabilitation
scheme costs $36 million. If one does a little arithmetic one will discover that to successfully
replace an injured worker into the work force it will cost $36 OOO-that is taking the
success rate as opposed to actual expenditure. That is unfair and unrealistic. Returning
people who underwent a rehabilitation program to the work force may make life much
better for them, but if one does one's arithmetic a different way and bases it on the number
of customers for the service and assumes everyone is better off somehow, one arrives at a
different calculation, one with horrendous costs. That is the cost to fund the rehabilitation
scheme which will be paid for by public money. The injured workers will receive $200
million more in benefits and employers will pay reduced premiums under the proposed
scheme. That money will have already been spent and there will be none for rehabilitation
and rehabilitation services.
The classic question asked of Ophelia by Hamlet can be asked of the Treasurer: "Are
you honest", Mr Treasurer? The Treasurer has produced documents in Parliament that
have been publicly circulated and which give rehabilitation a high priority while the
Government is spending the resources that might have been spent on rehabilitation
services on cheaper premiums for employers and on better weekly pension payments to
injured workers. One then finds that the Government does not have the necessary resources
for rehabilitation which in turn restores a person's dignity and helps him or her to resume
a better life after injury. A small number of injured workers have been returned to the
work force.
I do not suggest that the objective of rehabilitation is to return people to the work force,
but it is an achievement. The real purpose of rehabilitation is to try to restore dignity to
the injured person, to restore their quality of life and their ability to live their life to the
fullest after an industrial accident. The State will be faced with hotchpotch legislation
because the Commonwealth Government will continue to provide rehabilitation services,
Victoria will have a new Accident Compensation Commission providing rehabilitation
services and private practitioners will also provide rehabilitation services. There is no
co-ordination between the Commonwealth Government and the States.
The honourable member for Bulleen got under the Treasurer's skin when he instanced
the case of two people who were injured in the same accident; one was covered by workers
compensation and the other was not. The Treasurer denied that such a case could occur. I
direct the attention of the Treasurer to a simple car accident in which two people are
injured: One of the passengers is on the way to work and is able to claim on workers
compensation and the other forwards a claim to the Motor Accidents Board. One can
assume, for the purposes of the argument, that the passengers suffered identical injuries;
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in that situation they forward their claims to two different bodies. It is no wonder that
people ask why the system will cost more.
In Victoria. Workers Compensation Reform, Government statement No. 5, this statement
appears at page 48-dare I say that I agree with it because there is nothing in the opening
line that challenges any member of Parliament:
Ideally, rehabilitation should be available to all Victorians regardless ofthe cause of the injury, disablement or
disease. If the Government was to provide such a comprehensive rehabilitation system the cost would be
I.'xcessive in view of other budgetary priorities.

So you are lifted up to the heights of idealism and told that the ideal would be for all
Victorians, irrespective of whether it is workers compensation, the Motor Accidents Board
or whatever, to be offered rehabilitation services, but due to budgetary constraints the
Government is not going to do it; that is the let down.
Why do budgetary constraints suggest that the Government will not be able do very
much for all Victorians? Because the Government, by its support for this Bill, has decided
to increase the highest compensation figures paid in Australia by another $200 million.
That is what it has done and it is its proud boast when talking to Its union colleagues that
that is what it has done. When the Government's representatives attend business meetings
they forget about that aspect and sa¥, "Why do we have budgetarx constraints? But look
at the premium reduction we are givlns you industry people. We wIll have an exciting new
boost to economic activities in Victona because employers are going to get cheaper rates
of compensation in the workers compensation area under the proposals of the scheme".
The Government says that there are giveaways on both sides, or pretended giveaways
with a view to purchasmg support. One then has the bleating of the little Treasurer, "But
with budgetary constraints, we have not got money to do the real job", which is the
rehabilitation of people who are injured, let alone the people injured outside of work.
The honourable member for Bulleen gave an instance of somebody who was injured in
a football match and then used everx effort to make sure it turned into a workers
compensation claim. Of course there wIll be cheating, pushing and shoving to make such
claims workers compensation claims; just as there has been to make certain claims Motor
Accidents Board claims. The rest of the public, according to this Government, are not
worth a damn. If your accident is not workers compensation or does not come under the
Motor Accidents Board cover, then forget it, because we know that 26000 people are
waiting on hospital waiting lists already. We know if a person goes to the Alfred Hospital
as a public patient with Medicare or Medimuddle cover, it will be two months before that
person sees an orthopaedic surgeon.
Honourable members should go and see a session of an orthopaedic surgeon working at
a public hospital in this State; 55 patients and three minutes each patient. There are A, B
and Z class services. The first thing the hospital wants to know, after the patient's
medimuddle number, is ifit is a workers compensation claim. If it is, he is moved across
on to a carpet. If it is a claim under the Motor Accidents Board, he is on linoleum. Ifhe is
insured he is still on linoleum, or "You are just a Medicare patient, are you? Well, out
with you". That is the treatment system available in this State and that is the disgrace
Victorians have and this Government has given away the chance to do something about
it.
The report then ~oes on about the cost saving from rehabilitation. This is the
Government's claim m its own book Victoria. Workers Compensation Reform:
It should be noted that expenditure directed to rehabilitation is more than recovered by the savings made
through returning employees to the work force. Figures released in 1981 by the Insurance Company of North
.\merica (I.N.A.)-

One company the Government cannot nationalizeshowed that with disabilities likely to involve more than three month's absence from work, occupational
rehabilitation provided a saving of$17 for each $1 spent. With shorter-term disability, the saving was $11.40 for
each $1 spent on rehabilitation.
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That is the experience of one segment of the economy of the United States of America. It
is an argument that it is economic to spend money on rehabilitation. The experience in
Australia and the figures available under the muddle that we have with the Commonwealth
service, now the State service, and also a third service in the private sector, and any other
service for those who have not been injured at their work or in a car indicates that.
Would it surprise honourable members to know that if a person requires physiotherapy
and he does not happen to have private insurance, Medicare does not cover him?
Physiotherapy is nothing to do with Medicare. Of course, if you are lucky you might get a
public hospital and, and in a few months' time, before you are an absolute cripple, you
may see a physiotherapist. You then come back in a month's time for your real treatment.
Does the Government have any real appreciation of this? Does the Treasurer come into
the House and say, 441 am going to back rehabilitation with dollars. 1 will have a $10
million or a $20 million program for rehabilitation". No, we have silence on that subject.
I am sure that no one believes the Cooney report was infiltrated by Liberal stalwarts
who somehow got to it and twisted facts and figures. Mr Cooney's report at page 10,
chapter 4, is about rehabilitation and it provides an insight into the real thinkin~ of the
Government on this question. Mr Cooney describes the Caul field Hospital, whIch is a
specialist hospital, in this way:
Caul field Hospital, established in 1916, is the only service in Victoria training specialists in rehabilitation
medicine. It has 150 rehabilitation beds (with a further 30 closed).

When Cooney wrote this report the Government had 30 rehabilitation beds at Caulfield
Hospital that were closed, along with 1000 other beds that are closed in the public hospital
system.
The Royal Talbot General Rehabilitation Hospital has 102 beds. With some financial
assistance, that hospital can deal with a further fifteen to twenty out-patients a day.
The Austin Hospital has the only spinal injury unit in Victoria and 60 beds are allotted
to rehabilitation, including stroke, rheumatology, orthopaedic and general psychiatry
units. Rehabilitation staff include physiotherapists, social workers, occupational therapists,
a rehabilitation gymnast and an orthotist..
The Government talks about making rehabilitation a major priority. Under this
Government, rehabilitation is a hopeless dream unless a person is privately insured, or is
rich enough to pay for his own physiotherapy, or is well connected or articulate enough to
get to the right spot at the right time. If one is injured and is in the queue of our hospital
system or health system, one does not have a hope.
Hampton Hospital describes itself as an Hacute medical rehabilitation hospital". Guess
what! This Government had a report from a namesake of mine, but with a Hd" at the end
of his name, McClelland. He ought to be ashamed of himself because he recommended
that this hospital should be closed.
The Government has a report on its table recommending the closure of a hospital which
has established a fine reputation in rehabilitation and which is a specialist hospital in that
area. It was only through local members of Parliament-members of the Liberal Partystirring and raising the issue and through a couple of bush-fire victims making a media
attack on a decision of the Government that the Government reversed its decision. That
is the attitude of the Government-close it down, shut it up, cut it. Hospitals have been
shut down and hospital budgets have been cut. Rehabilitation has been given a hopeless
chance in the future.
The Cooney report, a report made to the Government by a committee of its own choice,
states that the Bethesda Hospital has 50 MAB-Motor Accidents Board-beds and 37
private beds. The pious words of the Government on the subject of rehabilitation are a
disgrace. The hundreds of millions of dollars that might be needed for a proper
rehabilitation service have been spent by the Government in providing $200 million
additional benefits in weekly payments that will go on forever and in reduced payments
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for business people who are being told that if they will give their support to this measure
not only will their premiums be reduced but also their premiums will be fixed over the
next five years.
Where is the money coming from to achieve one of the prime objectives thought to be
established in the proposed legislation? The answer is that the Government is not honest.
It does not have its priorities right. If one were to get the priorities right there would be an
integrated rehabilitation service with Commonwealth and State working together; there
would be a rehabilitation service that requires this Government to renegotiate the Medicare
agreement with the Commonwealth to make rehabilitation a reality rather than a
pipedream; there would be an involvement of private practitioners in rehabilitation,
willingly and keenly, rather than locking them out and allowing rehabilitation to become
the preserve of the trade union movement or Government monopoly of those sections
that can be controlled and where criticism cannot be made and no one will say that there
are insufficient funds because people will be told to keep quiet as it is Government policy
and one is not allowed to criticize such policies.
There are a handful of public beds in public institutions and a handful of specialists
offering rehabilitation services and there is a Government introducing this Bill trying to
pretend that its real objective is rehabilitating people while it uses hundreds of millions of
dollars and will ensure losses of hundreds of millions of dollars in future years because it
will not make the honest decision to say that the real costs of this workers compensation
change will be, in effect, funded by loss after loss, year after year, as it fixes the premiums
for five years to buy the support of industry. The Government has shovelled out the extra
benefits, although Victoria had the highest benefits in the Commonwealth, anyway.
Surely, if one thing can be reasonably done it would be for all States to get together
under the leadership of the Commonwealth to talk about a single system of workers
compensation so that the benefits in Albury are the same as the benefits in Wodonga and
so that there are no State differences. There would be a similar system across the nation. I
am not talking of who pays for it yet, whether it is the Commonwealth which pays for it
or the State which pays for it or whether it is the employer who pays for it. In the end, the
people pay for it: They pay for it through taxes and prices and in one way or another.
If the Government is serious about rehabilitation being a prime element of workers
compensation and if the objective is to improve the life of people who have been injured,
it must be said then that they have no more right to the service than the person who is
injured in the car and the person injured in the car has no more right to the service than
the person who is injured at home and the housewife who is injured at home should be
treated no differently-certainly no worse-from the worker injured at work. Yet, this
whole system of legislation presupposes there will be an A-class system for some and a
Z-c1ass system for others and, for many, there will be no real rehabilitation service at all.
I have stated that the situation in hospitals is a disgrace to this Government. The waiting
lists are getting longer; the delays are getting longer. When the manager of the Dandenong
Hospital is asked what happens to the people on the waiting list, do they die? He says,
No-they do not die, they just get worse, and when finally they get into hospital, they are
in hospital for longer.
If one asks the orthopaedic surgeon what happens to the person who needs a replacement
hip, he knows that person will not get that replacement hip for six years and he will say
that in six years' time the bones will not take the new hip and that person is left without
the benefit of that operation.
If one talks to the woman who had her operation scheduled at the Dandenong Hospital,
scheduled and cancelled nine times under this Government, one gets an insight into how
the system works at the real world level. One can get angry with a Government that gives
away $200 million in extra benefits to its friends in the trade union movement and tries to
bribe employers into supporting its proposed legislation with reduced premiums and a
guarantee, ··of reduced premiums for five years".
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The answer is that the money was there to achieve a revolution in rehabilitation, but it
has been used to buy support for the Treasurer who could not otherwise justify his Bill.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The honourable
expired.

member~s

time has

Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-After the contribution made yesterday by the Leader of
the National Party, the House will be very much aware of the attitude of the National
Party to the measure. The Accident Compensation Bill has been changed on numerous
occasions. As indicated by the honourable member for Berwick a moment ago, the
Government has nearly 300 amendments that it wants to make to the Bill. These changes
and proposed amendments clearly support the arguments of the Opposition and the
National Party that, although everyone acknowledges the need for change in workers
compensation provisions, the proposed legislation needs to be complete before it is brought
into Parliament. It needs greater consultation with all interested parties before the Bill is
debated in Parliament.
The experience of the National Party and my experience in this place over almost ten
years is that unless proposed legislation has been thought out and investigated and unless
It has had an input by all interested parties, it is often doomed to failure and requires
either extensive amendments while the Bill is being debated or the consequent Act requires
extensive amendment by subsequent Bills introduced in subsequent Parliamentary sessions.
If one were to examine the history of the Labor Party in government in recent years,
one would be aware of the comments that have been made by the Premier-supported by
members of the Labor Party inside and outside Parliament-that he would abolish the
Upper House. However, the Premier has changed his thinking in recent times. He is now
aware, as are many members of the Government, that more time should be made available
for proposed legislation to be adequately debated so that proper changes can be made. If
that is done, when the resulting legislation is finally proclaimed, it will have some semblance
of being effective and being able to operate properly in Victoria.
There is a strong argument for the retention of the Upper House to allow this extensive
review system to continue. Proposed legislation is sometimes introduced into Parliament
and it becomes obvious that it has not been properly thought out. Major amendments
have to be made while the Bill is in the Legislative Assembly, further time is required to
have discussions with interested parties so that further amendments can be proposed and
they can be dealt with in the Legislative Council.
This review system is highlighted when an extensive Bill, such as the Accident
Compensation Bill, is introduced into Parliament without being carefully thought out,
without having complete agreement amongst interested parties and then, in the Committee
stage, having over 300 amendments proposed that must also be debated.
Mr Gude-Mr Deputy Speaker, I direct your attention to the state of the House.

A quorum was formed.
Mr JASPER-I have noticed that in the debate on the Bill yesterday and today only a
few contributions have been made by members of the Government. It appears that those
contributions have come from members of the socialist left who have also spoken on the
Occupational Health and Safety Bill, and probably have a keen interest in ensuring that
this measure is passed. If that is not so, are members of the Government back bench
apprehensive about the proposed legislation?
Mr Walsh-Who?
Mr JASPER-The National Party is waiting to hear from members of the Government
in support of the proposed legislation because up until now only a few Government
members have supported it. Those speakers have included the Minister for Public Works,
the honourable member for Springvale and other members connected with, or believed to
be associated with, the socialist left.
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I am interested to learn whether any Government back-benchers are prepared to refute
that allegation. The National Party wants to hear some support for the measure, but how
can it be supported when honourable members know the Government will introduce
approximately 300 amendments in the Committee stage.
This is a half-baked Bill. It has not been thoroughly examined and had not received
support from interested parties before being introduced into Parliament.
In recent years, I have handled a large number of proposed amendments to workers
compensation legislation within Parliament on behalf of the National Party and on those
occasions I have highlighted the need for change in the workers compensation scheme
operating in Victoria.
I have pointed out what can only be referred to as abuse of the system. There is no
doubt that the workers compensation system has been abused by employees, medical and
legal professions and some employers. The high cost of the workers compensation system
has been a disincentive for employment in Victoria. If honourable members were to speak
to employers, they would be told that one area of significant concern is the continuing and
high cost of workers compensation.
I congratulate the Government-I hope the Treasurer and the Deputy Premier are
listening-on recognizing that change was required to the workers compensation system.
When the Opposition was in government, it was not ~me to tackle the problem. The
Liberal Government knew the system was not workIng properly and that there was
widespread abuse across the whole spectrum, but it was not game to tackle workers
compensation. I congratulate the Government for taking the initiative and instituting the
Cooney committee of inquiry, which has been mentioned by a number of speakers in this
debate. The Cooney inquiry investi~ted all the issues involving workers compensation
and came to grips with the situation In an extremely effective report.
The Cooney report highlighted the deficiencies in the system, the need for change and
where that change should be made. The Cooney report has had the general support of the
community.
In its policy on workers compensation prior to the last State election, the National Party
relied, to some extent, on the Cooney report and incorporated some of the
recommendations in that report, particularly relating to its objectives.
Mr Cooney concluded that the objectives should be accident prevention, rehabilitation
and compensation. The National Party believes those aspects are important to any chan~es
to be made to the workers compensation system. I had a deep involvement in prepanng
the National Party's policy on workers compensation prior to the last State election.
One of the recommendations that is different from one the Government has accepted is
the multi-insurer system, which was recommended by Mr Cooney in his report. He stated
that there should be an immediate appointment of conciliators to change the adversary
system and I agree that many of those matters have been picked up in the Bill.
The Government also addressed the common law issue and there has been an enormous
amount of controversy, even within the National Party, on how that matter should be
addressed and how far the common law issue should be taken.
The Cooney report further indicates that the Government should investigate the
feasibility of implementing a system of structured settlements. With regard to lump sum
payments, at chapter 10 the Cooney report states:
I. By a 3-2 majority, that apart from section 11 benefits, the Workers Compensation Board should only
consent to lump sum payments:
(a) in situations where, in the opinion of the board, a lump sum payment will be of special benefit to the
worker;
(h)

in cases where the periodic payment will be small.
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Unfortunately, that is one area where the Government has bowed to the extreme pressure
applied by the union movement.
It is important that honourable members recognize that the Cooney report came to
grips with the major problems of workers compensation and recommended changes which
were agreed to by a large section of the community and which had strong support from all
political parties, employer groups and the union movement. What has happened since
then? The Government was so anxious to establish a single insurer system that it set up
another committee of inquiry to investigate the Cooney report.
The National Party supports the concept of a consultative process; however, in this
instance, the Government has not followed such a process. The only group which the
Government has consulted with at all times has been the union movement, which,
realistically, is the Victorian Trades Hall Council. Has the Treasurer had similar
consultations with employer groups?
Mr Fordham-Yes.
Mr JASPER-The Deputy Premier interjects and says, HYes". However, I do not
believe the Deputy Premier was being honest because I do not believe he can back up that
interjection. As a result of discussions I have had with employer groups, I do not believe
the Treasurer has consulted with those groups to the degree that he has claimed.
The Treasurer is still having discussions with the union movement, but is he having
discussions with employer groups? Is the honourable gentleman still in touch with the
Australian Chamber of Manufactures, the Metal Trades Industry Association of Australia,
the Victorian Employers Federation and the Victorian Automobile Chamber of Commerce?
A few minutes ago the Treasurer was yapping away, but now he is not prepared to indicate
whether he has had discussions with those groups. The honourable gentleman is not
prepared to indicate the last occasion on which he consulted with employer groups on the
300 amendments he has foreshadowed. The Treasurer knows very well that he has not
had any consultations in recent times with employer groups. It would be totally wrong of
the honourable gentleman to claim that he has had complete consultations with employer
groups.
Mr Micallef-On the Bill!
Mr JASPER-My comments are related to the Bill because I doubt whether the
Treasurer has had any consultation with employer groups on the 300 amendments he has
foreshadowed. The broad support the Government enjoyed earlier this year from employer
groups no longer exists. Indeed, one needs only to quote the latest letter from the Chief
Executive of the Australian Chamber of Manufactures, Mr Brian Powell, dated 17 JUly.
Earlier in the debate the Deputy Leader of the National Party quoted that letter in full and
I do not intend to do the same. However, I do wish to quote briefly from the letter, which
states:
In summary, you propose to expand greatly the liability of employers, require them to pay an excess which is
open to future increase, and remove them from the opportunity to defend their interests in conciliation proceedings
or before the tribunal.

That was a bold statement for the chamber to make. The letter further states:
These are matters which I believe should be resolved before the passage of the legislation.

Therefore, I ask you to re-consider the haste of the passage of legislation in light of what I believe are serious
deficiencies and which pose real economic risks.

I do not believe the Treasurer is concerned about that in his efforts to bulldoze the Bill
through Parliament. Finally, the letter states:
However, the changes which have emerged and which still seem to be emerging to the Bill before Parliament,
in my view are of such a fundamental nature as to alter, in a most substantial way, the thrust of the original
proposals outlined in the Government's Green Paper.
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The proposals that are contained in the Green Book are totally different to those contained
in the Bill. I can understand the general concern of employer organizations and employers
because they will have to pay for the provisions in the Bill. It appears that the Government
does not realize who will pay for the proposed changes.
Every employer group from the medical profession, the legal profession through to
everyone involved with workers compensation has been attacked in the Bill. All employer
groups, with the exception of the employees, have been attacked. There is no provision in
the Bill which states that the employees have to bear a responsibility, yet it is the employees
who are the major beneficiaries of the Bill. It is the employees who will bear the main
benefits.
During the Committee stage these benefits will be detailed. It is then that honourable
members will realize that the Bill provides major benefits to employees without imposing
consequent responsibilities, and yet there has been no consultation with employer
organizations.
The Government has ensured that it has talked to unions about the proposed legislation.
The Victorian Trades Hall Council and other people involved with employees have been
keen to ensure that the Treasurer toes the line and that benefits to employees will be
increased.
Most employers tend to trust Government. Most employers are keen to get on with the
running of their businesses efficiently.
Mr Micallef interjected.
Mr JASPER-The honourable member for Springvale would have no understanding
of the employer's attitude or of what the employer ~oes through. If he has any sense of
responsibility as a member of Parliament-I say thIS also to the Treasurer-he should
consult the employers. If he talked to employers, he would not come up with the garbage
that he presents to Parliament, and he would have a better understanding of the enormous
problems that face employers in running their businesses profitably and in maintaining
their positions within the economy of Victoria. That is the concern of the National Party.
If Victoria is to progress, the workers compensation system must be changed. I have
said that from the outset. It is a cost impost on the employers and the total economy of
Victoria, an impost which cannot be tolerated any longer.

The small businessman is often the one most affected when there are high workers
compensation premiums, and the changes proposed in the Bill will present difficulties for
him in paying the first five days of every claim, in paying $250 towards medical eX'penses
and in providing returns monthly to the Government. Surely we should be endeavouring
to reduce bureaucracy and the imposts on small businesses so that they can maintain
profitability and thereby maintain employment.
The Treasurer may consider he has an understanding of the situation. I suggest that he
should go out into the workplace and manage a business for a short time so that he gains
an understanding of the situation. He is an economic theorist who has not grown up in
the experience and understanding of a businessman's problems in the economy in Victoria.
Perhaps other Government members should also go out into the system and get to know
the other side and the problems faced by businessmen.
Why rush the proposed legislation through? It is imperative to the economy of Victoria
and to business people that workers compensation be reviewed but the proposed legislation
should not be rushed through Parliament. In 1984, the Government moved in a way that
was supported by the National Party but it certainly does not support the changes that are
proposed in 1985.
Two important areas need to be addressed. One is the cost of the impost of this proposed
legislation on employers. Employers will pay a higher cost for workers compensation in
the future, not a lower cost, as has been suggested by the Treasurer. He should perhaps
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review the actuarial figures which have been provided to him. I suggest that, in years to
come, my words will be proved correct and this system will cost employers more in the
long run rather than the suggested lower costs.
The Government must address two areas: Firstly, the high cost in the long term to
employers; secondly, the additional benefit that will be provided to employees without
any real responsibility on the employee not to abuse the system, as has occurred in the
past.
The National Party believes those two areas are critical to the Bill: The high cost to
employers, which will result from the proposed legislation, and the additional benefits that
will be provided to employees with little responsibility for what they do and the way in
which they handle claims under the new system. The Bill should be withdrawn and
redrafted to take account of the matters I have mentioned and of the reasoned amendment
moved by the Leader of the National Party.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-I have listened with interest to the various contributions
on this important Bill which is unique in this country, if not in the Western World. I
congratulate the honourable member for Brighton who spent so much time and effort in
elaborating the many defects of the Bill. I congratulate my colleague, the honourable
member for Bulleen, with his experience in the insurance field, and I am especially proud
of his contribution because he has virtually inherited most of myoid electorate. I was
pleased to hear the brilliance of the honourable member for Berwick, who, I hope, with
the honourable member for Brighton will make a great contribution to this House long
after I have left it.
The three defects of the Bill are, firstly, that it takes away the rights of the workers of
this country, rights that the workers of the United Kingdom and every other decent
Western society have had for 150 years; secondly, it represents an outright nationalization
ofthe insurance industry and that is one of the key planks in the platform of the Australian
Labor Party; and, thirdly, it launches on this State an unfunded insurance scheme which,
within five to ten years, will bankrupt the Government of this State.
In my opinion the few big businessmen who have aided and abetted the Government in
bringing in the Bill will rue the day they bankrupt this State. They remind me of what
Lenin once said about the capitalists, who sell the rope to hang themselves. In fact, the big
business community that has supported this measure will find that it has done this very
thing and in time to come it will have much to answer for because the self-insurance
scheme will save what to them is a few miserable dollars but what is to the rest of the
community millions of dollars.
I support the proposition put by the National Party. If there had been adequate and
genuine consultation between the trade union movement, the responsible elements in the
business community and responsible actuaries-I cannot find an actuary who is not a
tame cat and who will give his verification that this is a properly funded scheme-and if
there had been no nationalization, and if the workers had been allowed to keep their rights,
I would have been pleased to support the Bill and, if necessary, to cross the floor of the
House to do so.
I do not believe in bashing the workers. They make their contribution to the gross
domestic product and if they are injured in making that contribution, they should receive
just compensation.
It is fascinating that the Government of New South Wales, run by the shrewdest
politician in this country, HNiftyH Neville Wran, will not have a bar of the proposals in
the Bill. Neville Wran will not have a bar of doing away with lump sum compensation or
doing away with common law rights and he will not have a bar of self insurance. Why on
earth have the academics in the Victorian Labor Party allowed themselves to be sold a
pup? Why have they betrayed the union movement?
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I should like to quote from an article in the Geelong Advertiser of Wednesday 26 June
1985, headed, "T .H.C. against compo plan":
Metal workers' union delegate. Mr Frank Self. said several parts ofthe legislation needed change.
Mr Self called on the council to oppose the formula for weekly payments of compensation, and to ask the
Government to abolish self-insurance and improve the rehabilitation scheme proposals.

The THe also will protest against the loss of workers' rights to make common law claims in cases of negligence
by employers.

That is the real trade union movement speaking; not the academics; not the people who
want to wring on our society a corporate State where big business, big unions and big
Government treat the rest of the community as wage slaves and pawns in their grandiose
schemes.
A responsible article was published by the Age on 10 June, 1985. The Age is not an antiworker paper. Most of the benefits that the workers have received in this country have
been promoted by the Age newspaper, way back to the greatest Liberal of all time, Alfred
Deakin, who once worked for the Age and brought into Victoria the first workers
compensation Act, the first protection of workers against exploitation and sweating that
we have had in Victoria. The Age states that, despite the gaping holes in its proposals, and
the importance of the measure to the lives of Victorian workers, the Government desires
to have it rammed through Parliament as soon as Labor has a majority in the Legislative
Council. Labor obtained its majority yesterday. Yesterday the guillotine was moved in
this Parliament so that the Bill could be passed by tomorrow. There is no way the many
good men and true on the Government side of the House can make their contributions.
There is no way every man of the Opposition can speak. I have been lucky because I am
on the Bill committee, otherwise I would not have been given permission to speak on this
anti-worker Bill. This is what the pro-worker Age states:
The Government has performed badly in reforming the workers compensation system. The original plan for
cheaper premiums to employers, a single government-run fund and quicker, more helpful processing of claims
has been abandoned somewhere along the road. Instead, we have employers facing uncertain costs.

What will that do to business expectations? The prospect of premium reductions that has
been proposed will be replaced by uncertainty. In many cases workers who are injured will
face dramatic cuts in earnings. What a shameful thing to do to the workers of Victoria!
A Government agency will act as the go-between for insurance companies and
employers-shrewd insurance companies that have managed insur~nce for ~enturies.
Victorians will see ill-equipped bureaucrats, who know practically nothIng about Insurance
deciding the fate of workers and the fate of this country.
The Treasurer ought to read the Age, which says the proposals are not worthy of
enactment. They need considerable explanation, improvement and additions, and it repeats
what the National Party has already put before the House:
The Government ought to start talking again to unions, employers, lawyers and insurers in a genuine attempt
to obtain broad support for a workable plan. Workers' compensation laws, as we have said many times, need
thorough reform. But they need to be replaced by a quicker, cheaper, fairer scheme, not just whatever the
Government can scrape together while it has a majority in the upper house.

This is a scandalous action by the Government and one in which it lacks faith in its own
ability to win the Upper House seat in the province of Nunawading. If the Labor Party
were being fair dinkum with the workers, particularly the middle-class workers, it would
have no fears in Nunawading. If the Labor Party loses the seat of Nunawading it will be
on its own head because of the shameful way it has introduced this half-baked Bill, which,
as I have said, is a betrayal of the real worker of this State.
It betrays him not only in respect of workers compensation benefits but also by way of
the insurance losses that will be suffered in the years to come. Those losses must mean
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heavier taxes on the ordinary rank and file of the working class. They are the people who
are paying the taxes; not the multi-millionaires who entertain dignitaries on fishing trips
in north Queensland. They are no friend of the worker.
Until now a worker in this State who suffered a work-related injury has been entitled to
full statutory compensation benefits. If the injury was caused by the negligence of his
employer or a fellow worker, he could sue at common law for loss of earnings and other
financial losses; he could sue for compensation, for pain, suffering and so on. The only
point is that the benefits provided for in the workers compensation legislation were
deducted, but there was no limit on the right of the worker to claim damages at law like
any other person who has been injured through the negligence of another. Here we have a
so-called workers' Government doing away with the right that the workers of Victoria
have had for 150 years.
Under Division 8 of this Bill the worker is denied the right to recover damages for
pecuniary loss, except in narrowly-defined instances. What a sell-out of the workers to big
business! It is an abrogation of important fundamental and longstanding rights on a highly
discriminatory basis.
The right of the worker to claim for damages is now restricted to negligently caused
injuries. The injury must have been reasonably foreseeable, and damages are restricted to
loss and damage reasonably related to negligent action. Negligence actions are at the core
of rights in this country and ought to be written into the bill of rights. They should not be
taken away by legislation such as the Bill now before the House.
The author of the Cooney report is no Liberal. I stand to be corrected on this, but if he
is not a senator at the moment, he soon will be, supporting the Australian Labor Party.
Cooney recommended the retention of common law rights unless the nation brought in
a conscientious national accident compensation scheme. That is the only way in which
anyone on the Opposition side of the House could agree to this anti-worker provision.
Without a national accident compensation scheme there is no way the worker can get full
compensation for loss of his main asset, which is his ability to work. Instead of common
law rights being retained the awarding of damages will be replaced by pensions which, in
some cases, will be decided by some bureaucrat who will decide whether the pension can
be extended or, in rare cases converted to a lump sum.
What a betrayal of the workers of this State! They alone will be discriminated against.
No other citizen will lose his or her right to sue for negligence. No worker in any other
State will lose that right. No Commonwealth employee will lose the right to sue, except
the poor workers of this State.
The people most severely' affected will be the victims of modern technology; its impact
on the worker and his famIly is only now coming home to roost. The diseases concerned
include radiation-induced cancer, malformation of reproductive cells in male and female
bodies, and tenosynovitis and capsulitis caused by computer technology. The existence of
those injuries and diseases is particularly hard to prove and they are therefore, likely to be
resisted and fought off every inch of the way by employers. With brilliant lawyers in the
courts, one could obtain full benefits for workers, but under the Bill workers will no longer
be able to have the benefit of the brilliant minds in the Labor movement.
Workers exposed to persistent leakage of electromagnetic energy such as from power
lines and cables are facing cancer risks, and radio frequency welders in plastic factories are
causing problems. There is no doubt in my mind. I have seen several television programs
recently indicating that a leakage of electromagnetic energy is a risk carrier of brain
tumours, leukaemia and other cancers. It may be twenty years before the effects are fully
known. What rights do workers have to get benefits under the proposed legislation for
something that may not happen for twenty years?
Unborn children could suffer from leukaemia, spina bifida, Down's syndrome and so
on because of the effect of radiation on their parents years ago. How will they be
1404

17 July 1985

Accident Compensation Bill

ASSEMBLY

41

compensated in the Bill? It is a shameful betrayal of the workers. In my opinion the
workers of this State are getting precious little benefit in return for surrendering the right
to take common law proceedings for pecuniary losses and also the right to obtain a lump
sum. Mr Acting Speaker, you know the workers better than I do and you know most
would prefer a lump sum payment.
Employees disabled through the terrible new epidemic of repetitive strain injuries will
suffer terrible penalties under the Bill. The statistics are frightening. Repetitive strain
injury in process work now accounts for more than 50 per cent of all applications for
workers compensation by female employees and at least 10 per cent of male employees. I
do not know why the ladies in the Labor caucus do not speak up for their fellow female
workers in industry. It is a betrayal of the women of the Australian Labor Party.
There is no doubt that tenosynovitis is a difficult disease to diagnose-whether it is real
or imagined, not one really knows. However, in the advanced stage, the disease becomes
capsulitis, a non-reversible condition in which the movement of muscles and tendons in
the affected area becomes totally restricted. It is most prevalent amongst process workers,
data processing operators, typists, cleaners and people in other activities that place extreme
repeated pressure on particular muscles or groups of tendons. The risk is increased when
work is speeded up by incentive schemes. I thought the Labor Party opposed speed-up
incentive schemes. However, the proposed legislation will encourage the introduction of
speed-up work incentive schemes. The only cure for the dreadful disease of tenosynovitis
is complete rest. Physiotherapy, surgery and so forth appear to be useless.
Once the condition degenerates to capsulitis there is no cure. It is a dreadful new disease
that even the medical profession knows little about. The Government is racing headlong
into taking away the rights of workers to sue at common law for the harm being done to
the children and families of people affected by capsulitis. In those circumstances the only
justifiable condition that ought to be accepted by any true blue Labor man would be the
retention of the right to a lump sum payment and common law rights. It is undeniable
that the women who become disabled through tenosynovitis and capsulitis will need
household assistance. They will be able to receive assistance only to pay for household
help through successful common law actions. I am concerned that legislation has not been
passed by this House which will put the heat on the employer to ensure maintenance of
the plant to protect process workers adequately. I understand Australia has the highest
incidence of tenosynovitis in the world.
Mr Shell-Because of negligence.
Mr WILLIAMS-No, it is because Australia is behind the world in technology.
Multinational corporations from overseas have put into this country out-of-<late equipment
that they would not have been allowed to sell in their own countries. We are now debating
proposed legislation by a so-called workers~ Government that will not protect the workers
of this State from the results of this antiquated and unsafe equipment.
It is vital to pass legislation calling on employers to prove that they have taken all steps
reasonably available to eliminate the risk of tenosynovitis to their employees. In this
regard I compliment concerned staff of firms and particularly the management of the
Melbourne firm ofL. M. Ericsson Pty Ltd, which has reduced the number of tenosynovitis
cases to between one-tenth and one-fifth of the number experienced ten years ago.

The Premier and the Treasurer were at the Yakka clothing factory the other day
performing the same exercises. The future lies in educating factory management and
providing incentives to reduce accidents and the incidence of tenosynovitis among the
workers. The future does not lie in introducing half-baked legislation.
The reduction of the incidence of tenosynovitis involves providing the latest in desks
and chairs, adjusting them to their proper height, rotating the jobs of employees, giving
employees adequate relaxation periods and proper training to ensure they avoid
unnecessary movements, and whatever advice is needed to minimize the danger of injury.
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That is how the cost of industrial injury in this State will be reduced-not by this halfbaked Bill.
Even if factory management is better educated, people will still be injured. They must
be given adequate assistance through the processes of the law. The ordinary person must
have the common law ri~ht to sue if the ability of that person to work has been reduced by
industrial injury. There IS no doubt that the incidence of injury must be reduced because
Australia's injury rate is one of the highest in the world, at least three times more than in
other industrial countries.

Mr Shell-What a shame!
Mr WILLIAMS-It is an absolute shame and the problem must be solved. However it
will not be solved by the Bill. The Government is livin$ in a fool's paradise if it thinks it
can solve the problems of industrial injury by introducIng this Bill and if it thinks it can
solve the problem of bureaucracy and the clogging up of the courts and tribunals-by
whatever name they are given-hearing workers compensation claims by denying the
common law right of a person to sue.
In the County Court of Victoria, three-quarters of all personal injury claims are finalized
in pre-trial conferences. One no longer needs expensive Queen's Counsel except in rare
cases where controversy exists in the medical profession and there is uncertainty as to the
liability of an employer for a specific injured person. That type of case comprises less than
5 per cent of cases that actually go to court and less than 1 per cent are ever decided by a
judge and jury.
The Bill will deny workers their rights to common law in a situation where only 1 per
cent of industrial injuries are fought tooth and nail in the courts.
In most circumstances, employers and their advisors know that they cannot win the
case and they compromise the action in a pre-trial conference. It is a sad day that such
anti-worker legislation is being introduced into Parliament.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I wish to make a few remarks about the Bill because, as the
Treasurer said, this is an historic occasion. I commend the Treasurer and all those associated
with him for the contribution made to bring this Bill before Parliament. It has not been an
easy task for them. This Bill is a major component of the Government's WorkCare
proposals and it is the culmination of two year's work. I thank and congratulate all those
associated with it over that period.
I shall briefly mention the obstacles that have been placed in the path of the Government
introducing this reform. I recall the obstacles that were successfully placed in the path of
the Whitlam Government when it sought to introduce a national compensation scheme
in 1973 or 1974. All the well entrenched self-interest groups came out of the woodwork to
protect their own self-interest, often in an invalid way, but the message was clear that
those groups were satisfied with the system as it existed. They were doing all right and that
was all that mattered.
On this occasion, the issue has been exploited by powerful vested interest groups
through expensive campaigns that have been based largely on fear and distortion. As I
have said before, it would have been much easier for the Government to have done what
the previous Liberal Government did with great style, that is walk away from a hard one.
That is what the previous Government did year after year. .
The Government firmly believed that the appalling record of death, injury and disease
in the Victorian work force could no longer be ignored. That is why the Government
believed it should act.
Much has been said in debate about the provisions in the Bill for a single Accident
Compensation Commission. It should be very clear what the insurers wanted to do when
this reform package was first put together. The best they could offer at a time when there
were long delays and huge costs imposed on employers was an eighteen month freeze on
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workers compensation premiums and that offer was made after a 21·2 per cent increase
on what were already the highest premiums in the country. That is what the insurers
offered.
The Government, quite properly, totally rejected that proposal. I did not hear the
interjection from the honourable member for Hawthorn, the former executive officer of
the Melbourne Chamber of Commerce.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-But you will ignore it, will you not?
Mr CAIN-No, I will not ignore it. It is pertinent to the debate, although, knowing the
honourable member for Hawthorn, it was probably in his usual form.
I understand vested interest groups are concerned to pay as little for premiums and to
reduce costs as much as possible. However, that is the sort of philosophy that has caused
great injustice in this State over a long period.
I briefly touch on the Opposition's record in Government. Firstly, weekly benefits were
not indexed until 1 July 1975. The previous Government did nothing about that. It failed
to increase death benefits between 1975 and 1979-years of high inflation. It failed to alter
the table of maims from 1975 to 1982. That table has only since been indexed by my
Government. Those were matters that affected costs and the then Government ran away
from them because of pressure from employers and insurer groups. That is the approach
adopted by the previous Government to this issue.

The previous Government also failed to establish an inspectorate within the Department
of Labour and Industry to conduct workers compensation inspections and to investigate
evasions, which were rife. The previous Government did nothing about it. That is one
reason why premiums were higher. As a result, none of the penal provisions of the Act
were ever enforced.
Let the honourable member for Hawthorn deny-and he knows something about
employers-that honest employers have had to bear the brunt and the cost of the dishonest
employers. I see nods of assent from the Opposition and the National Party. I am pleased
they agree. Some honourable members would not know how to nod their heads; like
puppets, they just open their mouths. However, some Opposition members are nodding
their assent and I accept that that is widely understood.
The previous Government also failed to provide any rehabilitation program for injured
workers. It never at any time had any sense of obligation or empathy with the workers
compensation concept.
Mr Hann-Not true!
Mr CAIN-The Deputy Leader of the National Party says, "Not true". All I say to him,
and to the honourable member for Hawthorn, is that their actions and their litany of sins
of omission lead me to no other conclusion than that if they had been concerned with
increasing the table of maims and indexing payments, they would have ensured that
payments were adequate and were based on a human set of guidelines. So the remedy was
in the Opposition's hands and it did nothing about it.
Mr Leigh interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The honourable member for Malvern
is out of order and out of his place.
Mr CAIN-The Opposition also failed to stop injured workers being sacked or to
prevent employers refusing to employ anyone who had a history of workers compensation
claims. The Opposition failed to control the premium levels, preferring to let the insurer
heap up the price of the premiums and in so doing penalize the honest employers.
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Last, but not least, the Opposition members failed to attack the problems of delays in
the Workers Compensation Board, which were then running at about two years. It was
prepared to let the system run on, do nothing about it, and seemed not to care.
I have not been in Parliament for the whole of the debate, but I have listened to some
of the debate in my room and have heard what has been said. The tragedy of the whole
debate from the Opposition's point of view is that it has offered no alternative apart from
more of the same.
Mr Shell-They just want to tinker with it.
Mr CAIN-The honourable member for Geelong sums it up-they want to tinker with
it. That is about the extent of the Opposition approach to most problems. It offers nothing
robust, firm or affirmative about anything it does. It just wants to tinker and go on currying
the favour of what it sees as the establishment and business people, nothing more.
Parliament is entitled to expect more from the Opposition than that. It is a watershed.
Parliament ought to expect more from the Leader of the Opposition by way of contribution
than what has been put. One would have thou~t that a positive set of proposals could
have been put forward showing what the OpPosItion intended to do. If it had done that it
would have looked at not just how a particular group is affected by the proposals but at
the actuarial predictions with a proper accounting and social concern. The Opposition is
not prepared to do that. It has abrogated its role and gone on yapping away, suggesting
nothing positive. Opposition members ferret around the dust bins ofWilliam Street to try
to get lists of documents. That is the best that the honourable member for Brighton can
do. I suppose one cannot expect anything better. The honourable member read from a
prepared book. Who wrote it?
Mr Kennett-He wrote it.
Mr CAIN-Honourable members do not come here to read books. The Opposition
failed to understand the historical significance of this reform, of the need for it and the
nature of the issues that society is facing today.
Mr Kennett-You are in the doldrums and you know it.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The Leader of the Opposition should
keep the debate in the right perspective.
Mr CAIN-I now move on to an aspect of the debate that will, no doubt, receive some
assent from the Leader of the Opposition, and that is, the acknowledgment by him of the
Government's commitment to the economic revitalization of the economy.
The Government's economic strategy highlights the need to reduce the burden of workers
compensation on Victorian industry. When the Labor Party came to office, workers
compensation premiums were growing at an annual rate of approximately 50 per cent and
some industries were reporting increases of up to 500 per cent.
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-On a point of order, Mr Deputy Speaker, having just
come into the Chamber, it was an unavoidable observation that the Premier is actually
reading a speech. I direct attention to the ruling given yesterday, particularly that which
distinguished the speeches by lead speakers, in which case some indulgence is permitted
under the practice of the House and those of other speakers, in which that indulgence is
not appropriate.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! There is no point of order. As
honourable members know, in recent years there has been a certain leniency. By the same
token, the Premier well knows that there is no need to have a prepared speech and I
assume he has copious notes. Is that correct?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-Yes. The Government wanted to tackle a cost blow-out of some
significance in workers compensation. It had been ignored for many years by members of
the Opposition-they seem to smart when that is brought home to them and I understand
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why. In the five years prior to 1981-82 the claims rate increased by 3·6 per cent and, over
the same period, there was a real increase in the average amount of each claim by 10 per
cent per annum.
The Government was concerned with medical and legal expenses which were eating up
a large proportion of premium and other income. I know the honourable member for
Brighton was smarting about that. It is no credit to his profession and mine that the system
has been exploited. If the honourable member had made some acknowledgment of that in
his two and a half hours of garbage, he would have gained more credit, because he has
been closer to it recently than I and he well knows how the system has been rorted by the
profession. That says something about his bona fides on this issue.
Mr Gude interjected.
Mr CAIN-If the honourable member for Hawthorn is worried about the rights of the
workers I will fly to London without using a Concorde in under 15 hours. That is how
likely that is. Honourable members know how the honourable member for Hawthorn used
his position at the Melbourne Chamber of Commerce to launch his political career. It is
an illustration of his motives and an indication where his real interests lie-they are not
with the workers.

One other point ought to be made. A lot has been said about the free enterprise system;
51 insurers were involved, of whom 35 have less than 1 per cent of the market share each.

Just imagine that as an exercise in nonsensical economics. The Treasurer, in this Bill, is
building upon economics of scale and, at the same time, is using private industry in certain
aspects of the implementation of the scheme.
The scheme is not a quick fix. The Treasurer has undertaken wide consultation and
discussion with all interested groups. I do not suggest for a moment that every group is
satisfied or, because it is a package, nobody will be satisfied with all the components of
that package, but it does provide adequate compensation and rehabilitation for injured
workers J1J:td it reduces the cost of the present system. The weekly cost to injured workers
is increased on average by 20 per cent, but, at the same time, there is a massive 50 per cent
reduction on premiums that employers pay. Honourable members opposite blithely say,
'"Rubbish" .
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-The honourable member for Benalla is out
of his place and out of order.
Mr CAIN-In saying "Rubbish", honourable members opposite are ignoring the
evidence and the calculations by independent actuaries. They rely instead upon the
honourable member for Brighton and worse still upon the calculations made by people in
the industry who want to protect people in the industry. How objective is C. E. Heath?
The people who are making a mint out of the system want the present system to go on.
The Opposition is putting material to the Parliament based on actuarial calculations of
people who have a deep, vested interest.

Perhaps the most important aspect of the Bill is that it will place a new emphasis on
accident prevention with the modest minimum target of reducing the accident rate by 10
per cent within ten years, with a desired target of a 20 per cent reduction.
Funds have been set aside to establish the new vocational rehabilitation scheme, which
will encourage injured workers to return to the work force as soon as possible. That is the
key to this Bill; the key is rehabilitation and getting people back into the work force as
quickly as possible. Above all, that is the distinction between the proposed system and the
existing system.
I was asked by the honourable member for Hawthorn, who is such an expert on business,
chambers of commerce and all that sort of thing, what the Government is doing about
small business. The Government is committed to providing the most favourable climate
for small business. By operating under the system proposed by the Bill, small businesses
Session 1985-45
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will pay their premiums monthly and in arrears, whereas, under the present system, which
the Opposition sponsored and supported, they are required to pay annually and in advance.
That payment must be made in one single swoop. I believe that the Opposition supports
that. Does the Opposition support it? I believe the honourable member for Hawthorn
supports the payment of premiums in one single blow. That is no great achievement in
solving the cash flow problems of small business, and yet the Opposition is not prepared
to support the Government's proposed system. That shows, above all else, what hypocrites
members of the Opposition are.
Small business will have an enormous benefit under the new system. The Bill provides
for fixed premiums for the next five years, and a guaranteed maximum level of premiums
during that period. That actually appears in the Bill.
The contribution from the honourable member for Brighton yesterday was like a reading
from the Bible. I heard some of his contribution, including his statement that the system
was not fully funded. Who told him that? Was that information received from one of the
actuaries who are independent?
Mr Stockdale-They are all disinterested.
Mr CAIN-There are five actuaries who are not disinterested and they are all wrong,
and the honourable member for Brighton knows it. The scheme is fully funded, and the
honourable member knows that to be true.
Mr Stockdale interjected.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Brighton is out of order.
Mr CAIN-Not only is the honourable member out of order, but he is also wrong. He
is an expert at being wrong. The system is fully funded over a ten-year period. It is being
said-and I do not know whether the honourable member concerned is just picking up
the chants from the Australian Chamber of Manufactures-that in guaranteeing rates for
five years, the Government is not ensuring that the system is fully funded. That is absolute
rubbish. The system is fully funded on a ten-year basis.
Mr Leigh-You say it often enough.
Mr CAIN-I need to say it many, many more times for the honourable member for
Malvern to have even the slightest understanding of what it is all about. He is an honourable
member who came through the Opposition's preselection system! What would one think
of one's preselection system if one ended up getting people like the honourable member
for Malvern? I would change it overnight. I would not even wait for a party meeting-I
would use my authority and change it. Fancy having that lot opposite in one's party! If
that is the best that the Liberal Party's preselection system can throw up, it is in trouble.
Mr Leigh-What has that to do with the Bill?
Mr CAIN-I make those remarks because the honourable member for Malvern is
opposite and I see what the Liberal Party's preselection system has thrown up.
Mr Shell-He could not obtain preselection in Geelong.
Mr CAIN-He could not obtain preselection there or anywhere else under the Labor
Party's system. The best evidence of the costing argument is the assessment provided by
the Treasurer. In answer to the interjection, I do not know what he paid for it, but if it is
an objective assessment based upon sound calculations made by disinterested persons, it
is worth having. The Opposition does not have such an assessment and has relied on the
vested interests, which is what I would expect.
Mr Stockdale interjected.
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Mr CAIN-If the honourable member for Brighton wishes to rely on vested interests,
he bears the burden of not being able to present to this House hard information based on
calculations by disinterested persons.
The Government is confident that the scheme that the Treasurer has been able to put
together in the package will bring long-term benefits to workers and employers in this
State. It will reduce considerably the backlog in claims. The introduction of conciliators,
which should have been done many years ago, will reduce delays.
Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER-Order!
Mr CAIN-It is quite extraordinary that honourable members opposite should interject
because I have heard no positive proposal from them at any stage during this long debate.
As the honouraJ:>le member for Geelong West said earlier, all they have proposed is a
series of tacky amendments that seek to patch up the existing system.
The Bill will bring industry in this State out of the nineteenth century. It will end the
burden of spiralling costs of workers compensation, which the Leader of the Opposition
seems not to wish to do. The existing system is in a sorry state, and it may well be our last
opportunity of doing something about it because industry cannot go on bearing the burden
and the costs that have been cast upon it. As the same time-and I hope, ignorant as it is,
the Opposition will support this-the Bill will clearly reduce the incidence of death and
injury in the workplace in this State. The Government has come up with the package in
four years, whereas, when in government, the Opposition did nothing about it, as it did
nothing about so many other areas of concern.
No one could have done more than the Treasurer to try to bring together the parties and
put together a package on which there is general confidence on all sides-and I believe
that confidence exists. Of course, there are the extremists, the ratbags and those who are
self-interested on both sides of the House who will say that they are not satisfied. They are
not prepared to concede that anybody else should have anything. They want everything
one way.
The Treasurer has put together a package, a set of proposals and reforms, that will go
down in the history of this State as an important monument of this State's economic
progress in 1985. It is sustainable long-term growth that this State needs. The measure is
an important ingredient in achieving that sustainable long-term growth.
The Bill provides a quite rare-if only the Opposition had the perception to understand
how important it is-and an historic opportunity of improving Victorian industry and, at
the same time, the quality oflife for all Victorians for many years to come, and I commend
it to the House.
Dr WELLS (Dromana)-In the report from E. S. Knight and Co. to the Department of
Management and Budget, entitled "Costing WorkCare", which was issued by the Treasurer
this week, Mr Richard Cumpston, the Government actuary, concluded with the following
statement:
If these challenges are met, WorkCare may, like similar schemes overseas, cost less than the government's 2·4
per cent commitment.

If these challenges are not met, WorkCare may cost more than 2·4 per cent of wages. The worst sufferers will
be persons who, as a result of age or prior injury, are more likely to suffer injury. The present tendency for

employers to employ only the young and fit will continue unchecked.

The Premier of Victoria told honourable members 5 minutes ago that the scheme
introduced by the Bill would be limited for a period of five years to 2·5 per cent of wages,
and that it would be fully funded. A second statement that has been made repeatedly by
1411

48

ASSEMBLY

17 July 1985

Accident Compensation Bill

the Premier throughout the debate is that the Government's proposals will cut the cost of
insurance to employers by $600 million.
The repeated estimate based on last year's actual cost of insurance is that this year,
under the old scheme, workers compensation would cost approximately $900 million, yet
the Premier says that he will cut that cost by $600 million. During his second-readIng
speech the Premier had ample opportunity of responding to some very telling criticism,
because it is evident that one side is right and the other wrong. He did not respond to that
criticism and he did not report what was actually said; he came into Parliament and made
his own statement.
The Premier went on to laud the Whitlam years and to say what the Whitlam years were
prevented from achieving. That statement by the Premier more than any other statement
in his whole contribution to the debate illustrates the difficulty the Government is
experiencing. The Whitlam Government failed because it failed to appreciate the differences
between real-life, actual situations and the Government's theoretical, wishful aspirations.
That is exactly the position of the Cain Government on this Bill. It is putting up wishful,
hopeful, idealistic, and, one may say, quite wonderful ideas-if only they could be made
to work.
Wherever in history has there been a Premier or a Prime Minister who has been able to
achieve a 20 per cent increase in benefits to the community simultaneously with a 50 per
cent decrease in taxation?
Mr Kennett-Argentina!
Dr WELLS-That is a situation the Premier suggests can be achieved.
Mr McNamara-It is a whiff ofWhitlam!
Dr WELLS-It is a whiffofWhitlam-it is impracticable policy. It is being proposed
not because members of the Government party are intellectually Incapable of analysing
situations but because they do not have the practical experience in the real world of the
gap between what one wishes to achieve and what, unfortunately, so often is the fate of
human beings, that which can really be achieved in complex situations.
How can anyone propose provisions based on theoretical assumptions that have not
been tested either in this State or in any other State and for which there is abundant
evidence overseas State by State by State that those assumptions have failed? How can
anyone have the gall to try to persuade Parliament, which ought to contain some of the
community's most sharply analytical minds, that the Government is god and can bring a
new epoch? It is quite ridiculous. The Government should bring into Parliament a Bill
that has some semblance of practical application and support. The more radical the
proposal, the more extensive would be the support needed.
Had the Government proposed a more gradual transition it would have achieved
support for some of the things that it wants to do. At least on this occasion with a Bill that
is so important, the Government should have come to the House with its proposals, put
them on the table, thrashed them through, and come back again as is done by other
democratic Governments in the world. They should have used the Opposition's resources
as well as their own resources, the unions' resources, employers' resources and resources
of economic history and done everything possible to produce a Bill that could not really
be grossly criticized or modified. Had that happened, in the end, the Government would
have had a Bill that is most likely to work. It would have had an acceptable Bill. In the
long run, the Labor Government would have credit for it, firstly, because it had the courage
to act in this manner and, secondly, because it would have been the Government of the
day when finally these proposals were passed into legislation.
It is no good the Government saying to the Opposition that the Opposition should put
up practical proposals. It is more urgent that any Opposition should deal with what the
Government proposes. The first responsibility of the Opposition is close scrutiny of what
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is being proposed by the Government. The Government has the reins of power. It can
adjust the proposals it makes. Indeed, the Government has been doing that behind closed
doors week after week, talking to faceless men-and, perhaps women-presumably of the
union movement. There is nothing wrong with the Government talking to the union
movement but unions represent a small part of the totality of what is necessary to make
the State function effectively, efficiently and continually. The Government's actions have
missed that point. It may be that the Government's proposals will bring glory for a day,
but it will not last for very long.
There is no question that the Bill will prove to be the Government's intellectual Waterloo
and that will be entirely self-inflicted by the Labor Party. Sooner or later the Government
will fall because of this Bill. In this Parliamentary session the Government has initiated a
series of measures that will prove to be the low point of economic planning for the State.
They include the Victorian Economic Development Corporation (Amendment) Bill, which
destroyed decentralization incentives for industry, and introduced political patronage,
and the Occupational Health and Safety Bill, which is laudable in so many areas, but
which will damage industry through union control of the workplace. What about the rest
of the employees? They are being disenfranchised. That, eventually, will contribute to the
downfall of the Government. However, the best illustration of the Government's folly is
this impracticable Bill, the Accident Compensation Bill.
There were deficiencies in the previous system of workers compensation. Everyone
acknowledges that. People would be foolish not to do so. However, it is no good the
Government using a 50 kilogram sledgehammer to smash a small nut. No doubt the
Government's aims of reducing costs and improving benefits were laudable but the
Government went far beyond that point. What it has done finally will disenfranchise and
harm employees because the scheme will not be able to support them all. Further, it has
reached the point where the Government will damage both itself and the State of Victoria
through the implementation of this proposed legislation. The Government will make this
Parliament a laughing stock.
After three and a half years of preparation, just several weeks before the Bill the
Government expected honourable members to vote on was introduced in Parliament, the
Government came up with a proposal that was not even presented as a Bill. If other
professions behaved in this manner, they would be sued for negligence. When the
Government acts in this way it is no wonder that the community generally disrespects
politicians. I warn the Government that it cannot hoodwink the public forever.
The Government should adopt the practices of other democratic countries when dealing
with issues of this sort. In Switzerland a Bill of this magnitude after much discussion and
multi-party presentation, when passed, would lie on the table of the Chamber for three
months before enactment to determine whether there is any point that has been missed.
The Labor Party Government cannot say that it has a better industrial record than the
Swiss.
The Government is attempting to push this proposed legislation through Parliament,
simultaneously hoodwinking many people. The Government should know that in the end
it will come unstuck. The Government could have accepted help on this measure and
dealt with it in a decent and Parliamentary fashion.
I am offended by the treatment meted out to honourable members by the Government.
The Government has asked honourable members to agree to the Government's proposals
that three or four weeks ago were not even contained in a Bill. A Bill was introduced at the
last minute and, under those circumstances, I can say that I do not really know what the
Bill is about in substance.
Honourable members interjecting.

Dr WELLS-I am glad that members of the Government party have responded to my
statement because the laugh is on them. They cannot know what the Bill is about because
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tomorrow approximately 250 to 300 amendments are to be made to the Bill by the
Government and we do not know what they are. Do members of the Government party
seriously suggest that Parliament can even deal with that many amendments tomorrow
on the last day? Nonsense!
Complex legislation cannot be handled in this way. Several weeks ago I roundly criticized
the Dangerous Goods Bill because Parliament was asked to give carte blanche in regulatorymaking powers to those administering the Act to write into the regulations the substance
of the Bill after the Bill had been passed by Parliament.
There is no comparison between what the Government did then and what it is insisting
on now-introducing 300 amendments to the Bill. The amendments will be introduced
tomorrow and any honourable member speaking today should state that he or she does
not know what the Bill is about. Members of the Government may laugh if they wish, but
they will not blunt that valid criticism.
For the Premier and the Treasurer to come to this place and suggest that type of
procedure shows naive and arrogant disregard for Parliament. Some of the statements
made by the Premier do not do this place credit. At a critical time in the passage of the
Bill, the Premier entered the Chamber, not to detail practical matters but to attempt to
rubbish the Opposition.
The Premier was wrong in the statements he made, and I take personal offence in his
claim that I speak for vested interests-I do not. I remind the Premier that if ever there
were a track record to show that he is speaking for vested interests it is this Bill because
the Premier has not told honourable members why 300 amendments must be made. That
type of behaviour is unparliamentary and does not show the Premier as speaking for all
Victorians.
I hope Government back-benchers who are not here will read what I have to say in

Ha nsard. How is it that the back-benchers have allowed the Premier and the Treasurer to
perpetrate such stupidity and cause them to lose their seats in the next Parliament. Every
Government back-bencher who has a majority of less than approximately 4 per cent
should think seriously about whether they should continue to support the Bill. If they do,
in due course, that support will cost them their seats.
Presently, the State Insurance Office is losing approximately $2 million a working day.
If one examines the actuarial assessments that have come forward from actuaries not
employed by the Government, one finds that their predictions make it reasonable to
expect that within a year or two the Bill will also cost the people of Victoria $2 million
each working day.
When that situation is reached, what will Government back-benchers do when. they
must tell their electors that they cannot have money for hospitals or schools because the
Government is economically hard pressed? The Government claims to have the best
economic management in the nation. It is a reflection on the Government that it distorts
the figures it uses.
The Premier has consistently put forward the figure of$6oo million as being the saving
to industry, and this week the Treasurer has repeated that claim. There should be some
integrity about the language used in this place. It behoves members of the Government to
be accurate in what they say. Their sin of omission in this case is that they did not come
here prepared to talk about reality. If they had done so, they could have achieved what
they set out to achieve. That would have been an historic event because it is obvious that
change is needed.
I do not understand why the Government used this guise unless it is under pressure
from elsewhere. It is disgraceful to think that the Government jumps to the commands of
an unelected, narrow-minded group.
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The financial policies of the Prime Minister, Mr Hawke, have reached a point where
they are in line with the financial policies of Argentina, and beginning to embarrass us to
the extent that Australia may lose its A-I financial rating. The Premier has embarrassed
us and made this State a laughing-stock by swapping hats on toy donkeys instead of
legislating for all the people. What a laughing-stock; what a charade; what a tragedy for
Victoria!
Why has the Government failed in its calculations? It has done so because it has tried
to reinvent the wheel. The Government does not care whether the wheel comes out square
instead of round-it refuses to listen to anyone.
The Opposition has been accused of being biased. Members of the Opposition are
charged, along with members of the Government, with the responsibility of making this
State run. Therefore, why would we be biased at all times? The Government has accused
professional actuaries of being biased. Case after case has been submitted by actuaries and
they have all indicated much the same thing. The Government has not chosen to refute,
in detail, those claims and presentations, but just to disparage respected professional
people.
The Government has refused to take notice of any other current economic experience
in Australia or other countries; it has decided that none of it is relevant. The measures the
Government proposes to take have been found wanting elsewhere, but that is not relevant
because Government members believe they are a new generation of economic managers
and they can make work what everyone else in the world has been unable to make work.
Only in Labor politics are we confronted with this offensive style of pseudo intellectual
procedure.
Members of the Government ignore everything else; they write their own books, stretch
the figures and press on regardless because they have the numbers to ram through the
proposed legislation. According to them, everyone is wrong except the Labor Government.
I have never come across such ignorant arrogance.
I ask Government back-benchers to reflect on what their leaders have sold them: Firstly,
nationalization of an industry. If one were to examine the State Insurance Office, would
one be confident that the Government could run more efficiently a workers' compensation
scheme with a potential for loss at five times greater than the current $200 million
accumulated loss of the office?
What will members of the Government do when, after the first year or two, the deficit
climbs to $400 million, $800 million or $1·2 billion? The Premier will come to this place
and excuse himselfby claiming that the Government is supporting a social welfare program,
or he will later turn to his outside, faceless masters and say "I have tried your way and I
must now correct the situation", having known from the beginning that his proposals
would not work.
Yesterday, honourable members heard one of Victoria's best advocates, the honourable
member for Brighton, nail down the coffin of the Government proposal nail by nail. Into
it, the honourable member cast three and a half years of gibberish, and there was room for
those Government back-benchers who will follow at the next election. The coffin is
labelled "Cast into political oblivion". The further the honourable member for Brighton
went, the more nervous was the laughter from the Government front bench.
What else have Government back-benchers been sold by their leadership group? They
have been sold a system that is undemocratic and unreasonable; it places unreasonable
power in the hands of unions and employees; and it leads to the emasculation of the
employers' rights and their capacity to provide employment. So favourable are the
conditions of workers and unions and so draconian are the situations created for employers,
through fines, inequities and being ruled out of all types of procedures, that it would be
laughable if it were not serious.
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What will Victoria's 250000 small businessmen have to say about this? I remind
honourable members that every small businessman represents approximately two to four
votes on polling day. What they will say about this measure, the Victorian Economic
Development Corporation (Amendment) Bill and the Occupational Health and Safety
Bill is that they have had enough. The Government will see the response.
The Government may have another three and a half years, but eventually there will be
more than enough votes in this, as costs and prices go up and their impact reaches the
community, to stop the Government in its tracks. Members of the back bench will be the
first to fall. What will they achieve for their efforts? Nothing! They will have the judgment
of history that, similar to the Whitlam Federal Government, the Victorian Labor Party
self-destructed because of its own rash and unthinking actions and because it allowed
faceless men to be its master.
What else has the Labor Party brought in with this workers compensation system? It
has introduced a scheme that, not too far down the track, will discourage job creation and
business investment in Victoria. Members of the Labor Party fail to appreciate that the
world is one economic unit. If an entrepreneur does not take certain action in Victoria
because of restrictions, he will take his investments elsewhere.
Government back-benchers have also brought in a system that will create a frightening
increase in bureaucracy. How can one justify bureaucratic procedures that will cost at least
$100 million more a year to shuffle papers in Government departments. The Government
claims it has introduced the system because of the cheating that took place in the previous
system. Surely that could have been tightened up without costing an extra $100 million a
year in administrative costs.
In the final analysis, the claims of the Government must be weighed against what
happens in 1985 and what happens after 1985 in terms of costs. If the Government is
serious about wanting to increase economic activity in Victoria, it should ensure that
workers are cared for but costs are kept down. Does the Government claim that it cares
about exports from this State to other nations? It may be possible in Australia, with a
relatively closed system to keep less efficient industries alive a bit longer but it cannot be
done in the brutal white glare of economic competition on the world scene.
If members of the Government have not spent some of their lives travelling around the
world and observing what goes on, they should do so quickly because it is part of their
responsibility, if they wish to serve as legislators in this place, to know what happens in
other parts of the world.
Will employees be better off under this new system? No! Either premiums will rise to
about 6 per cent-a figure provided by several actuaries-or the Government will have to
restrict entitlements to injured workers. The figure of 6 per cent represents an increase of
at least 50 per cent of the current cost in the system that has been running for some time,
which has been vilified by the Premier. The Premier's knowledge of law and economics
should have suggested to him that he take that system, modify it and improve it step by
step instead of trying to reinvent the wheel.
What will happen to employees and their common law rights? The Premier stated that
in the past employees were not treated fairly because there had not been inflationary
increases for allowances. I believe those increases should have been made, but the
Government is perpetuating a greater injustice by removing common law rights.
The premiums of employers will increase because the Government has failed to listen
to them. The Government has taken the "con" from consultation and has lifted it to a
new art form. Many employers have written to the Opposition because the Treasurer
would not listen to them. They have quoted actuarial figures of what will happen to their
insurance premiums next year, but the Treasurer has gone on his way, stating that
everything will be marvellous because of reductions. He has ignored the fact that the
Government has fobbed off 70 per cent of claims by employers and forced the employers
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to pick up the costs in the first weeks. The Treasurer made this facade of a claim: That it
was because they will have their premium charges lowered to begin with. What nonsense!
The Bill also contains a provision that employers will not have the protection of
knowing when they pay a claim or when they refer a claim to conciliators to settle that it
will be accepted. In the end employers may have to pay up because the Government
system will opt out. The Treasurer will find that that will be one of his follies.
What will Government back-benchers say when employers and employees catch up
with them in the future? They will not have a leg to stand on because they allowed their
leaders to dazzle them with figures, and believed them when they said that the rest of the
world does not matter. The bottom line is that this is a charade of deception. I challenge
the Premier and the Treasurer to prove that this is not so by accepting the amendment
moved by the Opposition which will require a six-monthly audit of the progress of the
scheme. The scheme should be checked frequently because there is so much money at
stake. If the Treasurer and the Premier are confident about what they say, as they have
continued to pretend, when they fail they should be men enough to resign from office.
The Bill takes Victoria to the threshhold of the lowest level of proposed economic
management that I have come across in economic history. Some people would say that it
is in the interests of the Liberal Party to push through these Bills and to let the Government
fall. However, my responsibility at all times is to do the most I can to ensure that the best
decisions are taken each day that we act as legislators.
I again challenge Government back-benchers to examine the proposal. It is not too late
to tackle Labor Party leaders and scream at them from the rooftops about what is being
put forward. If this is not done, Victorians will scream at members of the Government in
the near future, and this infantile and pathetic measure, which has missed so many good
opportunities and has introduced so many nonsensical and impractical ideas, will indeed
be the Waterloo of the Government.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Before I call on the Treasurer, I should
inform the House that the Treasurer is not closing the debate but is speaking only to the
amendment.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker, it is important to make that
clear. I have had the displeasure of listening to a smorgasbord of incompetence, punctuated
by the dessert of the honourable member for Dromana who admitted at the beginning of
his speech that he did not understand the Bill. He clearly demonstrated that fact and also
demonstrated that he knows nothing about workers compensation.
The Liberal Party has demonstrated that it is the political arm of the Insurance Council
of Australia Ltd and that it is the lackey of the Law Institute of Victoria. The Opposition
has demonstrated more than any other group that it is out to protect the vested interests
involved in workers compensation. It has not faced up to the fact that the Government is
undertaking a fundamental reform of the workers compensation system in Victoria. Only
the Cain Labor Government has the ability to deliver such a fundamental reform.
I shall now highlight the nature of that reform and illustrate why it will lead to dramatic
reductions in workers compensation premiums.
The amendment asks for a deferral of the Bill because these issues are not clarified. It is
in the context of that amendment that I will be clarifying the issues raised in the amendment.
It is a reasoned amendment which calls for the deferral of the Bill.
The amendment states that the cost of the scheme has not been properly assessed, but
clearly the movers of the amendment do not appreciate the underlying significance of the
Bill. The Government has put forward a package known as WorkCare which is designed
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to reduce industrial accidents and to provide rehabilitation. Those two fundamental
elements are absolutely critical to reduce the costs of workers compensation in Victoria.
The Occupational Health and Safety Bill, which has already p~ssed through the
Legislative Assembly, will, in itself, result in a significant reduction in industrial accidents
and diseases. The Bill before the House will further ensure a reduction in industrial
accidents and diseases. The bonus and penalty system will be built into the levy paid by
individual employers that will apply across various industry sectors. Risk management
will become a fundamental part of the operation of the proposed Accident Compensation
Commission.
In that context there will be a substantial reduction in accidents and diseases. The
costings underlying the Government's approach assume on a minimum basis that there
will be a 10 per cent reduction in the number of industrial accidents per worker in this
State. We believe the optimum, which should be achieved over a ten-year period, is a 20
per cent reduction. That is the first area in which a cost reduction will be achieved.
The second area is rehabilitation. All honourable members taking part in the debate
have paid lip service to rehabilitation. Everyone says that it is a good thin~. The
Government believes it is a major objective and centrepiece of the Bill. The ability to
return people as soon as possible to the workplace and to a normal community life is not
only justified on humanitarian grounds but also has significant economic benefits to any
State that can deliver such a system.
If one provides a comprehensive network of rehabilitative services throughout the State,
one will not need workers to be on weekly payments or to receive sizeable lump sums as
they have in the past. They will be able to return to active employment and receive the
same wage they received before the injury. By returning people to the work force, one
reduces the cost of the workers compensation system.

Those two fundamental elements lead to substantial reductions in the cost of delivering
a workers compensation system. The Government has also stated that, in terms of achieving
a cost reduction, it is necessary to have fundamental reform in the administrative area
and in the procedures before the Workers Compensation Boards and the proposed Accident
Compensation Tribunal.
We, as a Government, are also willing to assist in reducing the cost of the system. The
Government has said there will be an abolition of stamp duty on workers compensation
premiums, which will apply from I July. The Government will abolish the 9 per cent
surcharge, which is currently applicable to workers compensation premiums and which
was used to fund any uncertainties surrounding indexation in the past.
In addition, because the Government is introducing an Accident Compensation
Commission to operate on a single-fund basis, large reductions will occur directly in the
cost of administering the scheme. One must also consider the removal of the 4 per cent
insurance brokerage charge that applies under the existing workers compensation scheme.
It is important not only to reduce the cost of the workers compensation schemealthough that has always been the fundamental objective of the Government-but also to
do so in the context of providing a new benefit scheme of which the State can be proud
rather than maintaining the existing scheme which is a disaster for long-term injured
workers.

Everyone involved in workers compensation cases recognizes how inadequate the
payments are for genuine long-term injured workers. The Bill will rectify that problem.
When ·one puts the total package of the Occupational Health and Safety Bill, the Dangerous
Goods Bill and the Accident Compensation Bill together, one can deliver the package in
the context of reducing workers compensation premiums by 50 per cent.
That obviously will result in a significant economic benefit to the State. That is the
position of the Labor Government. The Liberal and National parties are being completely
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inconsistent on the issue. During an earlier stage of the debate, when. the honourable
member for Brighton was reading his long text, he pointed out-and this is relevant to the
amendment-Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-On a point of order, I understand the Treasurer is
addressing the House on the amendment and I suggest that you, Mr Acting Speaker, keep
him to the amendment and the importance of the amendment and not allow him to treat
the debate as a second-reading debate.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! There is no point of order. However,
I see the point that the honourable member for Berwick has made and I suggest that, in
summing up the debate, the Treasurer is not speaking on the amendment.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I take note of your ruling, Mr Acting Speaker. As you would
be aware, the amendment is extremely wide and asks for the deferral of the Bill. It is
important to indicate why the Bill should not be deferred and to highlight why the
Opposition is in tatters on the issue. I make only a passing reference to the long text of the
honourable member for Brighton. I refer to the claim that in November 1984 the Liberal
Party announced its workers compensation policy.
The honourable member for Brighton neglected to mention-and that is why it is
critical that the Bill pass and not be deferred-that the Liberal Party adopted a position
along the lines of the proposal of the Insurance Council of Australia Ltd that there should
be a further 21 per cent increase in workers compensation premiums.
At that time the Insurance Council of Australia Ltd proposal was warmly embraced by
the Liberal Party. The Liberal Party adopted this view despite the fact that everyone
recognized that workers compensation premiums were going through the roof and were
causing unemployment in a number of industries. That was the first proposal of the Liberal
Party. What was its second proposal? It is interesting to note how the Liberal Party came
to reach its second proposal.
In November 1984, the Liberal Party received leaks from discussions that the Labor
Party was having with business groups. The Liberal Party decided that it would adopt
most of the approaches of the Labor Party. That was the only research the Liberal Party
undertook. Ever since then the only groups to which the Liberal Party has been prepared
to listen have been the Insurance Council of Australia Ltd and the Law Institute of
Victoria. That was the basis of the long document read to the House yesterday by the
honourable member for Brighton.
If the Bill were deferred along the lines su~ested in the amendment, all one would have
would be more uncertainty and an acceleratIon of workers compensation costs. Victoria
deserves a lot better than that.
A further area I should highlight is rehabilitation. As I said in my opening commentsand it is important that the manufacturers and supporters of the amendment understand
this-rehabilitation is the centrepiece of the Bill.
Those who spoke in favour of the proposed amendment argued that rehabilitation
should be compulsory. That is the catchcry I have heard from the Opposition and the
National Party.
Anyone who has any inkling of understanding of rehabilitation would recognize the fact
that compulsory rehabilitation would be a disaster-it would not work. One cannot force
people to be involved in rehabilitation. People must be encouraged on a voluntary basis
to become involved in rehabilitation. People need to have the right attitude to
rehabilitation. An educational approach is needed with the support of employers and trade
unions, which is why the Bill seeks to establish an independent Victorian Accident
Rehabilitation Council based on the tripartite representation of unions, employers and
the Government. The council would be completely independent of the proposed Accident
Compensation Commission.
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The proposed amendment highlights the hypocrisy of the National Party and the
Opposition. Those who have researched rehabilitation procedures and those who have
examined the position overseas recognize that common law action for pecuniary loss must
be abolished if one is to have an effective rehabilitation system. The Opposition wants to
retain common law action on income loss. The Government has resisted the forces of
lawyers on this matter because common law action on income loss has been an enormous
financial bonanza for lawyers in the State. A common law action is a long process which,
if the injured worker is to win his or her case, requires the lawyers to present a case which
would demonstrate that the injured worker is not capable of active work again. The whole
approach to common law action completely distorts the focus of rehabilitation.
The Opposition has the audacity to claim that it supports rehabilitation, yet wants to
retain common law action for income loss. The two claims are a complete contradiction.
Members of the Opposition have cried, "What happens in New South Wales, which has a
rehabilitation system?" The smorgasbord of incompetents in the Opposition neglect to
mention the fact that in New South Wales common law action applies on income loss. At
this stage the New South Wales Government has not been prepared to tackle that
fundamental issue but this Government has. The Government has been prepared to act
against vested interests in the State.
Initially there were some elements in the trade union movement which were opposed
to removing the right of common law action. However, the Government was able to
convince the unions that, on a no-fault basis, it is far better to have a weekly payment
system for injured workers. That is far more equitable because it ensures that the longterm injured worker receives adequate protection over a long period.
Unlike the Liberal Party, the Government has not caved in to the Law Institute of
Victoria. The Liberal Party has sought to cave in to the benefit of lawyers rather than
injured workers. Let me reinforce that point by examining the value of common law lump
sum settlements, which, on average, are in the range of$20 000 to $40 000.
No one could seriously suggest that a common law lump sum settlement of that order
would be sufficient to compensate a quadriplegic for the rest of his or her life. A quadriplegic
may obtain a large lump sum settlement ifhe or she could prove negligence but that would
not be the case if negligence could not be proven.
Mr MaclelIan-A claim made by a quadriplegic is not an average claim.
Mr JOLLY-I welcome the interjection by the honourable member for Berwick, who
rightly points out that a claim by a quadriplegic is not an average claim. At present, under
a common law action, if a person is totally incapacitated and can demonstrate negli~ence,
that person can obtain a large lump sum settlement. However, a person in sImilar
circumstances who cannot prove negligence gets nothing as far as a common law action is
concerned. What a disgraceful scheme! Yet this is the scheme that has been advocated by
the Liberal Party because it wants the right to common law action retained on income loss
but it does not support the weekly benefit scheme provision contained in the Bill.
The only way in which one can develop a fair system of compensation is through a
weekly benefit scheme. However, both the Opposition and the National Party have claimed
that the rehabilitation scheme that operates in New South Wales is inadequate. Of course
it is inadequate because that State has retained the right to common law action, which
discourages people from becoming involved in rehabilitation. It is about time the Liberal
Party showed some courage on this particular issue and faced up to the need to make these
fundamental changes to the system.
I turn now to comment on the proposed benefits. I have highlighted the fundamental
approach of the Government on benefits, which is to replace the right to common law
action on income loss with a no-fault system. Those who become injured under the new
proposals will be entitled to 80 per cent of their past income, which will be indexed in line
with the movement in average weekly earnings.
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The previous Government was opposed to that concept. It would not index the table of
maims. That was left to the Labor Party to do when it was elected to government in 1982.
The Opposition does not support indexation and it does not care about injured workers
in Victoria. If the Opposition had its way, it would reduce the benefits for injured workers.
The proposed no-fault system will be a marked improvement on the old system and
will ensure that Victoria has an equitable system of payments for injured workers. The
Governmenthas also said that the table of maims will operate in addition to the weekly
payment system, and, finally, that the right to common law action will remain open in
relation to non-pecuniary loss.
The proposed amendment states that the Bill should be further deferred until this issue
is sorted out. The Government has said it is prepared to extend the table of maims in the
context of further reducing the right to common law action-a principle that cannot even
be accepted by the Liberal Party. It is to be hoped that the National Party will accept that
principle. The Government is prepared to extend the table of maims to further reduce the
right to common law action because that is a cancer in the system.
Over the next twelve months the Government will enter into tripartite discussions with
trade unions and employers on ways of further reducing the right to common law action
through extending the table of maims.
A fourth issue referred to in the proposed amendment concerns delays in the system.
All honourable members would be aware that under the present system delays are endemic.
The Government is acting to ensure that the process of claim settlement is more informal
than it is at present; that it relies less on lawyers in the process and that where there is no
genuine dispute the matter can be settled qUickly.
The Government has acted to appoint adjudicators to the Workers Compensation
Board and under the proposed legislation conciliators will be appointed who will not only
have the power to act as adjudicators under the present system but will also be able to
make recommendations, which, if agreed to by both parties, will resolve the matter. That
provides the opportunity for speeding up the claim settling process, and should be welcomed
by all honourable members.
I turn to what appears to be the only substantive issue that has been raised by the Liberal
Party and the National Party, and it is reflected in the amendment. It relates to the
Accident Compensation Commission. One of the major reasons for establishing an Accident
Compensation Commission and for having the single fund is to reduce evasion in the
system. It has been estimated that more than $1000 million of pay-roll expenditure is
understated for workers compensation premium purposes in this State.
Mr Maclellan-Estimated by whom?
Mr JOLLY-Estimated by those involved with the Cooney inquiry.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The Minister should not answer the
interjections, which are misleading.
Mr JOLLY-There is no doubt that evasion of the payment of workers compensation
premiums is widespread and I remind the honourable member for Berwick that the
honourable member for Brighton agreed in his long address that reasonable action should
be taken to solve the problem of evasion. There is no definition of what Hreasonable
action" is.
The Government is taking reasonable action by ensuring that levies are collected through
the pay-roll tax office. That will ensure that evasion is minimized and it is suggested on
the actuarial calculations that evasion will be kept, at most, to 4 per cent of the wages bill.
The second point taken up by the Liberal Party was the costing of the system. It should
be clear to anyone who has read the document produced by the Government that the new
scheme is to be fully funded over a ten-year period. The Liberal and National parties have
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relied on documents by David Slee from C. E. Heath Insurance Broking (Australia) Pty
Ltd, whose interests are obviously well known. The Government has not only relied on
its actuaries and statisticians but has also employed top-flight actuaries from the public
sector. Mr Richard Cumpston, who is eminent and so highly thought of that he was
employed by the Insurance Council of Australia Ltd, is now working for the Government
on this matter. The Government recognizes the quality of his advice. Mr David Orford
from Financial Synergy Pty Ltd and Mr Bill Szuch have also been retained by the
Government on this matter, so it has employed three actuaries from outside the public
sector.
I shall read from a summary of what Richard Cumpston has said. The honourable
member for Dromana referred to that summary in the debate yesterday. The honourable
member for Brighton gave him the Richard Cumpston document which the honourable
member for Dromana had not seen before and he quoted two paragraphs from it but he
forgot to put it into context. Let me put it in context because the honourable member for
Dromana admitted that he knew nothing about the Bill, but he was prepared to read from
this long document without having any idea of what it contained. I quote:
1.7 A ten-year projection using the above "best" estimates, together with economic and other assumptions
supplied by the Department of Management and Budget suggests that an average premium rate of 2·4 per cent of
wages will result in WorkCare being fully funded within ten years.
1.8 These projections assume that payments per claim will be 20 per cent higher than the long-term in the first
year of the scheme, 10 per cent higher in the second year and 5 per cent in the third year. Initial shortages of
rehabilitation staff and facilities, and initial problems with legislative details, may result in excess payments of
this order for several years.
1.9 The projections assume that claim frequency will reduce by 15 per cent in the first ten years. If this can be
achieved, together with the ""best estimates" of benefits, the premium rate needed at the end of ten years may
only be about 2·1 per cent.

Richard Cumpston is saying that we are facing a levy of 2·4 per cent on a fully-funded
basis over ten years, and he is suggesting that, with the achievement of the target, we can
look for possibly an even lower premium of 2·1 per cent. He also relies on overseas
experience to drive home the point that the proposed scheme has great potential for
lowering costs of workers compensation in this State. He continues further:
1.12 This report sets out data from six overseas compensation schemes (the New Zealand accident compensation
scheme,.and workers compensation schemes for five Canadian provinces). It is reassuring that all these schemes
have funded costs in the range 1 per cent to 3 per cent of wages.

Overseas experience demonstrates that 2·4 per cent is well within the range expected. I
strongly urge all honourable members to oppose the amendment, because the Government
has proposed a scheme that will reduce industrial accidents and encourage rehabilitation.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-The honourable member's time has expired.
Mr J. F. McGRATH (Warrnambool)-Ijoin with my colleagues of the National Party
. in putting the views of the electorate I represent on this important Bill, which was described
earlier today as an historic measure.
I come to the debate today with an interesting background. I have been in the work
force as a labourer, a white collar worker and later as a small business proprietor for a
time prior to coming to this place, so workers compensation has been very much part of
my life for many years. I bring to the House today the concerns of industry, small business,
local government, farmers, and indeed employees as well, of the electorate I represent in
relation to the long-term ramifications of the Bill.
It is significant to reflect on the lack of broad consensus among employer groups. Indeed,
it is my experience that the disadvantage of employer groups, through whatever economic
circumstance, whether it be inflation, industrial disputes, or high workers compensation
premiums, places the guarantee oflong-term employment at some risk.
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It is for this reason that I find it difficult to understand why the Government is not
prepared to enter into a broad basis of consensus and consultation with industry and small
business. In his second-reading speech the Treasurer said that the end result of a most
comprehensive and detailed exercise in negotiation and consultation carries the broad
support of the major parties to the scheme-that is, the employers who meet the cost; the
trade unions, which properly represent the workers; and the Government.
The second-reading notes continue:
That represents an unusual and powerful broad consensus.

If that were true, I would agree with the statement but when constituents from local
government, small business, farming groups and the like make representations to me
complaining that they are not happy with the Bill, that makes a mockery of the statement:
That represents an unusual and powerful broad consensus.

The views of employers and small businessmen who have to pay for the new system
should be canvassed. Much has been said about small business and the enormous effect
the bureaucratic paperwork will have on those people.
As a small business proprietor I was aware of the effect of taxes and charges on a small
business. Group tax, stamp duties, sales tax, prescribed payment taxes, pay-roll tax and
all the other taxes that are heaped onto small businesses are collected without payment of
commission for the Government. The provisions of the Bill will be an added burden on
small businesses and, in the long term, will cause much havoc in their economic viability.
Economic recovery is all about the employment of people.
The compositions of the Accident Compensation Commission, the Accident
Compensation Tribunal and the Victorian Accident Rehabilitation Council are heavily
weighted towards representatives of the trade union movement or the Government. The
employers are again in the minority. The reason for that is significant-their voice is vital,
if only it can be heard. Obviously the Government does not really want to hear the views
of employer groups.

Mr McNamara-It is a one-way street for the Government.
Mr J. F. McGRATH-The honourable member for Benalla is right. Small business will
be disadvantaged by the monthly payments which are prescribed in the proposed legislation.
Honourable members have stated that it is to the advantage of small business to pay the
insurance premiums one month in arrears. I remind honourable members that added to
that is the payment of the first $250 of the medical costs for the relevant injury, as well as
payment for the first five working days of the period of .incapaci~y .resulting from the
injury. That makes a mockery of the Government's claIm that It IS better for small
business to pay monthly in arrears as opposed to twelve months in advance!
I appeal to all members of the Government who have not had experience in small
business to become involved with small business people in the electorates they represent
and to make themselves aware of the trials and tribulations faced by small businessmen
and businesswomen. They should become aware of those people trying to balance the
...
budget.
Honourable members have debated the rehabilitation aspect and the New South Wales
system. From my experience the present State rehabilitation programs are on a small
scale, and particularly treating people suffering from diseases in industry. Statistics indicate
that compulsory rehabilitation through consultation is very effective because of the
incentive attached to the involvement.
The City ofWarrnambool stated in a letter addressed to me that:
As a general principle the council is not opposed to the proposals to improve and streamline the system for
workers compensation benefits . . .
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The City ofWarrnambool is concerned that:
Whilst there is criticism by the State Government of the present administration and legal systems, no detailed
costings seem to be provided by having to employ staff for the various new "commissions" and "councils" which
are to be established under the new legislation.

The letter also states that substantial operating losses will be experienced after the first five
years that the new system is in operation. It is interesting to speculate what will happen at
the end of those five years. The municipality expresses concern about the most restrictive
clause and potentially damaging aspect of the proposed legislation. The letter states:
Employers should not and must not have their right to hire and fire taken away from them, and placed in the
hands of a State Government commission.

The municipality is concerned that, if an employer makes a judgment in good faith that it
is not possible nor economical to continue to employ a particular person who has been
injured, the employer should not be fined or gaoled for term~nating an employee's services.
That is extremely hard-hitting and unacceptable. The letter continues:
Obviously, the State Government does not realize that unless private enterprise employers can continue to
trade profitably, they will not be in a position to employ anyone!

That is the point I raised a few moments ago. The municipality continues:
It is on this point that the new workers compensation system becomes possibly inequitable, and lacks the
incentive for an employer to develop a good track record regarding workers compensation claims.

The council considers there is no incentive; there should be an across-the-board premium
level. Should an employer be negligent in handling compensation claims or ensuring safety
in the workplace, he or she will have to pay the same premium as that which is paid by the
conscientious employer who tries to provide a safe and accident-free workplace.
The nation and the State have worked for many years on an incentive basis. If incentive
is taken away from Australians, and, in this case, Victorians, it will be a bleak day. I urge
the Treasurer and the Government to consider providing people with an incentive which
will demonstrate a responsible approach to keeping workers compensation claims at a low
level. In the end it is in the interests of the Accident Compensation Fund and the longterm economic well-being of the State.
The State Government is considering providing the opportunity for employers of paying
an extra 15 per cent over and above their normal workers compensation premiums to
cover the first five lost working days of an injured employee. It seems that there are always
added costs in providing this "low" premium. It is misleading to suggest that the extra 15
per cent will reduce costs. The costs will not be reduced for small business people and
industries. The Fletcher Jones and Staff Pty Ltd organization in Warrnambool made it
clear to me that it now pays a lower rate of workers compensation premium than that
which it will pay if the proposed legislation, this historic document, is passed. Indeed, it
has lost 0·5 per cent at this point before it starts picking up the extra costs.
The municipality finished the submission by saying that it believes it is vital that all
employers are given advance information for budgeting procedures on expenses associated
with workers compensation insurance. For example, they say the various insurance schedule
rates for each occupation for 1986-87 should. be circulated for the information of all
employers not later than March 1986. That submission was put to me by a local
municipality.
Another local business in the town put forward views in line with those of the Australian
Small Business Association. A letter from the association states:
The Victorian Government has seen fit to negotiate behind your back with the Unions and Big Business, at
your expense!

That is how people in the workplace, industry and small business regard it. It also states:
Everyday, either the Unions or the Government change their minds about some aspects of the now famous
"Draft Proposal".
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That would be a fair comment. Honourable members have been told that 299 amendments
are being drafted today to be introduced tomorrow. That fair comment is to the credit of
the Australian Small Business Association. The letter also states:
As of today the Treasurer, Mr Jolly, has indicated his willingness to set aside the rehabilitation aspects ofthe
proposed Bill, and has increased benefit levels on three separate occasions since the release of the original draft!

Those people and my constituents believe there has been much negotiation with the
Trades Hall Council, the union movement and what we have come to know as the faceless
men and small group of people who are obviously on side, hoodwinked or blind. From
talking to people in the electorate I represent I am aware that they are concerned about the
implications of some parts of the Bill.
I reiterate that I do not think anybody would disagree that the time was not ripe for
attention to be directed to the workers compensation legislation. However, it is doubtful
if the Bill is what is needed. Another firm in the electorate that I represent in the timber,
joinery and hardware business made relevant comments about the existing competition
in the insurance industry and the competitive rates. Those who have experienced the dayto-day activities of small business and commerce know the value of competition. The
survival of the fittest is brought about by competition. Competition has been an integral
part ~of small business and commerce for a long time. When competition is removed there
are only monopolies and big chains that will ride roughshod over the small, insignificant
persons. What happens to the rates when the competitive aspects of insurance are removed?
The letter continues:
The problems with the suggested change is that there would be a new bureaucracy set up to do what insurance
companies do now i.e. collect premiums, process claims and payout compensation.

It has been suggested that they can do the handling of the administration of compensation
with perhaps half the number of people suggested. That is an interesting proposition when
one considers wage levels in administrative areas. The letter further states:
There is noway, in my opinion, that the public service can do it cheaper and quicker.

In most cases the employer is made out to be the party at fault, whereas in fact, quite often the employee is the
cause of his own accident, and therefore I agree that the system should move away from the adversary system,
and I agree that education for both employers and employees should be given higher priority.

That is a valuable point. It appears to me that once a worker says he has had an injury at
work, that is the end. The employer is required to be responsible through workers
compensation. The onus is on the employer to prove that it did not happen at work. How
difficult is that?
Honourable members must give more consideration to the people who are paying the
bills and writing the cheques. We are talking of small business, commerce and industry
which pays workers compensation premiums. In many cases the employee, perhaps through
his own carelessness or impetuousness, causes his own accident. He may slip while running
or have other accidents caused by not taking the necessary precautions. It is not fair that
the employer should have to pay the penalty. As the system is developed the employer
will have to pick up the tab and pay dearly.
I raise a question at this point. When the employer pays the employee's first week's pay
after an accident, is that automatically regarded as an admission ofliability? Does the fact
that the employer has paid five days' out of goodwill mean that he is implicated and picks
up responsibility for the workers compensation claim?
Honourable members have referred to the State Insurance Office and the enormous
deficit it suffers each day. It loses a mammoth total of$2 million a day for the 7 hours and
20 minutes for which it is open. A private enterprise organization would not be able to
lose $2 million a day because, firstly, the pit is not bottomless and, secondly, Government
departments and appropriate bodies would move in to take action.
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The Cooney report has been mentioned often. It is significant to note that although the
report has been talked about and given credibility, the House has not picked up some of
the vital aspects of the report. The Cooney report recognized that costs were a major
problem and identified ways of reducing the cost of the system. It also supported the
retention of multi-insurers, which relates to the value of competition within the marketplace. Mr Cooney, who I learned today is now a Senator for the Labor Party, put that view
quite firmly in his report, and yet it has been cast aside. It reflects the fact that the
Government was interested only in talking to people who would say what it wanted to
hear and not what they really thought was best.
It would be unfair if those who did not speak in line with the Government's thinking
were then listed as not being needed for further consultation. The Government indicated
that it did not want to talk to those who did not agree with it.
Reference was made earlier today to benefits and whether they would be $1 million or
$2 million. The point is that benefits must be paid for. This debate has raised a large
question mark on how accurate the costing of the benefits is. We are not talking about
questioning the integrity of the actuaries used, but about questioning the system, because
the sums are not adding up. We are talking about funding the system. How can one fully
fund the scheme with premiums in the first year of a projected $663 million with claims
of$650 million, leaving $13 million to administer 250 000 claims?
It is Qbvious that the sums do not add up. The Government also claims that the number
of industrial accidents will be reduced by 10 per cent over ten years. We can only look
back in ten years' time and see whether the number of industrial accidents have actually
been reduced. I do not believe those accidents will be reduced by that percentage.
In the past few years, industry has demonstrated enormous responsibility in the reduction
of the level of accidents. In my view, it is irresponsible to envisage a further reduction of
la per cent. The evidence as to whether this is achievable is inconclusive.
It will be interesting to see how the rehabilitation program is to be approached. I believe
that rehabilitation will work only if it is compulsorily applied. No one wants a repetition
of the New South Wales experience. I wo·uld shudder to think that that system might be
introduced in Victoria.
The Government has mentioned the value of broad consultation and the value of the
opinion of interested groups and the contribution those groups have to make. I question
the extent of the Government's consultation with interested groups. People in the electorate
I represent have been consistently telephoning my office or calling in to obtain the necessary
documentation to enable them to contribute an opinion. The performance of the
Government has been pathetic in this respect.
A draft proposal was issued but we were informed many changes and amendments
would be required. The Government then informed us that a summary was available and
this took two and a half weeks to surface from the depths from whence it came. We were
then given the Bill on the day it was introduced in the House. Even so, not enough copies
of the Bill were provided to go around to those who were interested.

If the Government is fair dinkum about broad consultation and the right to express
views through the process of Parliament, it has handled the situation extremely poorly up
to this stage. As other speakers have said, this Bill could well come back to haunt the
Government.

Honourable members on both sides of the House have the necessary expertise that
could develop a policy for the good of all Victorians. The expertise is not all on one side
of the House and it is disgusting that the Government has ignored the expertise on the
other side. The opposition parties have the necessary expertise to put forward worth-while
views about the Bill. I support the amendment introduced by the Leader of the National
Party this morning. All honourable members need to look long and hard at this Bill
because it is so vital.
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The same procedure was adopted by the Government with the Occupational Health
and Safety Bill and the Dangerous Goods Bill. Consultation was narrow and interested
groups such as the Country Fire Authority and the Victorian Farmers and Graziers
Association, who were so vitally involved with, for instance, the Dangerous Goods Bill,
were not even consulted. That Bill directly affects members of those organizations.
As a new member of the House, I am disappointed that constructive views being put
forward by myself and other honourable members are not even listened to by the
Government. More importantly, circulation of documents is being short circuited. That
is a sad reflection on the Government, not only for the present but for the years that lie
ahead. Chickens will come home to roost.
I urge honourable members to consider the whole complex of people involved in
industry and commerce in Victoria. That includes both employers and employees. If
employers are put into an economic situation where retrenchments are necessary because
of the workers compensation system, surely that system is working against its own intent.
The intent of workers compensation is to help the employee through disadvantaged injury
or whatever, not to cause his retrenchment.
I urge honourable members to support the amendment introduced by the National
Party with a view to further discussing the proposed legislation and returning to Parliament
with a Bill that provides for all the people of Victoria not just a small selected group.
Groups of people exist outside the Trades Hall Council and the trade union movement
who need and deserve to be addressed about matters that affect their welfare. The
Government must answer to them.
Mr LEA (Sandringham)-On this historic occasion I wish to comment on the processes
so far discussed and the speakers who have gone before me. I commend the comments of
the honourable member for Brighton and the reasoned and logical case that he prepared. I
also commend the speech of the honourable member for Berwick who touched upon the
noteworthy problems of rehabilitation and compensation. The previous speaker, the
honourable member for Warrnambool, touched on an area which concerns me greatly,
that is, how people in the electorate and in the small business area will fare under this
proposed legislation.
It is disappointing to me as a new member of Parliament that so few people on the
Government side of the Ho'use have spoken and how little contribution the back bench
has made. It has taken two bites of the cherry by the Treasurer to inject some argument
into the debate.

I wish to present some evidence which will go against the documentation and opinion
that the Treasurer has presented. He has documented his ideas with opinions about what
future outcomes will be. The public needs to be aware of what this Bill is all about and one
needs to examine the documentation presented by this socialist Government to see what
its intent is.
If the Government had its way, the State would comprise big business, big Government
and big unions. It is obvious that the small business employer stands in the way of both
the Federal and State Governments in achieving this goal.
Historically this is forgotten. The proposed legislation militates against the small
businessman who has to cover the cost of the first week of compensation as well as medical
expenses. The evidence I have received-evidence which the Treasurer might need to
assist him-is that many small businesses in the community do not have people off sick
for longer periods than a week.
One local small businessman who employs fifteen employees told me that in the fifteen
years he has been in business he has not had any person off work for longer than a week.
That employer must pay the premiums and bear the cost of the first week of compensation
as well as medical expenses. How many small businesses fall into that category?
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I turn now to the problems that the Government and the unions have in handling small
businesses. I was shocked last week to find that unions are using industrial muscle to take
away Government contracts from businesses that do not employ union people in their
work force. The Bill is about the obliteration of small businesses. Unions want a cartel of
big businesses and big unions so that they can assert their industrial muscle. They will
then milk the profits of these large businesses. The Government intends that the workers
compensation scheme will be funded by deficit funding. The community must look at the
real intent behind the proposed legislation introduced by a Labor sociahst Government.
In an article published in June, the Melbourne Chamber of Commerce stated:
The Government is using the problem of high costs for workers compensation as a protest for contemplating
reversal of the Cooney report's ...

Cooney's Labor reportrecommended continuation of a variety of insurers operating on a funded basis in favor of an unfunded singleinsurer scheme.

What is the evidence overseas about single unfunded State schemes? Let us test the
Treasurer's comments and his hypotheses by looking at what has happened in Canada,
where the provinces have a no-fault scheme which is running a deficit of$8 million. In the
United States of America, 44 States out of the 52 have a private insurance scheme. In
Ohio, where there is a traditional State scheme, the system is a total failure. Victoria has a
massive deficit with the State Insurance Office. The Treasurer obviously hopes to transfer
those deficits to an unfunded scheme so they can be backed up by taxpayers' money
coming from consolidated revenue. It does not matter how much is lost because the State
will pick up the tab and the taxpayer will bear the burden.
In New South Wales, a similar system exists and that system is running at a huge deficit.
The State Public Service superannuation scheme is running at a deficit between $575
million to $1200 million. No evidence exists to indicate that the Treasurer can make this
State-run scheme work; in fact, all the evidence is categorically against what has been put
forward by the Government. When one questions the Treasurer about his sources of
information he refuses to provide those sources. They are merely opinions.
In a paper dated 28 June 1985, the Australian Chamber of Manufactures stated:
At the moment, industry is definitely a loser. For employers, the proposed reforms of workers compensation
appears to have degenerated to an extremely costly exercise.
The Government has forgotten the rest of the community and resolution ofa community problem, because it
has become so intent on stitching up a deal with the Trades Hall Council.

The Government has scant regard for the men in the middle, the small businessman-the
biggest employer in the country-and it is doing its best to SQueeze the small businessman
out of operation. As I indicated before, it is easier for the Government and trade unions
to deal with large industries, because they can control them by using industrial muscle or
withdrawing labour.
I received an interesting letter from the Managing Director of Sewards Nominees Pty
Ltd, Mr W. G. Seward. It has an interesting address, 311-315 Whitehorse Road,
Nunawading. I wonder what the small business people in Nunawading think about the
Government's amendments to this proposed legislation. Many small businesses in the
N unawading Province will be affected by the outcome of the election on 17 August. This
businessman has been in business for 50 years and has served the community during that
time. He has supported local schools and local education in the Nunawading area. He
stated in his letter:
As a director ofa private enterprise company that employs forty (40) personnel and has been in business for
nearly fifty (50) years, I wish to bring to your attention our concern regarding the Governments proposed
legislation regarding workers compensation.
The original proposal was for cheaper workers compensation rates, but after doing the correct sums, appears
to have an over-all increase of up to 50 per cent in the years ahead.
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The people in N unawading Province who will be voting in the coming by-election disagree
with the Government's point of view.
The letter continues:
You only have to look at the mess the Government has got itself into with third-party insurance with State
Insurance Office deficiencies.

The Parliament, the community and the press all recognize that mess. The Treasurer is
attempting to bail himself out ofthai mess by bringing these matters together and making
sure he can overcome the deficit from consolidated revenue.
Mr Seward continues:
Small business has in recent months been burdened with increases of up to 4·5 per cent on overdraft
accommodation with the banks. What has happened to Mr Hawke's promise for lower interest rates made late
November last?

Another broken promise by a socialist Government. Mr Seward concludes his letter by
saying that the Government and the Treasurer should have an urgent rethink about the
proposed legislation otherwise a large number of small businesses will be forced to
discontinue trading. The Government says that it is promotin~ business and is
endeavouring to do its bit for the total work force and not just for bIg business and big
unions. I am sure that the business people in Nunawading and their employees will be
concerned about the passage of this Bill and will look closely at the amendments that are
to be made to it.
I am concerned that the Government, which dresses up in sheep's clothing, is moving,
by stealth, towards the greatest socialist State in this country.
The Liberal Party is in favour of workers compensation reform, but it opposes
nationalization and it believes a free enterprise system is the best. That has been proved
over many years, but the Treasurer chooses to ignore that fact when it ought to be the
main plank ofa reorganization of the workers compensation scheme.
Large bribes have been offered to businesses and industry so they will fall into line with
and support the Government's proposition. The building trade industry and the meat
industry are industries that spring to mind. It is proposed that premiums for workers
compensation will be reduced from 10 per cent to 4 per cent. Who will fund that? The selfinsurers who do not make a claim will have to foot the bill. Dangerous industries may well
go along with the Government's proposition because their premiums have been cut by a
significant amount. What about the 2·5 per cent pledge for industries other than dangerous
industries? All that the Treasurer has said is, ~~That will be fine; that will be enough to
fund the scheme. In fact, the Government might cut it back to 2·07 per cent of gross
wages". Is that realistic?
Honourable members will really have to do their sums. I am sure when small businesses
face the oncosts that they face today and when they face the cripplin~ premiums that this
Government is proposing, many of them will have to reconsider theIr situation. I am not
convinced that the Government can keep down costs.
The Government has su~ested a number of ways in which it might keep down costs. It
stated that, through the BIll, it will place greater emphasis on occupational health and
safety. Initially, it will cost some $80 million for the proposal to reach a stage where that
can be done. One might argue that that is a short-term high cost. The whole argument of
the Government is hypothetical. There is no guarantee that long-term benefits will be
gained.
The Government has also said that the measure will reduce the number of claims. I can
say right now that it will not. No argument has been forwarded as to why that reduction
should take place. The union demands are unfair, because they want 100 per cent ofpreaccident earnings or wages as compensation. That is an unrealistic demand. This
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community and this group of taxpayers, be they low income earners or high income
earners, cannot afford to fund such a high-cost insurance scheme. Once again, if the
Government's aim is achieved, the cost will be borne by the small businessman, who is
the meat in the sandwich that the Government wishes to squeeze out.
Why then does the Government wish to have a monopoly? It wants to gain access to
insurance industry reserves and to be able to write off its losses by the State Insurance
Office through an unfunded system of public sector compensation insurance. The Accident
Compensation Board will not be an autonomous self-funding body required to set realistic
premiums but simply an arm of the Government with limited access to consolidated
revenue. It does not matter whether the Workers Compensation Board loses in the future,
in spite of all the rhetoric and despite the promise that the scheme is guaranteed to be
funded for at least ten years, because the taxpayer will foot the bill. There need only be
sleight of hand and the money will be transferred from one account to the other and we
lose, and the taxpayers lose, particularly the small businessmen.
I have already indicated how poorly State-funded schemes generally have fared
internationally, in this State and around the country. There are also other weaknesses of
State-funded schemes. A potential exists for an increase in real costs. I have heard no
remark from the Treasurer to convince me that that will not occur. State-funded schemes
distribute costs inequitably. Some industries, which should pay higher premiums, have
been classified as preferred, and others have paid premiums but have not received
compensation because they have made very few claims. Is that fair?
I challenge the Government to say what logic there is in a small business paying a
premium when most of its employees do not take more than a week offwork? Therefore,
the business is paying at both ends. A hidden burden exists for the taxpayer and the State.
Victorians should be aware of those hidden tax burdens and the State's inability to meet
payments.
Employers will lose the competitive edge that they had. An article that appeared in the
Journal of the Melbourne Chamber of Commerce states:
A single unfunded workers~ compensation scheme, with implicit removal of compensation funding from the
disciplines imposed by the private-sector competitors, fails to give full weight to the benefits provided by
competitive market employers who have implemented effective occupational safety and health programs.

What guarantee exists that the Government intends to reward employers who have a good
track record, who pay no premiums and who are not a tax deficit to the community?
Private industries will have to deal with three new Government bureaucracies which
will have to be established. Those bureaucracies will cost the taxpayer a lot of money. At
present, private insurers' administration costs are not borne by the taxpayers. I have
already suggested that the cost to employers is high. There will be increased costs, and
employers in high-risk industries will be subsidized by employers in low-risk industries.
The Opposition is in favour of reform in the workers compensation area, but there are
weaknesses in the Government's proposal that need to be amended. I support the motion
moved by the Leader of the National Party earlier today. Victorian workers will be given
a good deal under the new provisions, to the detriment of other people in this State,
particularly the small businesses, which will find it increasingly difficult to operate in that
kind of climate.
There must be reform and a review of the position that will be fair to all. It must be fair
to industry, small business and the worker who is injured on the factory floor. However,
it is not fair for any deficit created by such a scheme to be funded by the taxpayers and
voters of this State.
Only time will tell whether the Treasurer's hypothesizing regarding matters raised
through the concise arguments put forward by honourable members on this side of the
House, particularly by the honourable member for Brighton, bears fruit. If the Government
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has its way with the Bill, I suspect that the taxpayers and voters of Victoria will be funding
the scheme for many years to come.
Mr SHEEHAN (Ballarat South)-I have sat here for much of the debate and listened
to some of the comments of honourable members opposite. It is interesting to note the
repetition of argument that has been put forward. Voices have been raised about the lack
of consultation. It seems to me that there has been the greatest consultation possible on
this measure for a period of some two and a half to three years. It is possible that
honourable members opposite would say that, because they do not agree with it, there has
been insufficient consultation. One way in which honourable members opposite are able
to fill out their speeches is by saying that there has been insufficient consultation.
In fact, there has been much consultation across the broad spectrum of business, worker
and Government communities, and, in fact, also the Opposition. Therefore, the argument
that there has been insufficient consultation is not valid.
Another point that has been raised time and time again is that there has not been much
back-bench involvement on the Government side of the House. After listening to the
diatribe of honourable members opposite, one must sit back and try to unravel some of
the bad arguments that have been put forward. There is no question that what back-bench
involvement there has been on this side of the House has related to substantial points and
valid arguments, rather than specious arguments.
Small business has also been mentioned by honourable members opposite, who suggest
that it may be disadvantaged by the Bill. Last week, I took the opportunity of sending to
small and large businesses in the electorate that I represent some 150 to 200 copies of the
Minister's second-reading speech, with some notes on the Bill. I had hot one negative
response. One person came into my office and indicated that he was paying his workers
compensation premium in the next week or so. He wanted to know how long he would
have before the new legislation was implemented. I told him that if everything went well
it would be operative at 1 September, which meant that he had to take out a three-month
cover.
In the course of conversation he asked me what the cost would be to him of workers
compensation under the proposed legislation and on his figures it was clear that his
workers compensation premium would be reduced from $880 to $440, a 50 per cent
reduction. It is ridiculous for members of the opposition parties to argue from their
selective points of view that workers compensation premiums will be doubled.
Members of the opposition parties have spoken of the State Insurance Office and of a
greater bureaucracy being created. These are terrible arguments to raise on this issue. For
example, bureaucracy plays no part in this measure. The Bill retains elements of the
present system which, of course, is totally discredited; everyone agrees on that point. The
expertise of private insurers will be retained. They will be given responsibility within the
proposed legislation.
Had the present system continued, there would have been more than a 21 per cent
increase in premiums over the next twelve months. The Government has offered private
insurers the opportunity of being involved in the proposed legislation. I am somewhat
bemused by the arguments of members of the opposition parties on this issue. Their
arguments are selective, uninformed and illustrate their vested interests.
Members of the opposition parties and the Government party agree on one point-all
favour the idea of reforming the present workers compensation legislation. However, after
agreeing that this reform is needed, members of the opposition parties immediately
announce their opposition to the Government measure without even making constructive
comments about it. There is no doubt that the present workers compensation legislation
is totally discredited legislation. It has caused a whole range of problems. It has to be
changed and reformed; it should be replaced completely.
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I congratulate the Treasurer on the work that he and many other people have done on
this measure over the past two and a half years, or thereabouts. The workers compensation
system at present has many bugs in it. It is cumbersome; there are long delays and many
problems with lump sum payments, court hearings, insurance companies, and so on.
Historically, the workers compensation legislation pre-dates the social welfare system
that exists today and it goes back to Germany, from where it was adopted by England and,
hence, by Commonwealth countries. That was many years ago. Since then, there have
been changes in the style of work and in the operatIons of businesses from the way in
which they operated nearly a century ago.
It is obvious that the point has been reached where this legislation must be changed.
Historically, the workers compensation legislation has had welfare as its basic premise,
particularly the welfare of working people. Today, that system has become discriminatory
and is full of holes. It has been discredited.
For support that is given to the proposed legislation by big organizations, one needs
only to go to the Metal Trades Industry Association of Australia. In its meetings, it has
given full support to the changes envisaged.
In practice, the present system is very slow and there are waiting periods of up to two
and a half years and longer before a conclusion is reached on compensation. Within this
system, workers themselves receive criticism rather than their workplaces or, as happens
in several instances, the negligence of employers who do not pay sufficient attention to
safety factors in the workplace and who do not take care of workers as they should. That
is a major responsibility of employers.
The discussion regarding lump sum payments in workers compensation points to one
of the myths that has surrounded the present system. The evidence is that lump sum
payments represent not even a year's wages in many instances for the workers who are
mjured or who are hurt by some other work-related means. In 90 per cent of the instances
that occur, there is real difficulty in payments of lump sums. In one instance drawn to my
attention recently, after a period of eigh~een months and after receiving $100 000, a person
had only $48 000 left. :That person obviously was badly hurt and would not be able to
work for the rest of his life. Under the present system, lump sum payments do not
compensate at all for the injuries sustained in the workplace.
Surveys have been conducted on the issue of lump sum payments, One survey was
conducted by the Women's Health Resource Collective of Sydney Road, BrunswIck. It
indicates that of 157 workers who have suffered a work-caused back injury or repetitive
strain injury, all of whom had a lump sum payment or settlement made in 1983, not one
had worked at least for a year prior to that settlement and almost half, 47 per cent, had not
worked for at least two years.
None of those people were working at the time the survey was conducted and a medical
practitioner who examined the medical reports assessed that 90 per cent of those workers
had permanent disability, 85 per cent were unfit for any work that they had any real
possibility of obtaining and 15 per cent were incapable of doing any kind of work. I seek
leave to incorporate in Hansard a table detailing the compensation payments received by
these workers.

Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
The median workers' compensation payment received by these workers was $16,750, less than the average
wage for a year.

Number of workers

Amount ofsettlement

17 (11·5%)
35 (23·6%)
33 (22·3%)
21 (14·2%)
20(13·5%)
22(14·9%)

Less than $10 000
$10 000-$14 999
$15000-$19999
$20 000-$24 999
$25 000-$29 999
$30 000 or more
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Over a third of workers received less than $15 000, while only 15 per cent received $30000 or more. In most
cases, settlements represented only a fraction oflost earning capacity.

The sitting was suspended at 6.30 p.m. until 8.4 p.m.

Mr SHEEHAN-Before the suspension of the sitting, I was referring to a chart I
obtained from a newsletter. I was making a point about lump sum payments and the fact
that the value of those payments is mythical in the present workers compensation system.
The legal records of 157 workers were examined and the chart indicates that the amount
of settlement varied from less than $10 000 to more than $30 000. The median payment
received by the workers was $16 750. The chart indicates that lump sum payments are not
the great virtue that they are supposed to be.
Receiving a lump sum payment has been described to me as a situation where one goes
straight back into poverty afterwards because much of a lump sum payment goes to pay
off bills and, in some circumstances, to pay back the social security payments that have
been received over a period of perhaps twelve months to two years.
Therefore, the lump sum settlement is praised, yet it has many problems attached to it,
one of the most important being that it is always underestimated. If one takes into account
the loss of earnings through time lost as a result of injury or, in the case of a permanent
injury, the loss of earning capacity for the rest of a person's working life, one finds that the
lump sum payment usually goes nowhere near the amount that would be required to
compensate a person for that type of money loss.
Certain myths connected with the question of workers compensation say that the ethnic
community uses the system to its advantage. In fact, the following chart indicates that the
current workers compensation system discriminates heavily against the ethnic community.
I refer to a chart in the document headed "Lump Sum Compensation", produced by the
Women's Health Resource Collective of Sydney Road, Brunswick. It clearly illustrates
discrimination on the basis ofa person's ethnic background or sex, that is, Australian men
and women do better out of workers compensation settlements than do the ethnic people.
The chart refers to Australian-born men receiving a median settlement of$26 000 reducing
to $20 000, $15 000, and $13 000 for migrant women.
I seek leave to have the chart incorporated in Hansard.

Leave was granted, and the chart was as follows:
Sex and Country of Birth
Australian born men
Migrant men
Australian born women
Migrant women

Median Settlement
$26000
$20200
$15 000
$13500

Mr SHEEHAN-The survey indicates that the present system is discriminatory and
that there is a myth abroad with regard to lump sum payments.
During discussions about workers compensation as it currently exists, one often finds
charges of extensive malingering by people who take advantage of the system. Reference
has been made by members of the Opposition to this point, particularly with regard to the
Cooney report. It is clear from that report that Cooney rejects the proposition that there is
extensive malingering, particularly in reference to the ethnic community. He says that the
examples are isolated and are often used to argue for increased premiums, under the
present system, by the insurance companies.
Therefore, if one takes Cooney as a person with expertise in the area of workers
compensation-and this should not be in doubt, considering the extensive inquiry he
conducted, which has been referred to by many members of the Opposition-the question
of malingering is not a serious problem. It is used mainly by the insurance companies to
argue for an increase in premiums.
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The system proposed by the Government has a number of major directions: Importantly,
it proposes weekly payments for people who have been injured or who suffer from a
disease as a result of their work. This is probably the major aspect of the new proposals
that interests me, because there is no question that workers generally have continuing
commitments that must be met out of their weekly salaries or wages.
In discussions that I have had, and in various consultations held by Government
representatives with employees, it has become clear that long delays occur with the present
workers compensation system. Those long delays present difficulties which are a serious
problem for people with weekly or monthly commitments.
This aspect of the proposed legislation is of significance because it provides for 80 per
cent of award and over-award payments to be made, but it does not take into account
overtime and penalties. However, the 80 per cent of award and over-award wages is still
available to the worker on a weekly basis and the provision allows for continued budgeting
to occur.
Under the current system, often the person going on workers compensation receives no
income other than through sickness benefits, which has to be paid back from lump sum
payments. However, other than this or unemployment benefits, little is available to the
person who might be suffering from an injury or disease as a result of working conditions.
It is a major step in the over-all changes that have been proposed and one with which I
personally agree.
The table of maims has been mentioned by a number of speakers. It will now be an
extended table of maims which will be indexed. That is also true of weekly payments, so
it will be a fairer system which will allow for workers to be better compensated for the
injuries they might sustain.
When one examines the question of compensation, one should also consider the
maintenance of income security, which is an important aspect of the compensation system.
Honourable members have referred to common law rights. The Opposition has stated
that common law claims no longer exist under the proposed system, but that is not true.
Common law is available under the new proposals, but it will be available for what are
described as "non-pecuniary losses." As time goes on, this area will be clarified. People
will be compensated through common law for the loss of enjoyment of life, which is an
issue that currently exists. The pain and suffering aspect and disfigurement resulting from
an accident that might occur in the work place is also covered by the provisions.
Two aspects of the debate are significant to the discussions on the Bill. The first is the
income security aspect which is applied mainly through weekly compensation payments
and through lump sums specified in the table of maims. Secondly, the common law aspect
is available for what are called "non-pecuniary losses".
The new proposals recognize that there are areas of concern with regard to long-term
loss, pain and suffering and disfigurement. Honourable members have raised the matter
of the first five days of injury being the responsibility of employers. There seems to be a
misunderstanding with regard to this proposal. The provision involving the first five days
was proposed in discussions with employers some months ago and it appears that a
concession has been made since that discussion. That concession is relatively significant
if one examines it objectively. It was proposed initially that the average premium would
be something like 2·5 per cent of income paid by an employer.
Following the discussions that took place about the first five days of the injury and the
first $250 in medical expenses being the responsibility of the employer, there was agreement
to a decrease in the average premium from 2·5 to 2·4 per cent. It could be argued that the
change is small, but when one examines the percentage of the actual premium one finds it
is something like a 4 per cent reduction. On the surface, it appears a relatively small
change to the premium payments, but over a year it would add up to a significant reduction
in workers compensation premiums.
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One of the significant benefits with respect to premiums-especially for small businesswill be the ability for employers to pay premiums on a monthly basis in arrears. Currently
employers must pay on a twelve-monthly basis up front, as it were. This will mean a
significant change for the small business person. He or she will be able to use the money
for a longer period than at present.
I refer to this point specifically because during the past month I have received a number
of inquires about premiums from a joinery proprietor in the electorate I represent. He said
that currently workers compensation premiums were causing difficulties for him because
of the need to pay thousands of dollars in the early part of the premium year. When I
explained to him that, under the proposed legislation, premiums would be payable on a
monthly basis in arrears, he was happier with the proposals because he would be able to
make use of the money for a longer period during the year and treat the premiums as a
time payment. Therefore, this significant change will allow small business to take advantage
of the income and capital it has during the year.
One of the major points in the Bill is the effect it will have on a young person who is
injured in the early part of his or her working life. If a worker is permanently injured, the
weekly compensation payments will be made available to that worker right through his or
her working life to the time when he or she is eligible for social security payments through
pensions and so on.
That is a significant point, especially when one examines the current system where there
is a ceiling on the amount of money available by way of either weekly payments or a lump
sum of around $63 000. In the case of a worker aged 21 years who is permanently
incapacitated, that is not a significant amount. Once that ceiling is reached, he or she must
go on to social security which can be reduced according to the worker's potential earning
capacity. Young people especially will have an advantage with the new proposals.
The new system also will direct itself to the retention of people within the workplace.
Honourable members have referred to rehabilitation, and the rehabilitation system in
New South Wales has been mentioned. Over recent weeks I made contact with New South
Wales people who indicated that, although there is an intention to introduce rehabilitation
for injured workers so that they can be absorbed into the work force, up to this point the
intention has not been resourced to the fullest extent.
It is not the intention in the proposals that that should be the case. An extensive
rehabilitation system will be developed and, to that end, the Occupational Health and
Safety Bill complements the proposed legislation.

The Bill represents a comprehensive set of proposals, which deal with weekly and lump
sum payments and the right to take common law action for compensation at a level greater
than that allowed in the area of pecuniary loss. These proposals will mean that those young
people who are unfortunate enough to be injured in the workplace will not be disadvantaged.
The Bill is the result of two and a half years' work; it is worth while and should not be
vilified by the Opposition.
Mr JOHN (Bendigo East)-I congratulate the honourable member for Brighton on his
erudite and skilful speech at the commencement of the debate. The honourable member
undertook an enormous amount of research into this complex Bill without having the
benefit of consultation with the socialist Government. In years to come the Parliament
will look back upon that speech by the honourable member for Brighton as a landmark. A
future Liberal Government will look back and tell the socialists, "I told you so!"

One of the major disappointments of the debate has been the action of the Premier,
who during the debate has been twice in the Chamber, other than at question time. I take
it that the honourable gentleman is now in his room listening to the debate. The only
interest the Premier has taken in the debate has been when he has entered the Chamber to
make a frivolous point of order to block the speech of the honourable member for Brighton
and an occasion earlier this evening when he read a speech and insulted the Opposition
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back-bench members by describing them as intellectual misfits. I ask the House to reflect
upon that description because those were the words of the Premier of Victoria.
If the Premier had been present in the Chamber more often and ifhe had read Hansard,
which he obviously has not, he would realize that since the State elections in March
members on the Opposition back bench have made a significant contribution to the
debates in the House. Those contributions have been well researched and delivered with
skilful acumen and professionalism.
However, only two speakers from the Government back bench have had the courage to
speak on this Bill, which the Government describes as the most significant piece of social
reform. What a lot of bunkum! The honourable member for Ballarat South was stirred to
speak, as was the honourable member for Springvale. I look forward to a contribution to
the debate from the honourable members for Niddrie and Geelong, who are both quick to
interject and abuse. I should like to hear a constructive contribution to the debate from
those two honourable members.
The Bill, which the Opposition opposes, is a recipe for financial disaster. The Government
makes three fundamental promises: Firstly, that the workers compensation scheme will
be fully funded; secondly, that premiums will be reduced; and, thirdly, that the benefits
will be increased. It is not possible to fulfil all of those promises; they cannot lie together.
There are four main principles of workers compensation reform. Firstly, accidents,
injuries and diseases in the workplace must be reduced; secondly, effective rehabilitation
for injured or diseased workers must be provided; thirdly, a fair and equitable system of
financial compensation must be offered; fourthly, a speedy and efficient method of
processing claims for workers compensation must be established.
The Opposition wholeheartedly believes in workers compensation reform. The
Government has had more than three years in which to put up proposals to so do. Workers
compensation is a major cost to employers. There is a definite need to reduce premiums
to lessen the financial burden on the employer, but the worker must be protected. The
Government has had before it the proposals of the Cooney report. If those proposals had
been implemented, a great deal could have been achieved in workers compensation
reform. Premiums could have been reduced by 20 per cent or more.
The Liberal Party proposes that a multi-insurer system involving competition should
be maintained. In other words, free enterprise is the best means of delivering the service.
The Opposition believes in a fully maintaIned and fully-funded system. Today's resources
must not be used up so that we rob our children tomorrow. ThIS is what is proposed by
the socialists. There must be appropriate occupational health and safety legislation and
there must be more emphasis on the prevention of injuries rather than endeavouring to
cure the problem after the event. The shocking union dominated scheme that was debated
and passed through this House a fortnight ago must not be tolerated. The Liberal Party
proposed the abolition of the 7 per cent Government stamp duty, the 9 per cent workers
supplementation fund levy on premiums and a substantial upgrading of the statistical
data base. The Government must bear the cost of workers compensation for apprentices
and, subject to appropriate security, there should be wider scope for employers to selfinsure. There ought to be a range of machinery measures designed to speed up the
settlement of the 5 per cent of claims and which are contested, so reducing the cost of the
system.
The Government is constructing a financial monster which will have to be fed from the
community purse for many years to come. Has there been consultation with farmers,
small business people or the ordinary people of Victoria? There has been special
consultation with elements of the trade union movement and certain elements of big
business. The rest of Victoria has been sold out. The scheme is not self-funding; it proposes
the nationalization of the workers compensation industry when there is no need to do so.
I ask: Why? I will suggest an answer later.
Everywhere in the world State-operated insurance schemes like the proposed scheme
have failed, so why has the Government embarked on a system destined ,to failure? The
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system in New Zealand runs at a deficit of$1 0 1 million; the deficit in Canada for a similar
system is $8000 million; and Victoria has the famous State Insurance Office which runs at
an enormous loss of $1080 million, with unfunded liabilities for Government workers
compensation insurance of more than $340 million.
Mr Kennett-That is appalling. Who is the Minister responsible for that?
Mr JOHN-Yet we have embarked on a system to further nationalize the private
insurance industry, to build another financial monster and to lose more money.
Mr Kennett-That is appalling. Who is responsible for that?
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The honourable member for Bendigo
East does not need any prompting.
Mr JOHN-In the United States of America, 44 States, representing 90 per cent of the
United States of America, operate private competitive workers compensation systems.
Are 90 per cent of the States in America and their administrators foolish or have they
learnt from experience? I suggest that they have learnt from many years' experience that
that is the best way to protect the worker and the community.
Victoria has a socialist Government which is aiming to take control of insurance reserves
and an annual premium income of$800 million. He who pays the piper-Honourable Members-Calls the tune!
Mr JOHN-I withdraw that remark. The point I wish to make is-The DEPUTY SPEAKER-The point is: He who pays the piper, pays the piper!
Mr JOHN-The point is, Mr Deputy Speaker, that the Government wishes to get its
hands on $800 million a year, but with that will come tremendous control and influence.
That premium income will assist to wipe out some of the deficits of the State Insurance
Office.
The Bill is an insult to the Westminster system. In the first week of June honourable
members were handed a 195-page draft Bill. We had to queue up for that, notwithstanding
that the trade union movement already had access to the document. Two weeks later a
different Bill was introduced to the House. It consisted of more than 200 pages and now
more than 300 amendments are proposed to the Bill and the Government is trying to
steamroll it through the House.
The Government is doing so while it has the numbers and before it suffers a debacle at
the election in the Nunawading Province. The voters ofNunawading Province will certainly
reject this Government on 17 August. Six members of the Cabinet are members of the
socialist left. I ask the voters in the Nunawading Province to remember for whom-An Honourable Member-The bells toll!
Mr JOHN-No, for whom they are voting. I have a letter from a Mr Peter Phillips of
Camberwell, which I am happy to table. He states:
As a director of small business I am deeply concerned about the effect of the Government workers compo Bill.
I wish to protest at the lack of discussion and information surrounding the introduction of this and to the
possibility ofa monopoly by the Government Insurance Office on insurance of this type.
As small business employs the majority of the work force, this Bill as I see it will increase the total expense of
workers compensation to such levels that unemployment must increase dramatically.
Small business cannot afford to pay for increased benefit, such as
(I) being responsible for the first week claim of$250 which may re-occur again and again.
(2) weekly benefit to increase by over 100 per cent.
(3) lump sums upgraded irrespective who was at fault.
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Reforms are necessary but should be carried out with the competitive spirit of private enterprise.

That is a letter from an ordinary person and my party has received many of that kind.
Mr Crabb interjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The Minister for Employment and
Industrial Affairs is out of order, out of his place and no one can understand him.
Mr JOHN-Being a fellow Celt, I can occasionally understand him. I repeat that the
Opposition wants reform of workers compensation, but this is not the way to proceed. We
suggest changes, as I have outlined. There should have been more consultation, not hidden
arrangements with the Trades Hall Council. This is a Government of the Australian Labor
Party, not government from the Trades Hall Council. The Opposition wants reform, but
not the changes suggested by the Government. My major worry is that the next Liberal
Government will have to sort out the mess that is being created.
Mr DICKINSON (South Barwon)-The Accident Compensation Bill brings about an
end to private insurance. It is an endeavour to reorganize, socialize and nationalize. It
aims at Government monopoly. I believe it illustrates the tendency of the Government to
manipulate the trade unions and big business. I have not noted in the Bill any constraints
placed upon malingerers. Any indirect savings to employers or added costs will not be
known for several years. As night follows day, the oncosts will become a reality.
Employer organizatons and unions have not been fully considered. Industry and
insurance organizations and unions are still making their views known today. The draft
proposals were made available on 3 June 1985 and the amended Bill was introduced on 2
July for debate over two days on 16 and 17 July. It is a 213-page Bill containing 275
clauses, and honourable members do not know how many hundreds of amendments are
to to considered in Committee.
All political parties support reform to the Victorian workers compensation system. I
have had constituents who have visited my office in tears because they have had to pay
legal costs of the order of $18 000, like people with houses who have worries and may go
to a lawyer and be left with their worries and lose their houses. The system may be bad;
however, I cannot support a nationalized Government monopoly which would accumulate
massive unfunded liabilities with the prospect of billion dollar losses and escalating
premiums.
The Government promises do not add up. How can one increase benefits by 20 per
cent, reduce premiums by 50 per cent and still maintain a fully-funded system? Public
actuarial estimates suggest the Government scheme will be substantially unfunded, and if
the scheme does become unfunded employers will have to meet the shortfall. As one
leading actuary has said, premiums will have to be increased or workers' benefits curtailed.
The Government's costings made no allowance for extra costs resulting from the
replacement of lump sums by pensions. The Government has not given any costings of
proposed rehabilitation facilities and what will be imposed upon all employers. We sense
that as the employer has to pay the first week of benefits, such a payment might be regarded
as an admission of liability ..
The burden falls heavily on the employer and he is committing an offence if he refuses
to receive a claim. Where a claim is rejected by an employer, a review tribunal may add
10 per cent to the weekly benefits. Where are the provisions to prevent fraud? The
insurance industry and workers compensation area have always been ripe for fraudulent
pickings.
If an employer is not entitled to require a medical examination, the system is open to
abuse, for instance, for claims for injuries that have not occurred at the workplace. A
docker may injure his neck and claim for injuries at the workplace. It may later be
discovered that the injury did not occur at the workplace but that it occurred on the
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previous Friday evening when the docker had an argument with a taxi driver and got hit
over the head with a tyre lever.
I question any further expansion of the State Insurance Office whose liabilities have
reached a staggering $1600 million and are still rising at the rate of$I·5 million a day.
This week, a constituent came to my office because of his concern that his daughter's
claim with the State Insurance Office had been rejected. The comment had been made by
an officer of the State Insurance Office, "Don't worry, we'll fight you. We'll take you to
court and break you in the process". What upset the constituent was that be believed the
State Insurance Office was propped up by State guarantees and moneys. Ifmoney is wasted
to bolster up bad claims and not pay what is due to people, it is working to the detriment
of decent people in society.
The Bill will impose another burden for the taxpayers of Victoria regardless of the social
and economic cost to the community. In the scale of workers compensation claims for the
year 1977-78-Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-On a point of order, Mr Acting Speaker, would the honourable
member for South Barwon identify the document from which he is quoting?
Mr DICKINSON (South Barwon)-These figures have been issued by the Insurance
Council of Australia Ltd for the year 1977-78. They indicate that more than 176 000
claims were lodged during that year and that the premiums paid amounted to $287
million. The figures are tabulated year by year. In the 1983-84 year, 185 000 claims were
lodged at a cost of$742 million in premiums. Of those 185000 claims 129 500, or 70 per
cent, were for injuries that resulted in the loss of work of one week or less. This means that
employers who are not insured for first week benefits and $250 for treatment costs plus
the cost of administration have to meet the bulk of the claims.
More emphasis must be placed on the rehabilitation of injured workers than on any
other aspect. Small business can ill afford to meet the cost of rehabilitation of workers, as
the previous speaker, the honourable member for Bendigo, illustrated when he quoted
from a letter from a small businessman in the electorate he represents.
In recent weeks, the trade union movement in Geelong expressed concern. An article
by David Fitzsimons was published in the Geelong Advertiser of 29 June 1985 which
stated that the Geelong unions have threatened strong protest action if the State
Government does not alter its workers compensation proposals.
Another leading article by the Trades Hall Council expressed its concern on 26 June
1985, that workers compensation and Government proposals to take away the right of
employees to sue negligent employers for full loss of income are of concern to people in
the labour movement.
The move by the Government to abolish the century-old right of employees to take
common law actions against negligent employers affects every employed person in the
community.

The article of 29 June 1985 reaches the heart of the problem for employees in many
occupations. It states that a plan to ban workers from taking common law action will hit
many workers who earn overtime. Some people depend on a second income or overtime
to survive.
The new proposals will compensate workers for up to 80 per cent of the base wage but
some workers, for instance, wharf labourers, receive overtime payments which amount to
half their income. Employees of Ford Motor Co. of Australia Ltd and Alcoa of Australia
Ltd also receive large overtime payments that will not be accounted for in any compensation
payments under the new scheme.
A Geelong solicitor, Mr John Patterson, has assisted wharf labourers in compensation
disputes. He has stated that there have been nearly 500 common law cases listed for the
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Supreme and County courts in Geelong so far this year. These include worker injuries and
motor car accident claims and he has indicated the demand and need for workers to have
the common law right.
The Law Institute of Victoria also made representations to the Government. The institute
made a lengthy submission in 1984 in respect of the proposed changes to the workers
compensation system, and on page 1 of its submission it stated:
The institute believes that the following features of the present system should not be changed:
The right of workers to elect to receive their compensation for pecuniary and non-pecuniary loss as a lump
sum,
the right of those injured workers, who are able to establish the common law liability of their employers, to
seek damages at common law for pecuniary and non-pecuniary loss,
the right of injured workers to have their claims determined by a judicial assessment should they so wish,
rather than by an administrative system or an arbitrary scale.
\

At a recent conference held in Melbourne, Mr Richard Cumpston of E. S. Knight and Co.,
consulting actuaries, stated:
If present lump sums are to be replaced by indexed pensions equivalent to 80 per cent oflost earnings, without
changing the total cost to employers, it appears that the percentage of persons who now receive lump sums who
can receive such pensions is about 19 per cent.
In other words, if costs are to be unchanged, pensions may have to be denied to about 80 per cent of the
persons who at present receive lump sums.

The institute's submission further stated on page 4:
The charge of vested interest is often levelled at the legal profession.

I have had discussions with representatives of the Metal Trades Industry Association who
have said that this Bill is really about the workers and employers and has nothing to do
with the legal profession and the insurance industry. That statement ignores the facts,
because other parties are involved.
On page 5 of the institute's submission it states:
The specific concerns of the Law Institute are that:
Long established rights of injured workers will be curtailed or removed without fully assessing whether such
restriction is warranted,
the changes proposed will disadvantage a significant group of accident victims,
if the financial savings suggested are overstated there will be further amendments so as to reduce costs and
these may well further disadvantage accident victims.

The question of lump sum payments is controversial because many people feel those
payments may make relatives wealthy at the expense of the claimants. Lump sum payments
are presently made in a number of CIrcumstances to dependants of a worker who dies as a
result of a compensable work injury, for specific injuries in the table of maims and in
settlement of a disputed claim.
No one can deny that in many cases a lump sum payment is preferable to weekly
payments, because a person's "lifestyle may change and he or she may need special vehicles,
a special home, nursing assistance and so on to continue a normal lifestyle.
The Bill has also received considerable in-depth examination by the Australian Chamber
of Manufactures, which represents approximately 6500 employers. In its publication, File,
of 12 July, there is a leading article headed "WorkCare: A Cruel Hoax". It states:
The Government's Workcare package is a cruel hoax on employers and their employees.
In the name of "Workcare", the Government is promising better conditions, better health and safety at work,
higher compensation benefits and lower premiums for employers.
Employers believe their promises to be a cruel hoax. Employees who become unemployed as businesses
disappear, may also consider it a hoax.
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The article outlines the cost to employers, which led to the Cooney report, and then states:
Actuaries Doubt Government Costings
Extravagant promises of premium reductions under a Government monopoly have been made and further
claims made that the scheme would be fully funded. At a conference in January 1985, Actuaries expressed grave
doubts about the viability of this proposal.

I shall not read the whole article as it is on the public record to be examined by those who
wish to do so. It also states:
If the scheme goes badly does the Government predict the Trades Hall Council will accept a reduction in
benefits? If not, will the Government guarantee to employers that there will be no increase in the "excess"?

The current edition· of the Insurance Council of Australia Ltd Bulletin, July 1985, also
contains a leading article headed "Workers Compensation-The Unresolved Issues from
the Workers' Point of View", which states:
The difficulty with assessing the Victorian Government's workers' compensation package is that, because the
Government's negotiations are continuing to the last minute, there is not a final and complete proposition upon
which a judgement can be made.

All honourable members who have spoken during the debate in this House have highlighted
the concern that still exists in the workplace among unions and employer groups and
within the insurance industry and the legal profession. The article also states:
Three Critical Issues
As against that, there are at least three critical issues which are not receiving widespread publicity.
First is the obligation of the employer to pay an excess. Unions already claim that some employers, not all of
them small, intimidate workers into taking sick leave instead of claiming workers compensation. Imagine the
increased incentive an employer will have to engage in such activity if he can save on wages and medical
expenses.

Self-insurance
Finally, we come to self-insurance. The government says it recognizes the potential dangers in this area which
it has moved to minimize. Again there is an assumption that legislation of itself is a panacea. The issue of
enforcement is ignored.
The real question however, is why have it at all?

I am extremely concerned that the Government is clearly heading towards socialism and
nationalization. I oppose the Bill because of its socialistic, monopolistic and over-simplistic
attitude to the problems in the workplace. The Opposition is aware that, during its three
years in office, the Government has built a gigantic bureaucracy in so many areas and, no
doubt, it will do so again. It is the hidden costs of these things that the people in the street
do not appreciate.
The Bill has received the support of the Metal Trades Industry Association, because
that organization considers accident compensation as involving only two parties, the
worker and the employer. However, there is far more to it than that. It also involves the
insurance industry, the legal profession and the medical profession. I have endeavoured
to spell out the vital role played by the free-enterprise participants in this area of accident
compensation.
Lump sum payments and common law rights are very much a part of the workers'
rights. They have stood the test of time. They should not be swept aside with the socialist
broom which panders to those with a cargo cult mentality of life and a love of "Big
Brother".
The Bill will soon go before the Legislative Council. The events that take place in that
Chamber will go down in history, because that place is now dominated by the socialist
storm troopers of the Australian Labor Party, who tragically woo the support of the trade
union movement. I believe there are many honest and well-serving people in the trade
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union movement who do not want a bar of what is taking place. I illustrate that by
expressing the concern of the union movement in the electorate I represent and in the
Geelong area.
Mrs SETCHES (Ringwood)-I support the Accident Compensation Bill. It is the third
legislative measure which forms a major part of the WorkCare package which is a very
radical measure of the Cain Labor Government. The other two Bills, the Occupational
Health and Safety Bill and the Dangerous Goods Bill, I am pleased to say, have both been
successfully passed by the House.
The Accident Compensation Bill is a far-sighted, radical Bill which has been developed
courageously by the Government because of massive deficiencies in the present system.
One has to examine the objectives of the Bill to understand the reasons for such a massive
change to the workers compensation system.
The objectives of the Bill are to reduce the incidents of accidents and disease in the
workplace, to provide suitable systems for the effective rehabilitation of injured workers,
to provide suitable and just compensation to injured workers, to speedily and efficiently
determine claims for compensation and to deliver compensation to injured workers and,
in this context, to reduce the cost to the Victorian community of accident compensation.
The Bill provides for the establishment of three new institutions, the Accident
Compensation Commission, the Accident Compensation Tribunal and the Victorian
Accident Rehabilitation Council. These three new bodies are to have tripartite
representation and participation, and the users, the employers and the employees, are
essential to the operation of these three institutions. The Accident Compensation
Commission will arrange for the collection of premiums and will assess claims and will
pay benefits to injured workers. The Victorian Accident Rehabilitation Council will develop
and oversee a new system of public and private sector rehabilitation facilities. The Accident
Compensation Tribunal will decide on disputes arising within the new scheme.
Well before the Government came to power in 1982 there were constant demands from
industry and from unions for reforms to the workers compensation system. The demands
were due to both economic and social concerns. The social concerns encompassed the
following: The absence of a coherent, preventative strategy for occupational health and
safety and the consequently unacceptable high degree of work-related accidents and disease
for which Victoria was believed to record the highest statistics in the country. Further,
there was the absence of rehabilitation measures where no allowance was made for
rehabilitated workers to be restored to the workplace and to take up worthwhile employment
again. In addition, there was the highly law-oriented system in settling overdue and
inadequate claims that encouraged hostility and professional overservicing and provided
benefits that did not adequately meet the needs of severely injured workers.
The dramatic escalation of workers compensation premiums has inhibited the growth
of long-term employment opportunities in Victoria. When I speak to employers in the
electorate that I represent, particularly those in small business, invariably they say that
the present level of workers compensation premiums is the major employment disincentive
facing their industry. The Bill provides for reduced premium levels which will be set at a
maximum for the first five years of the scheme.
The Government's action in literally tearing up and discarding the present arrangements
is understandable when one examines the extreme dissatisfaction expressed by both
employers and workers with the current expensive, inequitable and inhumane workers
compensation system.
The previous speaker from the Opposition stated that the Bill is for workers and
employers; he indicated that it does not address the needs of the insurance industry or the
legal and medical professions.
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-On a point of order, Mr Acting Speaker, the honourable member
for Ringwood is flouting the ruling of the Chair by reading her speech.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! I do not uphold the point of order.
The honourable member for South Barwon quoted extensively from a document and I am
attempting to be fair to both sides. I ask the honourable member for Ringwood to refer to
her notes rather than read them, and to speak through the Chair.
Mrs SETCHES (Ringwood)-Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. The present system cares
adequately for the medical and legal professions. In fact, medical and legal expenses
comprise more than 25 per cent of total claim payments and are in excess of increases in
wages and inflation. The situation is getting out of hand and it needs to be brought back
into line. It is a distortion of the system that so much is being paid out on medical and
legal expenses.
The trade union movement has fought constantly for the rights of workers to maintain
their standards of living after they have been injured. That has been the basis of workers
compensation since it was first introduced in Victoria in 1919. The right to maintain living
standards has been callously ignored during the debate by members of the Opposition.
They have addressed the Bill as a money measure and have paid no attention to the
humanitarian aspects. The same attitude prevailed when the House debated the
Occupational Health and Safety Bill. Members of the Opposition lack humanitarian
compassion for the plight of workers in the workplace.
Unions have received constant complaints from workers regarding delays, frustrations
and hardships in processing claims and having them heard by insurance companies.
Unions have been requested to represent their members long after they have received
their lump sum payments. They are continually asked to intervene on behalfof workers with
insurance companies and lawyers.
Helen Casey and Sara Charlesworth of the Victorian Branch of the Federated Liquor
and Allied Employees Union conducted a study on lump sum settlements between January
1980 and December 1983. The results of their inquiry raised serious concerns about the
ability of the present system to provide income security. The study concluded that:
Settlements received were often arbitrary and inadequate. Women received lesser amounts than men. The
average amount awarded to women was $5000-$10 000 less the average amount for men. However, even the
amounts awarded to men were generally inadequate. More than half of those with claims had been without any
income from the time of injury to the settlement, as the claim had been rejected, while the provision of a
"once-oft" sum did little to compensate for past loss of earnings. Moreover, the majority of larger settlements
were at least partially due to a common law component. Even so, there were no cases in which a worker received
more, or even a high proportion, of that which would have been earned had there been no interruption to
employment as a result of injury.

Much has been said by the Opposition about the actuarial claims, whether the scheme is
to be fully funded and whether it is economically viable; however, little has been said
about case studies of people who have been victims of the present compensation system
in Victoria.
A survey conducted by the liquor trades union and published in a book entitled Invisible
costs of the Workers' Compensation System, refers to a number of cases that are quite
horrific because of the blatant failure of the insurance companies concerned to meet
obviously just claims. For instance, one worker stated:
I injured myself when I received a bad electric shock switching on the bain marie. The shock threw me across
the room and I hurt my head and back when I landed on the floor. They tested the switch immediately and found
it was faulty. There were several witnesses present, but the insurance company denied the claim and refused to
pay any wages or medical bills.

A second worker who was looked after by that union stated:
I was injured and offwork for two weeks, and although the hotel said I would get paid, two years later I haven't
even heard if the claim has been accepted or rejected. The insurance company keep saying they will get back to
me but they never do. Another time, with the same hotel, I injured my ankle and was off for one day. It was six
months before the insurance paid me.
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That continues in case after case. The conclusion of that survey is important. It states:
A fairly common belief exists within some sections of the community that workers compensation claims result
in large settlements which are more generous than the case deserves. We have found this view to be totally false.
Those who are injured at work often suffer considerable hardship in attempting to obtain their entitlement.

Little information and research evidence is available on the workers compensation system
and its effect on workers in Victoria. An excellent book was launched at 9.30 this morning
by the Treasurer. It is called, An Unlucky Dip and is a survey of discrimination in the
workers compensation system. It was prepared by Jenny Blackett-Smith and Annette
Rubinstein, from the Women's Health Resource Collective. It is a definitive work. There
has never been a more important analytical piece ofliterature on the subject. The Women's
Health Resource Collective agrees with the broad thrust of the Bill and has particularly
drawn attention to the dependant's allowance:
An allowance of$51 per week (the current spouse allowance) will be payable for the first dependant (whether
spouse or child) and $17 per week (the current child's allowance) for each additional dependant.

The Victorian government is currently proposing to remove this objectionable feature of the Act by defining
spouses as dependent only if this is actually the case, and defining children as the dependants of the injured
worker regardless of the worker's sex.

These changes are to be corn mended. They remove sexual discrimination from payments of compensation,
with the effect that women with children will receive higher payments and men with working wives and no
children lower payments. Workers with actual dependent spouses and men with children will be unaffected. This
represents a transfer from those workers with the least need for a dependant's allowance to those with actual
financial commitments to a family.

An important change in the Bill is that it will wipe out the inherent sexual bias that exists
in the Workers Compensation Act. I have listened to a tirade of criticism and
misinformation from the Opposition against many provisions of the Bill. The Opposition
has used alarming licence in the comments that have been made in this Chamber and it
has had absolutely no regard for fact and logic.
The Opposition has not recognized the fact that a single fund is necessary to achieve
reductions of a lasting nature in workers compensation premiums. The new authority will
be much more efficient and will not make a profit. Effective avoidance and evasion
detection is a necessary element to reduce payments and the single insurer, through the
single fund, will enable that matter to be addressed.
The Opposition has stated that the statutory authority will be manipulated for political
gains by the Government of the day. Honourable members should be aware that it is an
autonomous and self-funding authority which has its policies and premiums determined
by an independent tripartite board. It is important to establish its governing provisions so
that they cannot be influenced by the Government of the day. Those policies will be
enforced by that independent board.
In conclusion, the constant calls from the Opposition to delay the Bill and the criticism
that it is being rushed through the House are inexcusable. The Opposition has done
nothing about workers compensation for 27 years except to make persistent attacks and
create a bias against the workers.
Workers compensation has been made more expensive because of the inaction of the
Opposition when it was in Government, but when it was asked for its proposals before the
last election it decided that premiums should be increased by almost 22 per cent.
The cost of further inaction in this case would be incalculable to Victoria. The
Government must proceed with the measure to relieve the burden on small business and
industry and to promote employment in Victoria.
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It is also important that workers should be removed from this incredibly biased inhuman
system that they are facing at the moment. Workers should no longer be condemned to be
under that shadow of the current Act. I commend the Bill to the House.

Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-Honourable members have just listened to a speech by the
honourable member for Ringwood. Perhaps the best description one could make is that it
was written or authorized by the media unit of the Department of the Premier and
Cabinet, which is perhaps better known as the "Ministry for Truth".
Throughout this sessional period, the Government has delivered a diatribe on the
current workers compensation system. Honourable members should reflect on the
principles involved in the measure. I do not object to the principles or the objects of the
'proposed legislation as set out by the Government. One object is to reduce the incidence
of accidents and disease in the workplace. I am sure no honourable member would
disagree with that. I certainly do not!
Honourable members interjecting.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! I ask the honourable member to ignore
interjections and address the Chair.
Mr LEIGH-I shall ignore honourable members opposite totally as they deserve to be
ignored.
I do not object to the principles embodied in clause 3 and neither do other members of
the Opposition. Clause 3 contains some fundamental principles. I remind the Government
that it commissioned Mr Cooney-now Senator Cooney-to inquire into workers
compensation. The Government spent $1 million of the taxpayers' money to come up
with a report on workers compensation. What did the Government come up with in the
end? One of the most fundamental principles in the report was that it did not believe in a
single fund.
The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! I ask the honourable member to address the Chair.
Mr LEIGH-Mr Acting Speaker, I merely turned and paused. Mr Cooney-now Senator
Cooney, an Australian Labor Party Senator-said in the report that he believed there
should not be a single fund. What do these gentlemen do?
The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! I ask the honourable member to refer to members
of this place as honourable members.
Mr LEIGH-Sometimes it is difficult to refer to them as honourable members. The
Government has wasted $1 million of taxpayers' funds and now does what it likes. The
Government says that it will provide a better scheme with more benefits, and at a reduced
cost.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr LEIGH-The Treasurer reminds me of the Cheshire cat in Alice in Wonderland.
He tells people one thing with a smile on his face when the opposite is occurring. As the
honourable member for Narracan points out, he can disappear as well and only the smile
is left.
The Bill contains all the old objects of the Labor Party. All members of the Government
party are academics nowadays but they cannot disguise their objects with collars, ties and
blue suits. They seek the socialization and nationalization of industry. I am speaking
about the nationalization of a certain section of the insurance industry. I predict that the
Bill is only the beginning and not the end of the Government's proposition. The Bill says,
"We will have a better system, with better benefits at less cost". The Government is also
saying that there will be a single fund and that there will be no good old competition to
keep people honest.
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I challenge any member of the Government Party to point out any part of the bureaucracy
that can operate more effectively and more cheaply than the private sector. I note that an
honourable member from the other side of the House thinks that is rubbish, but I ask him
to name one case. Will he mention the Board of Works, or Trans Australia Airlines? No
statutory corporation can operate more effectively than the private sector.

Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling}-Order! I ask the honourable member to address
the Chair and I ask the honourable member for Derrimut to cease interjecting.
Mr LEIGH-The Government wants to further encroach on people's lives. When I
hear some of the interjections of honourable members opposite, I wonder whether they
have read the Bill. I realize that it may be too complicated for them. I shall quote an
example of a document given to me, which is perfectly relevant:
The use of force to enter premises and the application of enormous penalties for obstruction to the use of that
force should be of great concern to the community.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr LEIGH-I am happy to admit that I received the document from an insurance
company. It is a fact-I have read the provision in the Bill. I am sure that those Government
members who are capable of reading would have noted the same provision.
Another provision in the Bill will give the commission right of access to employers'
bank accounts. However, in the workplace there will be no investigation of employees and
the penalties for fraud are very minor; indeed, it could be said that the penalties are so low
that the Government is encouraging fraud. There are those who have grotesquely misused
the workers compensation system in their own interests, and I am sure there are
Government members who would admit that.
It appears from the provisions of the Bill that the Government is moving to destroy
civil liberties by making it harder to police abuse of the workers compensation system and
by providing a penalty of three months' gaol for those caught seeking to defraud the
system. Knowing the policy of the Government on gaols, the penalty equates with the
revolving door policy of an offender being driven out to Pentridge gaol by a member of
the Police Force and then being driven back to Melbourne by that same member of the
Police Force.
The Opposition agrees that changes are needed to the workers compensation system.
The honourable member for Brighton outlined clearly what the Opposition believes ought
to occur. It was a tragedy that Government members were not prepared to sit and listen
to the alternatives outlined. Earlier this evening the Premier whinged to the House about
what the Opposition was not doing. However, various reports indicate the opposite of
what the Premier and Treasurer have claimed in regard to the proposed amendments to
the Workers Compensation Act. The Government is in the process of covering up its
actions and why is it covering up?
The Government's masters have beckoned the Government to do something. The
Government's masters are the various trade unions at the Victorian Trades Hall Council.
The Treasurer claimed that he consulted with industry and the community, but in reality
the group he consulted with was the trade union movement, yet he denies that. I can give
the Treasurer a perfectly good example of the way he has sold out everybody. I am sure
those honourable members of the Government who have taken part in the discussions
will remember the case of assets of 1000 workers worth $50 million, and so on. In a strange
way one of the foreshadowed amendments will increase those assets to $200 million. Who
has dictated that that ought to occur?
The Government is under the control of a certain section of the community. At first the
Treasurer was going to introduce a Bill for which he put out feelers, and some members of
the trade union movement baulked; so he rushed back to them and got a few more into
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line and he returned and said, "This is the Bill". Then he had to rush out again to have
another Bill redrafted because a few more did not agree with it and, finally we have this
Bill which the Government is rushing through Parliament with 300 foreshadowed
amendments.
Does the Government really know where it is going when it treats the Parliament in
such a manner? The Government is at the beck and call of a certain section of the work
force, namely, those militant trade union leaders at the Victorian Trades Hall Council.
The Treasurer said he consulted with industry. How many consultations did the
Treasurer have? I suggest it was not too many because, day by day, those people in
business who agreed with the Bill are turning away from it. As the truth comes out about
the Bill's possible results some years down the track, they have decided that they are not
interested.
The Government has not really consulted with the community. I can understand how
some business people, especially in the building industry, in the beginning may have
considered and may even now consider they have some short-term advantage to gain in
cheaper rates for workers compensation premiums, but I caution them. I accept that in
business one must survive today and not necessarily worry about tomorrow. I was in that
situation as were many other Opposition members and one or two Government members,
who are not schoolteachers.
People have accepted the Bill on the basis of saving today and forgetting about tomorrow.
They must decide whether they want that. If they think about it seriously the answer is,
"No", because day by day people have changed their minds. I do not refer especially to
any particular member of the Government, but some of them are baulking and barking
about what I have to say. However, except for a few speakers whose addresses have been
read and, no doubt, written and authorized by the Treasurer, they are not prepared to
contribute their real ideas.
I am not under any constraint in putting my view. I am opposed to the Bill because of
its infringement on civil liberties, its funding and the questions about the objects of the
Bill which the Government cannot answer. We are talking about the involvement of
hundreds of millions of dollars in another example similar to the State Insurance Office.
In fairness, the Government is not totally responsible for the State Insurance Office
problems but it is the Government of the day and it is useless to talk about how it was in
the past with 27 years of Liberal Government.
The Liberal Government attempted to introduce changes, but the Labor Party when in
opposition coerced the trade union movement to assist it in blocking fair and reasonable
change. One reason why the system is collapsing is the irresponsible actions of the then
Opposition, which was not prepared to be fair and reasonable and to assist the then Liberal
Government in its attempts to do something about the system.
The Government says it is concerned about what happens. I do not believe it is serious
at all; it is merely protecting its own interest groups. One must then ask "Why"? In the
short term the Government will get its hands on a substantial amount of money. With the
ongoing scheme the Government obviously will gain on funding in the short term, but I
ask what it will use the funding for. I suspect that it will do exactly as it has done in other
areas of government; that is, fund its ill-conceived policies which will lead to bankruptcy.
The Government is doling out assistance to groups about which it is concerned today
because the Labor Party will be on the Opposition benches with fewer members in three
and a half years' time. I understand that Government members are sad about that and I
hope a few of them will get the pension; I am sure the Liberal Party will assist them in
obtaining it.
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The honourable member for Ringwood said that in the WorkCare package the
Government is introducing the trifecta-the Dan~erous Goods Bill, the Occupational
Health and Safety Bill and the Accident CompensatIon Bill.
I am not sure which one of those Bills is worse; in some aspects the Accident
Compensation Bill is because it will provide the Government with a large amount of
money.

I ask members of the Government to seriously consider the divisions in its ranks on the
Bill. The reason for some of the divisions are the common law aspects of the measure, the
lump sum payments to people who sue for workers compensation and other provisions
that will erode the rights of the individual. Members of the Government are not serious
about civil liberties and what is happening to the workplace today. I wonder how many of
them have suffered an injury in the workplace.
Mr Remington-We are suffering listening to you.
Mr LEIGH-The honourable member for Melbourne will probably receive workers
compensation through the proposed legislation. I remember only too well when I was
injured while working in the building industry. I had to take time offfrom work for which
I received workers compensation. Members of the Government joke about injured workers;
it is a dreadful shame that they treat the Bill so frivolously. I remember getting 28 stitches
in my arm. Members of the Government have never faced any difficulty; they are basically
academics.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! The honourable member for Malvern
is answering an interjection. I ask him to return to the Bill.
Mr LEIGH-Forgive me, Mr Acting Speaker, but I am referring to the Bill. The
measure is against the interests of the work force. It is not in the interests of workers or
the business community. Those who support the measure are becoming fewer by the day.
The proposed system is not in the interests of the insurance industry.
The Treasurer has stated that the new insurance system will create more jobs. I cannot
see that happening; more jobs may be created tomorrow, but the day after they will be
lost. The Government should withdraw the Bill. It is bent on socializing industry. That
was part of the Labor Party's platform and dates back to the inception of the party. The
Bill is the first step towards that aim. Hopefully the voters in Nunawading Province and
others in the community will decide that the measure is not in their best interests.
It is hoped that some of the members of the Government will decide not to use their
temporary majority in another place to steamroll the Bill through the Parliament. If they
believe in democracy, they will wait. I challenge the Treasurer to put the measure to the
test after 17 August. He will not, because he knows that the result on that day will deal the
Government a blow. That is why Parliament is sitting at this time of the year; it is scared.

The Opposition rejects the Bill in its entirety. Perhaps when the measure is introduced
in another place, one or two Government members will have the guts to stand up for the
interests of the work force and do something that unfortunately most members of the
Government in this Chamber are failing to do.
Miss CALLISTER (Morwell)-It has always been disappointing to hear a speech that
is fundamentally personal vilification with no substance or relevance to the Bill. Regrettably,
along with a number of other honourable members from the Opposition, the honourable
member who has just spoken became caught up in all sorts of highways and byways
without any reference to the essential aims and objectives of the proposed legislation. His
contribution contained a noted lack of emphasis on the need for reform and the human
dimension of worker injury and suffering. That lack of substance has been evident in
speeches of other Opposition members as well. Some of them have tended to scapegoat
the victim of worker injury. That does not do them any credit, nor does it do credit to the
party to which they belong.
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All honourable members can quote cases of tragic circumstances w,here people have
been injured at work, suffered the penalty of delays in workers compensation insurance
payments and have had to return to the board to get a reinstatement of payments when
they were rightfully entitled to their continuation, and so forth. It surprises me that the
human dimension has not been alluded to by honourable members, other than those in
the Australian Labor Party.
The workers compensation reform is a fundamental reform. It is of vital importance to
Victorian workers who suffer from work injuries. It has been the product of detailed
consultation and studies. There has been a range of criticism from Opposition members
about this aspect. They maintain that the draft Bill has not been before them for long
enough. I remind them that the whole process of working towards reform was commenced
some time ago. As members of Parliament they had a responsibility to keep up to date
with what was happening. Last December a broad outline was published of the direction
in which the Government had resolved to head in general terms, consequent upon a
detailed study by Cooney and others.
It has been a developing, refining and reshaping process as we have traversed the way.
Various inputs have been received from a broad range of people who are interested in and
concerned about workers compensation reform. As many other honourable members
from the Government side of the House have stressed in their contributions, reform was
called for not only by the Victorian workers through their unions, but also by employers
in the Victorian economy.

I refer again to the objectives that are set out in the Bill. One of the objectives is to
reduce the incidence of accidents and diseases in the workplace. The Government intends
that that should be achieved by the operation of far more comprehensive and meaningful
occupational health and safety legislation and the implementation of more caring guidelines
on the workplace.
The second objective is to provide suitable systems for the effective rehabilitation of
injured workers. I am sure anyone who has worked with victims of industrial accidents
knows that lack of rehabilitation opportunities adds to incredible frustration felt by those
people. The opportunity to participate in a decent rehabilitation program is virtually nonexistent at the moment. One of the strengths of this massive revision of workers
compensation processes is that an effective rehabilitation scheme is to be implemented.
The third objective is to provide suitable and just compensation to injured workers.
This aspect of the Bill has been traversed completely by my associates from Ringwood
and Ballarat South as well as by the Premier and the Treasurer in their contributions so
far. No doubt it will be addressed in far greater detail by the Treasurer in the Committee
stage.
The fourth objective is to speedily and efficiently determine claims for compensation
and deliver compensation to injured workers.
Once again, I am sure honourable members have been faced with the frustration of
constituents who have experienced delays in receiving weekly payments for entitlements
that they may have under the existing system, or others in more unfortunate circumstances
who have had weekly payments cut offfor no apparent reason and have experienced much
hassling to have the situation reinstated. In the meantime, these people have experienced
impoverished circumstances as well as the stress on family life, arguments and feelings of
inadequacy.
The final objective is to reduce the cost to the Victorian community of accident
compensation. I draw the attention of the House to the information provided in the
Government's WorkCare documentation published some weeks ago in association with
this measure. The impact of the Bill will be felt because it will provide improved income
security and rehabilitation opportunities for injured workers. As the objective states, it
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will have a positive impact on the Victorian economy. Average premiums will be cut by
approximately 50 per cent.
I again draw the attention of the House to the information which has been made
available in a most detailed way by the Treasurer. The final objective relates to increasing
the competitiveness of industry and, therefore, job opportunities for Victorians.
The Leader of the Opposition has a speech writer, but I do not. I now compare the
current position of workers compensation with the proposed position under the WorkCare
system. Under the current system one finds that only 38 per cent of the premium $1 is
disbursed to injured workers, but under the WorkCare system 63 per cent of the premium
$1 will go to injured workers. That is a significant difference. It is putting the value of the
premium $1 where it belongs.
The honourable member for Ringwood outlined other components of the scheme by
comparing what the existing premium $1 catered for with what will be the case under the
WorkCare system. Under the new scheme more money will be effectively channelled to
those people who need it, namely injured workers.
The system that the Labor Party has proposed is far less mystical, if one can use that
term, than the current system, which is shrouded in legalese. The proposed system is
straightforward and is more comprehensible. The premium $1 will go to injured workers
and their families for their maintenance. It will also go towards the rehabilitation of
injured workers. That is an important aspect of restoring people to full health, because if a
person is injured at work, it just does not have an impact on physical ability but also on
many other aspects of their lives.
Rehabilitation is a significant aspect of the Bill and it should be underlined in a system
that proposes radical reform.
The Bill enjoys wide community support and the Treasurer has undergone a lengthy
process of community consultation. I hope I have made a contribution to that process of
debate. I am sure that it is not necessary at this stage to traverse the precise details of the
clauses as that will be done during the Committee stage of the debate, but I hope members
of the Opposition, who are so seriously misinformed, will be present in the House when
the Bill is committed so that they can become more conversant with the Bill and in, that
way, when they are faced with the dilemmas and problems of injured workers they will be
able to advise them in a sympathetic and useful manner.
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-I take up the point made by the honourable member
for Morwell at the commencement of her speech when she said that the Australian Labor
Party was the only party concerned with the human aspect of WorkCare reforms that have
been introduced as Bills in this House and she included in those reforms the Dangerous
Goods Bill, the Occupational Health and Safety Bill and the Accident Compensation Bill.
I take some umbrage at that type of remark because I believe all honourable members
in this place care about their fellow humans and understand the human aspect oflegislation.
However, I ask the Question of the honourable member for Morwell: Why do all three
Bills use "shall" when referring to the employer and "may" when referring to the employee?
That is the difference. Throughout each of the three major Bills, the major reforms, one
finds those words used in that way, and that is why the National Party is so concerned
about them. They state that the employer "shall" abide by the measure and the rules laid
down by the Government but that the employee "may" do so. That is the vast difference
between what the National Party considers to be appropriate and the proposed legislation;
that is why members of the National Party in the past two days stood up and said that
they have strong reservations about and objections to many aspects of all three Bills.
The Leader of the Opposition said that he would use every tactic available to him in
this place to ensure that the Accident Compensation Bill does not pass at this stage. I
would say that, in the main, the National Party would support the Leader of the Opposition
in the use of those tactics.
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The National Party has received significant representations from many people in the
work force and the employment sector of this State explaining that they are gravely
concerned about how the Government is handling the Bill, how it is pushing it through
and the irrational approach it is taking to the measure.
I should like to argue on one point. In its research into the proposed legislation, the
National Party asked the question: How can the scheme be fully funded when the
projections are that premiums for the first year will be $663 million and claims paid out
will be $650 million, leaving $13 million to administer approximately 250 000 claims and
to provide reserves for future years?
The Government's WorkCare booklet states:
The $600 million, or about 50 per cent, reduction in annual premiums guaranteed by WorkCare will significantly
improve the cost competitiveness of the Victorian industry, and create an estimated 25 000 jobs.

The Government intends to pay for 25 000 jobs just to administer and oversee
compensation for workers, with a reserve of only about $13 million! That certainly is very
much an unanswered question.
In 1976, the Harris report which dealt with workers compensation was presented. A
further report was commissioned by the Labor Government, and this resulted in the
Cooney report being presented in 1984. Of course, the findings of that report commissioned
by the Government-and the inquiry was headed by a person of the Labor Party's
philosophy-have certainly not been taken up by the Treasurer in the proposed legislation.
In this regard, I ask the question: Why should so many people who have a real vested
interest in the proposed legislation be raising objections to it? Objections have been raised
by the Melbourne Chamber of Commerce, the Victorian Automobile Chamber of
Commerce and the Small Business Association of Victoria, which jointly placed a fullpage notice in the Sun of9 July 1985 rejecting the Bill. The notice stated:
... if the Government's Accident Compensation Bill is passed, you'll be payinll even more than you are at
present. Hard facts provided byaJl non-government actuaries who have examined this issue.

The Electrical Contractors Federation of Victoria stated:
We are concerned about the accuracy ofthe Government's projections of cost to operate the new scheme.

The Restaurant and Caterers Association of Victoria stated:
We object most strongly to the draft proposal and feel deceived by the Government for the following reasons:
1. Employer to pay first 5 days and first $250 medical expenses. This will be of very considerable extra cost to
the restauranteur and negate any promised 'premium savings'.

This is one of the real concerns of the National Party with the proposed legislation: Is
there any real saving to employers? From information supplied to the National Party and
from analyses obtained from several sources it appears certain that there will be no saving
to employers. As the honourable member for Warrnambool interjects, instead there will
be additional cost to employers.
This legislative measure is being sold by the Treasurer on a promise that there will be a
saving to employers. However, as the honourable member for Warrnambool interjected,
there will be no saving to employers but an additional cost to employers. For that reason
the National Party has moved a reasoned amendment to the second-reading motion.
Most employers are asking themselves just where they will be going with a State-run
workers compensation scheme when they have the responsibility of providing for the first
five days as well as the additional $250 a week expenses. In most cases employers would
be better off running their own internal schemes.
The Australian Hotels Federation has flatly rejected the scheme. The association has
stated:
Rather than reduce premiums by 50 per cent, employers will be faced with up to 50 per cent increases.
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That supports the interjection by the honourable member for Warrnambool. The
Government is trying to sell to Victoria a "magnificent piece oflegislation that will be the
salvation of workers and employers and of the economy of Victoria". Who is the
Government trying to fool? So many groups within the community state that the proposed
legislation is not acceptable and that the Government's sums do not add up. The Victorian
Farmers and Graziers Association opposes the scheme. Recent newspaper headlines have
expressed opposition. The Age of 24 May 1985 stated:
Compo Bill upsets union.

The Age of27 May stated:
Unions dig in over compo.

The Age of 29 May 1985 stated:
Growing unease in unions over Govt compo haste.

Again, the Age of 31 May stated:
Trades Hall warning over compo changes.

Further headlines state:
Unions set to dig their heels in over changes.
Unions warn on new compo laws.
Unions push Jolly on compo changes.

The headlines have continued over the past month in that manner yet the Government
continues to push through its proposed legislation. The Age editorial of 10 June stated,
inter alia:
The employers are upset and panicky, and they describe the proposals as potentially a bombshell on their
finances. The unions are angry and belligerent, warning that they will fight hard to prevent the legislation coming
in in its present form. And then there is the Government, apparently patching up the draft proposals on the run
and still having had trouble with the basic problem of financing the whole scheme.

Yesterday, a letter from the Chief Executive of the Australian Chamber of Manufactures,
Mr Brian Powell, was sent to the Treasurer. After detailing the reasons why the chamber
opposes the Bill, Mr Powell stated:
In these circumstances, I believe there is an imperative need for the community. particularly including
employers, and the Government to re-appraise these proposals and to weigh their merit against the risks to which
I have referred.

That is why the Leader of the National Party put before the House a reasoned amendment
proposing that the Bill not be read a second time until discussions have been held between
Government, employer organizations and the Trades Hall Council. The National Party
believes there are many aspects of the Bill that need to be considered.
Discussions should be held on the full involvement, as insurers, of private enterprise
insurance companies and the State Insurance Office in developing and operating a workers
compensation scheme on a fully funded basis. That is a basic, common-sense approach.
The reasoned amendment refers to the reduction in delays in hearing cases and the
excessive administrative costs endemic in the current scheme. That is a well thought out
point. The amendment goes on to refer to the inclusion of an employee contribution in
the premium income. Honourable members speak about incentives in the workplace and
the Government has a chance to provide an incentive by allowing the employee to make
a contribution to his own compensation. That matter is well worth considering.
The reasoned amendment refers to the formulation of a viable system of rehabilitation.
Everyone believes in rehabilitation in order to get injured workers back to the workplace
as Quickly as possible. The National Party strongly supports that objective.
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The final point of the reasoned amendment refers to the provision of benefits
commensurate with other States. The Government is aware that the benefits in Victoria
are approximately 30 per cent to 50 per cent better than the benefits in other States.
If the Government is so confident about its WorkCare policy, I ask why it is necessary
to take out two-page advertisements in daily newspapers. I ask how much that would cost
the taxpayer. The Treasurer should explain why the advertisements are necessary.
I appeal to the Government to accept the reasoned amendment, to take the proposals
moved by the National Party out into the field, discuss them and return with a sensible
workers compensation policy that will assist industry, employers and employees to bring
about a better workers compensation system for Victoria.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I now move:
That the time allotted in connection with the remaining stages of the Bill be as follows:
(a)

From 10.30 p.m. until 12 midnight this day;

(h) from the calling on of Orders ofthe Day, Government Business, on Thursday 18 July, until 12 midnight
on that day; and
(c) from 11 a.m. until 1 p.m. on Friday 19 July.

As I foreshadowed earlier this week and as action is required before 10.30 p.m. which has
been allotted for the second-reading debate, a second motion was required to set in motion
the Committee stage of the Bill. After consultation with the Leader of the Opposition, the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition and the Deputy Leader of the National Party-I am not
suggesting it was by agreement-I have agreed to provide a further 12 hours of debate in
the Committee stage.
For the edification of honourable members who have not spent all of their time in the
House during this week's sitting, some 14 hours of debate has occurred in the secondreading stage with 27 speakers, which must be very close to a record for a Bill such as this.
The additional 12 hours that has been recommended for the Committee and remaining
stages will provide a total of approximately 26 hours of debate, which is a mammoth
amount of time based on the ordinary standards for debating proposed legislation.
Honourable members who have been listening intently to the debate, as I have, would
have noted more than a degree of repetition in the contributions from speakers, perhaps
on both sides of the House. The Government has been more than reasonable in facilitating
the debate to this time. Following consultation with representatives of the other parties, I
argue that one and a half hours could be provided this evening to allow the Committee
stage to commence, then all day tomorrow from the commencement of Government
Business and on Friday morning. This is a most reasonable and generous concession on
behalf of the Government.
The Bill is an important piece of proposed legislation that is due to come into effect on
I September. The Government has been extremely patient to date and will continue to be
patient until lunchtime on Friday.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I recognize the comment made by the
Deputy Premier that he had consultation with the other parties, but what he is now
proposing is not necessarily with their agreement. I have two complaints about the timeframe proposed by the Deputy Premier.

The first application of the Bill, in terms of benefits, could apply to members of this
House when, with no urgency, honourable members are asked to sit for extraordinary
hours which are unnecessary.
The Bill is perhaps one of the most important pieces of proposed legislation introduced
by the Government. It is so important that the Government has seen fit to recall Parliament
for an extraordinary sitting. The time-frame that has been set by the Deputy Premier is
totally unreasonable. No wonder 27 speakers have contributed in the second-reading stage
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when one considers that every member of Parliament has as his or her constituents either
employers or employees.
Dr Coghill-Or both.
Mr KENNETT-Or both. It is understandable that honourable members may wish to
make a contribution on this measure to reflect the fears or aspirations of their constituents.
It is not the Opposition's responsibility if members of the Government party do not want
to speak on the Bill. As I understand the time-frame set out by the Minister for Industry,
Technology and Resources, some 299 amendments must be dealt with in that time. This
is incredible when one considers that the Government said there had been widespread
consultation and agreement on the Bill.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the Leader of the Opposition that the motion before
the Chair concerns the time allotted for debate and does not allow for a wide-ranging
debate on the merits or demerits ofa motion that was before the Chair earlier.
Mr KENNETT-I am speaking about the fact that during the Committee stage only 12
hours will be allowed to debate the foreshadowed 299 amendments to be moved by the
Government. That represents 2·5 minutes' debate for each amendment allowing for only
one speaker on each amendment. It is obvious why the Minister for Public Works is saying
that that is enough time. Are we serious about the Bill? Are we serious about consultatlOn?
Is the Government serious about ensuring that Opposition members are able to make a
contribution on the 299 amendments when the Government wants to allow only 2·5
minutes for debate on each amendment?
As a result of the amendments to be moved by the Government, the Opposition also
proposes to move approximately 100 amendments. That means the Committee will have
to deal with some 400 amendments. This makes a mockery of the Government's desire to
ensure that adequate consultation and debate take place.
The Opposition does not want to sit for unreasonably long hours to debate the Bill when
there is no commitment that Parliament will meet next week. I well remember that when
the Premier was in opposition he said that Parliament need not sit beyond 10.30 p.m. on
any night. It appears that that commitment has gone by the board. The Committee stage
will continue until 12 midnight tonight. After that time, the debate on the motion for the
adjournment of the sitting will take place. Tomorrow the House will deal with a motion
to be moved by the honourable member for Brighton, after which it will again return to
the Bill. It appears that the House will sit until 12 midnight again tomorrow night.
I have spoken to members of the Government party who are extremely concerned about
the hours of sitting. Any honourable member who doubts what I say should ask the
honourable member for Box Hill. I remember one night when the honourable member
almost walked out. She told the Deputy Premier that it was stupid and crazy to work such
long hours and that it was impossible to have a reasonable debate if members had been
speaking about one issue all day. I am not seeking to make derogatory remarks about the
honourable member for Box Hill.
There is not a sufficient reason to justify Parliament sitting through until midnight
tonight and midnight tomorrow night and again on Friday to deal with a Bill that has been
in the making for months and when there is no commitment on Parliament to sit next
week. Some 299 amendments are to be moved by the Government.
Mr Walsh-Most of them are machinery amendments; you know that!
Mr KENNETT-I do not know that. One does not have to be a political animal to
recognize that this is a misuse of the Parliamentary process.
Some foreshadowed amendments are more important than others, but it is an absolute
joke for the Government to suggest that honourable members should be allowed on
average 2·5 minutes to debate each proposed amendment. What a mockery the Government
is making of its so-called consultative process. The Treasurer has given to both the
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Opposition and the National Party copies of the foreshadowed amendments and there are
pages of them. Neither the Opposition nor the National Party will have time to properly
analyse either the foreshadowed amendments or their ramifications.
Tonight Parliament is being confronted with what industry has been confronted with
over the past few months. This action is not consultation; it is not fair play and it does not
amount to fair debate. If the Government were serious, it would give unlimited time to
honourable members on all sides of the House to debate what it has described as one of
the most important pieces of proposed legislation that it has introduced during its three
and a half years in office.
Neither I nor the National Party consider that 2·5 minutes is enough time to consider
each of the foreshadowed amendments. The Deputy Premier has more experience and a
better appreciation than most honourable members of the forms and procedures of
Parliament, yet this evening the honourable gentleman has made a mockery of the debating
process. This Chamber does not have any commitment next week. For goodness' sake,
the Bill will affect the constituents of all honourable members, whether they be employers
or employees. The Government should apply some common sense to the operations of
this place and it should ensure that honourable members have the opportunity of fully
debating the proposed measures.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the National Party)-Honourable members need
more time to consider the proposed legislation, and that time extends beyond either Friday
afternoon or Friday evening. The Treasurer has got the House in this mess by foreshadowing
300 amendments and that number is growing as su~ested amendments pile in from all
over Victoria. The Treasurer has got the House into thIS mess and now the Deputy Premier
has to carry the baby.
There is no good reason why the House should not meet on either Tuesday or Wednesday
of next week. Every member of my party has longstanding commitments on Friday
evening which they will not be able to attend. It is unlike the Deputy Premier to embarrass
people such as myself. I, too, have a longstanding appointment in the area I represent at
5.30 p.m. on Friday.
The Deputy Premier has got himself into this position because of the incompetence of
the Treasurer. I appeal to the Deputy Premier to ensure that the House sits on either
Tuesday or Wednesday of next week so that the matter can be resolved.
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-This is a disgraceful abuse of the power that the
Government has in the House. It is ridiculous to suggest that the foreshadowed amendments
can be properly dealt with in the time proposed by the Deputy Premier. The Government
has described the Bill as being one of the most important pieces of proposed legislation to
come before the Parliament in decades, yet the Government is ramming the Bill through
Parliament with absolute contempt for the processes of Parliament.
The Leader of the House has suggested that there is some magic in the deadline the
Government has imposed for the introduction of the Bill by 1 September 1985. The reality
is that that deadline has nothing to do with the process that is being imposed upon the
House by the Government through this motion. The reality is that every piece of
administrative action associated with the scheme had been undertaken even before the
Bill was introduced.
The Government made statements on 22 April that it was proposing to implement the
machinery to establish the new system before the Bill was passed. That of itself shows the
utter contempt in which the Government holds Parliament. That of itself shows its real
regard for the proper time to be allocated for the consideration of the Bill by Parliament.
The Government assumed on 22 April, before it finished its deals with its cronies in the
union movement, before it had gone through the latest two rounds of backdowns in the
face of union pressure, that the Bill would be passed, and that it could use its numbers in
the two Houses to ram the Bill through with inadequate time for consideration.
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The reality is that honourable members have before them 299 amendments to be
proposed by the Government. I grant that many of those amendments are consequential
drafting amendments that follow the substantial amendments but it is said by the
Government that there are twelve groups of amendments-not twelve amendmentseach group sufficiently important to be described by the Government as major amendments
to the scheme. They impact directly on the interests of employers and employees, and
these amendments were delivered to the opposition parties today.
There has not been adequate time to consider them even on the time-table originally
proposed by the Government. There has been no time for adequate consultation with any
more than a handful of interested parties. Here honourable members are faced at the
eleventh hour with the Government dragging the guillotine down and amending the
program with practically no notice, to impose on the opposition parties the rigours that
arise from the Government's majority.
This is an abuse of power. The essence of democracy is the recognition of the right of
opposition parties to sufficient time to consult and to ensure that the interests of minority
parties are not even inadvertently prejudiced. The Government has no preserve on wisdom.
That has been shown by the progress of the Bill.
The Government has had to introduce one set of amendments after another, all without
proper time for consideration. The reality is that what the Leader of the House says is
simply not true. The time-table of 1 September 1985 is imposed on the Bill by the
Government's own actions. Its original commitment was that the Bill would be in force
by 1 July, but it could not patch up the deal with the union movement in time for that and
it had to extend the date until 1 September. It could extend that time again in order to
provide opportunity for deliberation by Parliament if it found that the scheme could not
be introduced at that time. The Government has embarked on this scheme; it has advertised
in newspapers for five general managers.
Mr Kennett-Five general managers?
Mr STOCKDALE-Yes, five general managers. No doubt, the Government has
hand picked people.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member for Brighton, who is extremely
skilled in the use of the language, that he is out of order in starting to go into the merits or
demerits of the Bill. The question of time is before the Chair.
Mr STOCKDALE-I accept that, Mr Speaker, the point I am making is that the
Government, through the Leader of the House, has suggested that one of the constraints
that requires the guillotining of the Bill is the necessity to bring the Bill into force as an
Act from 1 September. Whether the Bill passes this week or next week, the Government
has already started that process. It has started the process of recruiting five general managers.
Mr Jolly-What has that got to do with time?
Mr STOCKDALE-It has this to do with it: If those advertisements could be placed in
the newspapers last week, the process can continue whether the Bill is passed. The
advertisement did not have to wait for the Bill to be passed. No doubt, in its usual fashion,
the Government has already handpicked people to put into those positions.

The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member for Brighton that I shaH rule
him out of order if he continues to delve into the merits or demerits of the Bill. The
question of time is before the Chair.
Mr STOCKDALE-Mr Speaker, I am dealing with the administrative process.

The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Brighton is out of order.
Mr STOCKDALE-Mr Speaker, allow me to answer what the Leader of the House
stated as the need for the Bill to come into force as an Act. In reality the passing of the Bill
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this week is not required to meet the deadline that the Government has proposed. It has
already sent employers registration forms. That can be done whether the Bill is passed this
week or next week. The Government has already advertised for tenders for agents. That
process is in train; 27 applications have already been received and are now in the process
of being assessed.
The SPEAKER-Order! If the honourable member for Brighton wants to test the Chair,
I am prepared to be tested. The honourable member should be debating the question of
time. If he wishes to test the Chair, I shall accommodate him. The debate is not on the
merits or demerits of the Bill or Government action.
Mr STOCKDALE-Mr Speaker, I have no desire to test the Chair. In addition to the
299 amendments to be proposed by the Government, the Opposition has amendments it
will propose to the Bill. The Opposition has two groups of amendments that are absolutely
critical and that require full and proper consideration. Parliament should not proceed to
deal with amendments on the basis that the Opposition's amendments are of no
consequence. That is what has been suggested here.
During the debate, the Leader of the House stated that the amendments of the opposition
parties could be pushed aside in order to provide proper time to consider the Bill. That
statement showed utter contempt for the process of Parliament. The honourable gentleman
was implying that the amendments to be proposed by the opposition parties will not be
passed anyway. The Government has the numbers, so it will do as it pleases.
Proper time should be allowed for consideration of the amendments to be proposed by
the Opposition. In addition, as late as the suspension of the sitting for dinner this evening,
I delivered to the Clerk additional amendments to be proposed by the Opposition as a
result of the truncated consultation that has been available to the opposition parties on
the basis of the form in which the Government now proposes to amend the Bill. The
Australian Chamber of Manufactures has proposed amendments to both opposition parties.
Mr Kennett-And the Government.
Mr STOCKDALE-I am comin~ to that. The chamber proposed a series of important
amendments to the opposition partIes. Proper time has not been allowed for consultation
between the parties about those amendments. Proper time has not been allowed for the
Treasurer to consider them, although the chamber deemed to write to the Government.
The quality of consideration is important and there has been an indication that it was
given by the Australian Chamber of Manufactures to the Government. During the past
half an hour, I have been on the telephone to check with the chamber on what consultation
has taken place. The guillotining of the Bill represents a ruthless exercise of numbers.
Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn)-When a Government introduces a major measure and then
moves a guillotine motIOn on it when all the available information is clearly that major
amendments will be moved not only by the Government, but also by the Opposition as a
result of representations from significant sections of the community, that Government is
on the slippery slide to oblivion. It will not remain in office much longer if it proceeds
with that type of disregard for the rights of Parliament.
Mr Speaker, you and I know that the amendments the Government is proposing have
not yet been placed before a Committee of this House, and that that will perhaps not
happen until later this evening. Honourable members have had a clear undertaking that
the Government proposes to move an enormous number of amendments to the Bill,
which contains 275 clauses. Honourable members have been advised that 299 amendments
will be moved. For a time restriction to be placed on that process, involving a special
sitting of the House on days that are not the normal sitting days in a week, is deplorable.
I appeal to the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources to consider the proposal
he has put forward. The Leader of the National Party correctly indicated that there is no
reason why the House cannot meet next week on the normal sitting days to spend more
time on the consideration of this important proposal so that the Committee can have
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proper time between the adjournment and the Government's amendments being placed
before it to analyse and fully understand the amendments. Mr Speaker, you are not a
betting man; if you were I would bet you that the Government will find, between now and
next Tuesday, that a number of further amendments will be necessary to make the Bill
technically correct. I shall talk to you about this later. The failure of the Government to
allow proper time for debate on the Bill is an absolute disgrace.
Mr LIEBERMAN (Benambra)-The Government's own admission is that the Bill
constitutes a major social reform for the State. I understand that approximately 300
amendments are proposed by the Government, the Opposition and the National Party.
Most of those amendments have come about because the Government, through its own
lack of preparation, failure to consult and lack of research, finds itself in the desperate
position of having to ask this House to deal with a voluminous number of amendments.
It should withdraw the Bill and present a clean Bill.
The Deputy Premier knows full well that that procedure should be adopted when such
mammoth numbers of amendments are proposed. Mr Speaker, you will recall the Whitlam
Government in Canberra and its downfall. In the dying stages of that Government its
hallmark was the number of times it was forced, through bad management, lack of
consultation and disunity in its ranks, to use the guillotine to sully the traditions of the
Westminster system of Parliament. The Government is showing all those signs of the
Whitlam Government.
It is being forced to use the guillotine on its own Bill, which it says is a major social
reform on which it wants to hang its own cap and of which it wants to be proud. However,
its treatment and its contempt of Parliament and of members of Parliament i~dicate that
the Government has turned into a predator of democracy. The Bill and the amendments
that will be moved in the Committee stage will have an enormous impact on many people,
both today and in the future. It is a disgrace that Parliament has been denied adequate
time to debate the matter.

I remind the House also that the Government proposed that Parliament would sit in
June, but it did not do so. Members of the Opposition and the National Party made
arrangements to be here in June, but the Government failed to adhere to its proposed
time-table.
The Government recalled Parliament in July-an unprecedented move by a Government
in this State. Members of the Opposition and National Party willingly rearranged programs
with constituents so that they could be here to do their duty and to give proposed legislation
the best attention.
When the Government announced its time-table for July, it asked honourable members
to keep 25 July available. All honourable members are ready to make themselves available
to do justice to the Bill and, if possible, to improve it-Heaven knows how-so that its
impact on people will not be as dramatic as the Bill proposed by the Government and
ensure that future generations will not have to bear the enormous financial burden that is
apprehended by independent actuaries as resulting from the implementation of the Bill.
The Government has arrogantly told all honourable members tonight that they must
toe the line and do what the Government tells them to do. It was most unbecoming of the
Treasurer to strut in tonight when I was speaking and sit down smugly, ready to proceed
with the Committee stage. The Treasurer knows that Government members will do as
they are told even if in their own hearts they know that the Treasurer has let them down
on this occasion.
The Government is in disarray. If it forces a guillotine of the Bill its members can go
back to the electorates they represent and in the months ahead, when the defects in this
Bill become apparent and the costs of remedying those defects must be met, those members
will be haunted by the fact they could have spent another day in debating this matter and
some of those inevitable consequences would have been avoided.
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Opposition and National Party members have made themselves available to be here to
further debate the Bill. It is inexcusable for the Government to arrogantly ignore that and
say, ""No, the guillotine shall apply". The Government must face the consequences of its
actions.
Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston South)-I speak on behalf of the humble back-benchers
in this House. The motion on time is one of the most important motions to come before
the House. I have enormous respect for the Deputy Premier whom I admired when he
was Deputy Leader of the Opposition in a previous Parliament because he would fight for
the rights of the back bench. On many occasions he berated the then Government for
attempting to use the guillotine.
However, this evening, I am amazed that the back-benchers on the Government side
have remained silent and are not prepared to fight for their rights on the basis of time. The
Deputy Premier embarrassed many of us as Government back-benchers into speaking on
the motion of time. Since returning to the House I have noticed the lack of involvement
of the back bench of the Government.
The SPEAKER-Order! Interesting though it is to hear the honourable member for
Frankston South going back in time, the question before the Chair is a matter of time in
respect of now. I will not entertain the honourable member's flight into history.
Mr WEIDEMAN-On the matter of time, Mr Speaker, you have the right to rule that
the back-bench members of this House be heard in the debate. All members of the House
have a right to be heard. There are more amendments in this Bill than there are clauses.
Twelve groups of amendments have been listed by the Government and two groups of
amendments have been listed by the Opposition. I am prepared to sit here all day tomorrow,
all day Friday, and next Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday if necessary, to complete the
passage of the Bill, because it is a most important piece of proposed legislation.
After I sit down, I hope some Government back-benchers have the courage to stand up
and speak on this matter. I defend the right of the Opposition and of Government backbench members to speak on the Bill. Unfortunately, the back-bench members of the
Government have no courage and will not make a contribution to the debate. I request
that you, Mr Speaker, consider the matter of time and I also ask that the Minister for
Industry, Technology and Resources consider some of the speeches that he made on
similar occasions some years ago.
Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill)-The Government now reveals its arrogance and its
contempt for this House and the procedures of Parliament. The Government brought the
House together for this winter sessional period of Parliament to discuss a Bill which it said
was of the utmost importance. Having done that, it then shows the ultimate cynicism of a
Labor Party drunk with power.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Forest Hill must speak on the
question of time.
Mr RICHARDSON-If it is a fact that the proposed legislation is among the most
important pieces of legislation brought before the House in the history of this State-the
Government's own words-why then does the Government emasculate the Parliament in
this way? Why has Parliament been brought together for this cynical and brief sessional
period? Does the Government think that the people of Victoria will believe a word of
what it is saying when it is prepared to take this sort of action? Why is it, on this important
question of time, that members of the Government sit there mute like emasculated crows
upon a barbed wire fence? Why do they not support the motion that has been put before
the House by the Leaders of their own party?
It is a sad day for Parliament. The House and the institution of Parliament is being
done a grave disservice by this cynical action but, more importantly, the people of Victoria,
in whose name this cynical Government has brought the House together for this
extraordinary sessional period of Parliament, are being done an even greater disservice. If
the Bill is as important as the Government says, if the crisis is of such magnitude as is
suggested by the Government that the House must be brought together at this time, why
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is it that the Government, which has the numbers, is running away from exposure to the
people which comes through the institution of Parliament?
It is the institution of Parliament and the well-being of the people of Victoria which are
at stake tonight. This Government brings discredit, not only to the Labor Party and all of
the people in the community who supported the Labor Party, but also to this House, to
the institution of Parliament and, indeed, it brings discredit to the motives which the
Government presented as the reason for the House being brought together at this time.
The Government stands condemned, and the people will judge it accordingly.
The House divided on Mr Fordham's motion (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).
r .
45
Ayes
Noes
•
40
Majority for the motion
AYES
Mr Andrianopoulos
MrCain
Miss Callister
MrCathie
DrCoghill
MrCrabb
MrCulpin
Mr Cunningham
Mr Ernst
Mr Fogarty
Mr Fordham
MrGavin
MrsGleeson
Mr Harrowfield
Mrs Hill
Mr Hill
Mrs Hirsh
Mr Hockley
Mr Jolly
Mr Kennedy
Mr Kirkwood
Mr McCutcheon
Mr McDonald
Mr Mathews
Mr Micallef
MrNorris
MrPope
Mrs Ray
Mr Remington
Mr Roper
Mr Rowe
Mr Seitz
Mrs Setches
Mr Sheehan (Telh'I)
Mr Shell (Teller)
Mr Sidiropoulos
MrSimmonds
MrSimpson
Mr Spyker
Mr Stirling
Mrs Toner
MrTrezise
Dr Vaughan
MrWalsh
Mrs Wilson

5
NOES
Mr Austin
Mr Brown
MrColeman
MrCooper
MrCrozier
Mr Delzoppo
Mr Dickinson
Mr Evans
(Ballamt North)

Mr Evans
(Gippsland East)

MrGude
Mr Hann
MrHayward
Mr Heffernan (1'ell£'I)
Mr Jasper
MrJohn
Mr Kennett
MrLea
MrLeigh
Mr Lieberman
MrMcGrath
(Lowan)

Mr McGrath (Teller)
(Warrnambool)

MrMcNamara
M r Maclellan
Mr Perrin
Mr Pescott
MrPlowman
MrRamsay
Mr Richardson
Mr Ross-Edwards
Ms Sibree
MrSmith
(Glen Waverley)

MrSmith
(Polwarth)

Mr Steggall
Mr Stockdale
MrTanner
MrWallace
MrWeideman
Dr Wells
MrWhiting
MrWilliams
PAIR

MrWilkes

I
1460

Mr Reynolds

Accident Compensation Bill

17 July 1985

ASSEMBLY

97

The SPEAKER-Order! The time allotted for the second reading stage of the Bill has
now expired.
The House divided on the question that the words proposed by Mr Ross-Edwards to be
omitted stand part of the motion (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).
Ayes
Noes

45

40

Majority against the amendment
AYES
Mr Andrianopoulos (1'('1/('1)
MrCain
Miss Callistcr
Mr Cathie
Dr Coghill
Mr Crabb
MrCulpin
Mr Cunningham
Mr Ernst
Mr Fogarty
Mr Fordham
MrGayin
Mrs Gleeson
Mr Harrowficld
Mrs Hill
MrHill
Mrs Hirsh
Mr Hocklcy
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Mr Kirkwood
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Mr McOonald
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Mr Norris
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Mr Roper
Mr Rowe
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I

Mr Reynolds

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

5
NOES
Mr Austin
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MrLea
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I

Mr Reynolds

The Bill was read a second time and committed.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I desire to advise the Committee that, in view
of the large number of amendments and their complexity, it is proposed to group related
amendments where possible and to test the principles of such amendments on the first
possible occasion. The Chair is mindful of the rights of honourable members to speak and
will protect such rights.
Clause 1 was agreed to.
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Clause 2
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-I move:
Clause 2, line 4, omit "VII" and insert "VIII".

The proposed amendment is a consequential amendment upon the substantive
amendments proposed in amendment No. 92 on the Opposition's list of amendments. It
therefore raises the question of the principle of the amendment that is proposed on the
substantive matters in the clauses that are part of the proposals contained in amendment
No. 92. This concerns an indication given by the Government in its ori~nal proposals to
reform the workers compensation system in Victoria to provide for self-lnsurance.
The Committee will recall that the Government published a booklet, Victoria. Workers
Compensation Re/orm-Government statement No. 5 which is known as the Green Book.
In chapter 7 the book deals with the question of self-insurance and there is a lengthy
consideration of the question and the implications of self-insurance. I shall return to that
in more detail later, but at the moment I want to refer to a statement in the summary on
the main principles of self-insurance under the new system, which commences at page 104
of the Green Book. On page 106 of that book, it is stated:
The Government will also consider ways in which smaller firms can be permitted to group together to meet
the requirements for self-insurance listed above.

Commencing at clause 139 in Part V, the Bill provides for self-insurance. However,
notwithstanding the indication in the Green Book that the Government would introduce
a form of self-insurance for smaller firms grouped together, the Bill does not provide for
insurance or for coverage of workers compensation benefits on that basis. This is an
important question because a large number of industry groups have amalgamated into
industry and trade associations. The Opposition has consulted with a number of them and
they ascertain that they are able to provide workers compensation benefits by virtue of
existing schemes at rates of coverage which are better and with terms of insurance which
are preferable to them over the proposed terms offered by the Government in the Bill.
F or that reason, and in order to preserve the rights of employers in that category who
may wish to maintain their existing group employer schemes, the Opposition proposes to
move amendment No. 92 and consequential amendments flowing from that-I shall take
the Committee through my amendment No. 92. It proposes a scheme of coverage for
groups of employers to self-insure on bases which are similar to the provision made for
single groups of companies in the form of a holding company and subsidiaries or for
individual employers under the existing self-insurance provisions.
The Committee may recall that clauses 139 onwards lay down certain criteria which
applicants for self-insurance must meet and regulate the self-insurer as the provider of
compensation benefits for workers employed by the self-insurer. That pattern is picked up
in my proposed Part VI, entitled "Employer Groups". Firstly, clause 156 proposed in my
amendment No. 92 defines a group of employers to mean:
Two or more employers (whether persons or firms) engaged in or in connexion with one or more industries,
being employers each of whom has agreed in writing to be a member ofa workers compensation group.

An important point about that is that it is not limited to a single industry grouping. If one
takes, for example, one important case where the provision would apply, the Opposition
consulted with, among others, the Australian Hotels Association. The hoteliers in Victoria
who are members of that association are invited to, and many do, subscribe to a group
insurance scheme. That scheme is conducted on an Australia-Wlde basis by an underwriter
on behalf of the association, and member hotels are encouraged to be members of that
because benefits flow to the whole group, the industry and the trade association by their
participation.
I have been advised by the association that the scheme operates on an Australia-wide
basis; that it provides cover for workers compensation benefits at a lower cost than is
proposed by the Government in the Bill; that the association wishes to have available to
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it, at least for consideration, the option of a continuing involvement in that scheme and,
indeed, that if a provision for group insurance and the maintenance of that scheme is not
viable under the Bill, the scheme Australia-wide may be vitiated by withdrawal from it of
the Victorian employers.
In that context, my amendment proposes an important alternative-one which is
important not only in Victoria. We are all ultimately Australians and I suggest that it is
contrary to public interest for the Government to take steps in Victoria which would have
a deleterious effect on the existence of a highly successful scheme operating throughout
Australia. The Government has made no provIsion for that and it falls to the Opposition
to move amendments which will bring that into effect. It is important that the definition
is not restricted to an individual industry because a corporate employer who operates an
hotel may be a member of an association and may also operate a restaurant or a detached
bottle shop separately from that establishment within the meaning of the Act, and he may
prefer to have all the employees in those establishments covered by the group insurance
scheme.
It should not be precluded from doing so by virtue of the fact that, technically, it may
fall outside the industry of hotels. It is proposed that one or more industries may group
together. That provision was designed to protect the single employer who operates different
establishments in more than one industry.
The qualification for being a member of a group is that the employer should agree in
writing to be a member of a group. That may operate prospectively. Obviously some
employers would not wish to enter into a group until the group's application is dealt with
and it has been acknowledged that the group has gained approval. In reality the agreement
in writing is the trigger for the operation of the group. The next workers compensation
group is defined as:
... a group of employers providing accident compensation for workers employed by any member of the group.

Again the focus is on workers compensation. My next amendment is proposed new clause
156 (3) which provides:
(3) Part V shall not apply".to an employer who is a member of a workers' compensation group approved under
this Part but otherwise reference in this Act to a self-insurer includes a reference to a member of a workers'
compensation group approved under this Part.'.

In part that is designed to ease the workload on the Treasurer and his staff. In the Bill
there are references to the commission as the provider of accident compensation to
workers, there is reference to a self-insurer as the provider of accident compensation
benefits and references to an employer but only in so far as the employer has to meet the
first week's wages liability and the first $250 of medical treatment costs. That reference, as
it were, incorporates by reference, in the case of a stipulation of a self-insurer, a member
of a workers compensation group. That saves the problem of rewriting the whole Act to
write in references to workers compensation groups.
Clause 142 which deals with approval of a self-insurer basically follows the outline of
clause 141 in the self-insurance provisions, subject to the specification of conditions and
bases of cover that are appropriate to a group rather than to a single employer. Proposed
new clause B (2) provides that:
A group of employers shall not make an application under sub-section (1) unless(a) the members of the group taken together employ not less than 1000 workers and have assets exceeding

their liabilities by not less than $200 000 000;

That picks up the two fundamental qualifications for the operation of a self-insurer by
allowing for co-operation with a holding company of a group. It applies the same sort of
criteria. It cannot be said that, in that regard, it weakens the insurance the workers will
have so that the group will not be able to meet its benefits.
It means that to the extent that the group provides a basis upon which a scheme would
be structured under the provisions, the protection for security for insurance benefits is of
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the same order as that for the self-insurance provisions. The second alternative in proposed
new clause B (2) reads:
(b) each member of the group holds a contract of insurance with an insurer licensed under the Commonwealth

Insurance Act 1973 entitling the member to an indemnity in respect of workers compensation for benefits
not less favourable to any worker than those provided by this Act;

That picks up the second of the three alternative bases in proposed new clause B (2), to
which a group may be approved for self-insurance.
Instead of providing the benefits themselves, each of them has taken an insurance
policy. It is an important element of this reform that it provides an alternative to
nationalization. It is a further alternative, on the one hand, to coverage by the commission
as proposed by the Government and, on the other hand, to coverage as a self-insurer, as
proposed by the Government. It is a third category which preserves a field of operation
for private insurers. Those insurers have been particularly successful in the very area at
which this package of reforms is directed. It should be particularly successful in providing
things that take into account the participation through an industry association of the large
bulk of the members of any particular industry.
The Australian Hotels Association scheme is a classic example of that where, by virtue
of the common identity and community of interest among the members of the industry
through a trade association, there is encouragement for them to get together and make
work a scheme of insurance. To be frank, it is proposed that the criterion should be
licensing under the Commonwealth Insurance Act 1973 so that approval of this scheme is
taken out of the hands of the Minister. One of the difficulties of the existing Bill, and
particularly one of the difficulties of the self-insurance provisions as proposed by the
Government, is the extent to which control is placed in the hands of the Minister and
statutory bodies that are responsible to the Minister.
That is a weakness in the Bill because ultimately that control, while the Labor
Government is in office, will be reflected in undue influence on the part of trade unions
over the right of access of employees to their preferred method of coverage for workers
compensation. The provision is designed to take this option out of the clutches of the
Minister, and, so long as it is subject to the criteria I will come to later, it provides an
insurers register under the relevant Commonwealth legislation. So long as the indemnity
secures benefits not less favourable than those under the Act, there should be an insurance
option available.
Mr Jolly-What about the Cooney report?
Mr STOCKDALE-I am prepared to consult with members of the Cooney committee
to determine whether what is implicit in the proposal is more consistent with its views
than what is in the Government's Bill without this provision. The Treasurer stands
condemned by his own interjection because the reality is that the Cooney committee did
not favour the socialist style of nationalization of workers compensation insurance. My
proposal is entirely consistent with the Cooney report.
It is the only provision in the Bill that would be consistent with Cooney's fundamental
recommendation that insurance should operate on a multi-insurer basis and not as a
Government monopoly fund. If it were not for this provision being inserted in the Bill, I
am sure, from what the Treasurer says, that the Opposition could look forward to supporting
the Government in this case, for without this clause there would be no provision for
private insurers to continue to operate in this field. That is the fundamental difference
between the Cooney reform proposals and what the Government is trying to ram down
the throats of Victorians.

The third basis is one which allows the Minister to provide an alternative basis. It reads:
(c) the members of the group satisfy the Minister that on other grounds the group is able and is likely to
continue to be able to provide to workers employed by the members workers compensation benefits not less
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beneficial to the workers than those provided by this Act at the date of the application and at all times during the
period to which the application relates.

It may be that, in ways other than insurance and in ways other than by being a large body
with large assets, the group can satisfy the Minister that it can secure the benefits. For
example, it might enter into a joint indemnity scheme; it might create a situation where
the group and the members are each jointly and severally liable for compensation of each
individual member; or it might prOVide bank guarantees to secure the liabilities that have
been accrued in workers compensation. There are myriads of ways in which a group of
employers acting responsibly mi~t provide the financial security necessary to satisfy the
Minister that appropriate provision is being made for the workers' benefit.

Typical of the provisions in clause 141 relating to self-insurers, the Minister may require
additional information. The Minister is required under proposed new clause c to have
regard to a group of matters. Broadly, those matters follow the outline of the provisions
the Government proposes for self-insurers.
Proposed new clause D relates to the approval of a workers compensation group. That,
too, follows the outline of the provisions proposed by the Government in Part V of the
Bill, with one exception. Proposed new clause D (2) states:
If the members of the group have entered or have agreed to enter into a contract of insurance which fulfills the
conditions of section 157 (2) (ii) the Minister shall recommend that the application be approved unless the
Minister is satisfied that the insurer or insurers concerned will be unable to comply with the terms of any such
contract of insurance.

That provides a caveat for the ultimate protection of a group of employers to free themselves
from the dictatorial control of the Government, the Minister and the bureaucracy of the
system proposed by the Government. It is subject only to one reservation: If there is an
insurance policy basis of application for approval as a group of employers, the Minister
shall approve it unless he is satisfied that the insurer will be unable to comply with the
terms of contract of insurance.
This clause is designed to protect the interests of employees. The provision in the earlier
part of the Bill was that the indemnity provided under the contract must be for benefits
not necessarily favourable to employees.
Ample protection of the right of employees is provided as is the avenue for employers
to pursue their own preferred options and to maintain the role of the existing efficient
insurers in the field of workers compensation. I remind the Committee that the Cooney
inquiry stated that it is not the fault of the existing insurers that the system is unsatisfactory.
The Government has made exactly the same point in the Green Book, and in other
publications, that it accepts that existing insurers are not the cause of the problems of the
existing system. Why should those insurers be excluded because of the inefficiencies and
unsatisfactory elements of a system that has been imposed on them?
Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn)-The Opposition's amendment is important for the
establishment of employer groups. A close examination of the amendment suggests that it
fits in tidily with the broad proposals contained in the Bill. Strangely enough, although the
Government has been adamant in presenting its proposals to the community to say that
the GoveTQment is intending to nationalize workers compensation to include all employees
and employers under-the Accident Compensation Commission, one discovers a significant
exception when one examines the Bill. That exception allows certain employers to become
self-insurers.
Although the Committee debate at the moment relates to clause 2, it is necessary to
examine the provision that the Government is making for self-insurers to understand the
Opposition's amendment. Those provisions are contained in Part V of the Bill, from
clause 139 onwards. Without going into detail, the main provision for a self-insurer seems
to be a matter of size. So far as the Government is concerned big is beautiful.
If a company is big enough it is given the chance to look after its own employees, to
provide workers compensation without reference to the Accident Compensation
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Commission and to provide for the rehabilitation of workers without reference to the
Victorian Accident Rehabilitation Council.
The provisions are spelt out in clause 142. In clause 142 (2) the Bill states that in
determining whether a body corporate is fit and proper to be a self-insurer for the purposes
of the Act, the Minister shall have regard to a number of factors. Those factors are:
(a)

Whether the body corporate is, and is likely to continue to be, able to meet its liabilities;

The resources, including employees, that the body corporate has for the purpose of administering claims
for compensation;
(b)

(c) The incidence of injuries to workers arising out of and in the course of employment by the body corporate
and, if applicable, its subsidiaries and the cost of claims in respect of such injuries;

(d) The safety of the working conditions for workers employed by the body corporate and, if applicable, by its
subsidiaries;

Another factor is whether a ballot, in accordance with another paragraph of the clause, has
been conducted among the employees of the body corporate to see whether they approve
of their employer being a self-insurer. Those details are spelt out in the Bill. A further
clause makes it clear that a large company that meets those general criteria will have the
opportunity of being a self-insurer.
In keeping with that principle, the Opposition's amendment suggests that other
employers, whose only shortcoming from the point of view of this Bill is one of size, may
be able to group together so that, collectively, they meet the required qualifications as set
out in clause 141. There is a requirement in this clause for the number of employees of the
corporation to be not fewer than 1000 and the value of its assets to exceed the value of its
liabilities by not less than $200 million. If those employers are grouped together to meet
the criteria as set out in clause 142, why should they not be given the opportunity of
running their own insurance scheme as self-insurers? There is no logical reason whatsoever
why this amendment should be rejected by the Government. The only ground for rejection
will be something else and that must surely be the Government's real desire to bring all
workers compensation under the one system.
It has been clear from the community discussions that have gone on over the past few
months that this self-insurance provision has been put in by the Government simply to
try to get on side with some of the major employers in this community who, because they
see the opportunity to be self-insurers, have paid less attention to the details of other
Government proposals than they might otherwise have done. I sincerely believe if those
large employers sat down and analysed the proposal in this Bill they would come to
another conclusion other than one of tentative support, as has been indicated by the
Treasurer.
If small employers group together and have the necessary capital between themselves,
the necessary number of employees between them and meet the other general provisions
set out in clause 142, they can arrange, with the assistance of an established insurance
company that meets the requirements of the Commonwealth Act so far as its own stability
is concerned, to set up an established insurance group which will provide all the necessary
services for meeting the cost of injury and rehabilitation of injured workers as spelt out in
the rest of the Bill. Put together, the proposal included in new clause A, put forward by the
honourable member for Brighton, creates exactly that situation.
A workers compensation group is defined, which gives one the size one needs. The
application for approval further spells out in detail that, together, there will be 1000
workers and that together, $200 million of capital will be available. The Minister is given
the opportunity of having regard to certain matters, parallelling the requirements that the
Treasurer has already included in the Bill relating to the general requirements to be met
by a self-insurer. There would then be an approved workers compensation group with the
members, severally and together, being liable for their responsibilities under the Act.
These liabilities can be guaranteed by an appropriate insurance company, and the system
can work extremely well.
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The Opposition is keen to see this amendment accepted. As I said earlier, it fits in very
rationally with the proposal that the Government has brought forward in the Bill, and it
has the great added plus, in that it gives the opportunity for responsible insurance companies
in the community to share in this work of providing an adequate accident compensation
system in the community. The Opposition believes the degree of competition that can be
generated amongst the insurance companies in providing this sort of service can do
nothing but help the general quality of service that the community seeks.
If everything is put into the hands of one Accident Compensation Commission, thus
creating a monopoly situation, whether it be a public or private monopoly, although it has
an appeal in terms of, possibly, minimizing administration costs, experience has shown
time after time that the encouragement of competition to improve efficiency and
effectiveness of any operation goes out the door. The Opposition should like to see it come
back in, and it can certainly be brought back by way of these insurance groups for the
purposes of the Bill.

I strongly commend to the Government consideration of the first amendment moved
by the honourable member for Brighton.
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-I support the amendment moved by the honourable member
for Brighton. I cannot understand why the Government will not accept the amendment,
which is extremely sensible and which deals with the needs of people in the workplace.
The amendment is about concern for individuals in the workplace. It provides an
opportunity for companies, be they large or small, of collecting together in a combined
group to become involved in self-insurance. It provides the opportunity of freedom of
choice. It provides all of those things which individuals within the community generally
support.
The Bill makes provision for approval as a self-insurer and, in all of those circumstances,
one would have hoped that the Government would have seen fit to accept an amendment
which would provide an opportunity for people to collect together. After all, it is not
uncommon for this Government In particular-and its predecessor-to allow for
co-operative action-an experiment perhaps-to gather together for mutual benefit, and
that is really what the amendment is about.
It proposes to provide an opportunity for employers to get together, especially those
who do not have the muscle, as it were, of 1000 employees or the muscle and might of
major financial backing.

The amendment allows employers to get together in much the same way that individuals
can combine through their trade unions or trade associations. It provides an opportunity
for employers in an industry to associate for commercial benefit. In many ways, quite
rightly, the Government has attempted to bring together industries on an industry by
industry basis to make a concerted effort to reduce occupational hazard in the workplace
and to provide a safer environment, and the Government should be commended for that
activity. It is proper that industry collects together to create a focus on workplace safety.
Equally, if one is to do those sorts of things, it is important to allow employers to insure
together and to determine. their common needs. Business and Government, employers
and trade unions are getting together to bring about a safer and more effective workplace.
What is wrong then with allowing the business community to self insure? Why should big
business have the advantage.
The honourable member for Brighton has cited a very good case by way of example. It
is a single example-the Australian Hotels Association workers compensation scheme.
There are others with activities like the Australian Hotels Association. I recall three in
which I have been involved in the past. Several employer groups have been involved in
the insurance industry. For example, the Victorian Automobile Chamber of Commerce is
in many ways largely funded by the insurance interests of that organization. To that
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organization insurance is not simply insurance for the activities in the workplace but also
general business insurance.
Industry associations bring together people to pool ideas to produce a better Victoria
and better services for their members who, in turn, provide employment for the people
the Treasurer and the Government seek to protect and, further, to provide an opportunity
for the best of service to the whole community.
Those groups would certainly support the Government if the Government were prepared
to accept an amendment which seeks to do no more than allow for the collective getting
together of a group of employers in a way consistent with the might of a single employer.
The Government has received much criticism, which I believe is justified-others may
not share my view. The criticism concerns big unions, big Government, big business and
big decisions. Here is an opportunity for this socialist Labor Party Government to show
that it cares about the little people. Here is an opportunity given by the Opposition to the
Government of showing that it has real compassion and understanding and that it does
care about all the people who would be party to this contract.
It is hard to understand why the Government is having difficulty with this proposition.
I hope the Treasurer will consider the amendment as a serious and important opportunity
that is given to him in a reasoned way by the honourable member for Brighton on behalf
of the Opposition.
I hope the Treasurer will have taken to heart and understood the contributions of
members of the Opposition which consistently in turn have made the point that this Bill
concerns itself with occupational health and safety in the workplace and that all people
should be considered, not just the unions and big business.
Members of the Opposition have been very concerned at the amount of representation
they have received on this issue. For my own part, there has never been another occasion
on which I have received so many representations from so many people who have expressed
concern at the direction the Government is taking. It may be that the Government has
not sold the proposition very well, but I do not think that is the case.
There are a number of small, dedicated, decent people, with whom I know the Treasurer
has great empathy, who are concerned about the direction in which this matter is travelling.
The opportunity is before the Government of taking account of that concern in the form
of group insurance. That is one way the Government can show that it is truly concerned.
Under difficult circumstances the Treasurer has attempted to contact various organizations.
He may have done so at the last moment, but he has made those endeavours.
A number of groups are extremely concerned about this issue, and I mention the
Victorian Automobile Chamber of Commerce and the Australian Hotels Association. In
the past, the Treasurer and the Government have found comfort in referring to the
activities of employer organizations. I refer to the Australian Chamber of Manufactures. I
remind the honourable gentleman that the Government has allocated funds to that
organization to support occupational health and safety, and they do.
That organization has provided insurance for its members. Why should the members of
the Chamber be denied the opportunity of being involved in a group insurance scheme? I
am certain that the Treasurer has no wish to deny them that opportunity, and I trust that
he will support the amendment moved so responsibly by the honourable member for
Brighton.
The Metal Trades Industry Association of Australia has come under a great deal of
criticism from the Opposition. For many years, the association has conducted a workers
compensation insurance scheme on behalf of its members. I am certain that organization
would like the opportunity of continuing to provide that function in the form of group
insurance on behalf of the work force it represents in a significant sector of the Victorian
economy-the metal construction industry.
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Members of the construction industry, those who are constructing the smelter at Portland;
they are the people who are producing the workplace for manufacturing industry in the
State; they are the heart and throb of the Victorian community. Is the Government going
to deny those people the opportunity of collecting together to self-insure?
I shall refer to a number of other industries, for example, the printing industry. A huge
number of organizations employ people in that industry. They are small companies that
epitomize the Australian way of having a go; they epitomize the small businessman who
is prepared to invest his time, talent and finances and who is prepared to take a risk. Such
people abound throughout Victoria. Why should they be denied the opportunity of
collecting together to produce a self-insurance scheme in the way that they have gathered
together to provide a better opportunity of providing safety in the workplace; a better
opportunity of providing quality control; and a better opportunity of providing the best
product to the community?
All the honourable member for Brighton and the Opposition are seeking to achieve is
the opportunity of groups gathering together in a way that is acceptable to the Government
as set out in clauses 141, 142 and 143.
The Opposition accepts the way in which the Government has set its base for self
insurance. The suggestion is that there ought to be a significant number of employees1000. Surely there are a number of industries that employ 1000 people in Victoria.
An amount of $200 million worth of assets has also been mentioned. If industries
gathered together, it would not be difficult to attain that level of commitment.
Perhaps one should ask whether the Government is showing us the way for economic
development. The Government has told Victoria that it is leading the way. The Minister
for Education is nodding his head, indicating that the Government is leading the way.
Clearly that illustrates that a whole ran~e of industries in Victoria could comply with the
proposition put forward by the OppositIon.
There are many industries that could benefit, and it is incredible that the Treasurer, the
Deputy Premier and members of the Government would have any difficulty in accepting
a responsible and reasoned amendment as proposed by the OpPOsItion.
I shall touch on one final industry that epitomizes the reasons why honourable members
are here supporting the amendment. The undertaker industry is appropriate because by
introducing the Bill the Government has dug a hole for industry in Victoria. There is even
sufficient numbers of Victorian undertakers that would be able to gather together and
produce in excess of I ()()() employees. They would be able to comply with the requirement
in the financial sense also.
Notwithstanding that fact, the Government will not accept a responsible and reasoned
amendment. The Government does not seem to understand that workers compensation
is about workplace safety, about people working together and about goodwill. It is not
about the dead hand of the Government or the heavy hand of the trade union movement.
It should really be about people working together.
Mr Maclellan-It is not a class war.
Mr GUDE-As the honourable member for Berwick interjects, it should not be a class
war. However, that is the way in which the Government has produced the proposed
legislation. That is why we are here at this late hour debating what should be a foregone
conclusion. It is incredible that the Government will not accept the amendment moved
by the honourable member for Brighton.
If the Treasurer and the Government cannot understand and do not care about workplace
safety, so be it. If they want to turn their backs on all employers in Victoria and if they
want to ignore trade industry associations, they will pay the price. There are many trade
industry associations such as the Australian Chamber of Manufactures, the Victorian
Employ~rs Federation, the Metal Trades Industry Association, the Victorian Farmers and
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Graziers Association, the Master Printers Association, the Victorian Automobile Chamber
of Commerce, the Small Business Association ofVictoria-Mr Simmonds-The Retail Traders Association of Victoria!
Mr GUDE-I thank the Minister for Local Government. There are approximately 300
such associations in Victoria that are capable and willing to take part in provisions covered
by the reasoned amendment proposed by the honourable member for Brighton. I ask the
Treasurer to give consideration to the amendment.
Mr Maclellan-Perhaps he could consider it tonight?
Mr GUDE-I thank the honourable member for Berwick for his suggestion. If the
Treasurer has difficulty in agreeing at this time, which I can understand because some of
his trade union masters have been in the House today, he may wish to consider the
amendment tonight. No doubt his trade union masters will be nnging him in the early
hours of the morning to reinforce his stand and stiffen his veins, unlike the Government
back bench which has been stunned, silent and muted, during the debate.
Progress was reported.

HEALTH (BLOOD DONATIONS) BILL
This Bill was received from the Council and, on the motion of Mr RaPER (Minister
for Transport), was read a first time.

ADJOURNMENT
Proposed SEC transmission line-Performing arts centre for Bendigo-Library manualsTransport to special schools-Government contracts-Fitzroy Primary School-Motor
Accidents Board-Frankston Hospital extensions-Foster care in Prahran area
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

Mr HEFFERNAN (Ivanhoe)-I address my remarks to the Treasurer, who represents
the Minister for Planning and Environment in another place. No doubt most honourable
members have received a report of the proposed Brunswick to Richmond 220-kilovolt
transmission line. On behalf of the councils in the direct path of the transmission line,
including those of Richmond, Brunswick, Collingwood, Hawthorn and Kew, I express
concern at the retrograde step the Government is about to take in building this major
transmission line above the ground.
One of the major achievements of this State has been the development of the Yarra
valley, which has been an acknowledgment of the importance of the tributaries of the
Yarra River, such as Merri Creek, and the development ofYarra Bend Park.
The transmission line will be a blot on the landscape. If one examines the development
of the Yarra Bend Park one realizes that the major concern in years to come will be that
the present transmission line through the area should be removed.
However, the Government wants to construct a further transmission line on another
area of park land in this State. The importance of undergrounding of transmission lines
has been brought to bear by the State Electricity Commission itself in reference to local
government. In subdivisions today one of the major requests that councils make of
developers is that cables be placed underground. It appears that the SEC is now trying to
soft-sell a scheme that will create a blot on the landscape.
The transmission line will travel through those major areas the Government should be
concerned about, namely, Richmond, Collingwood, Brunswick and so on. The residents
of those suburbs have made a major contribution to the development of the Merri Creek.
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Indeed, there has been a major imput by the local community in the reforestation of that
area. I cannot understand why the Government has even considered a proposal for the
transmission cable to be laid through that area.
The State Electricity Commission should not be permitted to cause an environmental
disaster. The people of those areas have worked hard to rejuvenate the Merri Creek, which
for a long time has been a neglected area. The Government is now considering destroying
that hard work, but it should get its priorities in order. Approximately $11 million was
spent by the Government on Victoria's 150th anniversary celebrations, but for what? If
the Government is concerned about people it will oppose the recommendations of the
State Electricity Commission and permit the development of an area of which the
Government can be proud.
Mr KENNEDY (Bendigo West)-I direct the attention of the Minister for the Arts to a
proposal by the Bendigo City Council to examine the possibility of buying a picture theatre
in Bendigo to be re-developed as a performing arts complex in association with a convention
centre. Will the Minister reiterate and confirm the policy of the Government on the
development of a performing arts centre in Bendigo and indicate how he sees the policy of
the Bendigo City Council tying in with the policy of the Government.
I do not believe there should be any need to reiterate the support that exists in the
Bendigo community for the development of a performing arts centre. The support is very
well established. I should like to take the opportunity of reminding the House that late last
year I raised this issue in Parliament with the Minister for the Arts, who gave a strong
indication that he was prepared to look closely at the needs of both Bendi~o and Ballarat
in the development of performing arts centres based in existing historic buIldings.
An enormous amount of work has been done in Bendigo by people associated with the
arts and with councils. Some time ago an arts centre working party was set up in Bendigo
to research all possible sites, to achieve agreement on a suitable sIte for the development
of a performing arts centre and to win the support of local councils. Excellent work has
been done in that area because the working party has secured the agreement of local
councils, in principle, on the choice of the Capital theatre site in View Street as the venue
for development of a performing arts centre.
An historic development occurred in February when the Premier visited Bendigo and
committed the Victorian Government to funding the development of the Capital theatre
site with an allocation of $1·5 million. Since then good work has been done by councils,
and I would stress that four of the five councils have agreed to raise funds for the project.
The need for the centre has been well illustrated and there is strong support for the arts
in Bendigo. Recent events have made nonsense of some of the claims that have been made
recently by people in various positions who really ought to know better than to claim that
there is no need for a performing arts centre in Bendigo.
I quote, for example, the comments made by a visiting conductor of the State Opera,
Mr Richard Divall, who came to Bendigo to conduct the opera Carmen. He was lavish in
his praise of the theatre. An article in a Bendigo newspaper in May quoted him as saying:
It seems inconceivable that a city the size and importance of Bendigo should have been without a theatre for
so many years.

The article continues:
He described the Capital Theatre as an architectural treasure unique to Bendigo.
If restored its people will possess an active and more diverse lifestyle.
The Premier, Mr Cain's election promise to provide a refurbishment of the Capital Theatre with the assistance
of various councils in Bendigo was a courageous decision and one offar greater importance to the City ofBendigo
and her people than may be thought at present.

That is the sort of comment that was made by a man who understood the situation well.
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Another excellent display of enthusiasm for the arts in Bendigo was given on Sunday
when a delightful performance was provided by the Bendigo Symphony Orchestra
conducted by a visiting German conductor and the Bendigo Youth Choir also took part
in the performance. It was a full house at the old Bendigo Town Hall. That is an indication
of the scale of support that exists in the Bendigo area for the development of a performing
arts centre. I thank the Minister sincerely for the active interest he has shown in the matter
and I request he confirm again the Government's policy on the development of a performing
arts centre for Bendigo.
Ms SIBREE (Kew)-I raise with the Minister for Education a number of matters
pertaining to education in Kew. Firstly, I am concerned that a number of non-Government
schools in Kew have expressed concern about not having received from the Victorian
Education Department the manual for Victorian school libraries which apparently was
mailed to all Government school libraries early in July. However, no non-Government
schools received this manual. The manual is important to schools because it allows them
access to the free cataloguing service which is available to all Victorian school libraries.
Without the manual neither Government nor non-Government schools can have access
to the material or know about the cataloguing process.
It has been brought to my attention that no non-Government school has received this
manual and this is discrimination against non-Government schools. I understand that the
Minister is having some discussions with people in the non-Government school area.
However, it is a parsimonious attitude of the Government to deny all schools access to
the cataloguing service, which is essential in allowing them to maintain their school library
services. I seek from the Minister justification for the denial of the manual to nonGovernment schools.
I also raise with the Minister the concerns I have received from parents and schools in
the Kew area about the problems of the transport of children to non-Government special
schools. The Minister would be aware of this problem as a result of an article in the Sun
of recent times, which gave an example of one profoundly deaf child who must spend the
best part of 4 hours travelling to and from school, which the Education Department
suggested could provide cuing facilities for that child. Those facilities are available only in
a non-Government school.
I have sent letters and made representations to the Minister and the former Minister
about the matter. I know the Minister is seeking $10000 of Federal funding to assist the
school in its problem. It goes further than this, however, and the Government is obliged
to ensure that these children, who are only five years old, do not spend approximately 4
hours in travelling to and from school. Many of these five-year-old children are leaving
home at 7.30 a.m. and arriving home at 4.30 p.m. because of the inadequate transport
arrangements provided for them by the Government.
The Minister should urgently consider the matter. In November 1984 I wrote to the
Minister's predecessor, as did my constituent. In February 1985 my constituent and I
received a circular from the Education Department stating that the rules did not allow the
department to do anything. Five months later the parents of the child, who is five years
old and profoundly deaf, still do not have an adequate solution to their transportation
problems from Kew to St Mary's special school in Vermont. We have a responsibility to
ensure that those handicapped children are transported to the schools.
I raise with the Minister the matter of the Balwyn High School.
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-Mr Speaker, on a point of order, it is normal
practice in the debate for the adjournment of the sitting that only one matter should be
raised. I point out that the honourable member for Kew has raised three matters, namely,
a school library manual, transport to special schools and now the Balwyn High School.
The SPEAKER-Order! I uphold the point of order. The Minister for Education will
respond to only the first matter raised by the honourable member for Kew.
Session 1985-47
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Ms SIBREE (Kew)-Since I have 1 minute remaining I point out that it is extremely
poor that, when a parent of a deaf child who has undergone an Education Department
review has been told that the child is to attend a particular school because the Government
school offers no other service-The SPEAKER-Order! I should advise the honourable member that defiance of the
Chair will bring certain action from it. The honourable member's time has expired.
Mr J. F. McGRATU (Warrnambool)-The matter I raise with the Minister for Industry,
Technology and Resources relates to Government contracts, in particular the Gas and
Fuel Corporation contract for the natural gasline to Warmambool. The contract has been
given to a firm called Pipeline Construction of South Australia, which has dePlonstrated
an enormous inability to service private contractors who have taken up the various
contracts which it has let out.
Bearing in mind that the Gas and Fuel Corporation cannot be held responsible for debts
incurred by private contractors, one would assume that the Government-and the
corporation in this case-would investigate companies to which the Government intends
to grant State contracts. The company has submitted a tender for a contract worth thousands
of dollars and it now appears that the company has been in financial difficulties for fifteen
months. Obviously, at the time it made the tender, the company was desperately trying to
trade itself out of that position.
I would like the Minister to indicate whether Government bodies, namely, the Gas and
Fuel Corporation, investigate any companies that put forward tenders for contracts. If it
does not, why not? If it does, what action does the Government take? The question that
needs to be answered is why a company, which has been in financial difficulties for fifteen
months and which can take many contractors for thousands of dollars, is able to win a
contract the size of the natural gasline to Warmambool.
Mr LEIGU (Malvern)-The matter I raise for the attention of the Minister for Education
concerns the Fitzroy Primary School in George Street, Fitzroy, which is in the electorate
of the honourable member for Richmond. For some time this school has sought
classification as a disadvantaged school. I visited it at lunchtime today. In the short time I
was there I came to the conclusion that it was probably one of the worst schools in the
State. I spoke to the vice-principal.
'Honourable members interjecting.
Mr LEIGU-The Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources should be quiet.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Malvern appears to have
responded in the wrong direction to the unseemly noise in the House. If the honourable
member for Syndal wishes to truncate the time of the honourable member for Malvern, I
shall accommodate him.
Mr LEIGU-The school has many cases of disadvantaged children. Its reputation is so
bad that one day the vice-principal had to make approximately 289 telephone calls in an
attempt to secure a teacher, but then failed. The school is so poor that in a week of
attempting to raise money by conducting what one called HSOUp buses", the mothers' club
managed to raise a total of only $34. The school does not have the resources to be able to
take students from Fitzroy to Melbourne to concerts if the tickets cost more than $1. It
has the highest rate of single-parent children in the State, and the student population
changes by 40 to 60 per cent throughout the year, with consequent effects on the school's
funding.
Teachers are paying out of their own pockets sums of money to keep the school running.
One teacher told me that she constantly buys children breakfast at the school. These
school children will be tomorrow's criminals if they are not effectively looked after by the
Government. The children are further disadvantaged by the school being classified as a
normal school when the children are grossly disadvantaged. In fairness, they are entitled
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to extra assistance from the Education Department. I could tell the Minister more about
the school if I had more time. I have many case studies of a range of problems affecting
those children.
I suggest that honourable members, including the honourable member for Richmond
in whose electorate the school is situated, should visit the school. It has a whole range of
problems, such as effluent running from the girls' toilet block. I ask the Minister to give
me a guarantee that he will do something to assist that school effectively in the interests of
justice because what I saw indicates that those children are not being given a fair chance.
Mr E. R. SMITH (Glen Waverley)-The matter I raise for the attention of the Treasurer
relates to the Motor Accidents Board. I have received a letter from a man who has written
on behalf of his daughter who was involved in an accident on 25 May and sustained neck
and back injuries which prevented her from working. As at 21 June, she submitted a claim
which included all the necessary doctor's and employer's certificates. Last week when she
tried to ascertain the progress of the claim she was advised that it would take three to four
days for her file to reach an action officer's desk and no indication could be given of when
payment would be made. The father subsequently spoke to an officer of the board and was
advised that all files would be dealt with in numerical order. The board has insufficient
staff to handle outstanding claims and the girl's father was told that it was the board's
policy not to advise when a claim had been dealt with. That is the most important part of
the letter.
The writer of the letter states that he considers that the responses given in respect of his
daughter's claim are grossly inadequate; they illustrate a contempt for the clients of the
board which is not acceptable and show a total lack of understanding of the impact that a
sudden loss of income can bring to an individual or to a family.
It goes on to state that a three to four day time-span to locate a file illustrates an
underlying malaise which is disturbing when viewed against over-all responsibilities of
the board. It hopes it is not indicative of the general standard of administration.

I am prepared to hand that letter to the Treasurer and I would appreciate if he could
follow the matter up, if possible.
Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston South)-I raise a matter with the Deputy Premier in
respect of the Frankston Hospital. In October or November last year, the then Minister of
Health had the privilege of opening extensions to that hospital. Included in those extensions
was a pharmacy, an outpatients' section and other facilities.
At that time, the Minister announced a building program at the hospital to include
kitchen facilities, laboratories and other essential needs including 100 beds and that this
project would be commenced by July 1985. Following that announcement, the Minister
was criticized by doctors at the hospital who insisted that the hospital requires 100 new
acute beds as well as 50 ordinary beds and that the $15 million that was to be provided for
this extension would not be sufficient to cover the extra requirements. It was considered
that the total development would cost approximately $25 million.
The then Minister of Health took the opportunity of ensuring that the occasion would
be indelibly fixed in the minds of voters of the Frankston area by stating that he was so
good at his job he could build a 100 bed extension for $12 million because that is what he
was doing at a hospital in the Latrobe Valley and at the Maroondah Hospital.
One would expect that after making that announcement about the Frankston Hospital,
the Government would honour that promise. The hospital believes that plans have now
been revived and the project will go ahead. I know that the sand in the hole has been sold,
but the people of Frankston would like to see some action in relation to the hospital.
On 1 July the Government ptomised that action would be taken and I would like to be
able to assure the people of Frankston that that is true. We have been waiting for weeks
for an announcement. I am sure when it comes it will get front page attention by the
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Frankston Standard. I am prepared to give the Minister all the accolades he needs, so long
as he announces that the money is available to provide the 100 beds the Government has
promised for the hospital.

Mr HAYWARD (Prahran)-I raise with the Minister for Consumer Affairs, representing
the Minister for Community Services, a matter pertaining to foster care in the Prahran
area. Various organizations are involved in foster care, the principal one being the Copelen
Street Family Centre. Those organizations are having difficulty in locating foster care
parents. Because of this, a number of children face the risk of being sent to an institution.
We know it is Government policy to attempt to keep children out of institutions but it
is clear from an analysis of the Prahran situation that the low level of foster care payments
available is creating this problem.
A large number of families in the Prahran area are in the situation where the wife works
and this reduces the number of families who are available for foster care. Low-income
families have great difficulty in keeping a foster child on the low levels of payments
available from the Government for foster children, which range from approximately
$36 . 80 a child to $47 . 30 a child a week. It is false economy to keep these payments for
foster care families so low, because it has been estimated that to keep a child in a
Government institution costs at least $600 a week. It would be much better to increase
these levels so that it would be possible to find adequate foster care families in the Prahran
area and so enable those children to be placed in a family situation close to their normal
homes.
I ask the Minister to take up with the Minister for Community Services in another place
the need for an increase in the payment to foster parents in the Prahran area and in other
areas of Victoria, so it is possible to place these children in homes and thus avoid sending
them into institutions, which are obviously so harmful for the child and expensive for the
State.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-The one item
directed to me in my capacity as the Minister for Industry and Resources was by the
honourable member for Warmambool concerning the Gas and Fuel Corporation of Victoria
and I shall take up that matter with the corporation and advise the honourable member of
the outcome.
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-The honourable member for Ivanhoe raised
the issue of a transmission power line through Richmond, Collingwood and Brunswick,
the effect that will have on the Yarra Park and the surrounding environment and the need
for a future underground transmission line. I shall refer that matter to my colleague, the
Minister for Planning and Environment, for his response.
The honourable member for Kew wanted to know why the Government has not provided
a new manual on how the classification and catalogue system should work in Government
school libraries free to non-Government schools. I make it clear to the honourable member
for Kew that non-Government schools have and will continue to receive free catalogue
cards. That catalogue..card system can be used quite effectively without the new manual.
In other words, it is not necessary to have the manual in order to use the card system.
All new curriculum development, particularly documents that are developed in line
with the new curriculum, will be sold to the non-Government sector as they have always
been and as they were when the Liberal Party was in power. The Government proposes to
make a manual, which will be progressively updated, available to school libraries, but in
line with past practice that will be available at a cost to non-Government schools.
The honourable member for Malvern raised a matter that was out of his territory
concerning an emergency teacher for the George Street school in Fitzroy. It was not clear
specifically what matter he was raising, but he talked of the difficulties in obtaining an
emergency teacher. I point out to the honourable member that teachers at that school have
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great dedication and commitment and that the Government has extended programs to
end discrimination within our school system.
The honourable member for Frankston South referred to the Frankston Hospital and
the proposed building program, including kitchen facilities, laboratories and 100 additional
beds. I shall ask the Minister for Health to review the priorities for that program and to
respond to the honourable member.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-The honourable member for Glen Waverley raised with me a
matter of concern relating to the handling of claims by the Motor Accidents Board. He
indicated that, in the case ofa constituent of his, a claim had been submitted for neck and
back injuries and all the medical assessments had been made available to the board but
that, at this stage, the constituent had not been informed as to how long it would take for
the claim to be handled by the board. The honourable member has provided me with the
letter to which he referred. I shall investigate the matter and inform him as to the position.
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for the Arts)-The policy speech that the Premier delivered
prior to the State election earlier this year recognized a very special significance for all
Victorians in the Royal South Street Theatre at Ballarat and the Capital Theatre at
Bendigo. It was recognized that the heritage interests of the State required that the Royal
South Street Theatre at Ballarat and the Capital Theatre at Bendigo should be renovated.
It was recognized that those two historic theatres should go on serving the community
in the future as they had done in the past, as major centres for the presentation of the
performing arts.
Accordingly, the Government agreed to make available the sum of$I·5 million in each
case towards the cost of the renovation process.
In the case of Bendigo, that action on the part of the Government did no more than
endorse conclusions which had already been reached as a result of a very intensive
investigation conducted by a committee under the leadership of the Editor of the Bendigo
Advert iser, Mr Reg McDonald.
Subsequent to the State elections, all the councils in Bendigo were willing to associate
themselves with that project and also to agree that a steering committee should be formed
to carry this project through to fruition.
It is, therefore, the more disappointing that the Bendigo council itself now appears to
have turned its back on the project and to be pursuing a chimera of a performing arts
centre on another site.
I make it plain that the Government's offer of $1·5 million is towards the cost of
renovation of the Capital Theatre as a performing arts centre and not for the construction
of a performing arts centre on any other site.
I also take this opportunity of congratulating both the leader of the working party on the
Bendigo performing arts centre project, Mr Reg McDonald, and the local member of
Parliament, Mr Kennedy, for their consistent and eloquent advocacy of this project. They
have both shown that they grasp far more clearly, unfortunately, than does the local
council, the importance of carrying through this project in the interests of all people in
Bendigo.
The State Government is willing to pull its weight wholeheartedly in ensuring that the
Capital Theatre is renovated and that Bendigo comes to enjoy the performing arts centre
for which it has been kept waiting for so long.
However, the Government is not prepared to see this project derailed in the interests of
the Bendigo council pursuing a project elsewhere. It is hoped that the previous unanimity
of support for this project by local government in Bendigo will rapidly be restored.
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-The honourable member for Prahran
raised with me a matter of increased foster care payments for which the Minister for
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Community Services is responsible. I concur with the honourable member's comments
on the outstanding contribution made by foster parents. In many cases foster parents offer
home environments to children who would otherwise be housed in institutions. I am sure
all honourable members support my statement that a home environment greatly benefits
young children. Further, I am sure all honourable members will support the Minister for
Community Services on the question of increased payments to foster parents. I shall take
up the matter with the Minister and I again advise the honourable member for Prahran
that I am sure this matter will be considered in the context of the 1985 Budget.
The motion was agreed to.

The House adjourned at 12.43 a.m. (Thursday).
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The SPEAKER (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds) took the chair at 10.34 a.m. and read the
prayer.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

RELEASE OF MR NORMAN GALLAGHER
Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-I direct a question to the Premier and ask: Is it a fact
that Mr Norman Gallagher will be released from gaol next March?
The SPEAKER-Order! I believe I should rule the question out of order because the
matter referred to is the subject of an appeal, which has been listed. In my view it is not
within the Premier's province, as the representative of the Attorney-General in this House,
to comment on that matter.

PUBLIC AND PRIVATE RENTAL HOUSING
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS (Leader of the National Party)-I refer the Minister for Housing
to his criticism of the decision by the Federal Government to change the tax law on
negative gearing on investments in real estate. I share the Minister's concern. Could the
Minister give an undertaking that he will make representations to his Federal colleagues,
the Minister for Housing and Construction, the Treasurer and such other Federal Ministers
as he might deem necessary, to try to obtain a change of heart by the Federal Government
on this matter?
Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-The abolition of negative gearing in itself is not
a bad thing but without offsets to the private and public rental markets it can have a
devastating effect and I should be pleased to discuss, as I have already, with the Federal
Minister the effect of abolition of negative gearing without offsets on the private rental
housing market in Victoria.
The recent housing Ministers' conference established a national working party to examine
both private and community rental housing. That working party is due to report within
one month. I am certain that it will recommend offsets such as additional moneys for
housing in this State for the spot purchase program and community rental housing. One
can recognize the effect that any movement in the private rental market would have, given
that the State has a home ownership rate of 75 per cent, and the public rental market
represents approximately 3 per cent. One can realize the effect that any movement in the
private rental market would have on the public rental market.
A movement of 2 per cent could put about 50 000 fa'milies on to the waitin~ list for
public housing. Therefore, it is important, if the Federal Government decides, as It has, to
abolish negative gearing immediately, that those offsets be made. I should be pleased to
discuss the matter and the suggestions of the Leader of the National Party with the Federal
Minister.

CONSTITUTIONAL CONVENTION
Mr HILL (Warrandyte)-Can the Premier inform the House whether the question of
Supply has been or is proposed to be part of the considerations of the Constitutional
Convention a.nd, if so, what is the Victorian approach to this vital matter?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I, along with honourable members from both sides of the House,
shall attend the Constitutional Convention, which starts on Monday week. It will deal
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with a large number of quite important issues affecting Victoria, including wider fiscal
powers for the States. It is a matter for some satisfaction that, during the lifetime of this
convention, Victoria has adopted a bipartisan approach by way of support for or opposition
to almost everything on the agenda at the convention. That IS a good thing. It is a matter
for regret that the other States have not done likewise.
That has not been the case on the issue of Supply, from which the convention is turning
away on this occasion and seeking to avoid. However, I should have hoped that that is
not the position in Victoria, where the question remains a vexed one.
I should have hoped that, over time, the opposition parties would have changed their
minds on the issue.
Mr Ross-Edwards-That has not been the record of the Labor Party in the past.
Mr CAIN-Let us not worry about the records of the past; let us worry about the future.
For the past three years Victoria has had a backward looking Opposition.
I ask both opposition parties to look to the future. It is a pity that they have not included
their support for the proposed legislation which is at present being considered in another
place. I acknowledge that the Leader of National Party and the Leader of the Opposition
have given their personal assurances about what will happen in the lifetime of this
Parliament that their parties will not reject Supply.
The assurance from the Leader of the Opposition is all right but that may last for only a
short time. That is what I am concerned about. I do not think I have to ask all potential
aspirants in the Liberal Party for their personal assurances on this matter. Why ~hould I?
Where would I start? Do I start with the honourable member for Polwarth or the honourable
member for Balwyn? I do not in any way reject the word of the Leader of the Opposition.
I accept that from him but I ask the Liberal Party to make a stand and indicate its support,
as a party, for the proposed legislation.
I ask the same of the National Party, whose Leader has also indicated that his party
would not reject Supply. If that is the case, why do the opposition parties not support the
Bill which would ensure that what the Leaders have said takes place? It is as simple as
that. If they are sincere, they will support the measure.
I hope the Leader of the Opposition, who is inteIjecting, may become more understanding
with time. The Opposition parties have an opportunity of being sincere and passing a Bill
which includes a sunset provision and does no more than ensure what their Leaders have
personally assured. That is all I ask. The opportunity is theirs.

BUILDERS LABOURERS FEDERATION
Mr KEN NETT (Leader of the Opposition)-Given the Premier's new-found concern
for sincerity, will he take urgent steps to broaden his pending legislation against the illegal
activities of the Builders Labourers Federation to include provisions to cover other unions,
such as the Transport Workers Union, that undertake industrial action in support of the
Builders Labourers Federation? If the Premier is sincere will he give that assurance?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-Ifthe Leader of the Opposition will be patient, in due course he
will learn of the provisions in the Bill, when the Minister for Employment and Industrial
Affairs gives his second-reading speech tomorrow. As the Leader of the Opposition well
knows, the Bill will relate to the Builders Labourers Federation and will be complementary
to what is being contemplated in Canberra. It will be so structured.
Mr Kennett-Be sincere.
Mr CAIN-The Leader of the Opposition speaks about sincerity yet he was part of a
Government which allowed and encouraged the situation to arise in the building industry
which this Government has had to face during the past three years. The former Government
paid millions of dollars to the industry and the Leader of the Opposition knows that.
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Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER-Order! The Leader of the Opposition interjects in a disorderly fashion
and then claims that he is not getting a response from the Premier. I ask the Leader of the
Opposition to stop interjecting so that it will make it easier for the Chair to ensure that the
Premier answers the question.
Mr CAIN-Thank you, Mr Speaker. The Government has been sincere and has
determined a course of action which has been made necessary. It will be in contrast to the
situation which existed year after year with the previous Government paying the union at
Loy Yang millions of dollars to create the crisis in the building industry, which this
Government inherited in 1982. The Liberal Party well knows that that was the cause of
the trouble. It acquiesced in and encouraged that sort of behaviour.
The Government is now proceeding constructively with other Governments and persons
to ensure that the State is able to complete its building program, which is so important to
the economic development of this State. The Government will do it.

MUNICIPAL BOUNDARIES
Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill)-I direct a question to the Minister for Local Government
about the statement he made this week on restructuring municipal boundaries. Will the
Minister make available to the Opposition and the National Party all the maps,
departmental memoranda and consultancy reports which led to the Minister and Cabinet
making a decision to institute a Statewide municipality review? If not, why not?
Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Local Government)-The report contained an enormous
amount of detail and the back-up material from which that report was compiled will give
a clear illustration of the strength of the report. The honourable member might be interested
to know that the Shire of Rodney allocates 39·02 per cent of its rates to administrative
services for a population of 15 170 and allocates 103·99 per cent of its rates to services.
Mr Cooper-Can we have a copy of that?
Mr SIMMONDS-You can read it in Hansard.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr SIMMONDS-The Leader of the National Party knows all about the Shire of
Rodney because that shire is subject to an amalgamation proposal with the Shepparton
City Council, a proposal which has been under review for twenty years. I do not know
what the honourable member for Shepparton or the Leader of the National Party has been
doing about that issue during the past twenty years but the Shepparton News, which
operates under the banner of "Truth without fear", on 9 July 1985 reported that the
Shepparton City Council wants total amalgamation with the Shire of Shepparton and
annexation of Mooroopna from the Shire of Rodney.
I can understand the feelings of the Leader of the National Party and the honourable
member for Swan Hill about this issue because the details in this report indicate the sort
of representation that has occurred in that section of the State which has led to a situation
described by a Councillor Riordan of the City of Shepparton. He said the merger between
Shepparton and Mooroopna had been under discussion for at least twenty years.
The figures I referred to are typical of the figures used in the report. For instance, the
Shire of Shepparton, with a population of 7750 allocates 36·22 per cent of its rates to
administration and 141·12 per cent to services. Its per capita-figure for plant, equipment,
building and land was $199.74. If that is compared with the figures for the City of
Shepparton, one will understand why amalgamation is important. The City of She ppart on,
with a population of 25 390, has 38·29 per cent of its rates allocated to administration and
50·83 per cent of its rates allocated to services. The per capita figure for plant, equipment,
land and buildings is $273.45.
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Mr JASPER (Murray Vallex)-On a point of order. The question asked by the
honourable member for Swan HIll was quite clear: Will the Minister make available to the
Opposition and the National Party maps and all other details relating to the investigation
that is taking place. The honourable member did not ask for a dissertation about
municipalities throughout Victoria.
The SPEAKER-Order! I cannot uphold the point of order. I agree that the question
asked by the honourable member for Swan Hill was clear, but the Minister for Local
Government has gone off on another track, which he is entitled to do in answering the
question.
Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Local Government)-The honourable member for
Swan Hill wanted to know the details on which the report was based. I am now trying to
give him sufficient details so that he may gain an appreciation of the answer.
The Shire of Swan Hill provides 76 different services, whereas the Shire of Shepparton
provides only 55 and the City of Shepparton provides 87. Therefore, there is a vast
difference in the delivery of services in those areas. To give a further illustration, as a
comparison between a smaller municipality and a major one, I shall quote similar figures
in respect of the Shire of Bet Bet and the City of Knox. The honourable member for Swan
Hill will then have an appreciation of the range of expenditures and the scale between a
small municipality and a large one. That is not to say that they should be comparable, but
I shall give an illustration of the scope of the figures for which the honourable member has
asked. The Shire of Bet Bet, with a population of 1830 and a rate revenue of-The SPEAKER-Order! The Minister is allowed some latitude in answering the
question, but that does not allow him to canvass a broad range of issues in the time
allotted for questions without notice. I ask the Minister to round offhis remarks.
Mr SIMMONDS-The tenderness of the Leader of the National Party on the question
oflocal government during the time he has been representing the Shepparton electorate in
this place is an indication of the extent of the problem. The Shire of Bet Bet, with a
population of-Mr PLOWMAN (Evelyn)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, your ruling on 2 October
1984 stated, among other things, that in answering questions, Ministers should confine
themselves to the points contained in the question. The point of order raised by the
honourable member for-Murray Valley pointed out that the Minister is not answering the
points contained in the question. Its relevance is very tenuous and, according to your
ruling on that occasion, Mr Speaker, I believe the Minister is out of order in canvassing
other matters that have nothing to do with the question raised.
Mr SPEAKER-Order! I uphold the point of order and ask the Minister to round off
his answer.
Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Local Government)-The figures I quoted illustrate the
vast variation between the administrative arrangements in particular municipalities.
The figures that the honourable member for Swan Hill requested are so detailed and
complex that I shall provide to him a summary, or an extract, of the figures as they relate
to each of the shires, so that he can inform himself of the range of options that were
available.
That might be an important contribution towards gaining an appreciation of what the
report means, and I undertake to make that summary available to the honourable member.

VICTORIAN EMPLOYMENT FIGURES
Mr SEITZ (Keilor)-Can the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs provide
the House with details of Victoria's employment record over the past twelve months,
compared with other States?
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Mr CRABB (Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs)-I am ,very grateful for
that question. As is common each month, last Thursday the Australian Bureau of Statistics
released the unemployment figures for the month, for the last quarter and for the past
year. When the media report these figures, they tend to report the national fi~ures, and to
the extent that the issues are discussed in the community, they are discussed In a national
context.
That is unfortunate because the national picture is not really as good as that of Victoria.
The reason is that Victoria is dragged down in the national statistics as a result of the
appalling performance of Queensland.
Consequently, the Government has decided to publish for this month and for each
month in the future a jobs ladder, ranking the performance of all six States on six major
unemployment and employment statistics-including employment growth, unemployment
rate decline and the unemployment rate itself, for all persons and for persons aged between
fifteen and nineteen years of age.
On each of those six major statistics, Victoria is the leading State in Australia and, in all
but one, Queensland is the worst. Ranking the States and ~ving five points for the best
State and no points for the worst, Victoria tops the ladder wIth 24 points out of a possible
30, while Queensland is at the bottom with 2 points.
On the issue of the unemployment rate for all persons, the rate in Victoria is 7·1 per
cent whereas the rate for the other five States is 8·9 per cent, some 25 per cent higher than
in Victoria. Unemployment has dropped by 9·3 per cent in Victoria over the past twelve
months, whereas it has risen by 4·9 per cent in Queensland in that period. The
unemployment rate for young people in Victoria has fallen by 25 per cent in the past
twelve months; in Queensland it increased by 3 per cent in that period.
The Victorian Government will continue to make job creation and the pursuit of full
employment its No. 1 priority and will continue to outperform all other States in Australia.
While doing that, we will continue to publish the jobs ladder month by month to
demonstrate to the Opposition and to the rest of Victoria that the economic recovery is·
alive and well and progressing in this State.

MUNICIPAL BOUNDARIES
Mr COOPER (Mornington)-I refer the Minister for Local Government to his
announcement yesterday that the Local Government Commission will undertake a threemonth review of the boundaries of Victoria's 210 municipalities. Does that announcement
mean that the contemporary inquiries by the commission in Geelong, north-eastern
Victoria, Traralgon, Bendi~o, Kerang and the Eltham and Diamond Valley area will be
scrapped and that its work 10 those areas will be ignored?
Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Local Government)-I ask the honourable member to
repeat his question. I did not hear the detail of it.
The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the House to come to order. Will the honourable member
for Mornington repeat his question?
Mr COOPER (Mornington)-My question relates to the Minister's announcement
yesterday that he will institute a boundary inquiry in respect of all of Victoria's 210
municipalities. With that in mind, will he inform the House whether the contemporary
inquiries in a variety of areas throughout the State-including Kerang, Eltham and
Diamond Valley, Traralgon, Geelong and north-eastern Victoria-are to be scrapped and
the work done on them ignored?
Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Local Government)-The honourable member seems
to be under a misapprehension. The report that I announced yesterday was the Moyes
report of the Grants Commission, the most comprehensive document in respect of the
structure of local government in Victoria. I shall not go through the details of that report
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in a manner that would perhaps weary and bore the House. Far be it from me to go into
the sort of detail that the question asks for.
I said yesterday that a survey will be conducted of all the municipalities in Victoria to
assess the impact of that report on the proposed restructure. That survey will be conducted
by the Local Government Commission.
As to the referrals that are currently in place, they will continue as announced. The fact
that the Government is conducting a survey on a Statewide basis to assess the impact of
the report is an added factor in the issue of local government. The referrals will have to
take into account any findings of that survey.

GROUNDING OF "GOLDEN GATE SUN"
Mr STIRLING (Williamstown)-I ask the Minister for Transport to advise the House
what action the Government is taking as a result of the grounding of the vessel Golden
Gate Sun at Queenscliff on 29 August 1984 while under pilotage?
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I thank the honourable member for his question.
He has a continuing interest in all matters concerning the Port of Melbourne. An inquiry
into the Port Phillip Sea Pilots Service is currently being conducted to ensure that vital
port resources are used safely and at maximum capacity.
The Government is concerned to ensure that the ports of Melbourne, Geelong and
Western port have the best possible pilot service. Following the grounding of the Golden
Gate Sun at Queenscliff and the collision of the hopper barge Charles McKay and the
vessel Yue Man in June 1984, I have requested the Marine Board of Victoria to conduct
an inquiry into all aspects of piloting.
Victoria's ports play a vital role in the Government's economic strategy and more than
3000 ships a year use the three ports. Pilots are required to assist more than 70 per cent of
those vessels. Many people do not realize the importance of the Port of Melbourne, which
is one of the twelve largest container ports in the world.
The Government is concerned to ensure that the piloting activities of the ports of
Melbourne, Geelong and Western port work to the best possible effect in both safety and
efficiency. The 42 pilots must currently be on call to assist ships all day and all night,
regardless of the weather.
The inquiry will examine the performance and efficiency of the pilot service to ensure
that Victoria continues to have an adequate service. The inquiry is being conducted by a
former member of Parliament, a previous Liberal Party member for Boronia Province in
the other place, Or Kevin Foley. The inquiry complements the current Marine Board of
Victoria review of minimum tug usage for safe ship handling operations in the Port of
Melbourne, and the Government looks forward to receiving Or Foley's report at the end
of September.

PROMISES MADE BY MINISTER FOR HEALTH
Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston South)-Will the Premier ask the Minister for Health to
make a public explanation about the reasons why he has failed to honour his promises to
release his waiting list projection policy on 8 July and the important reports on the capital
workS" needs of public hospitals, on the nursing profession and on country critical care
services, which he indicated would be released in June?
The SPEAKER-Order! Has the honourable member completed his question?
Mr WEIDEMAN-No, Mr Speaker, I have not.
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The SPEAKER-Order! Honourable members are given the opportunity of asking one
question-not a series of questions. I ask the honourable member for Frankston South to
round offhis question.
Mr WEIDEMAN-I ask the Premier whether those broken promises show that the
Minister for Health is incompetent and mendacious.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-Ifthe honourable member will give me, either directly or through
the Leader of the Opposition, a copy of the question, which is very detailed, I will take up
with the Minister for Health the matters referred to by him without acknowledging the
correctness of any of the premises upon which the question was based.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton) (By leave)-On Tuesday of this week I addressed the
House on the Accident Compensation Bill-Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER-Order! Would the honourable member resume his seat. I have advised
the House in the past that personal explanations are a very serious matter and a right of
every member. I should like to ensure that the personal explanation by the honourable
member for Brighton is heard with the tolerance of the House.
Mr STOCKDALE-Mr Speaker, near the end of that address I sought and was granted
leave to incorporate in Hansard a table showing the number and percentage of workers
compensation claims by duration of the workers' absence from work.
Since I completed that address I have been advised that the table contained incorrect
data. I inadvertently stated that incorrect data to the House. The table should have read:
No. o/C/aims

Percentage

Less than 1 week
1-2 weeks
Over 2 weeks

129500
18500
37000

70

Total

185000

100

Duration

10

20

Source: Insurance Council of Australia.

I apologize to the House for the error.

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 extension 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 Crozier (23 signatures)
1485

8

ASSEMBLY

18 July 1985

Adjournment

Country Fire Authority-Proposed amalgamation
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE AsSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:
The humble petition of members of the electorate ofWarmambool sheweth recognition of the fine work done
by the Country Fire Authority and the strong commitment to the Country Fire Authority by voluntary members
of the community. Your petitioners therefore pray that the State Government takes all possible action to ensure
that no enforced amalgamation of the Country Fire Authority with any other body takes place and your
petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Crozier (115 signatures)

Funding of independent schools
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEA~ER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE AssEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:
The humble petition of citizens of the electorate of Warmambool sheweth that the preservation of the
independent school system is essential to allowing freedom of choice in education and that the independent
school system provides education which is well accepted and well appreciated throughout the community.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the State Government ensures that there be maintained an adequate level
of funding of independent schools on the basis of a payment per student to independent schools.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Crozier (163 signatures)

Penalties for violent crimes
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE AssEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:
The humble petition of constituents of the electorate ofWarmambool and certain citizens of Victoria sheweth
concern as to the incidence of violent crime and its horrifying effects on its victims in the State of Victoria and
your petitioners therefore pray that the State Government takes steps to ensure that a minimum penalty is
prescribed for all criminal offences that involve violence; that steps are taken to ensure that no parole is granted
to those jailed as a result of conviction of violent crime where there is the slightest chance that that convicted
person has a propensity to commit violent crime again; and that steps be taken to create detention centres for
those with psychiatric disorders which cause them to be violent and commit violent offences so that members of
society can be protected.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Crozier (899 signatures)

Footscray ambulance station
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE AssEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:
We, the undersigned, wish to express our concern at the proposal to close the Footscray Ambulance Station.
The Ambulance Station at Footscray currently provides a vital service to the residents, and its closure threatens
the security and well-being of Footscay residents needing to use the Ambulance Service in emergency situations.
I urge you to give this matter your urgent attention and reassure the residents of Footscray that this vital
service will not be closed but will continue to service the residents of this municipality as it has done in the past.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Fogarty (498 signatures)
It was ordered that the petitions be laid on the table.

ADJOURNMENT
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That the House, at its rising, adjourn until tomorrow, at half-past nine o'clock.

This is a procedural motion providin~ for the commencement time for tomorrow's sitting
as ten o'clock. That is a reasonable tIme to allow honourable members to have a decent
sleep after finishing tonight!
The motion was agreed to.
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BLF (DE-RECOGNITION) BILL
Mr CRABB (Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs) moved for leave to bring
in a Bill to make provision with respect to the Australian Building Construction Employees'
and Builders Labourers' Federation and the members thereof and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

STATE INSURANCE OFFICE
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-I move:
That this House censures and rebukes the Treasurer because of the incompetence he has displayed and for his
deceptive and evasive statements and conduct in his Ministerial responsibilities regarding the State Insurance
Office.

The motion involves two parts: Firstly, it involves the censure and rebuke of the Treasurer;
and, secondly, the dual reason for the censure and rebuke which prompted the motion,
namely, the incompetence of the Treasurer in the discharge of his Ministerial duties and
his evasive statements and conduct in relation to those Ministerial responsibilities which,
on both occasions, concern the administration of the State Insurance Office.
The history of the Treasurer's management of the State Insurance Office has been one
of ineptitude, of suppression of the facts and the wilful misleading of Victorians and
honourable members about the financial state of affairs of the State Insurance Office.
Why was it so important to the Treasurer and the Government that there was a delay of
many months before the public release of the 1984 annual report of the State Insurance
Office? Why was it so important that the people of Victoria be denied information about
the facts? Once the facts were disclosed, they spoke volumes about why they had been
suppressed, and their importance in the interests of the public were obvious.
Page 1 of the 1984 annual report of the State Insurance Office contains two extremely
damaging pieces of information both to the Treasurer and the Government as a whole. I
emphasize that the report deals with the accounting practices of the office itself and that is
a significant point to which I shall return later. Firstly, in the summary of its financial
transactions, the report stated that in 1983-84 the office had lost the princely sum of$476
million. It also reported that at the end of the financial year it had accumulated losses of
$765 million. That is the first great deception.
The reality is that the Auditor-General has qualified the accounts of the State Insurance
Office as presented in this House by the Treasurer in the past two years. The basis of the
qualifications is that the State Insurance Office at present has a practice of taking into
account future earnings on investment income. The Auditor-General says that that is not
in accord with good accounting practice and significantly understates the losses of the
State Insurance Office.
By 1984 the Auditor-General put the undisclosed losses of the State Insurance Office in
respect of third-party insurance at $317 million. Together with the $765 million that was
disclosed, that means that at the end of 1984 the State Insurance Office had lost $1082
million. That was the extent of its accumulated losses, and that is the opinion of the
Auditor-General. Therefore, the first deception is that the report as tabled in this House
was misleading.
Deception No. 2 is that the report was disclosed publicly for the first time in this House
on 4 April. It was deliberately withheld from the people of Victoria by the Treasurer until
after the State election at the beginning of March. Therefore, the election ·of the Labor
Government was brought upon the people of Victoria by a fraud perpetrated by the
1487

10

ASSEMBLY

State Insurance Office

18 July 1985

Treasurer. Victorians were denied perhaps the most important single piece of information
which would have negated the Australian Labor Party claim that the Labor Government
is a responsible and effective economic manager. The report was the most significant
single piece of information disclosing the financial irresponsibility, the lack of control and
the simple ineptitude of the financial administration of this State.
In his own area of Ministerial responsibility the Treasurer has generated losses of more
than $1000 million during the period he has occupied office. That is equivalent to almost
12 per cent of the total net outlay of the Victorian Government for the 1983-84 year. The
accumulated losses-that minor element that the Treasurer was not prepared to tell
Victorians about at the earliest opportunity-accounted for 12 per cent of the Victorian
Government outlay.
How can Victorians have faith in the managerial responsibility of the Treasurer if he
allows losses of that magnitude to accumulate and covers up for the purposes of misleading
the people of Victoria in a vital election campaign. The report should have been released
before the election, and this could have been done despite the protests of the Treasurer.
On 2 November 1984 in the Legislative Council under the heading "Reports to
Parliament", and as reported at page 1282 of Hansard, the Minister for Planning and
Environment moved the following motion concerning such reports:
That this House authorizes the President, in his discretion, to make available to members of the House and to
publicly release copies of the reports of any department, statutory authority or public officer or body required by
statute or by command of His Excellency the Governor to be presented to the House, after Mr Speaker has
endorsed his authority to print upon any such report, and that document shall be deemed to have been laid upon
the table: Provided that, at the first opportunity such reports shall be tabled in the House according to the normal
procedures.

An important point about the motion is that it was moved by the Government, supported
by the Opposition and agreed to by the Legislative Council. In his remarks following the
moving of the motion the Minister for Planning and Environment emphasized that this
was not a new procedure. He said that the practice had been followed before and that the
motion recognized the practice of the Government.
As a perusual of the speech will show, the motion was moved specifically for the purpose
of overcoming delays in the release of reports and to better inform the Government,
Victorians and honourable members of the state of Government administration.
Moreover, pursuant to the motion, the Government used the procedure to release
publicly-and was deemed to have tabled under the terms of the motion-a substantial
number of reports including the reports of the transport authorities generally.
What disqualified the State Insurance Office report from that procedure was that it
discredited the Government's claim to efficient economic management, which could not
survive the disclosure of the truth about the Treasurer's mismanagement of that office, the
truth about its losses of$1082 million.
Members of the Government scoff at the mention of losses of $1082 million, which
indicates their utter contempt for the interests of Victorian taxpayers.
The time-table for the release of the report discloses that the Treasurer's claims-which
I shall come to later-about the tabling of the report are inaccurate and unfounded. I shall
take the House through the time-table. The annual report for 1984 indicates that the
Insurance Commissioner completed the report of the State Insurance Office on 31 August
1984. It is signed by the Insurance Commissioner and as part of the annual report there is
a report of the Insurance Commissioner, which, at page 2, is dated 31 August 1984, and
signed by him and delivered on that day.
My second point is that section 24 (3) of the State Insurance Office Act requires that the
accounts of the State Insurance Office be submitted to the Treasurer not later than 30
September of each year. Therefore, by 30 September 1984 the State Insurance Office had
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delivered its accounts to the Treasurer. Moreover, the Treasurer had to approve the
format of the accounts. There has never been any suggestion by the Treasurer at any stage
of this debacle that the State Insurance Office failed to comply with its obligations under
that section and so the House and people of Victoria are entitled to conclude that the State
Insurance Office delivered its report to the Treasurer not later than 30 September.
The third point is that that discloses that the Treasurer had known of the State Insurance
Office's version of its accumulated losses since the end of September 1984, more than five
months before the State election.
The fourth point is that the Auditor-General advised that he received the accounts of
the State Insurance Office on 6 September 1984. If they were forwarded to the AuditorGeneral at that time it would appear that they were made available to the Treasurer at
about the same time, and that is entirely consistent with their being dated 31 August 1984.
The fifth point is that the Treasurer approved the format of the 1984 accounts on 8
October 1984, as he is required to do as a statutory duty under the Act. It cannot be said
that the Treasurer had no knowledge of the document and that it had somehow been lost
in the labyrinth of his department because a statutory imprimatur required that the
Treasurer must certify the format of the accounts, and he did that.
The sixth point is that the Auditor-General signed his report on the State Insurance
Office accounts on 6 December 1984, which appears on the second last page of the report.
The seventh point is that the State Insurance Office wrote an addendum dealing with
the dispute with the Auditor-General and that was signed on 21 January 1985. Even on
the basis of the format of the report as tabled in the House, that was the tIme at which the
documents as presented were complete and final and there has never been any suggestion
from the Treasurer that he did not know about any of those addenda.
The reality is that at the end of January, a clear month before the State election, the
Treasurer knew what the final position was. He had the final report of the State Insurance
Office available in exactly the form in which it is tabled in the House. If the Treasurer
were to deny it, his denial could be disproved by the documents, but it is significant that
the Treasurer has at no point sought to deny any of that time-table.
The Treasurer, not content merely to withold information from the House or from the
public, sought positively to mislead the people of Victoria, a reprehensible act by an
important public officer of Victoria.
During the election campaign, the Opposition announced that it had received
information that the losses of the State Insurance Office were of the order of$500 million
for that year. Deceptions Nos. 3 and 4 were in relation to that statement. I refer to a report
in the Age of 22 February 1985-some ten days before the election-headed, "Big losses
likely for SIO, Jolly predicts". The last two paragraphs of that article state:
Mr Jolly dismissed a claim by the Opposition Leader, Mr Kennett, that the Government had delayed the
tabling of the report because it showed losses of up to $500 million.
Mr Jolly said he was bound by the State Insurance Office Act to table the report in Parliament within 14 days
of it being received by the Government.

I reiterate: The Treasurer dismissed the claim that that report was delayed because it
showed losses of up to $500 million. In his typical form, the Treasurer has since indulged
in semantics, claiming that he was not dismissing the claim of $500 million losses, but
was dismissing the Opposition's claim that he had delayed tabling the report for that
reason.
The Treasurer knows that that is a deception. He made that statement intendin~ that it
would be understood in the way that it was understood-that is, that he was denYIng that
the losses were of the order of$500 million. Even on the State Insurance Office's accounts,
the losses were $476 million, clearly a sum which could be described as being of the order
of$500 million. The Treasurer is condemned out of his own mouth, at best from his point
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of view, by the subtlety of his semantics and, at worst, in his attempt deliberately to
hoodwink the people of Victoria.
Deception No. 4 also related to those claims. An article in the Sun of22 February 1985,
headed "SIO in big losses", again reports on claims that the Opposition had had reports
of$5oo million losses. It discusses those claims and, in the second column, states:
The Treasurer, Mr Jolly, said last night he had not received the report of the SIO, but would adhere to his
obligation to table it in Parliament.

On 21 February, the Treasurer said he had not received the report. On the following day
in the Sun of 23 February there was further discussion about that. The article states that
the Treasurer claimed he would be personally liable for any inaccuracies, misconceptions
or allegations that could lead to legal action ifhe tabled the report outside Parliament. The
article also states:
Yesterday Mr Jolly said he received the final SIO report on February ll""':'two weeks after Parliament was
dissolved.

The Treasurer's explanation of those two reports-and in this case I do not dispute the
Treasurer's explanation because I am not in a position to do so-which he made
subsequently, was that the report published on the following day was in response to a
statement by him to the reporter concerned that the first report had been inaccurate. I
accept what he says about that, but, again, if one looks at precisely the words he used and
if one accepts the full force-and I do not question it-of the assurance that it was a
misreport by the Sun, there remains an important point about the deception in which the
Treasurer has engaged.
The Treasurer is seeking, in those two statements that resulted in the misreporting and
subsequent denial, to create the impression that the report the Opposition was putting
forward that losses of $500 million had been made was not accurate. That occurred only
because the Treasurer was seeking to discredit the statements that losses of the order of
$500 million had been made. The semantics the Treasurer engaged in were that he was
misreported and there is no deliberate deception of the date on which he received it.
Mr Jolly-Accept it!
Mr STOCKDALE-I do accept it. Even on that basis the reality is the Treasurer is
seeking to mislead the people of Victoria about the contents of the document and is
seeking to withhold it. He admits that, at the latest, he had the report on 11 February and
could have publicly released it. It is obvious the only reason he did not do so was because
it was damning of his administration.

Deception No. 5 concerns a familiar chant which runs through every response to
accusations of incompetence levelled against the Government. The Government says it is
not the Government's fault, but that of the Liberal Party. It has said it inherited a mess.
When one examines the facts, that is proved to be a deceptive, misleading and evasive
statement.
First, I agree there is no doubt from the public record that compulsory third-party
insurance had been causing losses within the State Insurance Office since at least 1981.
Second, the position obviously became most serious and warranted immediate and
direct action under the administration of the Treasurer. The annual reports of the State
Insurance Office clearly disclose that, in terms of the over-all financial result of the office,
during the last full year of the Liberal Government in 1981 the office had a net profit of
$893 681-a profit of nearly $900 000. In 1982, the year in which the Liberal Government
did not present the annual report of the State Insurance Office because the year had not
ended when the Government went out of office, the loss was $128 million. The Treasurer's
Government tabled that report.
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At that point it was clear that the point had been reached where the State Insurance
Office was making substantial and rapidly escalating losses that had not been apparent
under the previous year's report that had been tabled by the Liberal Government.
The problem of massive losses coming to light started in the first report that the
Treasurer delivered. It was aggravated in 1983 when the accumulated losses extended to
$166 million. As I have said, in 1984 the losses reached $476 million. The Treasurer
recently issued a public statement, no doubt based on the State Insurance Office accounting
procedures, saying that at the end of the financial year just past, 30 June 1985, the
accumulated losses of the office will be of the order of$1600 million.
If one applies the accounting practices favoured by the Auditor-General, it is obvious
that in reality the losses from third-party insurance alone will be of the order of $2000
million. Virtually all of that loss has been incurred while this puppet, the Treasurer, has
been the front man for the economic incompetence of the Government, peddling lies and
deceptions throughout the Victorian community as to what is going on in the administration
of the State Insurance Office, and to the extent that it is representative of the State as a
whole, the whole position of the State's economic management. The annual losses increased
by 372 per cent in the two years for which this Minister was responsible.
Deception No. 6 is that the regime of the Treasurer has been characterized by two
boasts, firstly, that he will provide more open government and more information about
the finances of government and, secondly, financial and accountin$ gymnastics. He has
twisted and turned in every document that has ever been presented In this place from the
Budget to the annual report and has manipulated figures to conceal what is happening.
Contrary to the spirit of open government, he has indulged in accounting gymnastics.
The Treasurer could give Nero lessons, not only in fiddling, but also in letting Rome
bum at the same time. The Treasurer approves the format of the accounts. He is responsible
for the cover-up. Two major changes made in the 1984 accounts are good illustrations of
that point. Both conceal information that is vital to a proper understanding of what is
happening at the State Insurance Office. First, in 1983 the various classes of business of
the State Insurance Office were presented separately-disaggregated accounts. The accounts
of the State Insurance Office concerning employers' liability, comprehensive motor vehicle
insurance and compulsory third-party insurance business were all separately accounted.
In 1984 the State Insurance Office franchise was extended so that it had an increased
role in general insurance business. One would have thought that a wider franchise would
have caused even more disaggregated accounting so that government with managerial
responsibilities, the people of Victoria and Parliament would be given an accurate picture
of the performance of the office in the various areas in which it operates. Instead, one finds
an aggregate presentation with, on the one hand, compulsory third-party insurance and,
on the other hand all classes of business---compulsory motor vehicle, employers' liability
and all others lumped together.
Interested people cannot find out what is happening in areas other than third-party
insurance because they are presented with a mass of figures that give no reflection of the
picture for each class of business. That is particularly true in the vital area of incurred
claims which appears at page 2 of the 1983 accounts. It is less open information even than
that which the same Treasurer provided in 1983.
The second example is of claims paid. In 1983 claims paid during the year were disclosed
and actually accounted in the financial documents of the State Insurance Office. The
account distinguishes the current year payout from other incurred liabilities. This insurance
is a vital area. The Treasurer himself has spoken about it in his treatment of the thirdparty insurance system and workers compensation. Nowhere in the 1984 accounts was
there a distinction between claims paid from future liabilities. The liabilities were assessed
with no distinction being made between the cash position and the liability position.
That information has never been more vital to a proper and fair understanding of what
is happening in the State Insurance Office. The Government has planned to move both
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compulsory third-party insurance and employers' liabili~y to a pay-as-you-go basis. It is
vital in the context of those important debates that the different parties and Parliament be
able to examine the reports and find out what the difference in those two systems would
be.
This year, for the first time, the Treasurer fiddled the books so that nobody can get an
accurate picture. The pattern set in the Budget Papers has flowed through to the State
Insurance Office accounts. The accounts have been presented in a way designed to conceal
any information that might embarrass the Government. In addition, there is an error in
the notes of the accounts.
I now take the House to notes 2 (c) and 2 (h) of the accounts of the State Insurance
Office, for the year ended 30 June 1984, which state:
(c) Outstanding Claims. This provision is established on an actuarial basis to which adjustments are made to
cover the cost of handling outstanding claims, claims incurred but not reported and in respect of compulsory
third-party business to allow for future investment income.

The provision for Government policies has been assessed using case estimates rather than actuarial appraisals.
The difference between the case estimates and actuarial calculations for these policies is $341 536. This amount
will be covered by future premiums as the claims costs are incurred.

What is stated there is a "$" sign and then six digits "341 536". Clearly read by anybody
as "$341 536".
On page 8, paragraph (h), under the heading "Rounding", there is an important statement.
That paragraph states:
(h) Rounding. All items shown in the accounts and notes to the accounts are rounded to the nearest thousand
dollars.

The unfunded liability of the Government's own employer's liability policy is incorrectly
stated. Is it an error of a matter of a few hundred dollars, a few thousand dollars or even a
few million dollars? No, the error is in the order of$341 million-hundreds of millions of
dollars.
Note 2 (c) states the sum as $341 000, in round terms. The Leader of the Opposition in
another place, Mr Hunt, and I had a briefing with State Insurance Office staff and their
management agreed with us that the real sum was $341 million, but they did not do so
immediately. In the course of that interview they acknowledged that figure, and this is
important because of the personal abuse that has been heaped upon those members of the
Opposition who were present at the meeting. The Opposition was told that the Treasurer
would say that the note about the rounding of the figures would cover that matter.
A reference was made initially to note 2 (h). Independent advice was received on that
matter from Professor Officer of Monash University. I make available to the Treasurer a
copy of a letter of advice prepared by Professor Officer. I believe he has had it before. I
simply refer to the conclusion on page 2 of that letter where the professor states:
The SIO accounts for the year ended 30 June 1983 contain a note equivalent to note 2 (c) in the 1984 accounts
(in the 1983 accounts this is note 1 (c).). It is significant that, although the 1983 accounts are also expressed in
$ooo's, the note equivalent to note 2 (c) expresses the sum $218 278 000 as "$218·278M". On this basis, note 2
(c) should express the equivalent sum as "$341·536M."
Ifthe amount to which note 2 (c) refers is $341 536000 then it is clear, beyond any doubt, that note 2 (c) to the
SIO accounts for the year ended 30 June, 1984 is inaccurate and that the inaccuracy is not overcome by note 2
(h) to those accounts.

Professor Officer is a Professor of Accounting and Finance at Monash University. He says
that the note is wrong and that the Treasurer's explanation of the inaccuracy is not correct.
An Honourable Member-It has been changed.

Mr STOCKDALE-It has not been changed in the documents tabled in this House and
it has not been changed at any time since. It follows logically from the structure of the
accounts, from every column of figures in the accounts and from the notes headed with
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three noughts and an apostrophe "s", that the tables are expressed clearly as thousands. If
note 2 (h) meant that figures were expressed in thousands it would be redundant and it
would not be necessary to have that note because there is a heading at the head of every
column. The simple fact is that it deals with "Rounding", a different concept. A figure
rounded to the nearest thousand must end in three zeros. If it does not end in three zeros
it is not rounded.
The Treasurer well knows that his note 2 (h) to the accounts, which he purports overcomes
the error in note 2 (c), is simply wrong and he should have the courage to admit the error.
The Treasurer persisted in his deception about note 2 (h). He gratuitously attacked
Opposition members. No wonder this House is sometimes referred to as "Coward's
Castle" when the Treasurer makes these attacks.
Let me describe what actually happened at the meeting with State Insurance Office
officers that I attended and at which this little puppet was not present. When we asked
what was the sum, the chairman checked with the Finance Manager of the State Insurance
Office and he said that the sum was $341 536. I said to him, "Our advice is that the figure
is wrong and that it is in fact $341 million". The chairman then asked the finance manager
to go out and check the books and to find out the exact position. The finance manager left
the room and checked the books. He came back later and said to us that we were right,
that his first statement had been wrong and the figure was $341 million.
The finance manager and I then had a conversation across the table and I put propositions
to him to which he assented. The three propositions were: That the figure was in fact
representative of$341 million and not thousands; that the figure in note 2 (c) was $341 536
and that note 2 (h) was not material. The last proposition is particularly important because
he had originally said that note 2 (h) explained the situation. When I said, "No, that is
about rounding, not about expression in thousands", he replied, "That is right". I was
present at that meeting and the Treasurer was not and I place in the Hansard record today
the fact that the account that the Treasurer has given is false and, what is more, is
malicious.
I spoke to the Chairman of the State Insurance Office and put to him exactly what
happened and he did not dissent from what I have put to the House. The Opposition has
authority much nearer to home on this point. The Treasurer knows very well the distinction
between rounding and expressing in thousands of dollars because, in a document recently
presented to the House he makes that very point. In the 1984-85 Supply Bill there is a
note provided by the Treasurer for the benefit of the House. All of the columns in the
Supply Bill are headed with three noughts and a "$" sign, exactly as are the columns in
the report. The last sentence in the explanatory memorandum provided by the Treasurer
is this:
It should be noted that the amounts in the table are expressed in thousands of dollars.

The figures are not there rounded to thousands of dollars, which is the sort of nonsense
the Treasurer has been pedalling about the State Insurance Office accounts; they are
expressed in thousands of dollars. So when one examines the very document that the
Treasurer brings into the Chamber as one of his pieces of major legislative responsibility,
he again makes the point upon which I rely, and it is consistent with what Professor Officer
said. 'J'he Treasurer has the gall to criticize other people for drawing the same distinction.
It is proof beyond any shadow of doubt, as Professor Officer said; not only did the
Treasurer seek to deceive the House, but he perpetuates the deception with more lies and
more deception.
Deception No. 7. The most important single issue in the election campaign was State
taxes and charges.
Mr Simpson interjected.
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Mr STOCKDALE-The honourable member for Niddrie will find out, just sit there
and be quiet. I can understand the honourable member's difficulty; the House can hardly
expect him to keep count.
Central to the Government's appeal to voters was a promise that it would not increase
taxes and charges other than an increase in line with movements in the consumer price
index. No one mentioned before the election that there would be a lot of exceptions to
that promise. No one mentioned that the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works
rates were not going to be covered by the promise and no one mentioned that third-party
insurance premiums would not be covered by it.
The Government's own policy documents prove that the Government saw compulsory
third-party insurance as a tax or a charge. When the Government released its policy
documents, where did it put its policy on third-party insurance? It was not in some other
document about insurance policy or in some other document about general economic
strategy or in some other document about something else-God knows what. No, it was
in its State taxation policy, a document headed, "State Taxation: the next four years."
One can easily determine how truthful that document is because it carries a lie on its front
page. It says, "John Cain and Victoria. The partnership works". I shall make available a
copy of the document to the Treasurer just in case he does not have it. On page 1 the
document says:
We will not increase real tax rates over the next four years.

On pages 2 and 3 the document relates the Labor Party's promises that charges will not
increase more than movements in the consumer price index, and states at page 3:
Prices for electricity, gas and MMBW water will rise by no more than the inflation rate in our next term.

That promise applies to Government taxes and charges generally. Included in that very
taxation document is the promise on third-party insurance. In that same policy document
it was promised that there would be no increase in third-party premium rates pending a
review of the third-party insurance system.
The claim that third;"party insurance is not part of a tax policy is disproved by the
Government's own documents. There is a more important point finally on that question.
The Government promised that there would be no increase pending a review of thirdparty compulsory insurance, but the Treasurer specializes not only in deception but also
in broken promises, because a week or so ago he announced an increase of 7 per cent in
third-party insurance premiums.
The Treasurer's undertaking was not just that he was trying to represent publicly that
those charges would not increase faster than movements in the consumer price index but
that there would be no increase in third-party insurance until after the review of the system
had concluded. His excuse is similar to the semantics practised by the trained manipulators
and deceivers-in which they specialize-of the Australian Council of Trade Unionsthe sorts of excuses desperately grasped at by the trade union movement and its advocates.
Of course, there has been a "review" of third-party insurance-a few public servants
got together in a telephone booth and had a yack about compulsory third-party insurancebut that is not the review that the Treasurer offered in the policy documents. What he
offered in the policy documents as a pre-condition has not occurred. No secret conference
by faceless men in his department can meet that promise. It is a broken promise that is
added to the list of the Treasurer's deceptions.
I refer to deception No. 8. This Government is renowned for its manipulation of the
media. Its celebrated media unit has been criticized in the Bulletin and other magazines.
The Treasurer showed that he could mislead, trick and trap with the best of them. When
asked during questions without notice on 3 April when the State Insurance Office report
would be tabled, the Treasurer did not indicate that he would table it on the next day. He
must have known then that he would be tabling the report the next day because the
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paperwork for its tabling on the next day probably was already in train. The Treasurer was
being slick in trying to deceive Parliament and the people once again.
Why did the Treasurer select 4 April on which to table the State Insurance Office report?
Why did he not choose 3, 8, 9 or 10 April? Why was it tabled on 4 April and late in the
morning of 4 April?
Mr Jolly-When I did, you took 4 hours to find out about it!
Mr STOCKDALE-That is not true-the reality is that I was preparing a press release
at the very time the Treasurer was making that claim. Members of the Liberal Party like
to read documents and to get the facts right. That does not trouble the Treasurer-he just
charges into print before obtaining the facts. The reason the report was tabled on 4 April
was that 4 April was the day before Good Friday when there were to be no newspapers, no
"AM" reports on the radio and, indeed, the release of the report was timed so that the
Herald was denied the opportunity of publicizing it.
Even that did not work because, despite the media manipulation by the Treasurer, the
media was on to him and the magnitude of the losses of the State Insurance Office was so
horrific that the press gave it maximum coverage with banner headlines. The Treasurer's
intended deception did not work.
Deception No. 9 is the really important attempt to mislead the people of Victoria by
saying that the State Insurance Office losses are only paper losses: Paper losses, confetti
blowing in the wind-no one should worry about it! What does it mean? It is absolutely
nonsensical. Who sees them as paper losses? The Premier said so-the ally of this puppet
Treasurer. Perhaps even some of his colleagues agree with those economIC innumerates:
The Premier and the Treasurer. Perhaps they subscribe to that sentiment.
The State Insurance Office does not see them as paper losses. The Auditor-General does
not see them as paper losses. Both the Auditor-General and the State Insurance Office
reported them as accumulated losses; there is an issue between them about the extent of
the accumulated losses. Nowhere in the reports of either the State Insurance Office or the
Auditor-General are the State Insurance Office losses reported as accumulated paper
losses. They are reported as losses. The media does not see them as paper losses. The
people of Victoria do not see them as paper losses. The Federal Government does not see
them as paper losses.
Private insurers, not the socialist enterprises the Treasurer runs but the real insurers,
operate under Federal legislation and the solvency requirements of that legislation require
fully-funded policies. That Federal legislation treats these losses not as paper losses-they
are actual losses incurred that will have to be met in the future as surely as night follows
day and as surely as one loss generated by the Treasurer follows another.
That provision in the Federal legislation would have applied equally to the State
Insurance Office under its own Act but for an administrative act of the Treasurer which
excludes it from compliance under section 20 (5) of the State Insurance Office Act.
These are not paper losses-they are actuarial calculations of the actual cost of settling
future claims. They include the actual loss of all the incurred liabilities. It does not involve
forward projection in some airy-fairy sense unrelated to the real losses to the people of
Victoria. It represents the best estimate available of the losses and liabilities that future
Victorians will have to meet.
The only pretence is the pretence of the Treasurer that the liabilities have not been
incurred and that there is something mythical about this issue. Every private insurer, and
the State Insurance Office, records those losses as real liabilities. However, it serves the
passion of the Premier and the Treasurer for mortgaging the future of Victoria for them to
mislead the people of Victoria again about the character of those losses.
Even if the credibility of the Treasurer has nine lives, as a cat he would be well and truly
dead now. He has had his nine lives. His credibility is stone-motherless dead. He is a
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victim of his desperation to cover up the greatest scandal in Victoria's history-$1000
million of taxpayers' money, flushed down the drain of the incompetent administration
of the State Insurance Office, by this Treasurer. Now, on the Treasurer's say so, $1600
million has been lost-no doubt when the Auditor-General's proper accounting is obtained,
it will be more than $2000 million.
The Treasurer was warned by the Insurance Commissioner about that. He was told that
these things would happen. At page 1 of his 1982 report the commissioner stated:
There has been a dramatic change from the picture I presented last year. Investment returns have not bridged
the gap between premiums and claims.

On page 2, just in case the Treasurer did not get the message, the commissioner stated:
... something will have to be done to contain ...

Mr Jolly-Read it again.
Mr Roper-You will have to make another personal explanation.
Mr STOCKDALE-It is certainly worth reading again. Obviously the Treasurer did
not get the message. The commissioner stated:
That something will have to be done to contain claims in Victoria seems clear, as their cost spreads well
outside the compulsory insurance areas.

It is all very well for the Minister for Transport to deride honourable members who
confess their errors by making a personal explanation. The purpose of a personal
explanation is to correct false statements. I accept responsibility for what I say in this
House and will correct it when it is wrong. It is the Treasurer who tries to cover up what
he has said, even after he knows it is wrong.

A similar situation occurred with the 1983 report. The Insurance Commissioner again
gave ample illustration in his 1982 and 1983 reports that he had advanced to the Treasurer
propositions for remedial action to slow up or redress the accumulation of losses in the
third-party insurance system. It is clear from those reports that in relation to both thirdparty insurance and' the Government's workers compensation system that the
commissioner was expressing concern about the rate at which the Treasurer was allowing
losses to accumulate. Despite the urgings of the commissioner, the Treasurer has not taken
any remedial action.
It is clear that the commissioner has laboured under a Treasurer who simply refuses to
properly consider reform of the system to protect the interests of Victorians. In the 1984
report he put it this high: That the accumulated losses threatened the financial stability of
the State of Victoria to the extent of$765 million.

The Treasurer has specialized in do-nothing management. He has failed to impose
effective financial control on the State Insurance Office. He has failed to do that even with
the administrative management expenses of that office, which, granted, is only a small
proportion of the over-all losses. It has not been the incompetence of the staff or the
Insurance Commissioner which caused the losses but because the Treasurer failed to
impose financial controls on administration.
In recent years, the private sector has responded to adverse conditions by restraining
costs. Businesses have imposed cost-cutting measures, have disposed of the frills and have
introduced constraints on financial management, including imposing limits on the addition
of staff.
The pressure placed on private business has been severely aggravated by the tax greed
of the Government. The Government has imposed taxes and charges that have increased
costs for business. It has been recognized in national wage cases and other proceedings
that that has been a prime cause of the pressure placed on private business, but the
Treasurer has not acted responsibly in any of those areas.
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In 1982-83, the State Insurance Office made a $166 million loss. If the Treasurer had
been concerned about financial prudence, one would have thought he would have imposed
some cost reductions on the office. I note that the honourable member for Essendon is
nodding his head in agreement. He would have expected that that sort of financial control
should have been imposed.
Mr Roper- He is nodding off to sleep because of your speech.
Mr STOCKDALE-The 1983 State Insurance Office report discloses a different picture.
A substantial increase in staff occurred when enormous losses were being made. Far from
retrenching people or imposing staff ceilings, the State Insurance Office was employing
more people as fast as it could.

The State Insurance Office also purchased two new building sites of prime commercial
land in the City of Melbourne. It was not concerned about restraining costs. It was
attempting to get into the land boom market and to buy not just one but two new building
sites. What has happened to those sites? They are on the corner of King and Collins streets
with nothing on them, with overheads eating the heart out of the State Insurance Office.
What has the Treasurer done about that situation?
The State Insurance Office has also been involved in plans to purchase new computer
hardware. Not only was it not prepared to make do with what it had and restrain the
investment rate, but also it planned to purchase bigger, better computer facilities from the
United States of America and arranged overseas junkets for managers so that they could
visit computer manufacturers and have a good time at the expense of the taxpayers. All
these arrangements had the approval of the Treasurer.
It is important that honourable members recognize that the 1983 report discloses that
the Treasurer gave his approval for these junkets. The Treasurer was asked by the Insurance
Commissioner whether he should be concerned about costs or whether he could lash out.
The Treasurer replied, "No, we are not worried about the fact we are losing hundreds of
millions of dollars; the taxpayers have plenty of money."

The very basics of managing a loss-making enterprise were ignored. The Treasurer
responded in a familiar manner-big spending. With Eartha Kitt belting out his theme
song, "Hey, Big Spender", the financial wizard flushed a few more millions of dollars
down the drain. Where has this got Victorians?
The Government has been re-elected on fraud. It could not maintain its claim to be a
good economic and financial manager if the people were told what was occurring in the
State Insurance Office. Losses have increased at a rate that movie makers of fantasy films
would not believe and would not be prepared to write into their wildest plots.
The Treasurer was responsible for State Insurance Office losses of $1000 million nine
months ago, but that figure is now $2000 million. Have the assets of the State Insurance
Office been used to meet the current outgoings of claims? Why has $30 million in tax
subsidy been paid out of consolidated revenue? If the Government can ignore such a small
bite of $30 million without being concerned, does it need to be $3000 million before the
Treasurer will act? Will he again fiddle the figures? Will he base this year's accounts on a
pay-as-you-go accounting scheme so that Victorians will never know?
Is this ··modern money management"? If it is, that term is a $1 billion failure and its
architect is a discredited man, barely worthy of a "T" at the beginning of his title
··Treasurer". Once the Labor Party had the slogan, "It's Time", and it is certainly time
that the Treasurer resigned and allowed Victorians to return to a position where money
would not be wasted on such enterprises. God help us when the Treasurer gets hold of
workers compensation!
Victorians have no confidence in the Treasurer. If the Government wants to claim any
credibility in the Victorian electorate, honourable members must throw their weight
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behind the motion and censure this man for the deceit with which he has deceived
Victorians. I commend the motion to the House.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-Obviously this is another replay of the pathetic performance
of the honourable member for Brighton. This is about the fourth time he has raised the
issues involving the State Insurance Office in several debates in this House. I make no
comment about the physic or the mental capacity of the honourable member for Brighton,
but I allow honourable members to make their own judgment.
I make no judgment, even though the honourable member for Brighton seems to think
that that somehow strengthens his case. It demonstrates the continuing vendetta by the
Opposition against the State Insurance Office.
The Opposition has an ideolo$ical obsession not only with public utilities generally but
with the State Insurance Office In particular. Even though the Leader of the Opposition
recognizes that the State Insurance Office provides cheaper car insurance, he is not prepared
to take out that insurance because of his ideological obsession with the State Insurance
Office.
On a number of occasions, the Leader of the Opposition has said that the State Insurance
Office should be sold, the State Bank should be sold and the gaols should be sold. This is
an absolutely irresponsible and outmoded policy. The comments that emulate from the
mad mouths of Opposition members are always inane. That is the only area of consistency
when the Leader of the Opposition speaks.
Mr Kennett interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! The Leader of the Opposition should
give the Treasurer the opportunity to reply.
Mr Kennett-He ought to tell the truth.
The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! The Leader of the Opposition will have the
opportunity to contribute to the debate.
Mr JOLLY-The Leader of the Opposition would not recognize the truth and it is not
because he is vindictive in any way; it is just because of his incapacity.
Mr Kennett interjected.
Mr JOLLY-There he goes opening his mouth again! He has a closed mind.
The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! The Treasurer should address the Chair and not the
Leader of the Opposition.
Mr JOLLY-I shall certainly do that, although remarks made by the Leader of the
Opposition are rather distracting. It is imperative to distinguish between the commercial
and non-commercial areas of operation of the State Insurance Office. The commercial
operations of the State Insurance· Office go across the area of workers compensation,
comprehensive motor vehicle insurance and, as a result of the initiative taken by the
Government, household insurance. The non-commercial area of operation is third-party
insurance. It is interesting to analyse why it is a non-commercial area of operation, why it
is not profitable and why the private insurers have been forced out of third-party insurance.
Prior to 1976, private insurers were operating in the area of compulsory third-party
insurance but finally because of the inaction and incompetence of previous Liberal
Governments they all withdrew, despite the fact that at one point there were 90 insurers
in the field. The Royal Automobile Club of Victoria insurance company was the last to go.
The Victorian Liberal Government drove them out by making the whole area unprofitable.
That occurred in 1976, yet somehow the honourable member for Brighton tries to
suggest that this is a new phenomenon. The facts are that during a decade of decadence
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under the Liberal Party, third-party insurance was forced into loss and the State Insurance
Office was forced to become the only provider of third-party insurance in the State.
The facts of life are these: Over the past decade-and it is a matter of public recordthird-party insurance has rarely been fully funded. In other words, for ten years third party
has been on a defacto pay-as-you-go basis. No decision on the issue was ever made by the
Liberal Government, they just decided to let it happen. Why did it happen? It happened
because in the years 1977, 1978 and 1979 there were no increases in third-party premiums.
The Liberal Party was in Government and was afraid of losing the election. That is a fact
of life. Blame for the pay-as-you-go system rests with the former Liberal Government;
there is no doubt about that.
It is important to recognize that the Liberal Party forced the State Insurance Office into
a de facto pay-as-you-go position. The third-party insurance could not be fully funded
because of decisions by the previous Liberal Government. The honourable member for
Brighton should understand this point. He has read comments to this effect, so hopefully
it has sunk in. When one operates on a pay-as-you-go basis, one is deferring cost increases
into the future, and that is what has happened at the State Insurance Office. The loss
position isa result of past Liberal Government decisions, with an acceleration in pay-outs
overtime.

The decision to put third-party insurance on a pay-as-you-go basis was made dishonestly
by the Liberal Party, which will not face up to and accept that fact.
The Government has accepted the proposition that compulsory third-party insurance
should operate on a pay-as-you-go basis because it inherited an impossible situation. If
the Liberal Party is advocating a fully-funded third-party insurance scheme, and that is
apparently the view of the honourable member for Brighton, the Opposition should realize
that the hidden agenda would include a 60 per cent increase in third-party premiums. Is
that what the Leader of the National Party supports? Will he join with the coalition
partner, the Liberal Party, and advocate a 60 per cent increase in third-party premiums?
The Liberal Party is dumbfounded when I raise these issues. It supports a fully-funded
scheme and it offers no solution other that a fully-funded program. That would mean that
the people of Victoria and the people of Nunawading, as the member for Niddrie points
out, would face a 60 per cent. increase in third-party premiums-approximately $200
million more would be screwed out of Victorian motorists. That is what the Liberal Party
wants!
Despite the fact that the honourable member for Brighton reads his speeches, he offers
no solution other than a fully funded proposition. That is the only issue he has taken up
and it would mean a 60 per cent increase in third-party premiums. He is the one who is
deceiving the public of Victoria. He will not come out openly and say it is 60 per cent but
that is the hidden agenda in what the Liberal Party suggests in relation to third-party
insurance.
Government members have accepted the fact that third-party insurance is like a social
service. It is a compulsory service to provide compensation to motor vehicle accident
victims. New South Wales is already using a pay-as-you-go system and, following the
review undertaken by the Department of Management and Budget, the Victorian
Government has announced that it is also moving to a pay-as-you-go principle.
The Government has taken positive action to reduce the "super" inflation associated
with the settlement of claims. The State Insurance Office has been directed to ensure that
during 1985-86 claim settlements rise only in accordance with inflation. In other words,
the Government is taking a tough stand. However, the House heard nothing from the
Opposition on solutions to the problem.
The Government has adjusted premiums by 7 per cent and has recognized that funding
for third-party insurance should not only be related to motor vehicle ownership, as are
third-party premiums, but also that they should be related to usage. That is why $30
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million has been allocated from the petroleum levies to assist in financing third-party
payouts. It should be remembered that the Government accepts that third-party insurance
should be based on the pay-as-you-go principle, which means that the Government can
increase premiums in line with the increase in costs associated with the provision of
services.
The fully-funded approach adopted by the Liberal Party would mean that Victorian
motorists would be hit doubly hard by, firstly, an increase of 60 per cent and, secondly, an
increase to cover the costs. The Liberal Party does not have any magical solution other
than to rip off Victorian motorists.
I challenge the Liberal Party to provide a solution that is not based on the pay-as-yougo principle. The Liberal Party does not have a solution, and the honourable member for
Brighton is silent because he does not have a book in front of him from which he can read.
He has no notes! The hidden agenda of the Liberal Party includes an increase of 60 per
cent in third-party premiums.
I now turn to examine the commercial operations of the State Insurance Office, namely,
those areas in which it competes with the private sector. It is apparent that the honourable
member for Brighton does not want to hear this. He pretends that there is only one area of
activity at the State Insurance Office because he, like the Leader of the Opposition, is
obsessed with the State Insurance Office.
The State Insurance Office is a major competitor in the private sector in the area of
workers compensation, where it operates at a profit. The State Insurance Office does
exceptionally well in the area of comprehensive motor vehicle insurance. It provides top
quality service and operates at a profit. The Government has now allowed it to move into
the area of household insurance. Although that will involve early establishment costs, it
will become a significant profit-making venture for the State Insurance Office.
Those areas of operation are opposed by the Opposition, which wants to either completely
demolish the State Insurance Office or force it to operate in other areas in which it would
automatically operate at a loss.
One should have thought that the honourable member for Brighton and his incompetent
colleagues would at least recognize that in those areas where it competes in the marketplace the State Insurance Office operates at a profit and is doing very well. Indeed, I should
like to congratulate the State Insurance Office on the initiatives and the entrepreneurial
drive that it has demonstrated in the market-place. The record demonstrates that it is an
excellent organization, which should be supported by all honourable members. The
Opposition should not abuse its position by trying on every occasion to undermine the
State Insurance Office.
The honourable member for Brighton accused the State Insurance Office of presenting
misleading accounts. The general manager of the State Insurance Office decides the manner
in which the accounts should be presented. It is not up to me to make that decision. I want
to make it clear that there is no Ministerial intervention, yet the honourable member for
Brighton tried to accuse me of directin$ the way in which the State Insurance Office should
present its ~ccounts. The galahs OpposIte are at it again-Dave and Mabel all over again!
The honourable member for Brighton did not like to present the full picture and, as he
always does, he took selective paragraphs from the annual report of the State Insurance
Office. The honourable member for Brighton accused the State Insurance Office of
presenting a misleading report. However, the State Insurance Office adopts the same
practice for presenting annual reports as that adopted by State insurance offices in
Queensland, New South Wales, Western Australia and South Australia.
I now refer to the tabling of the annual report of the State Insurance Office. On this issue
the honourable member for Brighton has been as slippery as ever in terms of trying to
explain the position. Under the State Insurance Office Act, I am required to table the
annual report of the State Insurance Office after it has been audited and I have to present
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it within fourteen sitting days of Parliament. The tradition, convention and standard
practice has always been to conform with the Act.
I received the annual report after it was audited by the Auditor-General and after a
comment made by the General Manager of the State Insurance Office on 11 February
1985 and, in a-ccordance with the Act, I tabled the annual report. As honourable members
would be aware, I would have broken a long-standing convention if I had not tabled the
annual report in Parliament and I would have been personally liable for all the details and
possible legal action associated with failure to do so.
It is not rubbish, as the Leader of the Opposition interjects. He does not understand the
point.

Mr Maclellan-Is that the best you can come up with?
Mr JOLLY-I will always adhere to my legal obligations to table the annual report of
the State Insurance Office in accordance with the Act. That will continue to be my
obligation and it is a standard that has been adhered to in the past and will continue.
The Liberal Party has no standards. That is the difference between the brave new
Liberals of today compared with the Liberals of the past. The honourable member for
Brighton chose to refer to an article published in the Sun newspaper which completely
misreported my position. Some time ago in this House I explained the reason for the
mistake and at that time my explanation was accepted by the Leader of the Opposition in
another place. It was accepted that the Sun newspaper had made the mistake and not I
who had made the mistake, but the honourable member for Brighton today tried to make
an issue of that. It is pathetic.
The facts are that I received the fully-audited annual report with the general manager's
statement on 11 February 1985. I received the unaudited statement from the general
manager well before that date. I explained that clearly to the journalists and, unfortunately,
the Sun newspaper made a mistake. The newspaper admitted that it had made a mistake
and only now will the honourable member for Brighton accept it. Still the honourable
member for Brighton had to have the issue once again incorporated in Hansard.
After that, the honourable member for Brighton proceeded to make an issue of a
supposed error in the notes attached to the annual report. I allowed the honourable
member for Brighton and the Leader of the Opposition to meet with officials from the
State Insurance Office and the director of finance and I did not intervene. That was a
privilege for those honourable members and certainly that privilege would not have been
offered to members of the Opposition by the former Liberal Government.
Under the former Administration, if members of the Opposition wanted to examine the
cash m:anagement position of the State we had to do so with the Premier of the day and
his advisers present. Limitations were placed on who could attend the meeting. It was
pathetic.
Mr Stockdale interjected.
Mr JOLLY-Now the honourable member for Brighton is complaining because those
officials fulfilled their obligations and indicated what occurred at that meeting. I was not
involved with the meeting so I do not know what was said.
One serious accusation made today by the honourable member for Brighton was that
there was an error in the notes attached to the annual report of the State Insurance Office.
Today the honourable member admitted that that error was recognized by the State
Insurance Office officials at that meeting. The honourable member said that. It can be
found in H ansard so long as the honourable member does not alter his copy. There was
no error. The officials at the meeting pointed out to the honourable member for Brighton
that one had to read the notes in toto and had to take into account that the figures were
rounded off to the nearest $1000; that is clearly stated in note 2 (h) of the notes.
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Mr Stockdale interjected.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member for Brighton that if he
continues to defy the Chair, I will take action, which will be to his detriment when the
next matter is before the House.
Mr JOLLY-The honourable member for Brighton has made a scurrilous attack not
only on me but also on members of my department. He said that in view of the fact that
the officials had agreed with him that there was a mistake, I should set the record straight.
It is important to understand these issues.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, the Treasurer is about
to quote from a document. I ask whether the Treasurer will make the document available
to honourable members and also will he identify it by date and author.
The SPEAKER-Order! Will the Treasurer make the document available to the House?
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I will table the notes from which I shall read, Mr Speaker.
The document was prepared for me on the meeting that the officials of the State Insurance
Office held with the Leader of the Opposition and the Director of Finance of the Department
of Management and Budget. It states:
Clarification was sought of the figure of$341 536 shown in Note 2 (c) Outstanding Claims in the notes to and
forming part of acx;ounts. Copy of page attached.
I

It was explained that as indicated (in note 2 (h) on same page) this was expressed in rounded nearest thousand
dollars and the figure was therefore $341 536000.

An explanation was given about the difference between calculations on the basis of "case estimates" and
"actuarial calculations" in this context.
There was discussion about the extent of funding of the Government policy for employers liability compared
with other customers. The December 1983 letter on revised basis was mentioned.

The notes were prepared for me by the director of finance. The letter makes it crystal clear
that no error was made and that the members of the Liberal Party merely misread the
notes attached to the report.
The General Manager of the State Insurance Office also made it clear that that was the
position. The State Insurance Office confirmed that the figure to which members of the
Liberal Party were referring had been rounded off to the nearest $1000.
Mr Stockdale-You were not there.
Mr JOLLY-The honourable member for Brighton highlighted the fact that I was not
present at the meeting, but I received advice from the director of finance and I have made
that available to the Opposition. That position was confirmed by the General Manager of
the State Insurance Office. Because of the scurrilous attack made on officials of the State
Insurance Office and me, I will now have to attend any similar meetings with members of
the Opposition.
The Opposition again has raised the issue of taxes and charges. It is extremely concerned
that the Government has had to increase taxes in the past. One of the major objectives of
the Labor Party when it came into office was to turn around the massive deficit it inherited
from the former Liberal Government. We succeeded. In the first year in office the Labor
Government had to increase taxes and charges considerably.
In the following two Budgets a greater magnitude of expenditure restraint occurred. In
fact, the expenditure recurrent items in Victoria are far less than those of the
Commonwealth. The Victorian Government has exhibited far more expenditure restraint
than has the Commonwealth. The Leader of the Opposition laughs but that is because he
does not understand economic issues and in that he is joined by his colleague, the
honourable member for Brighton-the economic twins of the Liberal Party.
1502

18 July 1985

State Insurance Office

ASSEMBLY

25

For the current four-year term, the Premier and I have made it clear that taxation
revenue in the Budget would in aggregate not require a real increase in average tax rates.
In other words, revenue will be constrained.
Mr Leigh-What does that mean?
Mr JOLLY-The honourable member for Malvern wants to know what it means. He
is the second mad mouth. It means that revenue over the next four-year period will grow
by no more than the underlying inflation rate plus the underlying increase in economic
activity. In other words, no real increase in the average tax rate will occur in Victoria.
That obviously implies substantial expenditure restraint by the Government. The
Government will impose that discipline. There is no deception in that; it is a categorical
statement and the Government will adhere to it.
On the issue raised about the Board of Works, the Government stated the rate increase
would be no greater than the consumer price index. That is the position overall, but no
one is advocating there should be a change in the land valuation system so that everyone
has the same increase in any financial year. That is the implicit suggestion made by the
honourable member for Brighton who probably does not understand the rating procedure.
Board of Works rates are less than the underlying rate of inflation of 7 per cent for this
financial year. That too is a significant achievement which has been achieved by tight
management in the Board of Works to ensure that the average rate increase is less than
the consumer price index. The Government will continue to adopt that approach.
In summing up, I state that the honourable member for Brighton has made no case
today. He has completely ignored the areas in which the State Insurance Office competes
with the private sector. In those areas, the State Insurance Office provides a highly
competitive and excellent service.
The honourable member for Brighton focused on third-party insurance but failed to
acknowledge the reason for the monopoly in this State. When the Liberal Party was in
office, every private sector third-party insurer in this State was forced out of business
because the Liberal Party made it unprofitable for them to remain in that area. I go back
as far as 1976.
The Government inherited a mess. The pay-as-you-go principle was a de facto decision
of the Liberal Party which did not have the courage or the openness to explain to insurers
that it was moving away from a fully funded scheme. The Government has faced up to
that. It has accepted the reality that it must be a pay-as-you-go scheme. That position
exists also in New South Wales. I highlight the poInt that in the area of third-party
insurance the Opposition has suggested no reform.
Mr Ross-Edwards interjected.
Mr JOLLY-The Leader of the National Party should listen to this. The only suggestion
made by the Opposition is that third-party insurance should be fully funded. I demonstrated
previously that the Liberal Party is proposing a 60 per cent increase in third-party
premiums. The Liberal Party would screw the motorists of this State. That is the only
solution the Opposition has come up with.
With respect to the tabling of reports, I have made it clear that on all occasions I have
adhered to the requirements of the Act and I will continue to do so. The honourable
member for Brighton recognizes that the accusation he made that I misled people about
the receipt of the State Insurance Office report is incorrect. The sum was wrong but he
wanted to still highlight the issue by a petty approach. There in no case to answer.
The Government has improved the performance of the public sector generally. The
economy of this State is going ahead in leaps and bounds. Victoria is leading the economic
recovery. Our employment growth has been stronger than the national average since the
bottom of the recession in April 1983. Victoria has the lowest unemployment rate and it
is outstripping the rest of Australia in private investment. The Government has the
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performance on the board and it will continue to implement its economic strategy and
lead the economic recovery in Australia.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the National Party)-This serious censure motion
has been moved by the honourable member for Brighton and it rebukes the Treasurer
because of the incompetence he has displayed, the deceptive and evasive statements he
has made, and his misuse of Ministerial responsibilities regarding the State Insurance
Office.
Three years ago, few people in Victoria would have envisaged that the Minister who
could do the Cain Government the most harm would be the Treasurer. So many other
contenders at the time were weak Ministers. I shall name some of them now. The former
Minister of Public Works, the present honourable member for Niddrie, was sacked by the
Premier from Cabinet. He was a weak Minister but he did not do anything like the harm
that the Treasurer is doing now.
The present Minister for Transport, the former Minister of Health, would have been
several categories ahead of the Treasurer up until a few months ago. The former Minister
of Agriculture was the worst Minister of Agriculture that this State has ever had, without
a shadow of a doubt. He was regarded as a joke around country Victoria. However, the
Treasurer is doing much more damage to the State than the former Minister of Agriculture
ever did. I could go on at length but I want to move to the serious position created by the
State Insurance Office in the third-party insurance field. At the present time it is losing
$500 million a year.
Mr Cain-What would you do?
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS-I will be giving some advice to the Treasurer. The people of
Victoria have been committed to the losses of the State Insurance Office under a
Government waiver granted by the Treasurer in 1983 exempting them from the Federal
solvency requirements. That alone would be of some significance to Government backbenchers.
In simple terms, the State Insurance Office is losing $1-5 million a day. That is a
conservative figure, it might even be higher. The Government came into office and up
until the present time the only increase it has made in premiums was in January 1983, two
and a half years ago.
No increases in premiums have occurred since then. In that two and a half year period,
significant increases in the consumer price index occurred and the State Insurance Office
experienced continuing losses. However, the Treasurer and the Government did nothing
to increase third-party insurance premiums. Why?
In January of 1985, the Government removed the $8 surcharge. In answer to the
Treasurer, who interjects, I point out that that surcharge should have been transferred to
the State Insurance Office. It would have been common sense to do that. If the Government
did not need the income it should have transferred it to the office, which was in desperate
need of additional funds.
Two people who have the respect of the people of Victoria have criticized the
Government-the Auditor-General and the Chairman and General Manager of the State
Insurance Office. The back-benchers of the Government would be interested to hear what
the Auditor-General had to say in his 1983-84 report, which \yas:
In my fourth report for 1982-83 (refer paragraph 4.23.7), I commented that the financial position of the Office
at 30 June 1983 was of concern and recommended that appropriate action be taken to ensure the Office's financial
viablity.

That is a very direct warning. He also stated:
Attention is again drawn to the serious finaLcial position in which the Office is now placed. If losses of this
magnitude are allowed to continue, substantial funding from the Consolidated Fund will be required as the
operations of the Office are guaranteed by the Government.
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These criticisms have been made of the Treasurer, and they are very serious. I now turn
to what the Chairman and General Manager of the State Insurance Office said. An article
that appeared in the Herald of 10 June, 1985 stated:
Fourteen reminders of Victoria's third party insurance problems were sent to the State Government by the
State Insurance Office in the past 23 months.
Throughout this period, especially in the months leading to the State election in March, the State Government
rejected any move to increase premiums.
The requests from the State Insurance Office included eight letters from the chairman and general manager,
Mr Les Carver, to the Treasurer, Mr Jolly.

No mention was made by the Treasurer of the letters and requests made in desperation by
the Chairman and General Manager of the State Insurance Office. The article also stated:
Three weeks later, on August 12, the Premier, Mr Cain, publicly rejected reports that third party insurance
premiums could rise, saying that it was not "what department heads want that matters ... Les Carver does not
make those decisions".

That answers some of the criticisms of the Treasurer. The Premier said that Mr Carver
does not make the decisions, that the decisions are made by the Government.
The annual report, which has been discussed in debate in this place, was received by the
Treasurer and was the subject of newspaper reports. The Government was censured
because a huge loss had been made by the office as at 30 June 1984.
The Treasurer received the report just prior to the State election, and he refused to make
any statement. He said he was scared that he might be subject to legal action. He could
well have told the people of Victoria that the report stated the loss position of the State
Insurance Office. However, he did not do so. He was free to do that; he knew how
desperate the situation was.
Eight months had gone by since the end of the financial year and the loss was becoming
worse all the time. The Treasurer knew the figures, but he refused to comment in any way.
He knew that the figures were right. They had been audited before the State election, but
the Treasurer refused to indicate what was the loss.
The Auditor-General's report speaks for itself. For two and a half years the Government
has refused to increase the premiums on third-party insurance. It has refused to touch
them in that time. The surcharge was removed last January. It could easily have been
made part of the premiums but the Government did not do that.
The Treasurer has been censured by the Auditor-General. He has creceived request after
request from the Chairman and General Manager of the State Insurance Office, but he has
ignored all of those requests; he has procrastinated.
The National Party wants to make it clear that it is not making any criticism of Mr
Carver or the employees of the State Insurance Office. Its criticism is directed specifically
at the Treasurer and, naturally, the National Party associates the Government with the
Treasurer.
Mr Harrowfield-He is the best Treasurer in this country.
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS-When the Treasurer came to office-Miss Callister-Things were in a mess.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS-Upon coming to office, and for the first three years, the
Treasurer and the Premier kept saying that they had inherited a mess. They did not inherit
a mess.
Miss Callister-They did.
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS-That has been political propaganda put out by the
Government. The affairs of the State Insurance Office were in fairly good order as at 30
Session 1985-48
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June 1981. Let us make one point clear. The affairs of the office are in a tragic state at
present. The office is bankrupt and, ifit were a private concern, it would be closed downit would be insolvent. The situation has occurred because of the incompetence and
procrastination of the Treasurer.
Victorians have wondered about the abilities of the Treasurer and, for the first two or
three years of office, they have given him grudging support, thinking that perhaps he did
have some ability. However, after the mess he has made of workers compensation, and
now third-party insurance, it is becoming obvious to the business community of this State
that Victoria has an incompetent Treasurer who has hoodwinked not only the Cabinet,
but also the back-benchers of the Government party. It is a tragic state of affairs.
The saddest part of the debate is the fact that the Treasurer has not given honourable
members any indication of what the Government will do about this matter. The State
Insurance Office is in a mess, the mess is getting worse, and all the Treasurer has said is,
"We inherited the system from the Liberals. We have been here for three and quarter
years, and we do not know what to do". The Government does not know what to do.
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-Mr Speaker, I regret interrupting the debate, but I believe a
point of order must be raised. During the Treasurer's address to the House, he agreed to
table a document from which he was quoting. In the event, he has tabled only a single
page of what is obviously a multi-paged document. I request that the full document be
tabled.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer) (By leave)-I certainly have no objection to tabling the rest of
it. I make available the second page of the document, which clearly sets out the issues.
The SPEAKER-Order! I shall resume the chair at 2 o'clock. When this matter is before
the House again, I shall call the Leader of the National Party. At 2 o'clock, Government
Business takes precedence.
The sitting was suspended at I p.m. until 2.4 p.m.

ACCIDENT COMPENSATION BILL
The House went into Committee for the further discussion of this Bill.
Discussion was resumed of clause 2 and ofMr Stockdale's amendment:
I. Clause 2 line 4, omit "VII" and insert "VIII".

The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-The honourable member for Hawthorn has 4 minutes.
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-As I indicated last evening, a large number of employers who
belong to constituent employer groups would like to take advantage of the opportunities
presented in the amendment so ably moved by the honourable member for Brighton. The
amendment is about giving an opportunity for private enterprise to play a part in workers
compensation insurance in this State.
I wonder why the Government has difficulties with an amendment like this. Is the
Government concerned that there will be an avenue for checking the effectiveness of a
private enterprise system as opposed to the dead hand of a Government monopoly?
The Bill provides for single companies to self-insure, but that does not really provide an
opportunity for the broader community to make an assessment as between a single company
and a group of companies and the Government monopoly insurer. I put it to the Treasurer
that there would be a good deal of opportunity and advantage for him in the event that he
was able to make a value judgment and could analyse the statistics over a period. I
understand that the honourable member for Benalla will speak along the same lines; he
feels the same way, as do a large number of Opposition members.
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It is important for individuals to have an opportunity of continuing their enterprise. It
is important for the business community to be able to group together. Many organizationssome of which I mentioned last evening-would want to take advantage of the opportunity
that I have mentioned, and it is important that they not be denied that opportunity. One
such organization is the Australian Hotels Association. I mention that for the benefit of
honourable members who were not present when I was making my contribution last
evening. That industry has a scheme that operates well and effectively. It has made its
calculations and understands that its members will be better off under the existing scheme
than under the scheme proposed in the Bill.

Why should the members of that association be forced to be controlled by a Governmentoperated scheme and not have the opportunity of continuing their own scheme? That
scheme complies with all of the Commonwealth's solvency provisions. The scheme and
the industry well and truly meet the standards required by the Governtnent for a selfinsurer. What is the difference between 5, 6, 10, 20 or 30 employers gathering together
with the same basic underwriting criteria, and one single multi-national organization being
in that situation? Why does the Government want to continue to support big unions, big
government and big employers? What is wrong with giving the small operator a go? Why
are they discriminated a~ainst?
In the industrial relations area generally there is a good deal of agreement that there is
advantage in people gathering together by their industry or trade classification. That
applies to both workers and employers. It is what the system is about-negotiating in
areas where we have common skill and activity. I ask the Treasurer why his Government
will not give these people the opportunity of gathering together in that manner.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The honourable member's time has expired.

Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I should like to make clear the Government's position in
respect of the amendment moved by the Opposition. Members of the Opposition have
made it clear that they aim to spread the number of insurers beyond the degree proposed
by the Government. The Government has carefully considered the issue of self-insurance
and is not disposed to accept that that alternative should be available for industry
associations. The Government has made it clear that the new system is based in essence
on the Accident Compensation Commission and a single fund concept.
As honourable members will appreciate, this will lead to a substantial reduction in
premiums-on average, a reduction in the order of 50 per cent. The Government wants
to ensure that, in granting the option of self-insurance to certain organizations, the viability
and the financial strength of the organizations involved in self-insurance is such that there
will be no uncertainty surrounding the position for injured workers. As all honourable
members should appreciate, the Government has set out in the Bill stringent criteria in
respect of the organizations that may apply for self-insurance. That means effectively that
assets minus liabilities must amount to $200 million.
There is a major difference between a company and an industry association. Obviously
in a company one has management power in complete control of the organization. That is
not the position with industry associations, and there is no way to guarantee the same
form of protection for insured workers.
The major objective of the Government is to enable the proposed Accident
Compensation Commission to develop a single fund with limited options for self-insurance.
We suggest that approximately twenty firms would be eligible for self-insurance under the
Government's arrangements.
Private enterprise will be involved in the new scheme of things by being associated with
claims, administration areas and other activities carried out by the proposed commission.
We will endeavour to use the experts in the private sector in the accident compensation
arrangements. That will lead to a much more efficient operation than is currently the case.
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I not prepared to accept the amendment. The Government has carefully considered all
the issues and decided that self-insurance should be limited to organizations and companies
whose assets, minus liabilities, are in excess of$200 million and who employ at least 1000
workers.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the National Party)-The point the Treasurer will
have to answer is illustrated in the Government Statement, No. 5, Victoria. Workers
Compensation Reform, where clause 19 on page 106 states:
The Government will also consider ways in which smaller firms can be permitted to group together to meet
the requirements for self insurance listed above.

Does the Government mean what it says or is this plain socialist propaganda to try to sell
the package to the community? What does the Treasurer mean by that sentence? He
authorized it and published it but now he walks away from it. The credibility of the
Treasurer is on the line. The Treasurer should answer the Question.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-I am absolutely astonished to sit in this place and hear
this apologia for multi-national corporations and big business. At present, we have selfinsurers-The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I ask the honourable member to refer to the
amendment.
Mr WILLIAMS-With due respect, Mr Chairman, I am entitled to react angrily to the
betrayal of Victorian workers. The self-insurance scheme is not for the little guy or small
business; it is for megatonne big business.
At present likely self-insurers we have in this State are subsidiaries of the two biggest
companies in the world, all descending from the notorious Standard Oil company of New
Jersey, namely, Mobil Oil Australia Ltd and Esso Australia Ltd. The National Australia
Bank, the Westpac Banking Corporation and the Colonial Mutual company are involved.
Apparently the Government wants to help companies like General Motors-Holden's Ltd
and the Ford Motor Co. of Australia Ltd. Those two companies will save about $50
million. Where is the Amalgamated Metal Workers Union? Where is John Halfpenny?
Will he give $50 million a year benefit to those companies through reduced premiums?
One must think of the enormous amounts those companies will earn on the short-term
money market. One must remember the investments they will have in their own enterprises.
The so-called confidential data supplied to the Government must come from either the
Ford Motor Co. of Australia Ltd or General Motors-Holden's Ltd. The figures state that
between 1982 and 1983 one unidentified major car manufacturer will save 60 per cent of
its premiums.
The Victorian economy is comprised of small business. According to the latest statistics
available in the report of the Commissioner of Taxation, there are 18 523 companies
whose business receipts amounted to $75210 million. Therefore, 14978 or 81 per cent of
companies had business receipts of less than $1 million. Some 96 per cent of Victorian
companies earn less than 14 per cent of the sales. The other companies at the top-the big
boys; the multi-nationals-will all be in the self-insurance rort available for companies
earning more than $200 million. They will be rubbing their hands with glee and pouring
money into the profits of the Australian Labor Party. No wonder the poor old Liberal
Party is nearly broke!
The CHAIRMAN-Order! Will the honourable member please refer to the Bill in lieu
of the politics.
Mr WILLIAMS-For twelve years I have heard the Liberal Party maligned as being
the party of big business. In this Chamber today I have found who is in league with big
business-the grand old Australian Labor Party.
Some 54 Victorian companies have turnovers of more than $200 million or 56 per cent
of all State turnover. They are the companies which will be the self-insurers. What about
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the little people? Victoria has 235 000 partnerships, and many more individuals run their
own enterprises. Mr Chairman, I do not know whether you are a partner with your wife
but, if you are, with the rates and taxes in this State-The CHAIRMAN-Order! I remind the honourable member that a little good humour
in the debate is good, but do not involve the Chair, for goodness sake.
Mr WILLIAMS-I am trying to inculcate into you, Mr Chairman, some of the lessons
of capitalism because if you do not know anything about it now, you will not get very far
in the Labor Party.
There are almost a quarter of a million small businesses in Victoria including Ma and
Pa stores, corner shops, retail shops, farms, transport businesses, petrol stations and so
on. The Labor Party should be looking after them because they employ at least one-third
or probably half of Victoria's work force. They are more important employers than the big
multi-nationals which are introducing robots and other devices to do away with labour.
The multi-million dollar companies employ hardly any labour and they are the ones who
will benefit from the Bill.
There is no doubt that we are running headlong into the corporate State where the only
people who count are big business, big unions, and big government, which is financed and
backed up by the other two areas. We have conferences in Canberra which are attended
by the delegates of big business.
The CHAIRMAN-Order! I am trying to be lenient with the honourable member and
I ask him to refer to the amendment.
Mr WILLIAMS-Am I allowed to exercise some licence under this clause?
The CHAIRMAN-The honourable member has no licence whatsoever. He must refer
to the amendment that is being debated at this stage.
Mr WILLIAMS-For the edification of the Committee I shall point out some of the
advantages that big business will enjoy over small business because of the self-insurance
clause. It is most important that the amendment moved by the Opposition be accepted. I
am gravely disturbed by the cavalier brush-off received from the Treasurer to the
Opposition's plea that small businesses, which are the heart ofjob creation, the maintenance
of people's standards ofliving and progress, should be treated in such an off-hand fashion.
Cash flow is the essence of any business and the big multi-national companies are really
running their own cash management trusts at the expense of the workers of the State. They
will have total control of their cash flow and will have total control of investment planning
totalling tens of millions of dollars. They will have practically no costs on working capital
and the essence of any business is that one must have working capital. Too often enterprises
that create jobs are stultified in this State.
The CHAIRMAN-Order! I am endeavouring to give the honourable member some
licence but he is carrying it too far.
Mr WILLIAMS-I am seeking to inform the Committee of the enormous benefits and
advantages self-insurance will give to multi-national corporations which do not really
need them. Big business does not need this generosity; it is small businesses that should
be able to combine with others. That would be possible if the Opposition's amendment is
agreed to. Small businesses would be able to obtain the benefits of cash flow and working
capital kept within their own organizations.
It is impossible under present conditions of high taxes, workers compensation premiums
and so on for small businesses to develop accurate pricing policies, to develop new
products, to engage in manpower planning and so on.

The CHAIRMAN-Order! Will the honourable member relate his remarks to employer
groups, and the Committee will listen to him.
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Mr WILLIAMS-I have sought to explain the two basic divisions between the employer
groups in this State. There are a handful of companies handling half the turnover, who
will obtain the benefits under the provision for self-insurance. I am seeking to explain that
it is most important to amend the clause, so that up to approximately 250 000 small
businesses can join together to obtain the benefits of self-insurance.
If the Government accepts the amendment, it will be doing a great service for the small
business community in Victoria and for the little guy who is employed by these small
firms. I would agree with the criteria put by the Treasurer for his "big-money boys" selfinsurance schemes. There obviously has to be adequate security in these schemes. I would
accept that the joint schemes should deposit at least $100 million as security. The schemes
must be fully funded and the documents, accounts and their prospective estimates must
be backed up by the best chartered accountants and investigating accountants. They must
have sound debt ratios. They must not be companies that could go broke at the drop of a
hat. They must have prospective estimates as does any company that seeks listing on the
stock exchange or under the requirements of the national securities legislation.
I do not want any shady enterprises to be accepted and that is why I would agree to the
most stringent restrictions on small firms that group together under a self-insurance
scheme. Of course they must have satisfactory and proven safety records and adequate
medical and rehabilitation facilities for workers who are injured. I agree that they must be
covered by reinsurance for a catastrophe that could affect any enterprise. They must have
adequate details of their contingent liabilities.
The smaller groups would process claims much faster than big companies because they
are within their own industry-I group together specialists and hotel groups which have
already been spoken about. There are many small enterprises in this State in retailing and
in manufacturing. There are big concentrations in the work force in industries such as
woodwork, fabrics, metals, clothing and footwear. These could be grouped together in
small self-insurance groups that would be familiar with the problems in their industries.
Such a group would know all about the problem of tenosynovitis in the clothing industry.
I am pleased with the way it has been handled by some of the companies involved.
I am aware that the Premier and Treasurer visited the Yakka factory in the past
fortnight. I should like them to visit many other factories in Victoria. I want to see
encouragement through accident compensatIon schemes so that the little fellow gets a go.
Small businesses account for 97 per cent of all service industries in this State, half of the
turnover and about two-thirds of all jobs. These are the people who should be looked after
by the Bill, not the big car manufacturers and the oil companies and not the enemies of
the Amalgamated Metal Workers Union and the Federated Storemen and Packers Union
of Australia.
The Treasurer should have some memories of how the Storemen and Packers Union
fought its way up against the oil companies and other mult.-national enterprises, but here
there is a complete turn about and big businesses are being courted and little businesses
are left to fend for themselves-the small retailers, the small service industries in finance
and property and all the other business services, to say nothing of the professions and the
firms engaged in recreation and other areas. We must break down the massive monolith
that is being created under the Bill, with a huge bureaucracy being partly in the private
'
sector and partly in the Government sector.
A multitude of small self-insurance groups would make it possible to do away with the
bureaucracy. They would be able to give quick service to injured workers in the thousands
of small enterprises that are the backbone of this country.
I can only conclude 'that this system is part of the key' plank of the platform of the
Australian Labor Party, the socialization of the means of production, distribution and
exchange. The shrewdies know that the easiest way to' sochilism is to wipe out small
businesses, reduce them to 300 or 400 in number, then socialize them all. It is difficult to
socialize 250 000 small businesses. They are the backbone of the Liberal Party, and I am
1510

Accident Compensation Bill

18 July 1985

ASSEMBLY

33

glad to have them involved in the Nunawading by-election. I hope the press ensures that
the people in Nunawading are told the truth about what is happening to small businesses.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! Will the honourable member at least touch
on the amendment to clause 2?
Mr WILLIAMS-There is no way the objectives of the Government can be achieved
with the Accident Compensation Bill unless the accident rates and insurance premiums in
small business are reduced, because I, for one, accept the argument of competent actuaries
who are bound by their code of ethics not to distort the facts.
It is essential that the proposed legislation be made to work. My party-I know the
National Party shares our views-wants full protection for the workers. We want
rehabilitation and education about safety measures, but there is no way this measure will
work unless the cost of administering the scheme and the cost of rehabilitation, education
and the rest can be reduced. The only way this can be done is by adopting the amendments
proposed by the Opposition to allow self-insurance among the multitude of small businesses
in the State.

The CHAIRMAN-Order! I suggest the debate concentrate on proposed new clauses A
to I relating to employer groups, as detailed by the honourable member for Brighton.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-Firstly, I again express the view that the
Opposition supports the principle of self-insurance. Secondly, given your direction, Mr
Chairman, a moment ago, it is difficult to highlight the importance of small business to
this community in reference to those amendments. The honourable member for Doncaster
has from time to time tried to prove how vital small business is to the economy of Victoria.
Thirdly, the Opposition is seeking-I understand the National Party, through its Leaders,
has still not received a reply from the Treasurer-to bring about some form of consistency
in the way in which the Government not only approaches health insurance, but also, and
more importantly, honours the obligation and intent that was clearly expressed in
documentation put out by this Government leading up to the Bill reaching this stage.
The Government has moved away from its original position on self-insurance. under
pressure from big business to make it easier for big business to self-insure. We are not
arguing against that and we do not mind it. Obviously, the submissions have been made
and the Treasurer and his advisers have weighed them up and decided the original
conditions were too stringent. It is unacceptable that some flexibility is not allowed to
those who represent and are involved in small business. That is the point the honourable
member for Doncaster made here today, and has consistently made over many years in
his defence of the right of people who want to start and maintain small businesses to
survive in this economic environment.
Small business creates not only the greatest number of jobs in the workplace, but also
the largest amount of tax. It does not matter whether it is Ford, Myer or Coles, as all those
companies started as small businesses. We encouraged them to become large businesses,
but if the proposed legislation is passed it will ignore small business or positively work
against it. The Opposition is concerned when we talk about groups of employers, as these
amendments do. It recognizes that the reality in the market-place for many people in small
business today is that to survive they must join together in purchasing groups or trade
associations where they can pool some of their resources to ensure that they get the best
products at the lowest prices and can compete with some of the bigger operations. The
amendment seeks to apply the principle of purchasing groups and individual small
businesses coming together to improve their position in the area of workers compensation
self insurance.
If the Government accepts the principle of individual small business joining togther
under a trade union movement through an association, whether it be a retailing group,
perhaps like 7-Eleven, which is not a good example, or Foodmaster, run by independent
operators-they are often family stores that combine as buying groups-and does not
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want to legislate or work against that operation, why can it not accept the same principle
in workers compensation insurance? That is all I am saying.
If the Government wishes to accept submissions from big business and make substantial
changes to the self insurance requirements for big business, in order to be fair, it must not
only listen to small business, but also be able to recognize some of the changes that have
taken place within the market-place and allow them to band together for self-insurance
purposes.
There is no doubt that in retailing areas, such as the liquor and footwear industries,
there are many clear examples of how groups have combined to operate effectively. I
believe they would be suitable candidates for self-insurance. The other problem with the
Government position on this clause is that it fails to recognize that if we are serious about
workers compensation-that is, a voluntary workers compensation system to reduce
injury and accident in the workplace- incentive must be provided for the employers.
The proposed legislation, as it is written at present without the amendments, gives no
incentive for small business. It will ultimately be small business that must pay increased
premiums for large business. The provision that the honourable member seeks to amend
will put into place an incentive for small business, not only on financial performances and
based on past safety records, but also an incentive to improve the whole industrial scene
within the workplace.
I find it unacceptable, after all the Government has said over the past three years and a
couple of months in support of small business, that it has now put in place a measure that
not only recognizes the right of small business to be treated equally with big business, but
which will also positively discriminate against it. One of the major problems with this
imbalance, in my opinion, is that those who are now deemed to be big business, under the
clause appertaining to big business, will be able to opt out of the workers compensation
scheme, as we know it, through the Government's monopoly. Therefore, the cost of
administration of the monopoly will fall on the small businessman or businesswoman.
As the Treasurer said, the proportion of costs associated with setting up the Government
monopoly-even if one accepts the Treasurer's assumption, which my party does not
accept, but for the sake of the argument it will be accepted that it will not lose moneywill be substantial. Why should it be only small business that has to pay the whole
administrative cost of the new monopoly? The Opposition believes there is a potential it
could lose $4 billion to $8 billion. Who will have to bear that loss? Will it eventually be
redistributed among the businesses that have to insure with this Government monopoly?
That is how it will fall. Those who are self-insured will say it is not their responsibility,
but the responsibility of those people.
It is no fault of those small businesses that are part of that monopoly that the Government
made a promise at the last election to reduce premiums by 50 per cent and increase
benefits by 20 per cent.

Small business is being positively discriminated against in an unjustified way. I cannot
understand why the Treasurer, firstly, is not prepared to recognize the importance of small
business and, secondly, why he does not grant those businesses that do band together and
have shown over the past a financial stability and safety record among their workshop
employees-be they Agnus Tucker Supermarkets or whatever example one wishes to use,
with good purchasing power and safety records-the same sorts of benefits he is prepared
to give to big business. It is unacceptable to the Opposition. It will mean that small
business will bear the brunt of administrative costs and, more importantly, losses.
If the Government is genuine about reform-obviously some small businesses will not
self-insure nor will some large businesses, because they will not fit into that categorywhy does it not give those small businesses the same opportunity under the proposed
legislation as it is giving to big business.
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It is possible that many large businesses will not seek to self-insure because under the
proposed Government scheme the premiums will be substantially lower than the present
premiums and, for many businesses, that will present no incentive to work towards better
industrial safety practices in the workplace. Therefore it is possible that their claims
experience will be substantially higher than the premiums they pay. I am talking of big
businesses that do not qualify for self-insurance.

Who is going to bear the brunt of the provision in the Bill that keeps the claims fixed for
five years? Are small businesses to subsidize large businesses that are able to meet or
accept some of the benefits under the Government's proposed legislation? Of course they
are.
If small business is going to pay one hell of a price for this provision, then the amendment
moved by the honourable member for Brighton goes part of the way to correct that
imbalance.
I was very critical of some trade organizations during the second-reading debate, and
this is the kernel of the issue. They have failed to recognize that their members and all
those employer groups, which are peak employer groups for small or medium size
businesses, will pay the price as big business opts out and self-insures.
The Opposition feels very strongly about this matter and it is not because of a different
philosophical base. The Government, through the Premier and the Treasurer, has been
reassuring the business community, big and small, for months now that it will not
discriminate against small business. The Parliament has failed to hear any commitment
to those utterances.
The Opposition wants to amend the proposed legislation so as to accurately reflect the
views expressed by the Treasurer and the Premier over many months and, more
importantly, to ensure that all businesses are treated equally.
If small businesses that have good financial and safety records band together they should
be treated no differently than big business, because many of the businesses that band
together will have a much stronger financial base than many large businesses that will selfinsure. This amendment is not moved by the Opposition to delay the proposed legislation.
It is an amendment carefully thought out and passionately fought for, because the
Opposition believes the future of the State will ultimately depend not only on small
businesses that exist today, but on Parliament's ability to create an economic environment
in which other people can be induced to start up their own businesses.
This amendment will at least go some way towards that end. Without the amendment
the Bill will compound heavily on small businesses and ultimately will compound adversely
on the community of Victoria.
Dr WELLS (Dromana}-A famous American said that Government should be of the
people, for the people, and by the people. That is something this Government persistently
neglects. The Treasurer said that there were two reasons why the Government rejected the
proposals covered in this clause to permit the establishment of groups of employers in a
self-insurance scheme. The first reason was that the firms concerned would have different
boards of management. Has the Treasurer never heard of the many co-operative
organizations and systems throughout the democratic world in which a board is established
to act on behalf of a group of small people or organizations operating together?

The second point the Treasurer made was that there was greater efficiency in having one
large scheme. Why then does the Treasurer permit self-insurance by any large management
group? The Treasurer's statement is intellectually indefensible.
With the Treasurer's two above points, Parliament has reached a point where there is
the possibility of debate between the Government and the Opposition on these matters,
rather than the mouthing of rhetoric and dogma that so often provides a gulf of enormous
proportions between the two parties. However, these are the only reasons that the Treasurer
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gave for rejecting out of hand what is a soundly established business principle in economic
history in democratic countries-the grouping together of small business in support of
some common business interest.
The Treasurer is clearly fighting against the tide. He is swimming upstream. The Treasurer
has introduced a major rearrangement for workers compensation insurance but offers no
effective practical support for his ideas. The Treasurer rejects out ofpand proposals based
upon soundly tested practical ideas. It is this theoretical floundering in the real world by
socialist Governments of this ilk that leads to so much trouble, as the community saw
during the Whitlam years and as it sees happening now, as I indicated yesterday.
The Premier and the Treasurer said that they began to consider a rearrangement of
workers compensation because of two things, a desire to hold down rates for the employer
and a wish to increase the benefits for injured employees. The Opposition wholeheartedly
accepts both of those propositions. However, the proposals put forward by the Government
are a sham. As in earlier Bills, such as the Occupational Health and Safety Bill and the
Victorian Economic Development Corporation (Amendment) Bill, it is an excuse for the
90vernment to assert its socialist control over the workplace and over industry.
I rise in frustration and disappointment to speak on the clause because Parliament
knows from the Treasurer's own comments that, like so many other things, he rejects out
of hand statements put forward by members of the Opposition.
I charge the Treasurer with what I personally consider to be the second most serious
charge one can level at a Government-the charge of intellectual dishonesty. The Treasurer
will not face up to the realities oflife.
In the Government's own policy document, Victoria. Workers Compensation Reform,
it states at page 106, clause 19:
The Government will also consider ways in which smaller firms can be permitted to group together to meet
the requirements for self-insurance listed above.

Mr Chairman, this isjust one ofa hundred illustrations of how the Government says what
suits it now and later jettisons its undertakings. It is a case of softly, softly, catchee
monkey-get away with it now and discard it later. That is how the Government operates.
It is prepared to jettison later whatever it says now.
There is little chance of any proposition put by the Opposition being acceptable to the
Government party because the Government has closed its mind on these issues. I level at
both the Premier and the TreaSurer a charge of intellectual dishonesty. When it suits the
Government it will attack the past performances of former Governments but, conversely
wishes to avoid its own track record. For instance, it will claim that the former Liberal
Party Government did not increase premiums for third-party car insurance. The facts are
that the situation of the State Insurance Office losses has only been emerging throughout
the Labor Party Government's term of office and the Labor Party Government has not
moved to do anything about it. The existence of this problem in some form or another
earlier than the Labor Party's term of office is doubtful-it was not identified by the
reporting of the Auditor-General. Certainly, the dramatic losses suffered by the State
Insurance Office have emerged during the term of the Labor Party Government.
When it suits the Government it will ignore its own performance over the past three
and a half years and it will try to talk of the future. Today, the Premier did not want to
talk of past performance. He wanted to look to the future as the Cain Government sees it.
The Labor Party claims that in the past three and a half years it does not matter that the
Labor Party Government has incurred losses on third-party car insurance of approximately
$2 billion-apparently, that is a so-called welfare problem and not a commercial
management prospect.
The Labor Party, as both the Premier and the Treasurer have demonstrated, is prepared
to take money away from families, children and schools to pour into optional car ownership
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because that is a social welfare problem. Everything else about car ownership is considered
commerce, including the cost of the car, fuel, other forms of insurance, repairs, and so on.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The honourable member should return to the
clause before the Committee.
Dr WELLS-I am trying to arrive at the real motives behind the Government's actions
and its modus operandi in order to demonstrate the approach the Government is using in
its rejection of proposals submitted by the Opposition. This morning the Premier said
that he had heard no constructive suggestions from the Opposition on these matters yet
the Opposition has put to the Government a practical, tested proposal, which the
Government has rejected. Was it not a serious proposition to the Government? Why
should the Government reject it? The grounds on which the Government rejected that
proposal have no practical support.
The Treasurer has claimed that it is more efficient to have one large scheme. I invite the
Treasurer to name one Government department or one large Government corporation
that has a proven record of running more efficiently than an equivalent organization in
private enterprise. I narrow it further and rule out the private enterprise profit motives of
commercial organizations. I invite the Treasurer to examine co-operatives and non-profit
organizations. Can the Treasurer name one Government department or organization that
runs more efficiently than a large or even a small non-profit organization such as small
insurance companies, building societies, and so on?
When it suits the Government, small is beautiful and large is ugly. The large organizations
are out to thrash the worker and drain everything into their own profits. Again, when it
suits the Government large is beautiful and small is out. Elsewhere, the Government has
encouraged co-operative efforts between small groups but it denies such co-operation in
this Bill. It defies economic history for this Government or any other Government to
oppress small people if it wants economic progress.
Earlier it was said that small businesses are the backbone of economic progress in society
and that large organizations very often reach points where they wane and go out of
existence while it is the small entrepreneur on the way up who brings in the new ideas,
initiatives and ingenuity.
The Government cannot have it both ways. The Government rejected the practical,
tested proposal from the Opposition not because of the proposal itself but because the
Government has an entrenched, socialistic philosophical attitude. The Government is not
guided by the first principles of economic management; it is guided by a philosophical
viewpoint that it wishes to impose on society at any cost.
The Government will be able to run that course until it reaches the next ballot box, by
which time the public will have caught up with what the Government is trying to do to
society. This Bill will be rammed through Parliament and it will become an Act because
the Government party has the numbers. It will enact this Bill by hoodwinking the public.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The honourable member should come back
to reality.
Dr WELLS-Mr Chairman, with respect, the ramming through of this Bill is blunt
reality to the public who do not know what is in the Bill. The Government has not given
the community time to study what is in the Bill.
The Government has not told the community that it is denying a section of the
community the right to group together for a common purpose, a right that has been
exercised in numerous other circumstances to form co-operatives. That is right to the
point, Mr Chairman.
The Government is not telling the public what it is imposing on the public. For example,
the Government is not telling the community that a Government-controlled single
insurance scheme will require the employer to accept responsibility for an injury presented
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to an employer by an employee when that injury may have been incurred as a result of
previous employment. In that case the employer will be required to pay for first week's
medical costs.
Also, the employer will be required to make a submission to the proposed commission
which may then be rejected by the commission, leaving the employer responsible. Once a
claim is lodged the employer does not become a party with the commission to the settlement
of the claim. The employer is out. The employee may, if he wishes, have the eventual
decision reviewed, but not the employer. The employer is not even represented.
The Government has not given the community time to understand these facts. These
facts have to be presented so that the public is aware that the Government's rejection of
the Opposition's proposal is a spurious rejection which defies reality and which in due
course will bring down the Government.
There are many times and topics on which the Government twists and turns and
wriggles when it suits it. The Government will claim that it will have to switch to a payas-you-go scheme in either workers compensation insurance or in third-party insurance
simply because in those areas the Government is covering up the commitment that will
follow later. As an excuse, the Government will say that the previous Liberal Party
Government did not increase those insurance premiums and that factor has caused the
Government's subsequent actions. In fact, all the time, the Labor Party Government has
been aware of what is happening and what will happen.
Already, the evidence for this has been emerging in third-party insurance. The claims
are snowballing. The Government will be alarmed by the consequent ballooning deficit. It
will bury its head in the sand for as long as it can and it will twist and turn as it suits the
Government. However, no matter what, it will still try to claim to be a paragon of virtue,
of economic integrity and of wisdom. In fact, the reality is that the Government's record
is binging it undone and those claims are coming unstuck.
The Opposition invites the media to take careful note of what is said in Parliament and
to study the facts because the case against the Labor Party Government is being nailed
down securely, nail by nail by nail. The Government will not be able to continue to get
away with twisting and turning everything to suit itself. It will have to pay a political cost
for what it is doing. The Government says that the Opposition is always wrong and this
morning both the Premier and the Treasurer stated they would not consider the
Opposition's proposals on this measure because the Opposition does not present serious
proposals.
The Treasurer has now informally indicated that the Government will reject every
amendment to be proposed by the Oppositon.
The CHAIRMAN-Order! I ask the honourable member for Dromana to restrict his
remarks to clause 2.
Dr WELlS-The Government has indicated that it will reject the proposed amendments
even before listening to the debate. Is that the method by which Parliament should
function?
One of the most serious reflections on the Government's method of operation is its
conduct in relation to consultation with the community. Members of the Government
claim to have had meetings and conferences and to have received written submissions
and so on. They claim to have considered what is being presented to them by the people
they represent. However, they take the paper and stuffit in a drawer and forget it.

Ifmembers of the Government were interested in public opinion, why would they reject
the suggestions by large commercial groups with proven track records who say "We would
like to have self-insurance and we will meet the conditions the Government establishes"?
The Government will reply that that cannot be done. Why? Because it will erode its
disguised credibility; it will quickly disclose the inefficiency of the Government's system.
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At page 104 of the document Victoria. Workers' Compensation Reform. paragraph 2
states:
Large Victorian manufacturers contend that the major element of workers compensation costs relate to the
ongoing and protracted claims where quick settlement is unable to be achieved. Further, experience in other
States shows that a well organized self-insurance program brings considerable reductions in this type of claims
category.

That is the Government's own statement. At page 106 of the booklet the following statement
appears:
The Government will also consider ways in which smaller firms can be permitted to group together to meet
the requirements for self-insurance listed above.

Softly, softly, catchee monkey; that is the way in which the Government moves.
Why should the Opposition try to present to the Government logical arguments to
support a logical proposition when the Bill contains such deceptions? The present system
covers employers against all charges but the new system will not as the employer will have
to pay the costs of the first week.
The present scheme permits reductions in premiums for good performance, but the new
system will not-there will be penalties for bad performances.
The proposed scheme has a table of maims indexed for inflation, and I commend it for
that. However, it has indicated that it will maintain the premium rate of 2·4 per cent for
five years. I invite the Government to find a businessman of proven practical experience
who would agree to put his head in that noose. The Government's proposals are theoretical.
The Government has the numbers in Parliament and it does not care what anyone in
the community has to say-it will simply ram through the proposed legislation.
The Government has not informed members of the Opposition to whom it has spoken.
It has obviously been the faceless men behind closed doors; they are the only ones who
influence the Government because the Government believes they will keep it in office.
I remind members of the Government that it will be the voters of Victoria who will
keep them in office or throw them out. The Government is squashing the small businessman
because it believes he does not have influence. The Government gives in to unions and
some big businesses because it believes they have influence. I indicate that the small
businessman will be heard in the not too distant future.
Many aspects of the Bill are dishonest, distorted and impracticable and it is on that
basis that the Government will perish. The credibility of the Government is destroyed by
this Bill more than any other it has introduced in thIS sessional period. It is an insult for
the Treasurer to reject out of hand all the amendments proposed by the Opposition before
he has even heard the debate on them.
Mr MICALLEF (Springvale)-Ifthe Opposition were serious about taking part in the
debate, one would think that its members would practice intellectual discipline. Every
time a member of the Opposition speaks about the role of self-insurance, members of the
Government hear a diatribe very similar to an election speech. The Opposition seems to
have election fever.
I oppose the amendment put forward by the Opposition because it will re-establish
instability in the insurance area. For the benefit of the honourable member for Doncaster,
I indicate that the greatest enemy of small business is not socialism but big business. Big
business has a habit of swallowing up small business.
If one allows self-insurers into the area of small business, a series of cut price
compensation schemes will arise. That will lead Victoria back to the instability of the past
where a number oflarge, multinational companies were able to get into that field and offer
undervalued rates to force out small insurance companies. When the smaller companies
are forced out, the big businesses will increase their premiums and employers will scream
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about the massive hike in workers compensation premiums. That is the type of instability
the Opposition is attempting to introduce.
Members of the Opposition should not fool themselves by stating that the Accident
Compensation Bill is not a small business development Bill to develop the nation. If the
Opposition wishes to speak about small business, it should do so in its proper context and
not during the debate on this Bill.
The amendment proposed by the Opposition would create a massive bureaucracy in
order to evaluate the role of self-insurance.
Mr Williams-At least it would be a private one!
The CHAIRMAN-Order! The Committee listened with content to the honourable
member for Doncaster and allowed him a fair amount of latitude. I ask him to remain
silent, and I request all honourable members to treat the Bill as a serious matter. There is
too much audible conversation and too many disorderly interjections.
Mr MICALLEF-Thank you, Mr Chairman, for your words of wisdom, and it is about
time the Opposition addressed itself to the serious nature of the Bill.
The role of self-insurers in the past has been that they have not been supported by and
have not had the confidence of people claiming workers compensation benefits. I fully
support the position of the Government and oppose the amendment as being extremely
mischievous.
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-I support the amendment moved by the honourable member
for Brighton. The proposed new clauses are important. I have been involved with the
Opposition's committee in drafting the provision and extensive consultation has occurred
with the business community. That did not occur with the Government. The Bill and the
amendments were introduced without there having been any consultation with the business
community.
It is well known that I have had extensive experience in business, and six years of
experience in the workers compensation industry. It has concerned me that the small
business community has been unable to group together and that the insurance underwriters,
their agents and the network that goes with them will be cut out ofthe workers compensation
scheme. I place on record my support for those industries. They have supported Victoria
well in the past and have given tremendous service to both the workers and the business
community.

It grieves me considerably to hear the Treasurer reject the Opposition's amendment
because, as I shall outline later in the debate, it is obvious that in the past the Government
promised what is being put forward in the amendments. It is a promise I have in front of
me in writing, and I shall prove it.

Chapter 10, page 35 of that infamous booklet put out by the Government and entitled
WorkCare makes clear what is wanted by the Government in the way of self-insurance. It
is worth while placing on the record what is said in the booklet and the conditions that
will be imposed on self-insurance companies. It states:
The Government has maintained its commitment to provide an option for self-insurance for large firms with
the most efficient payment delivery and advanced occupational health and safety systems.

That is the opening sentence in the opening paragraph of the Government booklet. The
operative words there are "large firms". They do not say, "all firms" or "small firms";
these groups are left completely in the dark. It is clear from the document that what has
been proposed is exclusively for large firms.
The book goes on to state:
Self-insurance will act as a competitive discipline on the Accident Compensation Commission, and ensure
that existing risk management expertise and prompt benefit delivery are maintained in the new system.
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That is an incredible statement. The Government is saying that competition will create a
discipline on its new Accident Compensation Commission. It has admitted, in writing,
that it wants this competition and discipline on the Accident Compensation Commission.
If it is good enough to have this competitive discipline, why is it not good enou~h to
extend competitive discipline to other sectors of the community? The OppositIon's
amendment seeks to extend that through to the small business groups in the community.
The booklet goes on to state:
The Treasurer will shortly call for applications for self-insurers. Applications will be accepted from bodies
corporate and, where applicable, must include all the wholly owned subsidiaries of those bodies corporate.
Applicants must have a total shareholders funds in Australia in excess of$200 million and a workforce in excess
of 1000 employees in Victoria.

This is a stringent condition. If one examines the proposed new clause, one clearly sees
that the discipline that would be created is stronger than that required by the Government.
In other words, the Liberal Party amendment would require shareholders' funds in excess
of $300 million in Australia. That is a totally sensible move and the Opposition has not,
in any way, sought to water down what the Government has asked for by way of stringent
criteria.
The booklet goes on:
Applicants will be rigorously assessed and selected on their financial viability, their capacity to assess and
process claims within ACC guidelines, their ability to pay benefits promptly and efficiently, and their occupational
health and safety and claims experience record.

Again, the conditions laid down in the booklet and the Bill will be picked up in the
Opposition's amendment.
I am also concerned about the effect of the new scheme on the State Insurance Office.
That question has not been addressed in the debate; in fact, the State Insurance Office has
been left out in the cold. It will have its workers compensation scheme taken away from it
and it will be left with a small number of functions after the Accident Compensation
Commission and the other two bodies are established.
It would appear that that may be a good thing for the State Insurance Office when one
considers that it is losing $1·5 million a day on compulsory third-party insurance. The
State Insurance Office will be devastated by the loss of workers compensation.
The loss of expertise in workers compensation that is now held by current workers
compensation insurers will also cause problems. The workers compensation underwriting
industry has been around for many years, starting with Lloyds of London. It has acquired
an extensive knowledge of workers compensation insurance and other sorts of liability
insurance right around the world. It is not available only to Victoria, it is available all over
the world.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The honourable member should relate his
remarks to groups of employers.
Mr PERRIN-I am, Mr Chairman. The situation is that the Opposition's amendment
allows for an insurance underwriter to administer that group of insurance schemes. This
is a situation that concerns me because this system will be lost by the people of Victoria.
The insurance industry has established a large number of branch offices throughout
Australia but under the Bill there would be a centralized bureaucracy, presumably in the
City of Melbourne. This will mean that people in country areas will experience difficulties
in the handling of their claims, the paying of their premiums and so on. This is a problem
the people of Victoria do not want.
The insurance industry is now subject to stringent Commonwealth Government controls.
It is not a group of fly-by-night insurance companies that have been set up; they are
extensively controlled.
The Opposition's amendment has not sought in any way to downgrade those
Commonwealth controls, in fact it believes they can be significantly extended. One
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important matter dealt with in the proposed new clause that has been overlooked in the
debate, is that there are many business groups in the community that desire to have one
insurance policy for workers compensation insurance. In my experience in the industry,
when one has a group of small businesses in a buying scheme they like to buy an Australiawide policy so they are able to move their employees interstate to other branch offices
with the one policy covering them. This will disappear with the new system and the loss
of that benefit will soon be discovered by the small business community.
Conglomerates of small business groups can deal with reputable and experienced
underwriters who can provide not only expertise but also free accident prevention services
to the business community. It is a good service but it will be lost on the introduction of
the Bill. That is a shame because long experience has built up that service over many
years. I am concerned about the loss of expertise and the people from the industry. Many
insurance employees will find themselves out of a job. There are arrangements between
the Public Service unions and insurance employee unions but I am concerned about the
loss of employment for insurance underwriters who administer those small business
schemes.
I shall quote from two documents, both from the Insurance Council of Australia Ltd.
The ICA Bulletin of May 1985 states:
However, the South Australian Government is known to be extremely worried by the strong level of public
opposition to a Government take-over, particularly with a State election due within 12 months.
This opposition has included more than 10 000 letters from individual employers and opposition from the
union movement, including the Australian Insurance Employees' Union, which favours reform, but not reform
based on a sole insurer system.

The ICA Bulletin of July 1985 refers to self-insurance:
Finally, we come to self-insurance. The government says it recognises the potential dangers in this area which
it has moved to minimise. Again there is an assumption that legislation of itself is a panacea. The issue of
enforcement is ignored.
The real question however, is why have it at all? The answer is that the government is under enormous pressure
from certain employers who believe that self-insurance is even cheaper than the system being proposed. Workers
must ask themselves how these extra savings will be made. No doubt the answer given will be administrative
costs. However, if the savings are as substantial as is made out one must ask whether or not some savings will be
generated by a lower level of payouts, and if so, how this level can be achieved without detriment to workers.
For workers to accept the Government's proposal must be an act of faith-an act which is difficult enough
given the Government's handling of the matter. But what has made this intolerable is the paucity of information
about critical issues which determines workers' ultimate attitudes to the Government's initiative.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The honourable member is wandering again.
Mr PERRIN-Those are comments from the Insurance Council of Australia Ltd. The
insurance industry is devastated by the proposed legislation.
Honourable members will be aware of a publication put out by the Australian Small
Business Association, which is concerned that small business will be done in the eye by
the proposed legislation. The publication includes the names, addresses and telephone
numbers of every member of Parliament in both Chambers.
The CHAIRMAN-Order! Does the publication deal with groups of employers?
Mr PERRIN-Yes, it has a covering letter doing that. The front page of the publication,
which is directed at small business, states:
Now you are expected to almost totally fund the new Workers' Compo scheme. All that's currently being
decided behind your back is how much more it will cost you.

Honourable members will note that the small business community is concerned about the
proposed legislation and it wishes to have the amendment put forward by the Opposition
agreed to in this Chamber.
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The covering letter with the document, of which I am sure all honourable members are
aware, opens with a reference to the Victorian Government seeing fit to negotiate behind
the back of small business with the unions and big business at the expense of small
business. That is conclusive proof of the fears of the small business community about the
Government's proposition. I am sure honourable members have been contacted by as
many small businesses who support the Opposition's amendment as I have. I have received
letters from constituents and people who have businesses in the electorate I represent
saying that small business will be disadvanta$ed and that they want the advantage of being'
able to group together to buy-as they do wlth other goods-workers compensation at a
reasonable price that they can afford. I could quote extensively from the letters but time is
running short.
A growing number of franchise chains run across State boundaries. They are Australian
franchised chains and there is absolutely no reason why the chains should not get together
with an insurance underwriter and put to~ether a workers compensation package which
meets State and Federal Government's cnteria and which will provide a service to their
members. I refer to such companies as Mitre 10 (Vic.) Wholesale Pty Ltd, Goodfellows
Local Food Stores and so on. Other honourable members have mentioned other franchise
groups. There is no reason why those groups, or business organizations such as the
Melbourne Chamber of Commerce, should not get together to make up the minimum of
1000 employees and deal with a reputable insurance underwriter who has branches in the
country and can provide the service required. That is precisely what is provided for in the
proposed new clause.
There have been many insertions in newspapers about the concerns of small businesses,
I referred to a couple during the second-reading debate. I am concerned that the proposed
legislation is being rammed through and that the Government is not prepared to consider
the Opposition's sensible amendments. I am aware that the Government has the numbers
in both Houses and it is ramming throu~ the Bill. As a new member I am ashamed of
what is happening; it is a dictatorial actlon by the Government. Most small businesses
would support the Liberal Party and the amendment moved by the honourable member
for Brighton.
I shall certainly do that and I hope I can talk some sense into the honourable members
on the Government benches so that they will do the same thing.
Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-It is pleasing that all parties have reached agreement
on some issues in the debate. The first is that the Bill is an extremely important issue.
There is no dissention among our ranks on that first issue. The second should be that with
a Bill of this magnitude, which will have such an effect on the future of the State and on
employers and which automatically means the future of employees, that the Committee
should sit at length to debate the matters fully.
The amendments proposed by the Opposition are before the Chair and require adequate
debate. The lunatics runnin~ Victoria should see that what is being proposed by the
Opposition is worthy of then full support. What the Opposition is proposing is clear,
categorical and straightforward. The Liberal Party not only espouses to help the people
but does help the people.
I ask the Government, which supports big unions, big Government and "Big Brother" ,
to add to its list the small employers. Why not let a band of 1000 strong employers, who
have assets amounting to $200 million, which would back the requirements by law, selfinsure like the Government is allowing big corporations to do?
The Liberal Party unashamedly stands in support of big companies. When the Liberal
Party was in government for 27 years it fostered the development and well-being of big
business. When the Liberal Party returns to office in three and half years for perhaps 30 or
40 years of continual government, it will continue to support big businesses. Not only will
the next Liberal Government continue to support big business and encourage it, it will
support the full gamut of business from the largest down to the smallest.
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The plea of the Opposition through the amendments is straightforward. I cannot
understand why the honourable member for Geelong keeps illogically interjecting when
he represents hundreds of thousands of employees in the City of Geelong who will be
placed at risk by the proposed legislation. In Geelong many of the bosses have been
screwed hard for the past three and half years because of additional imposts that have
been placed upon them. They will continue to be screwed by the Government through the
proposed legislation. The Opposition is asking the Government to give the small bosses a
go as well. That plea is not unreasonable.
There are presently only five members of the Government in the Chamber, one of
whom is one of the most junior Ministers, when the Government's most far-reaching
piece of proposed legislation in three and half years of government is before the Committee.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! Would the honourable member for Gippsland
West direct his remarks to the Chair and return to the clause and the amendment?
Mr BROWN-The members of the Government in the Chamber-albeit only small in
number-have the capacity to change what the Government is intending today, which is
against the interests of small business. They only have to do what they have been elected
to do; that is, represent their constituencies. They should open their mouths and debate in
support of the amendments proposed by the Opposition. The honourable member for
Coburg has already stated publicly that members on the back bench never get a chance to
contribute to debates.
The CHAIRMAN-Order! I ask the honourable member to come back to reality and
to address the Chair.
Mr BROWN-Honourable members should consider the ""Big Brother" control. The
State Insurance Office is running at a loss of $1· 5 million a day. Even I did not think that
a Labor Government had the ineptitude to be that crazy. It has proved me wrong. The
Labor Party expects citizens of Victoria to believe that the Government will fund and
control this mammoth enterprise which will generate revenue to the stage where it will be
self funding. One is tempted to say that that claim is a joke, but it is not.
The Government intends to establish an enterprise which will eventually accumulate
mammoth losses. If the amendments proposed by the Opposition are passed by the
Committee, the measure will have a small impact on the small business people. One
should consider what can be achieved by small businesses. They have the capacity to
employ far more people than the bigger organizations. This Government is all for big
business, big unions, ""Big Brother" and big control.
The Opposition wants to hear the Government's reason for not supporting the
Opposition's amendments; they should be supported. The Government should
unreservedly support the amendments proposed by both the National Party and the
Opposition and should be concerned to ensure that all employers receive an equal chance.
The former Liberal Government implemented indemnities for apprentices, which issue
is relevant to the debate today. The Liberal Party was aware that workers compensation
was one of the most debilitating reasons for keeping people who should have been at work
on the scrap heap. We know that workers compensation premiums have been a major
problem and that they are one of the major reasons for unemployment among not only
apprentices but people of all ages. The Opposition acknowledged during the secondreading debate and during the Committee stage that a change in the workers compensation
system is long overdue. I would be the first to say that.
How can the Government in its normal magical manner claim that by cutting premiums
in half and at the same time considerably increasing the wide-ranging benefits expect the
scheme to be self-funded? The honourable member for Brighton has admirably outlined
that that cannot be done. Unfortunately, it will be some years down the track before
people realize that the Opposition and the National Party were absolutely right. At that
stage the Liberal Party will have to pick up the pieces.
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The Liberal Party supports indemnifying apprentices and it is aware that the premiums
for the first year of apprenticeship are subsidized in full by the Victorian State Government.
Mr Simmonds-What is the cost a year?
Mr BROWN-On average it was $70 per annum for apprentices in their first year.
Mr Simmonds-What is the cost in a full year?
Mr BROWN-I am aware that for all claims for all apprentices over twelve months the
average cost is a little in excess of$70 per annum. Measures like that work in the interests
of employers.
Those are the measures the Opposition supports. They should have been encompassed
by the Bill and our amendments seek to redress that. I plead with members of the
Government to open their eyes and those who have even a minor capacity to think at least
to consider the argument that small business employers should band together and be
eligible for the benefits the larger companies will receive under this measure.
The Opposition knows that the Government has given a commitment that for five years
the premiums will not escalate. In five years' time there will be a massive unfunded
liability component. Every employer, large and small, along with every taxpayer in this
State will pick up the burden that that liability will represent at that time. We are asking
the Government in the interim to give the small employer the same chance as the large
employer. The Government claims it has so far given the community freedom of
information and equal opportunity. Let it now provide an equal opportunity in the Bill.
If the Government will not accept these amendments, will it explain its rationale for
not doing so? It is clear to me: Be it the motor trade, the building trade, the permanent
building societies or any form of enterprise, if the amendment is accepted by the Committee
those organizations will be able to band together and join a common fund so long as they
have minimum assets available of$200 million. It will give them a chance to get the same
benefit received by the big boys.
If the Government will not accept the amendments being put forward to achieve that,
it will stand condemned for as long as this proposed legislation stands because it will be to
the detriment of employment in this State.

I ask members of the Government to listen to the debate and, for once, contribute to it.
I doubt whether the Government can show the Liberal Party where it is wrong with these
amendments; at least give us the opportunity to redress what is proposed.
The Government does not comprise any businessmen. The present Treasurer never left
school. All Government members are academics in the true sense of the word.
Mr Maclellan-There are only four of them in the Chamber!
Mr BROWN-That is a disgrace. Only four in the Chamber and two are back-benchers.
They are representing the Government's viewpoint but neither of them is prepared to
stand up and say anything. They do not have the capacity to contribute to this debate
because most of them never left school. They have certainly never employed anybody.
They have never had the capacity to take a risk.
The CHAIRMAN-Order! Would the honourable member speak on clause 2!
Mr BROWN-Certainly. I also want Government members to contribute to the debate
on clause 2. Surely there is someone in the Government ranks who is competent to make
a constructive contribution. I ask that person to come forward as we are prepared to listen.
What the Government proposes with this Bill is lunacy. It does not give small
businessmen employing small numbers of workers a chance to rank equally with the big
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unions, the big bosses and the big control the Government is introducing into this State.
Give the small bloke a chance!
Mr McNAMARA (Benalla)-The National Party is concerned with the provision for
private insurers because it discriminates against smaller business. The Bill provides that a
business with more than 1000 employees and more than $200 million in assets has the
option of setting up its own insurance system. It is obvious that the larger companies will
take advantage of the assurance by the Government that premiums for the next five years
will not be above the existing rate of 3·8 per cent.
We all know that that existing rate will not fund the system. Immediately the premiums
reflect the actual costs of the scheme the big companies will bailout. Who will be the poor
bunnies who pay to fund the liabilities that build up in the first five years? The answer is
simple-it will be small business and it will be a disaster for this State.
The Government should seriously consider the amendment put forward by the
honourable member for Brighton. Although I am not fully satisfied with it, it provides the
opportunity for groups of small businesses to band together and to take the same advantages
of those larger corporations in setting up their own insurance schemes. I ask the Treasurer
whether he will allow this scheme to operate as it is set out in the Bill. If he does, it will
spell disaster for this State. Those whom Government members are fond of calling "multinationals" will take the cream off the top while the low rates apply and then leave the
small businesses to foot the Bill in the future.
I hope the Treasurer is paying attention although he seems to be more interested in
being tucked away in the corner obtaining advice from someone than in participating in
this debate. It is amazing that a Labor Treasurer who touts himself as being the champion
of the underdog has been so conned by the large corporations in this State as to allow them
to take the cream out of this system while this phoney insurance premium of 3·8 per cent
applies. When the level of premium is raised to fund the scheme in the future, the big
corporations will be gone.
Has the Treasurer made any provision· in the Bill for those corporations that remove
themselves from the scheme to contribute in some way' to pay for it? I plead with the
Treasurer to pay some attention. Will he include in the BIll some transitional arrangement
for corporations to take advantage of the low premium for the first five-year period and
then remove themselves. There should be some negotiated arrangement between the
Accident Compensation Commission and businesses that want to remove themselves to
make sure there is a lump sum payment or an annual payment to meet the continuing
liabilities of the scheme.
Will the option of a business to remove itself from the scheme and take out private
insurance be an open-ended option? The Bill provides that in May each year a business
can declare its intention to remove itself from the scheme. Is that totally open-ended so
long as it complies with the provision that the business has 1000 employees and $200
million in assets?
If it is totally open-ended, I suggest that the Treasurer is selling out every small business
in this State. The National Party is happy to support the amendment moved by the
honourable member for Brighton because it at least gives the opportunity for small
businesses to take up the option of self-insurance.
I also advise the Treasurer that ifhe does not accept the amendment the National Party
will suggest that the provision relating to self-insurance be removed completely from the
Bill. It is either for all or for none. That is the way in which the scheme should operate.
We cannot pander to one group in the community and say to it that it has special benefits
and then say to another that it will have a millstone tied around its neck for the future. Let
us be fair dinkum. The benefit should be given to everyone or no one.
I ask the Treasurer to consider that point seriously. As the honourable member for
Ivan hoe says, by interjection, in the eyes of the Treasurer, everyone is equal, but for a
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person in his position, he is keeping company with some fairly strange individuals. The
National Party should like to see some of the documents and details of agreements that
have been involved in this procedure. I should certainly like the Labor Party to disclose
details of the funding it is receiving for its campaign for the Nunawading Province
by-election, and perhaps also future funding.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The honourable member should confine his
remarks to clause 2; he should not refer to the Nunawading by-election.
Mr McNAMARA-I suspect that the Treasurer has sold every principle that he espoused
when he took up his position. He sold himself and the Government. I do not know what
he is receiving for it, but he must be receiving something fairly substantial; if he is not,
why does he not come clean and why does he not accept an amendment that would be fair
dinkum and genuine to everyone concerned?
The provisions should not apply to only one side of the street. Small business should be
given the opportunity of banding together; farming groups, under the banner of the
Victorian Farmers and Graziers Association, and others should be able to do the same;
and the various trade associations should also be ~iven the option ofbandin~ together and
forming groups of employers that can meet the cnteria and provide private lnsurance.
The National Party believes it is either all in or none in. It strongly supports the
amendment moved by the honourable member for Brighton. If the Treasurer is not
prepared to accept the amendment, the National Party will move at a later stage to remove
the self-insurance provision entirely from the Bill.
Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-What an inspiring sight it is to see the Government at
work! Only the Treasurer and two other supporters are present in the Chamber during the
debate on this important clause. It is a great shame that the proceedings of Parliament are
not broadcast on television because, if they were, the people of Victoria could see for
themselves what honourable members on this side of the Chamber have to put up with.
Honourable members on both sides of the Chamber have agreed in past debates that
small business is facing a difficult time. They have all agreed that small business is the
largest employer oflabour and that, if there were increased opportunity for small business,
there would be increased employment opportunity for all.
All honourable members bring to this place their own personal experiences in life, and
I have been a small businessman for some 30 years who has employed 2, 3 or 4 persons.
As a pharmacist, I have subscribed to the service provided by the Pharmacy Guild of
Australia which has provided us with advice on awards, legal matters and insurance
opportunities through group insurance schemes run by that body, so that we can insure
for professional indemnity, property insurance and, more importantly, workers
compensation, which is the subject of the amendment before the Committee.
As well as providing legal advice on workers compensation, that service alerted members
who belonged to the group of various risks and claims experienced over past years, with
the result that ifany areas of employment were accident prone or if there was any danger,
these were quickly rectified through the advice received from that group, and this was to
the advantage of both the employer and the employee.
I believe the Government has in its mind a desire to decrease the risk in the workplace,
and yet, if the Bill proceeds and the amendment is ignored, I cannot see that occurring in
future. If the Government ignores the amendment now before the Committee, the
arrangements that have been made over the years by small businesses that are insuring
themselves through group activity-because small business is aware that union is strength
and that, if they band together, they can draw strength from one another and obtain the
very best advice available-will disappear. That sort of advice will not be available if the
Bill before the Committee is passed in its unamended form; each of the small businesses
will be thrown to the wolves and will not have the ability to join together with others for
mutual benefit.
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The service has worked well in the past, and I believe it should be allowed to continue.
Insurance policies have evolved which have been based on claims experience. If the
amendment is not carried, and if the Treasurer continues with his present attitude towards
the amendment and rejects it, this claims experience as a valuable source of information
will dry up. In other words, the policies that have evolved have become tailor-made
through experience, and honourable members will be overlooking the various valuable
sources of information if they do not support the amendment.
More important is the fact that a small group of employers would be disadvantaged.
Honourable members have mentioned Mitre 10 (Vic) Pty Ltd and other trade associations
that have banded together to try to survive in this business world. They would be denied
the ability to take out insurance best suited for them. The fact is that the big would become
bigger and the small would go to the wall.
If the Treasurer is fair dinkum in supporting small business, he should $ive serious
consideration to the amendment. He should allow those groups that so wIsh to band
together and undertake their own insurance rather than having to rely on the larger
insurance companies for their protection.

As other honourable members on this side of the Chamber have said, there seems to be
a discrimination in the Bill; that seems to be apparent to all honourable members on this
side of the Chamber, but it is not recognized by the Government. Therefore, I ask the
Treasurer to consider and adopt the amendment put forward by the honourable member
for Brighton in the interests of all small businesses and employment generally.
The Committee divided on the question that the expression proposed by Mr Stockdale
to be omitted stand part of the clause (Mr Fogarty in the chair).
Ayes
43
Noes
39
Majority against the amendment
AYES
Mr Andrianopoulos (Teller)
MrCain
Miss Callister
MrCathie
DrCoghill
MrCrabb
MrCulpin
MrCunningham (Teller)
Mr Ernst
Mr Fordham
MrGavin
Mrs Gleeson
Mr Harrowfield
Mrs Hill
Mr Hill
Mrs Hirsh
Mr Hockley
Mr Jolly
Mr Kennedy
MrKirkwood
MrMcDonald
Mr Mathews
Mr Micallef
MrPope
Mrs Ray
Mr Remington
Mr Roper
MrRowe
Mr Seitz
Mrs Setches

4
NOES
Mr Austin
MrBrown
MrCooper
MrCrozier
Mr Delzoppo
Mr Dickinson
MrEvans
(Ballarat North)

Mr Evans
(Gippsland East)
MrGude
MrHann
MrHayward
Mr Heffernan (Teller)
Mr Jasper
Mr John
Mr Kennett
MrLea
Mr Leigh
Mr Lieberman
Mr McGrath
(Lowan)

Mr McGrath
(Warrnambool)

Mr McNamara
Mr Maclellan
MrPerrin
MrPlowman
MrRamsay
Mr Reynolds
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Mr Shcchan
Mr Shell
Mr Sidiropoulos
MrSimmonds
Mr Simpson
Mr Spyker
Mr Stirling
Mrs Toner
MrTrezise
Dr Vaughan
MrWalsh
MrWilkes
Mrs Wilson
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NOES
Mr Richardson
Mr Ross-Edwards
Ms Sibree
Mr Smith (Teller)
(Glen Waver/ey)
MrSmith
(Polwarth)
Mr Steggall
Mr Stockdale
MrTanner
MrWallace
MrWeideman
Dr Wells
MrWhiting
Mr Williams
PAIRS

Mr McCutchcon
Mr Norris

I

Mr Pescott
MrColeman

Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I move:
I. Clause 2, after line 6 insert:
"(3) Section 91 shall come into operation on a day to be fixed by proclamation of the Governor in Council
published in the Government Gazette.".

The amendment is designed to ensure the specific proclamation of clause 91 so that
provision will not come into operation until agreement is reached with the Commonwealth
Government in respect of the payment of invalid pensions. The Government has given
an undertaking that the clause will not operate until that agreement is reached, and I
commend the amendment to the Committee.
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-This is a further example of the fact that the Bill is
being rushed through in indecent haste. The Government has said from the beginning that
a number of benefits will flow to the Commonwealth from the enactment of the proposed
legislation. It has been said that, in numerous ways, the Commonwealth will receive
benefits, for example, by way of increased company tax-if, in fact, the objective of
reducing the over-all costs to employers is achieved and, as a result, company incomes
which are subject to taxation are increased.
In addition-and workers, in particular, should bear this in mind-pension payments
are taxable as income in the hands of the recipient, whereas lump sum benefits paid under
the present provisions and under the current common law system are not taxed in the
hands of the worker. It is true that, at the expense of workers, this system will increase the
revenue of the Commonwealth if the Government succeeds in the introduction of this
system.
It is more problematical as to whether, on balance, the Commonwealth revenues will
benefit in terms of increased taxation payments, because it appears that the over-all cost
of the Government's proposed scheme will be similar to the over-all cost of the present
scheme.
This represents a clause that interrelates workers compensation benefits with
Commonwealth social security benefits. The overlapping comes from the fact that a
worker who obtains a benefit under the proposed scheme, and then at some stage becomes
a recipient of social security, will continue to receive a pension under the workers
compensation scheme to age 65 or to any later retiring age that is common in his industry;
so this important question arises.
The Treasurer said that many hundreds of millions of dollars may flow to the
Commonwealth as a result of changes in the structure of the scheme as a result of the
introduction of the proposed legislation. One would have thought that, since it involves
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fundamental questions of trade-offs between the State and the Commonwealth, efforts
would have been made to resolve the matter before the Bill became law in this State.
It may be that the alleged reports of the reluctance of the Commonwealth authorities to
enter into what the trade union movement wants to call "meaningful negotiations over
these points indicates its expectation that the Victorian Government will proceed to
introduce the scheme. Once it introduces the scheme, with the exception of the provision,
the State's bargaining power will be virtually zero. All the other instruments of the scheme
will be operating and the Commonwealth will simply say, "It is your scheme; you have
introduced it for your own reasons, you cop the costs that flow from it."
H

More particularly, since the provision is a trade-off for the increased revenue obtained
by the Commonwealth by virtue of other provisions, it does not have a direct quid pro
quo relationship. What is sought is a benefit that ultimately will flow to the State through
the Accident Compensation Commission in terms of over-all reductions in the Stateborne cost of benefits, whereas the cost of the benefit flowing to the Commonwealth will
be borne directly by employers, on the one hand, and employees on the other. It may be
that the Commonwealth takes the view that it need not make any concession in that area.
If that proves to be the case, it may illustrate a further cost to be borne by Victoria that
need not have been borne if the Government had not rushed the Bill through the kowtowing
Chamber, to its masters in the trade union movement and guillotining the Bill without
allowing it to be debated with proper time and consideration.
The need for this clause illustrates that not only has insufficient time been allowed for
consideration, but that insufficient protection is being provided to the Victorian community
and the Victorian taxpayer because of the way the Government is rushing the Bill through
to meet an artificially imposed deadline of 1 September.
Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn)-The Committee must be concerned that the Government has
found it necessary to introduce the amendment. It underlines the rushed nature of the way
that the Treasurer has dealt with this Bill and it is a reminder to the Committee that the
provisions of the Bill are probably still far from accurate.
It may seem to be only a small matter-the commencement date of the operation of
proposed section 91-but, as the honourable member for Brighton has pointed out to the
Committee, the reasons for the provision are significant. If the Government has not made
a satisfactory arrangement with the Department of Social Security at the Commonwealth
level in relation to pension payments that may be made to a person who is now seeking a
benefit under the Accident Compensation Tribunal, the Government is to be condemned.
These arrangements should have been completed before the Government tried to introduce
this revolutionary change to workers compensation in Victoria.

Equal doubt exists even now about proposed section 91 itself. Does it really say what
the Government means it to say? It concerns the difference between any Commonwealth
benefit and the weekly payment to which a recipient may be entitled under the measure.
It is assuming that the weekly payment to which a person may be entitled under the Bill
will be greater than any prescribed benefit payable under the 1947 Social Security Act. It
is assuming that the former is greater than the latter, in which case the Bill makes provision
for the difference to be topped up by the Accident Compensation Commission so that the
person concerned is not worse off.
What would happen, in fact, if the person's entitlement under the Commonwealth
Social Security Act was greater than the weekly benefit to which he will be entitled under
the Bill? According to the Bill, the difference would have to be calculated and that sum
would be paid to the recipient.
The Government has not considered the full implications of proposed section 91. It is
merely adding to the confusion for honourable members now to be tampering with the
starting date of the provision. The Minister ought to report progress, have the proposed
legislation fixed up and come back and try again.
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The amendment was agreed to.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I move:
2. Clause 2, line 7, omit "(3)" insert "(4)".

I shall also explain amendment No. 271. This gives effect to an undertaking to insurers
concerning the extension of indemnity from 30 June to 31 August. As honourable members
will be aware, the Government has entered into arrangements with the Insurance Council
of Australia Ltd and this gives effect to those arrangements.

Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-It is not adequate for the Treasurer simply to say that this is
giving effect to his amendment No.271. If this means so far as the Committee is concerned,
that amendment No. 271 will not be discussed further when it comes around, then I would
be most concerned. Given the time constraints that the Government has put on Committee
discussions, the chances are that amendment No. 271 will not be discussed. If an
arrangement is now being brought in with the insurance industry, between now and 1
September, I would regard it as an obligation on the Treasurer to explain to the Committee
a little more fully exactly what the arrangement is.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The Treasurer realizes that any Government
amendment that has not been dealt with at the time the debate ceases will be put globally.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-The honourable member for Balwyn has asked the
Treasurer to give the Committee an explanation of what the arrangements are. The Chair
intervened and I am not sure whether the Treasurer was too shy to get to his feet and give
honourable members an explanation, but it is incumbent upon the Treasurer to give a
broad outline of amendment No. 271 now, the Committee having asked for an explanation,
before we proceed to the next amendment. If the date is to be extended, it is rational and
reasonable that honourable members understand the reasons for the extension of the date
of operation and the indemnities. The Treasurer ought to respond to a reasonable request
made in reasonable terms to explain the arrangements to which he referred.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-There are two aspects that need to be understood. As has been
widely publicized by the insurance council, it intends to extend existing insurance in the
area of workers compensation. Those agreements were entered into with the Government
but in relation to the Stamps Act it is important to ensure that any extensions carried out
in the period 30 June to 31 August are not subject to stamp duty. Amendment Nos 2,271
and 6 give effect to that proposition; in other words, they ensure that stamp duty on
workers compensation premiums either is not paid after 30 June or, if it has been paid,
the relevant amount refunded.
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-The Treasurer talked about stamp duty that will not be in
place on policies from 30 June to 31 August 1985. I ask the Treasurer whether that also
includes the supplementation levy that is levied on workers compensation insurance
policies for that period of two months.
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-Up until the time the Treasurer spoke, I did not think
there was much in the amendment, but I am prompted to wonder whether there is
something that requires further explanation. It seems that the explanation does not accord
with what is in the amendment. The provision concerning stamp duty that the Treasurer
has just outlined appears in the schedule, in fact, and it is a provision amending the
Stamps Act so that the stamp duty is not payable on premiums accruing after 30 June.
This provision does not deal directly with that. It deals with deeming policies to have
been extended. If the stamp duty implications are separately dealt with, the Treasurer has
not explained the significance of the provision. I am prompted by the way the Treasurer
sought to avoid an explanation to ask: What is in the provision-and not what is in some
schedule-and what is the significance of extending policies rather than renewing or
reissuing them effective from 1 July? Who will benefit from that?
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Some employers have made representations to the Opposition that, by virtue of the
extension of policies rather than the removal of policies, they will lose their entitlements
to the claims experience bonus during the period of suspension. Has a deal been done so
that one group gains at the expense of another? On the face of it, amendment No. 271,
which is a related amendment, does not seem to serve the purpose outlined by the
Treasurer.
The amendment was agreed to.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I move:
3. Clause 2, line 9, omit "section 272" and insert "sections 272 and 275".

The related amendment is amendm.ent No. 295. It inserts a new section to amend the
Motor Car Act to ensure that third-party insurance is not extended to workers
compensation. It was necessary to make the amendment to achieve that objective.
Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn)-Does the amendment mean that the Motor Accidents Board
fund will make no contribution to a journey accident in so far as it is defined in the
proposed Accident Compensation Act?
At present in the event of a journey accident, as defined in the Workers Compensation
Act, where an insurer is obliged to meet the cost of the journey accident and the
rehabilitation and care of the worker injured whilst travelling to and from a place of
employment, that insurer has some right to recover at least a portion of the cost of meeting
that claim from the Motor Accidents Board.
Given the nature of journey accidents and the unreal manner in which the Workers
Compensation Act makes employers liable, it is an arrangement which has a degree of
fairness. The employers cannot really be held responsible for road accidents that occur to
employees travelling to and from places of work. At present at least some of the cost is
borne by the Motor Accidents Board. I would appreciate the Treasurer reassuring the
Committee that that type of arrangement will continue.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-As I pointed out, the purpose of the amendment is to amend
the Motor Car Act to ensure that third-party insurance does not extend to workers
compensation.
Some doubts were raised, and a court decision was made recently which changed the
practice which had applied in Victoria, and the purpose of amendment No. 295 is to
overcome a recent court decision.
Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn)-I would appreciate a proper explanation. The Treasurer said
the amendment is to ensure that third-party insurance does not get mixed up with the
workers compensation. The point I endeavoured to make was that a workers compensation
insurer has some call on the funds of the Motor Accidents Board with respect to journey
accidents. Is it the Governmenfs intention to remove the access to those funds by the
proposed Accidents Compensation Commission or is the Treasurer attempting to retain
it?
Mr MA.CLELLAN (Berwick)-The Treasurer, in the explanation he so generously gave
the Committee, indicated that the amendment he has moved, of which he probably has
little or no knowledge, was moved to reverse a court decision that has recently been made.
Will the Treasurer be kind enough to explain exactly what the purport of the court
decision was? In other words, if the Committee is invited to reverse a court decision, there
is some reason to beli6ve that Committee members ought to know which court decision
they are being invited to reverse by an amendment that is introduced along with 299 other
amendments to be moved by the Treasurer, who apparently does not have sufficient
briefing notes to provide an adequate explanation.
The Treasurer, having said in his first explanation that the purpose of the amendment
was to achieve one thing, went on, in answer to the honourable member for Balwyn, to
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imply that the honourable member for BaiWyn was right, and that it was not quite right,
and it would reverse some court decision.
.
With the greatest of respect to the Treasurer, I ask that the Committee be told the
purport of the court decision so that it can understand what it is being invited to do with
respect to the Government's amendment, and not have the silly nonsense where Parliament,
in Committee, is invited to reverse the court decision without even damn well knowing
what the court decision is.
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-It seems that every honourable member on the
Opposition side of the Chamber will have to ask the Treasurer to answer the question of
the honourable member for Balwyn. The Presiding Officer advised of the expectation that
honourable members will not have a further opportunity of asking questions and receiving
answers on the later clauses.
The honourable member for Balwyn asked whether the amendment means that the
contribution arrangements that currently apply with respect to journey accidents will be
continued. It is an important question. Does it mean that those who bear the cost of
workers compensation benefits, and who ultimately pass them back to employers, will be
protected by a right to claim some extent of indemnity from the motor accidents insurance
scheme with respect to journey accidents?
No clear answer has been given to this important question which is a source of constant
conflict among employers. They regard it as unfair that the workers compensation system
extends at all to journey accidents. If the full cost of accidents is being shifted to employers,
it should be made clear. The question should be treated with more respect. The Treasurer
should not fob off questions and rely on the Government's numbers to ensure that the Bill
will be passed and that the amendments made to clauses later on in the Bill will probably
not receive any consideration by the Committee.
Mr TANNER (Caulfield)-Over many months the Treasurer has claimed that the
Government has fully consulted the public on the proposed legislation. However, it is
incredible that the Bill has required 299 Government amendments when it has reached
the House. So much for the consultation that the Government has had! The community
has not had adequate time and involvement in consultation with the Government. We
have been able to follow what the Government is doing only by reading reports in the Age
and the Sun.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! Will the honourable member please return to
the amendment?
Mr TANNER-Yes, Mr Chairman. This is only one of the 299 amendments proposed
by the Government. Questions have been asked by Opposition members, and yet the
Treasurer continues to sit mute at the table. That shows the amount of consultation that
has occurred. The Treasurer does not know the answer. It indicates how shallow and
hypocritical the Government has been in the creation of the Bill. If the Treasurer is to
retain any credibility, he oUght at least to have the decency and courtesy to advise
honourable members, Parliament, and thereby the public, what the Government proposes
could be achieved through the amendment. If the Treasurer does not do so, he will have
no credibility.
Dr WELLS (Dromana)-I simply ask the Treasurer, through you, Mr Chairman,' to
answer the question put to him by the honourable member for Berwick. I, too, would like
to know the answer. Why must we vote on matters when we do not know really what they
are all about? Will the Treasurer answer the question, please?
Mr TANNER (Caulfield)-This is the most major change that has been made to the
workers compensation legislation in Victoria since 1914. The Treasurer said it is the most
major social reform in the past 25 years in Victoria. A question has been asked of the
Treasurer. However, he is unwilling or unable to answer it.
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Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-It is obvious that it must be made uncomfortable for
the Treasurer in order to extract an answer from him. He has an adviser sitting in the
corner of the Chamber. It seems a simple matter; ifhe is inviting the Committee to agree
to the amendment, which he has advised is reversing a court decision or decisions, then
honourable members should know what those decisions are. We should know whether
other people have perhaps issued proceedings or are waiting for their cases to be heard.
For all we know, the Treasurer may be inviting us to wipe out claims before the court that
have been made by someone.
Parliament has never been willing to do that and it is now being asked to do that, to
take a leap in the dark with the Treasurer refusing or unwilling to give the information.
Perhaps he is refusing to come clean or is too embarrassed to seek information from the
departmental adviser sitting in the corner. Perhaps he said the wrong thing or opened up
an issue of which he is now ashamed, or wants to paper over it. As for the honourable
member for Geelong saying that honourable members always vote on issues they do not
know about, all I can say is that it is probably true in the Labor Party. We all know how
Labor Party members are.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! Will the honourable member return to the
amendment?
Mr MACLELLAN-I will be coming back to the amendment with a vengeance, if
necessary. I will do so not only on this one, but also on the other 295 amendments, if that
is the case. Either the Committee receives an explanation from the Treasurer, or else life
just has to be made uncomfortable and difficult for the Treasurer. It seems a simple matter
for him to stand up and explain. If court decisions are being reversed, what was the basis
of those decisions? Instead of giving a shambles of an explanation, perhaps the Treasurer
may be willing to provide an answer in this case, as he has had the benefit of advisers to
advise him and helpers to help him in the months of negotiations to ensure that he is
doing the right thing.
If the same situation applies with the other Government amendments, heaven help the
people of Victoria, who will have to suffer a Bill on which amendments are made without
the Treasurer, let alone Parliament, having the faintest clue of what he is doing. I am not
prepared to take a leap in the dark, and I suggest the Treasurer must provide the information
and stop making an idiot of himself.
Mr PLOWMAN (Evelyn)-The honourable member for Sprin~vale has interjected
from out of his place, "ThIS will be good" Perhaps he should be seekIng the same answers
that Opposition members are asking. Perhaps ifhe knows the answer to the question that
the Treasurer is not prepared to give us, he could pass it on to the Treasurer so that the
Treasurer can make it available to the Committee.
The only inference that can be drawn from the Treasurer not being prepared to give a
satisfactory answer to the Committee is either that he does not know the answer or that he
is not prepared to give it and is trying to hide something. Either way, he should have the
~uts to come clean and tell us. If it is sotnething he does not know and wants to seek some
Information, I suggest that he asks the Committee to postpone the consideration of the
clause, wQich I am sure the Committee will be prepared to do, so that the Treasurer can
come back with the information and can give a proper answer. The other inference is that
he does not know the answer, is trying to hide something or is not prepared to tell the
Committee. Either way, he is condemned for his own lack of honesty.
Mr STOCKDALE (':i3righton)-1 find it simply amazing that the Treasurer can 'sit there
and not answer a question that has been raised. By way of interjection, the Treasurer has
said we can overrule it. There are important questions that concern the relationship
between two Government schemes of insurance that are compulsory on all employers in
this State on the one hand and on all motorists in this State on the other hand. By
compulsion of law they are required to take out insurance under those two schemes.
Firstly, we are not being told, and, secondly, it involves a fundamental question of the
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relationship between the legislature and the Executive on the one hand, and the judiciary
on the other hand.
The Treasurer is not prepared to answer important questions concerning the basics of
the relationships between these schemes. Nothing could demonstrate a greater contempt
of Parliament and the people of Victoria than the Treasurer sitting stonefaced at the table
refusing to answer and relying on the numbers the Government has. Ifwe are to be left in
this situation in which, in order to demonstrate the need for accountability of the Executive
to Parliament, it is necessary to call a division on every clause and every amendment, the
Victorian community will not be slow to draw the correct conclusion.
I call on the Treasurer, ifhe has any regard for the Parliamentary process, to answer the
question. Nobody can be expected to have information immediately at hand for every
single question on a Bill of this magnitude. There is no shame in admitting that he needs
to seek advice. It is done every day in this place. However, if he does not want to admit
that he needs to seek advice, that is an indictment of him. It is high time a responsible
approach was adopted to legislating. The Government should not simply rely on its
numbers to have legislation passed.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I rise to clarify the position. I endeavoured to answer the
question across the Chamber, but obviously honourable members were not listening. The
honourable member for Balwyn raised the issue of whether the amendment will change
the arrangements between the Motor Accidents Board and the Workers Compensation
Board, or its successor, which will be the Accident Compensation Commission. No, it will
not change the existing arrangements at all.
As I pointed out in my opening comments, the amendment deals in particular with the
court decision on the interdependence between workers compensation and the Motor Car
Act. The provision amends the Motor Car Act to ensure that third-party insurance is not
extended to workers compensation. This will not have retrospective application.
Mr Maclellan-The idea is to have no doubling up.
Mr JOLLY-To overcome it; it applies to the past, except in circumstances where any
settlement between parties or any decision made by a court may be breached, which is
explained in amendment No. 295 in my name.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-The Committee thanks the Treasurer for
getting to his feet, but once again he has not answered the question to the satisfaction of
the Opposition.
The Treasurer has the carriage of this major Bill and has responsibilities over a wide
range of areas, but he has made an admission in the Chamber that he is going to reverse a
court decision. The Opposition wants to know what court decision he is referring to. Is it
a decision of a court that deals with workers compensation or Motor Accidents Board
matters? The Treasurer must back up that statement. The courts will dearly love to hear
what it is the Treasurer is referring to, because if the Treasurer is referring to a decision
already made then the judiciary may be wasting its time hearing long court cases.
It is a simple issue: To which particular decision is the Treasurer referring? The
Committee has the right to that information. The Treasurer must either admit he is wrong
or, if he is not wrong, then inform the Committee what court decision he is going to
reverse and which body it will affect.
I am prepared to ask my colleagues on this side of the Chamber and those of the
National Party to debate this matter until the Treasurer is prepared to give an answer.
The Opposition is not referring to the Bill, but to the application of the judicial system
in areas where the Treasurer has not the decency to explain the matter to Parliament. If
the Treasurer is to reverse a legal decision, what is to stop him changing decisions made
as a result of this proposed legislation becoming law? What guarantee has anyone got that
once any clause of the Bill has been decided, the Treasurer, through administrative
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arrangements, will not change the application of the law to benefit either employees or
employers?
The Treasurer raised this matter and he now must have the decency to admit that he is
wrong or inform the Parliament and the public to what he is referring. Will the Treasurer
now inform the Committee what decision he is going to reverse?
Mr COOPER (Mornington)-The matters that have been raised by the Leader of the
Opposition and other honourable members relating to the changing of court decisions are
very important. The Treasurer has ignored these questions until now. The Parliament has
been subjected to a barrage of incompetence and. it is time that the Treasurer got his act
together and replied to the many inquiries of honourable members of the opposition
parties.
Clearly, the Treasurer does not have a complete grasp of the proposed legislation that
he has introduced. He has been caught out and it is obvious. If the Treasurer's adviser has
a better ~sp of the proposed legislation than the Treasurer, perhaps he should change
places wIth the Treasurer so that the Treasurer can learn what is going on.
I urge the Treasurer to come clean on this matter and explain to the Committee and the
public of Victoria what is going on. I invite the Treasurer, the next time he gets to his feet,
to also explain-Mr Ross-Edwards-He won't get to his feet.
Mr COOPER-The Leader of the National Party is possibly right, but honourable
members on this side of the house must keep trying. I ask the Treasurer to consider the
question of journey accidents and make-up pay under the jurisdiction of the Motor
Accidents Board. I understand that a verbal instruction was issued to staff in the Motor
Accidents Board that, as of last Monday at 10.30 a.m., no make-up pay would be paid to
anybody under any circumstances. I rang the Motor Accidents Board at 11.30 a.m. and I
made that inquiry of a young lady who worked there and she informed me that was the
instruction she had received.
I invite the Treasurer to respond to this matter, having tried to obtain a response from
the stafflast Monday and having telegrammed the Treasurer yesterday to obtaIn a reply. I
invite the Treasurer to inform the Committee whether that instruction was ~ven and
whether it is part of the new grand deal for workers under the proposed legislatIon he has
introduced into Parliament. This directive ignores any justice to which workers may be
entitled, but it relates to the clauses and is part of the proposed legislation.
The Committee and the people of Victoria are entitled to obtain these answers from the
Treasurer. They are not matters the Treasurer can just take home and stick under the bed.
It is about time he got to his feet and explained himself, because so far all he has displayed
is his incompetence. He has no control of the proposed legislation and he does not know
what is going on.
Or WELLS (Dromana)-About a week ago the Government forced the Dangerous
Goods Bill through Parliament. That Bill had vast gaps that were to be filled in by
regulation. The complex nature of the subject of the Bill was such that Parliament did not
know what it was passing because its details were not ·contained in the Bill, but had to
await the regulations.
Now, hundreds of amendments have been proposed to the Bill and the Committee and
Parliament have been advised that those not dealt with will be forced through. Those are
two stages in the Governments' process of deception which is now being taken to its
ultimate. The Committee is being asked to pass a clause which reverses unknown court
decisions.
I refer the Treasurer to the words of his Leader, the Premier. Indeed, I suggest that the
Treasurer urgently calls to his side as an adviser his Leader because the Premier said in
the past few weeks on a number of occasions that his Government would not be party to
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interfering with court decisions. I cite the case of the Queen v. Gallagher. What is the
Treasurer all about? The Treasurer, by statute, wants to reverse a properly established
decision of the court.
The Treasurer wants to take that course without saying which court decisions he is
reversing. That is against the very important matter of principle on which his Leader has
quite properly stood firmly, and I commend the Premier and urge him under no
circumstances to alter his decision to stand firm. The Treasurer has torpedoed that principle.
It is not just a question of the gravity of the circumstances for individuals concerned in
particular cases; it is a question of democracy under the Westminster system and a
principle which has stood for generations; that the judiciary is separate from and above
those creating the legislation. I make it clear to the Treasurer that if he persists with his
proposal, no matter what the substance of the particular cases may be, he is overriding the
courts of the land. That is a very serious matter.

Although the Treasurer may wish to force through the other amendments he proposes
without discussion, I caution him not to do so in this particular matter. As it involves
reversing decisions of courts of law, the Treasurer ought to withdraw this proposal for the
present. I am sure that it is not of that much substance to the Bill overall. The Treasurer
should seek the counsel of his Leader and of legal counsel on his proposal; otherwise the
cost to Victoria could be far greater than even he imagines.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! Before calling the honourable member for
Benambra I suggest to the Committee that certain discretion should be used in any
reference to Ministerial advisers. After all, as advisers to Ministers these personnel are not
able to defend themselves in this Chamber.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I fully accept what you say, Mr Chairman.
However, for new members of Parliament, regardless of the party they support, it may be
well to inform them of the precedents and traditions that are followed by the Committee.
While other honourable members may understand fully what you are saying, newer
honourable members may not. Perhaps, also, the Speaker will follow suit. All honourable
members would then benefit.
Mr LIEBERMAN (Benambra)-I am staggered that the Committee has had to spend
so much of the time allotted to it to try to obtain a response from the Treasurer on a
matter I should have thought the Treasurer would want to clarify in the interests of his
own reputation and that of his Government and, of course, in the interests offair play.
The proposed amendment reveals a number of possibilities, one of which is fairly
obvious: That the proposed amendment, if given the effect oflaw, will be retrospective on
certain events and certain accidents where injuries have occurred, because part of the
amendment makes it clear that nothing will affect a settlement made between parties or a
decision made by a court, whether subject to appeal or not, before the commencement of
the proposed amendment to the Act.
That means, of course, that any proceedings that have not yet been instituted or which
are about to commence arising out of an incident or accident involving a motor car will
retrospectively perhaps not be sustainable at all. That is one point on retrospective
legislation that requires further clarification.
I understand that the Treasurer's own information to the Committee over which you
preside, Mr Chairman, is that the effect of the amendment is to alter certain decisions of
courts of law of this land. For some reason the Treasurer has remained mute when asked
to give details on what those court decisions are.
The Treasurer is interjecting and saying, "Read 275, that explains what I mean". It does
not explain what the Treasurer means. The Treasurer has told the Committee that certain
decisions of the courts of law will be altered as a result of the passage of this amendment.
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I do not like to put labels on any honourable member in this place. I can only say that it
is inescapable that the Treasurer's stubborn refusal to contribute further to the Committee
and to respond to the questions reasonably asked of him and to questions that are not
being asked either capriciously or mischievously-they are reasonable questions-may
mean that the Treasurer himself is in a dilemma and does not really know the full import.
I would not blame him if that is the case because, as I said earlier when the question of
time was debated, it is inevitable and inescapable that, because of the number of
amendments to this very complex Bill and the complexities of those amendments,
Parliament will have to be asked by the Government to come back and deal with further
amendments correcting the errors that will occur because of the haste with which the
Committee is being asked to deal with the Bill. Within 24 hours of my saying that the
Committee is seeing a manifestation of this.
The Treasurer must be in a dilemma over how he can clarify the position. He cannot
fully appreciate what it means. That is the most charitable view I can take. If I am wrong,
he knows full well what it means but wants to hold back certain information that may well
influence this Committee and even some Government party back-benchers because of the
impact it may have on the rights of individuals in the State, both retrospectively and
prospectively.
Is that the reason? Is the Treasurer staying mute because of some sinister implication
that he is not game to inform the Committee about or is it stubbornness and obstinacy
arising out of arrogance? Is the Treasurer so arrogant and obstinate, having been taken to
task in a reasonable and courteous way by members of the Committee, that he refuses to
say that he will provide this information?
None of the reasons I put forward justify his non-response. If the Treasurer is in some
dilemma, the truth is the way in which to handle it. As the honourable member for Evelyn
said earlier, the Treasurer could ask the Committee to accommodate him by deferring
discussion in the Committee stage on this clause and going on with another clause. That
is perfectly all right.
The shadow Treasurer will readily agree to that suggestion because it is not in the
interests of the Liberal Party to adopt a blind approach to a reasonable request for further
time. In fact, the Opposition has asked for further time for the people of Victoria and all
people affected by the proposed legislation. I remind you, Mr Chairman, that the
amendment relates to a clause that will apply retrospectively; affect the rights of people
and proposes to take away certain rights; also, it will act prospectively for the future.
The Treasurer has stated that certain decisions of courts of law in the State will be
altered as a result of the clause, as amended, being put into operation. I do not believe the
Committee can proceed one second longer without a further contribution from the
Treasurer to enlighten the Committee. What is his dilemma? Is it something sinister? I
have tried to be reasonable and balanced about the matter. It is up to the Treasurer to take
the heat off himself and the Government and to let the Committee get on with its work.
The Committee has a lot ofw~rk to do and not enough time in which to do it.
The Bill will affect so many Victorians that it is not right that Parliament, in its 150th
year, should allow itself to be abused and swept aside because a Minister of the Crown has
got himself into this position. The Opposition is offering to help the honourable gentleman
by indicating that he may defer the clause to enable him to get further advice-it cannot
be more reasonable than that.
Mr KEN NETT (Leader of the Opposition)-Let it go on the record that four members
of the Opposition have spoken in an attempt to get an explanation from the Treasurer
about something to which he admitted. He stated that court decisions will be reversed
because of the actions he is taking.
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The honourable members for Benambra, Evelyn, Dromana and Momington have made
reasoned appeals for the Treasurer to explain the statement he volunteered that court
decisions were going to be reversed.
Mr Jolly-It is an interpretation.
Mr KENNEIT- The Treasurer must explain that statement. He should get off his Pat
Malone and give an explanation regarding what he meant. The Opposition can go on for
another hour constantly asking the Treasurer to explain his offering. It is no skin off
anyone's nose for the Treasurer to explain the statement he made.
I am concerned as to whether the amendment is in order in terms of amendment No.
295 circulated in the Treasurer's name. Proposed new clause 275 (1) states:
After section 42 of the Motor Car Act 1958 there shall be inserted the following section:
Contract of insurance not extending to workers compensation.

The proposed new clause then refers to proposed section 42. Obviously, if the Bill is
passed in its present form, the Motor Car Act will have two sections headed section 42. It
is a small administrative detail but it should be addressed.
I ask the Treasurer to explain to members of the Committee what he meant when he
stated that court decisions will be reversed.
Mr Jolly-I never said that-have a look at Hansard.
Mr KENNEIT- That is what the Treasurer said. The only way there can be no doubt
about it is if the Treasurer explains the statement. Based on what the Treasurer has said,
people who have received compensation from the Motor Accidents Board may lose their
benefits. Members of the Opposition do not know any different. All we are asking is for
the Treasurer to explain what he said. All members of the Opposition are present; they are
absolutely titillated by the debate and are prepared to speak. The Committee should not
have to mess around any longer, and I ask the Treasurer to provide the explanation it
deserves.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I never said that the amendment will reverse a court decision;
I indicated that it overcomes a problem created by a court decision. The problem relates
to the present recovery of payments made by workers compensation insurers from the
third-party insurer.
I refer to amendment No. 295 circulated in my name. Proposed new clause 275 (2)
states:
Part V. of the Motor Car Act 1958 as amended by sub-section (I) applies to and in respect of contracts of
insurance under Division 1 of that Part, whether entered into before or after the commencement of this section
but nothing in sub-section (1) affects or prejudices(a) any settlement made between the parties; or
(b) any decision made by a Court (whether or not the decision is subject to appeal)before the commencement of this section in any proceedings relating to any such contract of insurance.

I point out that that does not prejudice the decision. The amendment affects all common
law actions, current or future. It prevents recovery of payments made by workers
compensation insurers from third-party insurers.
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-I listened to the explanation given by the Treasurer, but
instead of clarifyin~ the situation he has further confused the issue. A few words from the
Treasurer have incited the Opposition, and fears are being generated regarding the loss of
rights. That loss of rights could be for any reason whatsoever, but the Treasurer was
referring to current and future claims. Current claims refer to accidents that occurred in
the past.
I have had some interest in third-party insurance, and the Parliament has been interested
in it due to the enormous losses being run up. Honourable members are now being
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informed that there is a court case regarding payments; we have asked for an explanation
and have been thrown a few crumbs. The fears of members of the Opposition have been
raised. The more we ask, tile more we are put in a position of ignorance.
As a member of Parliament, I am entitled to know what will be the effect on workers
compensation so that I can inform my constituents when they ask me. I am entitled to be
able to answer letters from constituents who presently have journey claims lodged with
the Motor Accidents Board, and that applies to every honourable member.
Journey claims have been a unique part of the workers compensation system in this
State. As a new member of this place, I have sat through question time and have heard the
Treasurer refuse to answer questions asked of him. This is another instance where a
specific question has been asked of the Treasurer and instead of giving a full answer to
allay the fears of the Opposition he has thrown a few crumbs that have heightened those
fears.
It appears that the Treasurer is referring to journey claims and I am aware that he is
referring to a case that is now to be reversed. Workers compensation insurers are being cut
out of the system by having to pay claims in the future for accidents that occurred· in the
past. The Treasurer has said that it refers to current and future claims. Under the present
system, current claims are the preserve of the insurance companies.
There has been a court case in which liability has been incurred and, subsequently, a
situation arose-this is just an instance-relating to journey claims covered by the Motor
Accidents Board. The Treasurer, by interjection, says it is not related to journey claims
but that is the point I am trying to make: Because the Treasurer does not give a full
explanation to the Committee, he is doing nothing more than heightening the fears of the
Opposition. A full explanation is required. Few back-bench members of the Government
are in the Chamber at present. Perhaps the Treasurer could send one of them with a note
to an adviser in order to obtain the answer to my question.
As the Leader of the Opposition says, Opposition members will insist upon this
explanation because all honourable members have had this fear raised in them. I appreciate
that there is no way the Treasurer will answer and it is a pity that that is the situation, but
the Opposition has no alternative now other than to force the answer out of him. His
attitude is that of an arrogant man.
If one examines what happened durin~ question time and if one looks at the course of
the debate on this Bill, one can see that It is being rammed through and the guillotine is
being used constantly. Arrogance is definitely the right word.
I plead with the Treasurer, on behalfofmy constituents-and I have on my files claims
relating to journey accidents-for explanation. I want to be able to explain fully to my
constituents the effect of the Bill and the amendment.
I call on the Treasurer, as other honourable members have, to give a full and adequate
explanation to the Committee.
Dr WELLS (Dromana)-I shall not take up the Committee's time.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I believe the honourable member for Dromana
has already spoken twice; is that the situation?
Dr WELLS-Yes, I have spoken twice.
The CHAIRMAN-The honourable member has exhausted his rights.
Mr PLOWMAN (Evelyn)-It would appear to honourable members on this side of the
Chamber that the Treasurer has made it perfectly clear that his intention with this provision
. is that'dedsions 'ofthe courts should be overturned. I hear the Treasurer interjecting and
saying, "No". At last we have heard him say "No". Members of the Opposition have
appealed 'to the Treasurer, to his honesty, his decency and his constitutional responsibility
as a Minister of the Crown.
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Let us have him say, quite clearly, whether court cases are to be overturned. Will the
Treasurer climb down from his position of saying nothing and admit that he may have
used words that he did not intend to use? If he were prepared to stand up and say "No,
that was not what I meant, I meant something else", the Committee could get on with it.
However, if the Treasurer did mean what he said, the Opposition will object strongly,
loudly and for a long time.
If the Treasurer said what he did not mean to say and he wants to change it, let him ~et
offhis high horse and back down and say so to the Committee, and then let us get on wIth
the Bill.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-Mr Chairman, while attempting to prevent repetition, let me
clarify the position:· First, it does not relate to the journey to work issue. There is no change
in arrangements at all. I have said that about four times during the course of debate. I
clarified the position for the honourable member for Balwyn and therefore the honourable
member for Bulleen was right off the track in his comments.
The honourable member for Evelyn has said that I reversed a court decision. My
recollection was that I did not use those words. I said the purpose of the proposed
legislation is to overcome a recent court decision so that the application of this provision
will mean that it prevents recovery of payments made by a workers compensation insurer
from third-party insurers.
As the Leader of the Opposition says, by interjection, if the record shows that I did say
""reverse the decision", then that was not the intention in respect to a particular court
decision.
As I pointed out-I think this is the third occasion-amendment No. 295 makes it clear
that nothing in sub-section (1) affects or prejudices any settlement made between the
parties or any decision made by a court. Amendment No. 295, which is related to
amendment No. 3, makes that crystal clear.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I thank the Treasurer for those remarks,
even though it took us an hour to get them. I should like to know whether the Clerks have
addressed the point I raised earlier concerning the possibility of there being two sections
numbered 42 in the Motor Car Act. That matter should be dealt with before honourable
members vote on the amendment. It would seem absolutely incorrect to vote on the
amendment until the matter has been straightened out.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The Committee is dealing with amendment
No. 3 and, in dealing with amendment No. 3, the Treasurer referred to amendment No.
295, which is related. At this stage the Committee is not dealing with amendment No. 295
and a decision cannot be made on that amendment until the appropriate time.
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-It would appear that the Committee may never deal
with amendment No. 295 separately. The Government's list of amendments is only four
short of the end of a record number of amendments and amendment No. 295 will inevitably
be dealt with in a global motion at the end of the time allotted the Committee stage of the
Bill.
Therefore, at some stage prior to the time that amendment is reached, the Treasurer
will have to overcome the defect, or the courts will have trouble deciding to which of the
two sections numbered 42 a reference to "section 42 of the Motor Car Act" refers.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I suggest that the Treasurer clear up the
suggested anomaly in amendment No. 295 some time prior to the cessation of debate.
At this stage I refer to a matter concerning reference by honourable members to
Ministerial advisers. I inform honourable members that discretion should be used when
making reference to advisers. It was suggested by the Leader of the Opposition that new
members be acquainted with those Standing Orders that relate to that matter. I draw the
attention of honourable members to the position regarding strangers as set out in Standing
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Orders 28 to 30. Until recent years, to draw attention to the presence of strangers would
precipitate proceedings for their exclusion. I earlier indicated that it is inappropriate to
repeatedly-and I stress the word repeatedly-draw attention to the presence of advisers
just as, equally, it would still be inappropriate to refer to persons in the gallery during the
course of debate.
Certain provisions have been made by Mr Speaker and his predecessors concerning the
use of the advisers' box. Those of us who have been here a while can recall when a curtain
was draped across the advisers box. That has been altered; progress has been made; I
suggest that newer members check on the Standing Orders to which I have referred and
use discretion when referring to people who are unable to defend themselves in the House.
The amendment was agreed to.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I move:
4. Clause 2, line 11, omit "Three" and insert "Two".
5. Clause 2, line 14, omit "Three" and insert "Two".

These amendments are necessary because of amendment No. 17 circulated in my name,
which excludes beneficial loans and the use of cars from the remuneration which is used
as the base to determine the accident compensation levy. The Government has decided to
remove both the financial loan and the use of a car from the remuneration, following
representations from all employer groups on the matter.
The basis of the submissions by the employer organizations concerned was that the base
for the accident compensation levy moved away from the base which is currently used to
determine workers compensation premiums. I examined the position and I was prepared
to modify the definition of remuneration so that the use of a car will not be included in
the remuneration base, nor will subsidized loans. The purpose of amendments Nos 4 and
5 is to assist in giving effect to that principal issue.
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-This matter raises some difficulties. On the one hand,
it is a welcome change because it narrows the levy base and therefore will tend to give
greater advantages to employers in terms of lower costs but, on the other hand, it raises
the situation where the costing of the scheme must be further called into question to the
extent that the levy would have been attracted in original costing by virtue of inclusion in
the levy base of the value of cars and subsidized loans. There was a gain to the revenue
side of the scheme. Now that gain has been removed and to the best of my knowledge no
costing adjustment has been made in any costing to take account of the impact of that
upon the receipts of levy. Again, this tends to aggravate the financial insecurity of the
scheme.
It also creates further anomalies because, under the definition of remuneration, the
opening words, which, subject only to specific later exclusions, define the scope of the levy
base, and they are extremely wide. They still remain in the terms in which they were
before subject only to those additional exclusions in respect of any payment or benefit
provided to or in relation to a worker. For example, notwithstanding the practice that,
under the Pay-roll Tax Act as I understand it, employers do not normally include payments
in the nature of employer contributions to superannuation schemes in the amount upon
which they pay pay-roll tax, in my opinion it is within the breadth of those terms to
include such a benefit. It is clearly a benefit to the worker, and it is a benefit in relation to
a specific worker.
This is something that is certain in its scope, applying as a specific exclusion from an
uncertain set of words; and my fear is that the employers will ultimately bear the cost for
this sort of business. It is employers who must assess for themselves under the
Government's proposal what is the class of benefits that are to be included in the declaration.
If they fail and it is subsequently decided by the court they have failed to properly define
that class of payments, they stand to suffer not only severe penalties but also penalty
levies, perhaps up to five times the base premium.
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If the court should take the view that a substantial proportion of the proper levy had
been avoided by virtue of non-disclosure of those non-cash benefits, employers may be
faced with something near the maximum penalty and with very severe penalties in terms
of increased levy payments. This represents by omission, rather than the intention of the
Treasurer, a massive leap forward in terms of reducing the bureaucratic nature of the
scheme. Honourable members will recall the enormous complex provisions in the schedule
of the Bill for the calculation of the value of a car provided to an employee. When I come
to make out the pay-roll declarations for the small business in which I am involved, thank
goodness I will not have to work out-even as a lawyer-what those provisions mean in
terms of the value of the car provided by the company. I say "Thank goodness", on behalf
of small businessmen who will not have to take legal advice once a month on the calculation
of the value of the car included in the pay-roll declaration for the purpose of the Bill.
In that respect, it is a giant leap forward and, on behalf of the Committee, I can only
thank the Treasurer and those who pressed him for this concession for that minor
concession. Fundamentally, it aggravates the basic fears the Opposition has about the
costing insecurity of the scheme. The levy on these classes of remuneration would not
have been substantial in the over-all scheme of things, but it is not possible to identify just
what is the effect of the amendment. It will have some effect and will vary from one
industry to another and from one employer to another, but it represents some benefit to
employers. In the long run it represents a benefit to employees because they will not have
that additional disincentive for the provision of subsidized loans and cars. At least a levy
will not have to be paid if benefits are provided in that clause. What the Treasurer is
proposing to hit them with pales into insignificance in comparison with what his brethren
in Canberra are proposing to do in whacking employers around the ears merely because
they provide benefits. In order to ensure that he did not incur the political liability of
taxing benefits in the hands of employees, the Treasurer proposes to levy a tax upon the
employer. That shows the real regard of the Labor Party for those who generate growth
and employment in the Australian economy.
The Treasurer, albeit reluctantly and under pressure from employers, has come to the
point of recognizing that these forms of disincentive will ultimately harm the prospects
for economic growth in Australia. No doubt his friends at the Ford Motor Co. of Australia
Ltd will be greatly pleased by the removal of the motor car provision from the levy base,
as that removes one small impediment to the selling of motor cars to employers, so the
Treasurer is to be congratulated on behalf of his friends out at Broadmeadows. No doubt
that will give him a great deal of comfort, albeit it has not been enough to bring them
around to the over-all support of the Bill.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I referred earlier to the impact of the
proposed legislation on small business. Quite obviously, the Treasurer is prepared to
make, as the honourable member for Brighton said, a small admission as to the cost of
this scheme on small business which is recognized by the amendment.
I do not believe the Government has responded to pressure from small business but, as
the honourable member for Brighton has said, to pressure from some of those who have
an obvious vested interest in the sale of motor vehicles.
In this area in particular small business provides cars for its staff, particularly senior
staff, as an ,incentive to retain that staff, and, obviously, to build up its profitability. Big
business could better accommodate this proposal before it was amended. Small business
would have found it impossible.
The amended proposal will remove one huge bureaucratic nightmare for both employers
and the Government. To that end we thank the Treasurer for proposing the amendment.
I have had many small businesses in different shapes and sizes but, on the average, I
employed about ten staff. It was not unusual for two or three cars to be provided to
management and senior staff in order to keep those people in the business. The former
cost structure would have been prohibitive.
1541

64

ASSEMBLY

18 July 1985

Accident Compensation Bill

The Opposition fully appreciates the Treasurer's decision to amend the provision.
However, it does not believe this is the only area in which the provision can operate; other
areas of benefit will be included in assessment for workers compensation premiums. They
will ensure bureaucratic involvement and added costs to small business.
The Treasurer's amendments are a small step which, in terms of achievement, seem like
a mile in distance. Every amendment that has been achieved has been heavily fought for.
In criticizing the Treasurer and the proposed legislation, the Opposition has also been
prepared to give credit where it is due. In this case the Treasurer has moved in the right
direction. The Opposition will support the amendments but will not fully embrace them.
The amendments were agreed to.

Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I move:
6. Clause 2, lines 17 to 22, omit sub-clauses (7) and (8) and insert:
"(8) The items in Schedule Two which amend sections 98 and 99 of the Stamps Act 1958 shall be deemed to
have come into operation on 30 June 1985."

The amendment relates to the Stamps Act 1958 and also to comments I made earlier that
the Government intends to either ensure an exemption from stamp duty for workers
compensation premiums after 30 June 1985 or to provide rebates. The amendment is a
drafting requirement to meet that need.

Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-The Opposition does not object to the amendment. I am
concerned about what would seem to be a drafting error in the amendment. If sub-clauses
(7) and (8) are to be omitted and a single sub-clause is to take their place, surely it would
be referred to as sub-clause (7) rather than sub-clause (8). I bring that to the attention of
the Treasurer.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I understand that that requirement is not necessary. The
amendment is drafted consistent with the form in which it should be expressed.
The amendment was agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was adopted.
Clause 3

Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-I move:
4. Clause 3, line 33, omit "and".
5. Clause 3, line 35, after "compensation" insert:
";and
(I) ensure that the accident compensation scheme is fully-funded at all times.".

This amendment goes to the very heart of the Government's proposed legislation. One
thing ought to be crystal clear in the debate; that is, that there is a massive controversy
about whether the scheme is fully funded. There is no controversy about whether it ought
to be fully funded; everyone who has been associated with the exercise has agreed that the
new workers compensation scheme for Victoria ought to be fully funded.
The Cooney inquiry recommended that the scheme should be fully funded. A strong
element of the Liberal Party policy was that the scheme should be fully funded. There
would have been universal agreement in the submissions received by the Cooney inquiry
that the scheme should be fully funded. That view was taken for good reasons which were
articulated even as late as earlier today-albeit briefly-by the Treasurer.
There is agreement that if the scheme is not fully funded, all it will do is postpone for
future generations of employers the cost of today's industrial accidents. Therefore, it will
be unfair in the first instance. Secondly, such a system will be counter-productive to the
rehabilitation and prevention objectives of the Bill. If today's employers can manage their
industrial risks safe in the knowledge that they will not be accountable in the future for the
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funding deficiency of the scheme, they will have no incentives to minimize the risks to
workers.
In the interest of Victorian workers and their families, it is particularly important that
employers have the maximum incentive to devote their energies, managerial skills and
resources, which include finance, to ensuring that industrial accidents are minimized.
After all, that is the central focus of the Government's package of reforms. The very
essence of the proposed workers compensation scheme is an attempt to reduce the incidence
of industrial accidents. Not only is that a critical objective in itself but it is a central part
of the Government's costing assumptions. If the Government's other reforms undermine
the prospects for achievement of that objective, it will undermine the costing and financial
security of the scheme. Such is the magnitude of the economic impact of the proposed
scheme that this will undermine the Victorian economy.
This is a central set of provisions. Everyone agrees with that. There is no disagreement
from the Government that the scheme should be fully funded. The Treasurer has devoted
a tremendous amount of his time and energy into assuring the people-and spending the
taxpayers' money to provide serious evidence to support his claim-that the scheme will
be fully funded.
My proposed substantive amendments are basically in two parts. It is proposed to add
to clause 3 which sets out the objects of the Bill, which is technically before the Committee,
an object which will ensure that the accident compensation scheme is fully funded at all
times. Amendment No. 5 standing in my name seeks to amend clause 3. I cannot
understand why the Government is not prepared to accept the amendment-as I gather
from the intimations of the Treasurer-and it did not appear in the Government's draft
of the Bill.
Some months ago in The Australian newspaper, a journalist in an aside stated that he
had been led to believe through interviews held with the Treasurer that the requirement
to ensure that the scheme was fully funded was omitted for technical drafting reasons.
That must be the greatest load of hogwash! If the Treasurer did not say that, I am pleased.
Whether the provision was omitted as a matter of technical detail or not, that provision
should be included in the Bill to ensure that the scheme will be fully funded. That should
be spelt out in the objects part of the measure. The Treasurer has said that that is an
objective. Why then is the central financial consideration of the whole scheme not embodied
in the clause of the Bill?
A definition provision, which links in with a later provision, defines what fully funded
means-perhaps not in technically familiar terms but in terms that take account of the
usual approach to a fully-funded system. The provision should take account of all of the
costs in each period of insurance, including administration costs and the cost of claims
which will have to be met in future; it should also include the effect of inflation on claims
for injuries that have been incurred yet not reported.
That definition is to be added to clause 5. Amendment No. 13 standing in my name
would introduce into the Bill an accountability and a reporting provision.
I emphasize that some consideration was given by the Opposition to include a clause
which actually required the premiums to be reviewed on the basis of providing a fullyfunded scheme. Ultimately the Liberal Party decided that the Government should stand
accountable for the administration of the scheme and that it was not appropriate for
amendment to be moved which would seek to impose some artificial constraint on the
Government other than the objectives that it laid down.
Coincidentally, that would have come into contact with the undertaking the Government
has given employers to maintain premium rates for five years. Goodness knows whether
that provision will become one of broken promises that litter the Government's record in
office. It seems to me the scheme cannot be fully-funded and inevitably the Government
will have to face up to the financial responsibility of establishing another third-party
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insurance scheme in this State in terms of its potential to generate billions of dollars of
losses in unfunded liabilities. That is not what the clause does, and it is important for the
purpose of its acceptability that it is appreciated that that is not what it does. The clause
does not set out to impose a legislative constraint inconsistent with the basic promises of
the Government. What it does is to include an accountability provision, a reporting
provision, which will enable the Parliament and the people of Victoria to ascertain whether
the scheme is in fact being fully funded.
The Treasurer's answer will be the reverse one that he has already given to attacks of
this kind; the scheme will not be fully funded in the first few years. In fact, it will not be
fully funded until the tenth year and, as Mr Slee reports, that is the greatest lot of hogwash
that has ever been peddled to Victorians. The reality is that the scheme is unfunded at the
beginning and it will become progressively more unfunded as we go downstream.
It is not sufficient for the Treasurer to state that clause should not be inserted for that
reason because the clause does not require that the scheme be fully-funded, it only requires
an identification of the extent, if any, to which the scheme is not fully-funded so that
Victorians can judge whether the progress of the scheme accords with the promises the
Government made and with the costing that is now published in summary form in the
Green Book, in the WorkCare booklet and now in the costings that Mr Cumpston and Mr
Orford have made. It enables Parliament to judge whether the Government is living up to
the objectives it set itself.

If the Treasurer is not prepared to agree, it will disclose to me, to other members of
Parliament and to Victorians generally that the Treasurer does not now expect that the
new scheme will meet the new funding assurance he has given the people of Victoria.
Mr Cooper-It will test his bona fides.
Mr STOCKDALE-That is what I was about to say. It will put the Government's bona
fides to the test. If the Treasurer is not prepared to allow public scrutiny on whether he is
abiding by his promise to disclose his expectation, his promise will be broken.
I fully expect the Treasurer will disclose that he is not prepared to have information
made available to the community every six months so they can judge whether he is
keeping his word.
Amendment No. 13 standing in my name is part of the scheme we are considering. It
provides that during January and July of each year the Government actuary shall make
an actuarial appraisal of the fund to ascertain whether it was fully funded. Actuarial
appraisal is then defined in terms of comparing the income of the fund against the
outgoings for that period of insurance and forward from the period of the cover. It is an
unexceptional provision. The amendment then deals with the definition of the amount of
levy being received.
That amendment provides for clause 37 (10) to provide that not later than 31 January
and 31 July in each year, the Government actuary shall issue a certificate certifying the
results of the actuarial appraisal made at the end of the previous six months. Clause 37
(11) would then provide that not later than 15 February and 15 August in each year the
Minister shall publish the last certificate issued by the Government actuary, a statement
of receipt and expenditure, a statement of the assets and liabilities other than reinsurancewhich complicates the picture and needs to be dealt with separately-and a statement of
the surplus or deficit of the fund at the end of the preceeding six months.
It then provides for reinsurance because it would complicate other provisions if it were
not dealt with separately. Clause 37 (12) would define the meaning of the expression
"fully-funded". That is in the normal terms of providing the all-time total costs including
inflation and meeting the claims incurred, whether reported or not during the insurance
period under assessment.
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The sub-clause then goes on to define how any relevant document will be published. It
may be that the Treasurer would regard that as slightly onerous in that it would require
the document to be tabled immediately. Given the experience of the Treasurer and the
tabling, or to be more accurate, the concealment, of the report which I dealt with as a
separate matter earlier today, it is not an unreasonable requirement to put an onus on the
Treasurer to disclose any document as soon as he receives it by publicly releasing it
immediately or tabling it in the House immediately if the House is sitting.
If the Treasurer regards that as onerous or impractical, the Opposition would be pleased
to hear him put forward an alternative proposition which he regarded, on the one hand,
as practical and convenient and, on the other hand, as giving reasonable protection to the
public in removing an opportunity to simply delay the tabling of a certificate and its public
release if a Minister had something to hide.
That is the only element about which the Minister might take exception. If he is bona
fide in his repeated claims that the scheme is fully funded, he will be true to his word and
say that the Government accepts this amendment.
There is nothing unusual about the amendment. It is a provision that should be included
in the Bill. It is an objective that should be met and it is a reporting procedure which will
enable the Government and a future Government to account to the people for its actions.
From the viewpoint of the Opposition, this is an important amendment because of the
fears the Opposition has that the scheme will be unfunded.
Yesterday, the Treasurer and the Premier misused the costings that were made by Mr
Richard Cumpston, a consultant actuary for the Government. They claimed in this House
without qualification that Mr Cumpston had certified that the scheme was fully funded
with the existing benefits and the existing costs including the costs of administration and
the existing rate of levy. In reality, Mr Cumpston did nothing of the kind. What he did, in
the course of his appraisal, was to adopt assumptions made by the Government about
what would be achieved in terms of rehabilitation, reduction of the number of claims in
each year under the fund, the average cost of claims, inflation rates, employment and
wages growth and other factors. The Government provided Mr Cumpston with a basic set
of economic assumptions.
It would have been quite appropriate for the economic and financial department of this
State to provide the actuary with assumptions about basic economic data. It would then
be prudent for the actuary to check that data with other sources to satisfy himself that the
assumptions given to him by the Government were reasonable.
It is a different matter altogether when one examines assumptions about the objectives
of the workers compensation and social objectives of the Government. What we are
discussing is whether the Government bureaucratic scheme will actually reduce the
incidence of claims, whether it will actually reduce the average claim cost and all the other
assumptions about the achievement of the Government's workers compensation goals.
We are in a completely different ball park. Surely other people are entitled, on the basis of
their experience, to challenge that.

Mr Cumpston was entirely responsible and, contrary to what the Treasurer and Premier
did here yesterday in ruthlessly using the privil~e of this House to besmirch the professional
reputations of other actuaries who disagreed WIth the Government, I make it clear beyond
a shadow of a doubt that the Opposition does not impugn the professional integrity of Mr
Cumpston. It does not say that Mr Cumpston cooked the books or that he provided the
Government with the results it wanted.
Mr Jolly interjected.
Mr STOCKDALE-The Opposition did not come close to saying that. I made it clear
in my speech yesterday that that was not what the Opposition was doing. The point I was
making was that if the Treasurer wanted to talk about having a vested interest vitiating
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professional judgment of itself, he should mention the $50 000 that Mr Cumpston had. I
was merely responding to the Treasurer's point.
I do not attack Mr Cumpston's integrity. I am saying that Mr Cumpston did the proper
and prudent thing. He went through and identified the assumptions on which he had made
costings and he indicated which ones he accepted responsibility for and which ones had
been given to him by the Government. In a myriad of cases, he put in brackets after the
assumptions an indication that the Government had provided him with the assumptions
upon which he was operating.
The Opposition does not impugn Mr Cumpston's credibility or his professional capacity.
I do not stoop to the sort of attack that the Premier and Treasurer, who ought to know
better, entered into yesterday, which did not become the dignity of their office. I am saying
that the Government's assumptions are wrong. When I released another set of costings on
Monday, I said that Mr Slee made exactly the same point, that it was not the arithmetic
with which he disagreed but the basic assumptions. He said that the Government's
assumptions about what the scheme would achieve were wrong. He gave ample fullydocumented reasons to justify the comments he made.
The fact that the Government has had to go outside the Government and obtain the
advice'ofconsultants from private industry to certify the scheme shows, of itself, that the
Government did not have the capacity to make those judgments to the same extent and
with the same authority as the insurers who have been operating insurance schemes for
years.
If it were a basic test of whether one should accept the Government's assumptions or
those from the industry outside, I would go to the industry every time, because it has been
operating these sorts of schemes for years and does not have a vested interest in trying to
con the people of Victoria that this "miracle" scheme will work. That is the purpose of the
amendment, to put the Government to the test on whether it will stand up for what it says
about its costings; if it will not do so, the people of Victoria will readily conclude that the
Government expects that it will not be able to meet the funding goal that it set for itself.
This is the most critical amendment of any that will be moved during the considerations
on the Bill, and I call upon the Treasurer to accept it.
Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn)-I hesitated to speak because I hoped the Committee would
hear a response from the Treasurer at this stage, after the eloquent and complete exposition
of the proposal put forward by the honourable member for Brighton. The honourable
member is putting to the Committee that it should place an additional objective in clause
3. As it now stands, the Bill contains five objectives, which are spelt out. They are: To
reduce the incidence of accidents; to provide a system of effective rehabilitation of injured
workers; to provide suitable and just compensation; to have a system whereby claims are
dealt with speedily and efficiently; and, in this context, to reduce the cost to the Victorian
community of accident compensation.
It ,is really in respect of the fifth and final objective in the present proposal that the
Opposition has suggested a further clause. It is important that the cost to the Victorian
community of accident compensation should be minimized, and, it is hoped, reduced.

In its many publications leading up to the introduction of the proposed legislation, the
Government suggested that there would be a spectacular reduction in the cost of workers
compensation. It stated that a reduction would be brought about by reducing the number
of accidents, and, where claims still occurred, the costs of those claims to the community
would be minimized through an efficient and effective system of rehabilitation.
I am sure all those objectives would have the full support of the community. They
certainly have the full support of the Opposition. There is one door in the whole scheme
of things that the Government has left closed. Will it really work? Can these five objectives
be achieved, commendable as they all are, all together, or will one give in?
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Based on the reports of the actuaries who have been examining the proposals, there is a
real danger that that closed door has behind it a very dark tunnel and some very real
problems, namely, that in aiming to reduce the incidence of accidents and in setting up
this entirely new system of the Accident Compensation Commission, in practice, the cost
will be significantly higher than anticipated. The Opposition believes this is probably the
case. The Government has insisted that that is not so, and that savings will occur.
The real way to test this proposal and to reassure the community is to include a
provision in the Bill to state, first of all, that the scheme will be fully funded-because it
would be very easy to conceal the true situation by allowing the scheme to slide along,
slowly building up liabilities which would have to be dealt with in the future. It is the old,
old story of not making a proper provision today for the liabilities of tomorrow. The
Opposition wants to ensure that the scheme makes that proper provision.
The Treasurer has suggested that the scheme makes that provision and that Victorians
can be assured that the scheme will be fully funded over a ten-year period. However, it is
not good enough just to take the word of the Treasurer, trustworthy though he may be, on
a matter as important to the community as this measure. A requirement should be placed
in the Bill that the Government or the Accident Compensation Commission, whichever
body is responsible, maintains records and receives actuarial advice on a regular basis so
that the commission and the total community know full well where they stand regarding
the state of the fund. That would be a simple procedure in regard to clause 3 and would
place, along with the other very worthy objectives, as spelt out in the Bill, a sixth and final
objective, namely, to ensure that the accident compensation scheme is fully-funded at all
times.
The suggested amendment is not in conflict with the stated objectives of the Treasurer
and the Government. They want a fully-funded scheme to operate.
In the Green Book entitled Victoria. Workers Compensation Reform, Government
Statement No. 5, the Government states at page 83:
The Government has decided to adopt a fully funded approach to its new Accident Compensation Scheme
rather than adopt a pay-as-you-go system.

There is the Government's undertaking. All the Opposition's amendment will do is to
make that an objective of the Bill to fulfil the Government's stated objective. There can
be no argument between the Government and the Opposition on this issue. The
Government has expressed that objective, and the Opposition is suggesting that the
objective should be included in the measure.
The Opposition suggests that along with that statement will be a mechanism to give the
community and the Government a constant check on how the scheme is operating. That
is the proposal outlined in the thirteenth amendment circulated in the name of the
honourable member for Brighton.
I do not need to go into the detail of that proposal now; the honourable member for
Brighton spelt it out in clear terms a few minutes ago. Broadly it means that an actuary
will be required to issue a certificate, on a six-monthly basis, certifyin$, the state of the
Accident Compensation Fund at a specific time. In other words, it WIll be possible to
determine whether the scheme is fully funded at that moment and, ifnot, the extent of the
deficit. The action of the Government in response to that actuarial statement will be a
matter for consideration by the Government at the time.
If the Treasurer's claims prove to be correct, there will be no cause for concern because
the actuarial certificate will show that the scheme is fully funded or, if it has fallen slightly
behind, forward projections can be presented to show at what point over the next few
years the fund will be restored to a fully funded situation.
If a situation similar to the situation that has developed with the State Insurance Office
and compulsory third-party insurance develops, the picture will be very different. I remind
the Committee that the situation with compulsory third-party insurance in the State
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Insurance Office is not simply a question of inadequate premiums to ensure that the
scheme is fully funded; the Insurance Commissioner has reported in at least his last two
reports the escalating costs that he has had to meet under the third-party insurance
scheme.
There is a real danger of escalating costs under the new accident compensation proposals.
I know it is going against the stated objectives of the Bill, but honourable members can be
quite sure that, even as at the present time, tenosynovitis is moving through this community
like an infectious disease. RSI, as it is called, is becoming more and more a cause of
workers compensation claims. In recent years industrial deafness suddenly reached plague
proportions. A little earlier heart cases became a major cause of escalating costs in the
workers compensation scheme. No guarantee can be given that, over the next ten years,
the community will not see some other phenomenon leading to a surge in the number of
claims, no matter how effectively industry faces up to the question of occupational health
and safety.
Accidents do occur. We can work to minimize them. However, conditions such as RSI
do develop and can lead to an enormous escalation in claims. We need to be prepared, as
we move towards the next decade, to face up to these dangers, and we need a regular
actuarial assessment of the state of the fund at any given time. When we reach that point,
there may well be a need for the Government to review the situation.
If the fund is in desperate straits, remedial action should be taken, and one would hope
that action would be taken before it reached a situation similar to that now faced by the
State Insurance Office in its compulsory third-party insurance area. The corrective action
that may be necessary could take a number of different forms. It could mean an increase
in the levy, although the Government has promised that premiums will not be increased
for the next five years. Nevertheless, there is still a little room for the Government to
manoeuvre in that those on the lowest premium rate could be moved to the highest
premium rate and the Government could still say, with a straight face, even if a little
tongue in cheek, that it promised not to increase the premium rates but did not say
anything about moving people from one rate to another.

It may be found that employers are required to pay more to keep the scheme fully
funded. Another alternative, should there be a rash of claims in some area, may be for the
Government to query whether that rash of claims covers an area that can be justified as a
compensable disease or injury under the scheme. In the past, queries have been raised as
to whether certain so-called workplace injuries should be incorporated as compensable
injuries under the scheme. The Government of the day, of whatever party, may find it
necessary to query that aspect of the cost of the scheme.
Another alternative may be for the Government to acknowledge-as the present Minister
has frequently said-that workers compensation is really a community service, a social
welfare service, and not just a straight-out insurance contract with an insurance risk or an
insurance cost to be met. If it is a community service, the Government of the day may
decide that the Consolidated Fund-in other words, the taxpayers in general-should
make some contribution to the cost of accident compensation.
There are numerous ways in which a Government may decide to move, but one thing
is clear: If the Government is in the dark, and if no actuarial assessments are done, the
Government will not know where it is and will wake up one day to find that thousands of
millions of dollars of debt have been collected by the Accident Compensation Fund and
that it faces a major problem.
The amendment will reassure the community that the Government's intention of
providin$ a fully funded scheme, rather than a pay-as-you-go scheme, is being honoured.
Further, It will give the community and the Government a continuing check on the state
of the fund and will enable the Government to take any necessary corrective action sooner
rather than later. That will mean that the corrective action will be far less horrific in the
eyes of the community and in its impact on public finances in general.
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The amendment should receive the support of the Committee and of the Treasurer
because it will not detract from the quality of his proposed legislation in any respect; nor
from a measure along the lines that he is obviously keen to see implemented. It will add
something extra to the objectives of the Act, expressing in clear terms an objective which
the Treasurer himself has corn mended in presenting the Bill, and I urge him to accept the
amendment.
If he has difficulty in doing so immediately and wants to give further consideration to
the detail of the foreshadowed amendment to clause 13, I am sure that can be arranged
while the Bill is between here and another place. If it means that this House must meet
again next week to finalize the matter, I am sure members of the Opposition will be more
than happy to return to get this matter right.
The issue now before the Committee is simply that of inserting into the objects provision
of the Act an extra provision to ensure that the scheme is fully funded at all times. I join
with the honourable member for Brighton in commending the amendment to the
Committee.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-I support the concept of a fully funded scheme. I admit
that I am sceptical of the fool's gold that has been put before honourable members by the
Treasurer; I am sceptical of his promise that his sums will add up. As a qualified accountant,
I have been taught to be sceptical of "pie in the sky" promises.
All the evidence that I have seen from actuaries for whom I have a deep respect is that
the scheme will not add up and that, in a few years' time, Victoria will end up with an
unfunded scheme that will either be paid for especially by small business or have to be
paid for by a diminution in the benefits to the workers. The only alternative will be a still
further increase in taxation, which will fall on the workers so that they will be no better
off. It seems that, in this life, only three things are certain-death, taxes and that the
worker always pays.
If the Government is fair dinkum, it should not be afraid to tell the workers of Victoria
and business, at six monthly intervals, that its fund is progressing favourably, that it is
ahead or behind, that it is in deficit or in surplus.
Slighting reference has been made, particularly to Mr David Slee. That is unfortunate,
because he is a knowledgeable actuary and a Fellow of the Institute of Actuaries, one of
the most prestigious organizations in the world. The Minister for Employment and
Industrial Affairs is a member of that institute, and I am sure he resents the attacks that
have been made on his highly professional colleagues.
Members of the accounting profession pay deference only to the actuaries as our superiors
in the field of dealing with fi$ures. We certainly have little time for the academic economists
who have been involved m some of the propositions that have emanated from the
Department of Management and Budget and other places. I have been most disappointed
in some of the information I have gleaned about some statements made by officers
advising the Treasurer. In my opinion, they reflect badly on their own professional integrity
and competence and it is a great worry to me that this should have happened.
People like Mr Slee are emphatic that the premiums the Government intends to levy
will be insufficient, especially in view of the new benefits that have been allotted in
response to trade union pressure. On the figures from a few months ago, before all this
happened, grave doubts arose as to whether it would be possible to fund a scheme which,
in my opinion, will be the most generous of any in the world. There is no way that the
average premium being promised-2·5 per cent of pay-roll-can possibly support the old
benefits, let alone the recent new benefits promised to the trade union movement in order
to gain its assent of the Bill.
If the scheme is to be fully funded as the Government promises, it can not possibly
object to the amendment moved by the Opposition that will require it to make the figures
public. The figures I have seen indicate that, unless the premium ratio is doubled to 5 per
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cent of pay-roll, or unless workers' benefits are cut to less than half their pre-accident
earnings, this scheme cannot be fully funded.
Another way out is to impose a heavier burden on the employers by making them pay
for the first five or ten days of illness or in some other way increasing their contribution to
make-up pay. This would be contrary to the long lauded objective of the Government of
reducing the hu~e labour on-costs that are plaguing the industrial and manufacturing
sectors of Victona and making it continually more difficult to compete abroad and, even
worse, to keep the balance of payments in check and safeguard the strength of the Australian
dollar by keeping out imports. That ought to be the major responsibility of a Labor
Government-to keep imports out of the country by honest competition, low costs, high
productivity and so on.
The Bill will do nothing to improve the competitive position of Victorian business. I
concur with the view that the Government is offering most employers, and most especially
small businesses, a cheap ride on the Titanic. It is not a question of shifting the chairs on
the top deck.
The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The Committee is debating a
fully-funded scheme and not the line the honourable member is taking. I ask the honourable
member to come back to the clause.
Mr WILLIAMS-Mr Acting Chairman, if my doleful predictions of an unfunded
scheme prove to be anywhere near correct, Victoria is on the way to facing a disaster as
bad as the one for those unfortunate people on the Titanic.
During the past three years extensive legislative changes have been made. Even before
that, the former Liberal Government acquiesced to generous legal interpretations, which
make past calculations that have been the basis of these estimates quite erroneous and an
unreliable guide to the future.
No matter how good the actuaries are, if they are working on past experience they may
very well find that their future calculations are quite wrong because they are based on
unreliable figures.
The Labor Party has forgotten that the statute of limitations has now been extended
from three to six years in industrial claims. This must increase the burden of compensation.
I fully expect an increase in the backlog of claims because of these terrible new diseases
that are now afflicting society-the effect of electric magnetic energy radiation and the
tenosynovitis that is afflicting one in two female workers.
In the not too distant future, the present Treasurer will be the ex-Treasurer and there
will be no smile on the faces of my two colleagues, the Leader of the Opposition and the
honourable member for Brighton, who will have to meet the bills because of the gross
under-estimation of the present Government.
Evidence suggests that the increase in the unemployment rate will create an increase in
claims for workers compensation and I can understand that. If a worker thinks his job is
safe, he is not going to get compensation at the drop of a hat; but if he has a shrewd
suspicion that he is going to lose his job, he will go in for the kill. If the union movement
is any good, retrenched workers will make sure they get a big dip in the gravy train of
workers compensation. That is only human nature.
If people are going to be retrenched, I say, "Good luck to them"; they ought to try to
beat the system and that is what will happen, and that is what will make these estimates
so unreliable.
Honourable members interjecting.

The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The honourable member for
Doncaster does not need assistance.
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Mr WILLIAMS-Anything I say in this place is my own view; I bow to no one. I am
an old-fashioned Ltberal dry who believes there is no such thing as a free lunch. Sooner or
later one must pay for one's sins. I believe in the worker getting a fair go. Ifhe has to cheat
the system to get a fair go, so be it.
Informed experts are adamant that even the spending of this $30 million a year on
rehabilitation which the Government is bandying about will not materially reduce the
claims ratio. A lot of evidence exists to prove this point. It is a statistical fact that 80 per
cent of claims are for less than $600.
Rehabilitation will not help that figure. Most of the claims will be picked up by the
employers. For 80 per cent of the claims, there will be no demand on the insurance fund.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr WILLIAMS-I have been reminded of the nigger in the woodpile. The new-found
friends of big business can be found in the centre unity faction of the Australian Labor
Party. I am surprised the socialist left has not realized it has a Trojan horse in its midst.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The honourable member is straying from the
amendment. I ask him to keep his remarks relevant to the debate.
Mr WILLIAMS-The scheme will be unfunded and big business such as the Ford
Motor Co. of Australia Ltd and General Motors-Holden's Ltd will bludge on the scheme,
unlike the poor workers who will get it in their necks.
How will the Government force people to participate in the so-called grandiose
rehabilitation scheme? Most workers will be sceptical and, with all the new benefits, why
should they want to undertake rehabilitation? Why should they not stay on permanent
pensions? I do not blame any workers who choose to do so. If the leaders of the Labor
movement are getting into bed with the capitalists, why should the workers not try to beat
the system?
There is no doubt that the New South Wales experience has shown that rehabilitation
will not work. On the latest figures available to me, it appears that of the 6880 workers
referred for rehabilitation, only 45 were sent back to work. That is a terrible indictment
on the rehabilitation scheme.
As the honourable member for Balwyn reminded the House, the modern phenomena of
repetitive strain injury and electronic radiation injury-of which I have had experiencewill produce a flood of permanent pensioners who will be a drain on the scheme. If they
are to be denied lump sum payments, they will participate in the scheme until it is
bankrupt. Someone will have to pay, and it will be the workers again.
It is about time all the academics cloistered in universities and other places where no
worker would show his or her face, came to their senses and realized that one cannot push
around Australian workers.
Miss CALLISTER (Morwell)-On a point of order, the honourable member for
Doncaster is straying from the point.
The CHAIRMAN-Order! I uphold the point of order and seek the co-operation of the
honourable member in returning to the amendment.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-The amendment relates to the funding of the scheme.
Mr Chairman, I am advancing to you and the Committee a number of arguments to show
that these promises are a sham.
The assumptions put before the actuaries rely on a massive reduction in claims and
some concept that this will be achieved through· rehabilitation. There is no doubt in my
mind that the Government's 2·5 per cent pay-roll tax levy will be totally inadequate. On
the calculations of the Government's own actuaries, the figure could be at least 5 per cent.
1551

74

ASSEMBLY

Accident Compensation Bill

18 July 1985

The CHAIRMAN-Order! I hope the honourable member is not reading his speech.
Mr WILLIAMS-I am referring to copious notes. The figures are shattering. On the
estimates I have, unless something drastic is done to take benefits away from workers or
make the employers pay more, the scheme will be $200 million in deficit in 1991-92, $700
million in deficit in 1992-93 and $2000 million in deficit in 1993-94. At best I foresee a
$6000 million deficit in ten years' time, which puts lie to the policies of the Government
that it will be a fully funded scheme over ten years.
If the Treasurer disputes my calculations, I remind him that last January the Institute
of Actuaries of Australia held a conference on workers compensation reform. The
Government's own actuary, Mr Richard Cumpston, estimated a figure of 5 per cent at
that time. However, that was before the new benefits; the last round of concessions to the
unions.
I challenge the Treasurer to bring before Parliament figures from the Government
actuary that the scheme will be fully funded. I doubt that even in the next three years the
scheme will be anywhere near solvency.

Apart from my doubts about the lowering of the claim rate, I am sceptical of the
estimates of overheads and administrative costs. I am extremely sceptical, knowing what
I do about Government bureaucracy.
My dislike for big business bureaucracy is just as bad. The only people who will bring
down the administrative cost will be the small business community, and apparently we
have been denied our plea that small businessmen be permitted to reduce the administrative
cost of the scheme. The scheme will be unsound because of the Government's refusal to
agree to the amendment. There will be more and more expensive legal arguments and
expensive medical opinions because of the new diseases.
A long list of reputable bodies does not agree with the Government's arithmetic, including
the Victorian Employers Federation, the Australian Chamber of Manufactures, the
Melbourne Chamber of Commerce, the Australian Small Business Association, the
Australian Hotels Association, the Law Institute of Victoria, the Australian Medical
Association, the Bar Council of Victoria and the Insurance Council of Australia Ltd; the
list goes on and on. Anyone who knows about compensation insurance knows the Bill is a
rotten piece of proposed legislation.
The sitting was suspended at 6.28 p.m. until 8.5 p.m.

Mr LIEBERMAN (Benambra)-I congratulate the Government for expressing the
objects in the Bill. That is something I have been advocating for some time. Former
Governments have done that with Bills. It is a good idea.
The five objects expressed in clause 3 are fully supported by the Opposition as being
worth-while in respect of a work injury compensation system. The problem is that the Bill
will not achieve the objects. That is the concern of the Committee this evening because
this will probably be its only opportunity to persuade the Government to modify and to
think again about the impact of the proposed legislation.
Every member of the House-Government, Opposition and corner party-agrees that
legislation is necessary to help reduce the incidence of accidents and disease in the
workplace, to provide suitable systems for the effective rehabilitation of injured workers
and suitable and just compensation to injured workers and, of course, an efficient system
of administration to determine claims and to deliver the compensation that is effective
and just for the injured workers. In the Government's own words in clause 3 (e) of the
Bill:
In the context, to reduce the cost to the Victorian community of accident compensation.

Having accepted that the objectives of the Government are worth-while and emphasizing
the objective in clause 3 (e), that is, to reduce the cost to the Victorian community, I
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believe the amendments proposed by the honourable member for Brighton, the shadow
Minister responsible for this Bill, should be accepted by all members of Parliament.
The honourable member has proposed that the Bill be further amended by adding an
additional objective that will ensure that the accident compensation scheme is fully funded
at all times. If one considers it, the cost of accident compensation to the Victorian
community can be reduced if the system ensures that the scheme is adequately funded
and supported by contributions.
Unless the Parliament, the community, employers, employees and unions can check
regularly that the Bill provides a system that is fully funded at all times, then the object of
the Bill, to reduce the cost to the community, will not be achieved.
The honourable member for Brighton's amendment proposes that the Bill embrace the
important principle that it be fully funded. In amendment No. 13, to which I will refer in
passing, the honourable member for Brighton proposes a number of very lo~cal and
appropriate steps that ought to be adopted by the Government by way of reportlng to the
Parliament and the community on the performance of the scheme.
The benefits of adopting those amendments will be that the community, Parliament,
industry, commerce, unions and injured workers, will be able to ascertain whether the
cost to the community of accident compensation is achieving the required result and is
providing enough income to meet existing and contingent liabilities and costs of
administration. It is true that the amendments proposed by the honourable member for
Brighton will also reveal at regular intervals to Parliament and the community any shortfalls
or deficiencies in the income to meet the commitments under the fund.
A responsible Government should not reject those proposals because they provide a
mechanism for the Government to proudly proclaim at each six-monthly interval to
Parliament and the community that its claims that the system would work and provide a
cash flow sufficient to meet all contingencies and at the same time reduce the cost to
everyone, are being met.
If the Treasurer believes all the things he has been saying about the scheme he will find
these amendments irresistible and totally acceptable. I do not like to be pessimistic-I am
normally optimistic-but if the Treasurer rejects the amendment of the honourable member
for Brighton, then the Opposition is entitled to ask why that is.
It is possible that the Treasurer will blandly reject the proposal but indicate that he will
provide a reporting system under the proposed legislation which will require reporting at
regular intervals to Parliament and the community and that Parliament should accept his
word that the reporting system will be adequate. Perhaps that is what the Treasurer will
say to these proposals.
On the face of it, Parliament might believe that is a reasonable response, but I ask
honourable members to think that process through. The Government, and the Treasurer
in particular, have championed this reform saying it is the greatest social reform that has
hit the deck in Victoria for the past decade or so, but if the Treasurer's figures are wrong
and the figures that he provided to his actuaries are not a true reflection of the incidence
of accidents and the cost of administering the scheme, is it likely such a Treasurer would
readily disclose that the income the scheme is generating is providing a deficit rather than
a fully-funded system?
I know the Treasurer to be an honest man and I know that he would provide to the best
of his ability the figures that would indicate the true performance record of the particular
funds. However, the Treasurer will not be the Treasurer for ever. He would accept, as I
do, that no honourable member can hold on to a position for ever. Honourable members
are replaced at some time, either by age, retirement, slipping a "fetlock" or for some other
reason-perhaps even a promotion to another portfolio. In that context, the person
administering the fund may not have the same application or commitment as his
predecessor.
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No Parliament should allow the opportunity to go by, when asked to deal with proposed
legislation introducing a major social reform, without requiring the present Government
and all future governments, no matter of what political colour, to report regularly and
accurately to Parliament, the community and industry on the financial position of a fund
as important as this fund will be.
I hope the Committee accepts the logic of what I am saying. The logic of what I say is
such that no political party could justly go out into the community and explain away a
rejection of the amendments put forward by the honourable member for Brighton, the
shadow Treasurer, because the honourable member's amendments require the Government
ofthe day to provide the true performance record of the fund so that all people of whatever
political colour will know whether the fund is performing in accordance with the objectives
of the Bill and the promises and pledges of the present Premier and the present Treasurer.
In view of that, the Opposition will watch very closely the performance of the Treasurer
and his colleagues as this amendment reaches the voting stage. If it turns out that the
Government rejects the reasonable proposals in these amendments, then the Opposition
will have established without doubt that the Premier, the Treasurer, Cabinet and caucus
do not have the confidence they should have in the final result of the performance of this
new scheme; that would be the only explanation.
In the context of the political debate, the Government claims it can have increased
benefits for compensation, and a weekly benefit scheme replacing redemptions which
produce a less costly result than the proposed system. The honourable member for Brighton,
in accordance with the Westminster tradItion, ,has put forward cogent arguments
questioning whether that can be achieved. Independent actuaries have expressed views as
independent professional actuaries and not as members of Parliament or members of a
political party, that, according to their training, expertise and skill, the figures the
Government has used to project future costs are incorrect. The correct figures, according
to actuarial calculations, will reveal a mammoth shortfall in the viability of the fund. That
is the political scenario.
Government members might say that the honourable member for Brighton is wrong,
but Opposition members say that the independent actuaries should be listened to and that
the Government should reveal its calculations and have an independent inquiry. That is
the two-sided argument that the people of Victoria have to decide and which the Parliament
has to work out.
I am not trained as an actuary, I admit that, but I can read documents and submissions
expressing different viewpoints. Someone will be wrong, but what I say is that while the
Committee is dealing with proposed legislation which must be operational by September,
the Committee should at least ensure that mechanisms are put in the Bill that will
demonstrate next year to Victorian taxpayers and employers, and thereafter until such
time as Parliament decides to do something else about it, exactly what the trading result is
for each year.
There is nothing wrong or objectionable about that! That is what the amendment
proposed by the honourable member for Brighton is all about-a decent, ethical nonpolitical form of reportin~ that gets to the nub of the situation and provides accurate
figures, on a certificate baSIS, of what the cost of the scheme has been.
I hope the Treasurer will accept the amendments, and ifhe does so, I shall be the first to
congratulate him. By accepting the amendments, the Treasurer would be demonstrating
that after all the advice he has received, all the deliberations he has had with people,
including his colleagues in caucus, all the submissions he has received, all the meetings he
has had and all the expressions of concern from people from all walks of life, that he still
believes in and has enough confidence in the measure, his policy and his decision and that
Parliament and the community will receive the benefits promised by the Government.
The Treasurer should want people to understand that the fund is available, that it is
being fully funded and that there is no accumulating loss that our children and our
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children's children will have to cover in future years. There is no way that I would want
my children to inherit a huge debt irt this State. I hope they will stay in Victoria and will
not be driven away because the Government's taxes and charges have increased to such
an extent that people are forced to go to other parts of the Commonwealth, or even the
world, to make a better life for themselves. I do not want them driven away because this
State Government's taxes and charges are inordinately high compared with those anywhere
else.
According to the opinions of many experts in this State, the Bill could create enormous
liabilities for future generations of Victorians. According to them, the scheme will not be
fully funded and there will be deficits in excess of$1 000 million within a decade or so, and
increasing rapidly thereafter. That is not my rhetoric; that is what other people have said,
those who believe, after carefully considering the proposal and examining all the other
systems, that that is what will occur. Victoria also has the benefit of drawing on world
experience in Canada and other places in regard to such schemes.
The Treasurer interjects and says that that shows-The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The honourable member for Benambra should
ignore interjections from the Treasurer.
Mr LIEBERMAN-Mr Chairman, it is important that I do not do so on this occasion,
because the Treasurer said that that proves that the Government's figures are right, or
something to that effect. That is really what these amendments will facilitate for the
Treasurer.
The Treasurer can have for his testimonial and his contribution to the State a major
social reform, such as he has claimed this Bill to be, which will have delivered the goods
in the way in which he said it would do. The Opposition is offering him the benefit of that;
it is offering him a reporting system for people to regularly examine and note what is
taking place. The reports will be issued on a six-monthly basis. Here is an opportunity for
the Treasurer to obtain all the propaganda for which any Treasurer could ever hope, a
reminder every six months that he was right and that all the people who questioned the
veracity of the figures and estimates were wrong.
I repeat that it is not impossible for the Government to accept these amendments. They
should be accepted by the Government. They are responsible amendments because they
provide to Parliament something for which all members of Parliament should constantly
strive, no matter what side they are on or to which party they belong.
Let us have modern legislation for modern Parliament showing the performance of
programs, projects and authorities, so that all can judge their benefit and worth; and so
that all can take action, if necessary, and amend the policies and programs to arrest a
decline, to change direction when needed, and not when it is too late to avoid affecting the
standards, the opportunities and the quality of life of all future Victorians. That is what
many experts believe could occur as a result of this Bill if these vast projected losses do
arise.
I hope all honourable members in the Committee will vote for the amendments proposed
by the honourable member for Brighton, including the first amendment now before the
House and the following amendment, which complements it. I should be interested to
hear members of the Government party, particularly the Treasurer, explain to the
Committee why they cannot accept this reporting system, if that is what they intend to
say-and I hope they will not.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-The National Party has carefully examined the
amendments proposed by the Government, the Opposition and, of course, the National
Party. Before relating my comments directly to the amendment, I must express the
concern of the National Party that an extensive debate has taken place to date, and yet the
Committee is only up to clause 3 of the Bill. The National Party is concerned about the
filibustering attitude of the Opposition during this debate.
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Honourable members interjecting.
Mr JASPER-Vital principles relating to provisions throughout the Bill need to be
debated and considered, and, although the points now being debated regarding the
amendments and this clause are important, the National Party wants to be able to debate,
if it can in the time that is available, as many clauses as possible.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr JASPER-It is all right for the Leader of the Opposition to talk, but the Committee
has been debating the measure for more than 6 hours and yet it is only up to clause 3. The
Leader of the Opposition is interjecting, as he normally does. I make it clear to him and
the Opposition that the National Party is concerned about the progress of debate on the
measure. It would like to debate the principles involved in the proposed legislation, not
only those contained in the first two or three clauses, but also those contained in the
remainder of the proposed legislation, because they are extremely important to Victoria.

Honourable members interjecting.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I should not like the debate to develop into a
lover's tiff between two political parties. I suggest that the Committee come back to order
and return to the debate with a little more decorum, please.
Mr JASPER-Mr Chairman, I reject entirely your declaration that this a lover's tiff. I
am debating the measure as a member of Parliament who represents an electorate, and as
a member of the National Party. It is totally wrong to filibuster at this stage of the debate
and not allow other clauses to be debated.
The National Party believes it must put forward a view, and it will certainly do so. The
National Party would like some of the vital amendments it proposes to move to be
debated, as well as those of the Opposition and the Government.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr JASPER-The Opposition certainly must be concerned about the filibustering
attitude it is taking because its members are certainly interjecting a lot. Perhaps the Leader
of the Opposition might consider how the Bill could be fully debated and the amendments
dealt, with in the time that is left for debate in the Committee stage.
The amendments proposed to be moved by the National Party will possibly be accepted
by the Treasurer. I believe he will be keen to examine the amendments, which are logical.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The honourable member for Murray Valley
seems to be speaking about amendments to be proposed by the National Party. I believe
the Committee is now dealing with amendments put forward by the Opposition. Am I
right or wrong? If I am correct, I ask the honourable member to please confine his remarks
to the fourth and fifth amendments moved by the Opposition.
Mr JASPER-Mr Chairman, the amendment to clause 3 is vital. The National Party
will support it. The National Party believes the Bill is simply a "pay-as-you-go" system
which, in the long run, will be unfunded. Hence, there are grave reservations on the future
of the proposed legislation.
I ask the Treasurer: Will the sums add up? Will the system be fully funded? An interjection
from the defrocked Minister, the honourable member for Niddrie, indicates that the fund
will be fully funded and that the sums will add up, which is not the information that has
been provided to the National Party. The Opposition's amendment will place pressure on
the Government to ensure that there is a fully-funded system.
If the Treasurer believes the information the Government was provided with last year
through extensive discussions and the information it has been given since then is correct,
there is an obligation on the Government to ensure that the scheme, whatever form it
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takes, is fully funded. Not to do so is an admission by the Treasurer that the scheme will
not be fully funded.
The Government claims that the scheme will reduce the level of premiums paid by
employers by $600000 while at the same time benefits to workers, according to the
Treasurer, will increase by $100 million. Many actuaries have provided information that
those figures will be higher. The Government has acknowledged that the scheme will be
unfunded. Apparently the Government now believes the sums are not correct and that, in
the short term, the scheme will be fully funded.
The National Party believes in the long term the scheme will not be fully funded. If the
premiums suggested by the Treasurer are to be fixed for five years, certainly the scheme
will be unfunded for five years, which will result in a huge increase in the level of premiums
to be paid by employers.
It should be remembered that workers compensation premiums are provided by the
employer. The employer is the least considered. The Government has had discussions in
the main with unions and with the Trades Hall Council. Information provided to the
National Party from employer groups is that there has not been the full consultation with
employers that the Government claims. The figures provided indicate that the proposed
scheme will not be fully funded. It is projected that in the first year premiums will raise
$663 million and claims paid out will amount to $650 million, which leaves $13 million
for the administration of approximately 250 000 claims and to provide reserves for future
years.

The Treasurer is taking no notice of these sums. He needs to examine the facts and the
figures that are being presented. There are increasing benefits and reducing premiums.
With a network of rehabilitation centres, certainly there will be an increase in the costs of
running the scheme. The Government claims it will be able to assist in runnin$ the scheme
by a reduction in industrial accidents of 10 per cent over ten years, but there is Inconclusive
evidence to corroborate that statement.
The New South Wales system does not provide that evidence. It is all very well for the
Treasurer to interject, but the figures provided show that of the 7000 workers who were
injured in New South Wales and who participated in the workers compensation
rehabilitation service only 45 were returned to active service. That is not a very good
record. If the Government is to rely on the New South \Vales system, Victoria will be out
of pocket even more than anticipated.
The base that has been provided to actuaries of 2·4 per cent indicates to the National
Party that there will need to be an average base of 5 per cent to cover the cost of running
the system and the claims made on it. This morning, the honourable member for Brighton
presented an excellent case on the experience of the State Insurance Office whose thirdparty insurance sector is being run so badly that in 1984 it had losses of more than $700
million. How much will be lost under the Government's proposed accident compensation
scheme?
The Australian Chamber of Manufactures has provided information that has been
quoted on many occasions. The information means that the Treasurer's sums do not add
up. Employers do not believe the Government. The Australian Chamber of Manufactures
also claims available figures show that the Government's scheme will cost the same as the
current scheme, if not more. It indicates that the scheme will cost about $120 million. If
that is so, it will be an enormous load the State's employers will have to bear. The
Government will not bear it-it will pass the burden eventually to employers. Probably
the Labor Party will not be in government when that occurs. Probably a coalition
Government will need to pick up the pieces. Whatever Government has to pick up the
pieces, the situation will be drastic.
The Australian Chamber of Manufactures stated further that the scheme is half baked
and that it is based. on unfounded assumptions. The proposed legislation is being rushed
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through Parliament without regard to the economic consequences simply because the
Government recognizes that it will have a temporary majority in the Upper House. All
honourable members are aware of the Government's tactics in that regard. This Bill, like
the Occupational Health and Safety Bill, will be pushed through the Upper House while
the Government has a temporary majority.
Put simply, the Government's sums do not add up. This scheme will be unfunded.
Eventually employers will have to bear an enormous burden. The average employers trust
the Government and Parliament. However, I do not believe employers should trust the
Government with this measure.
There is no reason for the Treasurer not to accept the Opposition's amendment because
it will ensure that the accident compensation scheme is fully funded. If the Treasurer has
as much confidence in the proposed legislation as he shows outwardly, and if the
Government believes this measure is. the be-all and end-all of workers compensation
legislation in the future for Victoria, surely the Treasurer will back the actuaries who have
provided figures on the proposed legislation. If the Treasurer believes the scheme can be
fully funded, he should accept the amendment.
The National Party supports the amendment and foresees enormous problems in the
event that it is not accepted by the Committee. I shall be interested to hear the Treasurer's
response. The amendment should have the support of Parliament because it offers a check
on the Government.
The National Party believes there is unseemly haste in pushing the Bill through. The
Government should have withdrawn and redrafted the measure to take account of its 300
amendments and to allow the amendments proposed by the Opposition and the National
Party to be considered. I trust that the Committee will hear from the Treasurer on the
amendment that has been moved.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-It has at least been refreshing to hear a different view from
the honourable member for Murray Valley after listening to the tedious repetition by
members of the Opposition!
I made it clear in both the second-reading debate and in public statements in relation to
WorkCare that the Government intends to introduce an accident compensation scheme
that is fully funded over a ten-year period. That is the point of the exercise. It has been
interesting to hear the honourable member for Brighton and his disciples argue that they
support a fully funded scheme. The propositions that they advanced, sketchy though they
have been, do not recognize the realities.
Currently it is common practice for insurance organizations to provide retroadjustable
or retroactive schemes in the area of workers compensation. Those schemes, based on the
"burning cost" principle, are similar to the pay-as-you-go schemes; they are not fully
funded at all. On the one hand, the honourable member for Brighton says that the
Government's scheme should be fully funded at all times; on the other hand, he supports
a multi-insurer scheme such as operates at present and is not fully funded.
The Leader of the Opposition is obviously worried about industrial deafness; he is
asking me to speak softly.
There is obviously hyprocrisy in the Liberal Party's position on the issue. In support of
its view that the scheme should be fully funded on a ten-year basis, the Government has
not only had the scheme analysed closely by actuaries and statisticians within Government
circles but also, as I said yesterday, has sought actuarial expertise in the private sector. It
is recognized that Mr Cumpston, Mr Orford and Mr Zsuch are very eminent actuaries,
and they have come up with costings that indicate that the Government's program, as
represented by the Bill, will be fully funded over a ten-year period on the basis of 2·4 per
cent of'Yages and salaries. They have demonstrated that.
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For the benefit of honourable members opposite, I shall refer briefly to Richard
Cumpston's report. In paragraph 1.7 on page 1 he states:
A ten year projection using the above "best" estimates, together with economic and other assumptions supplied
by the Department of Management and Budget, suggests that an average premium rate of 2·4 per cent of wages
will result in WorkCare being fully funded within ten years.

I think it was the honourable member for Benambra who raised the question of overseas
schemes in relation to the Government's proposition. In relation to overseas schemes Mr
Cumpston says at paragraph 1.12 on page 2:
This report sets out data from six overseas compensation schemes (the New Zealand accident compensation
scheme, and workers compensation schemes for five Canadian provinces). It is reassuring that all these schemes
have funded costs in the range I % to 3% of wages.

That is completely consistent with the Government's proposition of 2·4 per cent.
It is also interesting to analyse the projections ofMr Cumpston and others which show
that initially the premium would have to be higher than 2·4 per cent, but Richard Cumpston
points out that, at the end often years, the premium may be as low as 2·1 per cent.

The honourable member for Brighton asks me, by interjection, to read the last paragraph
on page 2.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-The Treasurer should ignore the unruly interjections
of the honourable member for Brighton.
Mr JOLLY-I understand what you are saying, Mr Chairman. I am not saying anything
about the age of the honourable member for Brighton, but I understand the point you are
making and I accept your proposition.
I shall demonstrate how Mr Cumpston views the issue of funding and costing. In
paragraph 1.14 he says:
If these challenges are not met, WorkCare may cost more than 2·4% of wages. The worst sufferers will be
persons who, as a result of age or prior injury, are likely to suffer injury. The present tendency for employers to
employ only the young and fit will continue unchecked.

That is paragraph 1.14 where he makes a qualification. In the previous paragraph, he says:
Entrenched sectional interests may result in some ofthe unsatisfactory aspects of the present scheme continuing
in WorkCare.

In other words, he is dealing with the transitional problem, but the Government is turning
the scheme completely around.
Mr Cumpston concludes:
If these challenges are met, WorkCare may, like similar schemes overseas, cost less than the Government's
2·4% commitment.

The Government is determined not only to achieve its objectives but to better them.
Honourable member interjecting.

The CHAIRMAN-Order! I note that 50 per cent of members on the Opposition
benches are out of their places, and their interjections are not appreciated.
Mr JOLLY-The issue of whether the scheme should be fully funded is important. I
have already highlighted many examples of schemes at present that are not fully funded.
However, the Government's proposition will ensure that the scheme is fully funded over
a ten-year period. Members of the Opposition are always sceptical. They said that the
Victorian Development Fund could never happen. They now say it is the best thing
anyone could imagine in financial management. I remember vividly their reactions when
the fund was proposed.
The CHAIRMAN-Order! The Leader of the Opposition is like a talking machine.
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Mr JOLLY-He is having trouble with his finger as well as with his mouth, Mr
Chairman. I shall ignore his finger as well as the other matters that flow from the Leader
of the Opposition.
There are two fundamental objectives and targets underlying the Government's approach.
One is a reduction in the incidence of industrial accidents and disease, and that is extremely
important. Here it is necessary to consider WorkCare as a total package. The occupational
health and safety legislation-which I am pleased to say has now been passed in the other
place-is exceptionally important to the achievement of this objective.
There is no doubt that the Government's minimum target of a 10 per cent reduction in
accidents will be achieved over the next decade. I am confident that the optimum target
of20 per cent is achievable. Ifso, it will assist in reducing the cost. of the scheme below the
2·4 per cent level recommended by the Government and frozen in the proposed legislation.
I turn to the second target which is extremely important. The Government believes it is
exceptionally important to get the costs per claim under control. That is a vital part of the
Government's approach to rehabilitation. Honourable members recognize that, effective
and comprehensive rehabilitation will substantially reduce the costs of any workers
compensation system.
The honourable member for Murray Valley referred to the experience in New South
. Wales. It is important to remember that common law applies in New South Wales in
respect of pecuniary losses. The proposition in the Bill is that common law will not be
available for income loss. That is fundamentally important in turning around the whole
attitude of workers to rehabilitation. Obviously, not only workers but also employers will
need to co-operate to make a comprehensive rehabilitation scheme possible.
The honourable member for Murray Valley and members of the Government recognize
the importance of removing the common law claim for income loss, and an effective
rehabilitation service will be developed only in that context.
I turn to the specific terms of the amendments before the Committee. Opposition
amendment No. 5 states that one of the objects of the Bill is to ensure that the accident
compensation scheme is fully funded at all times. The honourable member for Brighton
must be receiving actuarial advice from lawyers because no one would seriously suggest
that the accident compensation scheme can be fully funded at all times. That is not a
sensible objective as no scheme will be fully funded at all times.
During the debate, the honourable member for Brighton agreed that all of the
Government costings recognize that the introduction of rehabilitation schemes will take
some time to have an impact. In the early years, the scheme will not be fully funded on a
daily basis-that would be absurd.
If one followed the inane policy of the scheme being fully funded at all times, one would
inject a huge element of instability into the workers compensation scheme. Premiums
would fluctuate all the time and planning in the private sector would be almost impossible.
The Government has rejected that policy.
In the context of a fully-funded scheme over a ten-year period, the Government will be
able to freeze the levy of the accident compensation scheme at 2·4 per cent. A lower levy
may be achieved at the end of the ten-year period.
The honourable member for Brighton obviously wants to promote professional income
because he has requested six-monthly actuarial reports. How many organizations have
six-monthly actuarial reports? The honourable member for Brighton wishes to pay actuaries
a great deal of money. The Government actuary would have time to do nothing else if he
were given that task.
One does not obtain actuarial reports every six months. Admittedly, one must receive
regular reports, and the Government will take that approach. The Government is
considering long-term reforms; it would be absurd to have six-monthly reports. I assure
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the Committee that the Government will receive regular actuarial reports and, within two
years, it will be looking forward to a full actuarial analysis of the scheme.
As mentioned in the Bill, annual reports will be presented to Parliament to fully explain
the actions of the Accident Compensation Commission and they will refer to actuarial
reports.
I make these points: Firstly, the Government's scheme will be fully funded on a tenyear basis. The actuarial reports provided by the Government to the people of Victoria
demonstrate that the scheme will be fully funded over a ten-year period on the levy of 2·4
per cent of wages and salaries. Secondly, it is nonsensical to suggest that any scheme
should be fully funded. That is utter nonsense and would bring about instability.
It would be a waste of money to have six-monthly actuarial reports. However, the
Government will receive regular reports, and reference to those will be included in the
annual reports presented to Parliament.

Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-The first point I wish to make is that
members of the Opposition forgive the honourable member for Murray Valley for the
comments made earlier. He forgot about the program of closer political relations.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I ask the Leader of the Opposition not to
forget the amendments under discussion.
Mr KENNETT-I was just getting to them, Mr Chairman. What was tragic about the
Treasurer's contribution to the debate was that he has no sense of responsibility about
what happens to the employer's money held in trust for employees. The Treasurer has
indicated to the Committee that the scheme will be fully funded within a ten-year period.
However, the Treasurer is aware that within ten, four or three years he will not be
answerable for the scheme. Therefore, he can easily make all types of promises to employers
without any commitment to accountability.
The amendments are designed to achieve several results, one of which is to ensure that
the Treasurer does not do to the Accident Compensation Commission what he has done
to the State Insurance Office. The Treasurer accepts no responsibility for the office losing
$500 million a year. It is possible that under the new scheme, the Accident Compensation
Commission could lose even more money.
Regardless of their political persuasion, Governments have a responsibility to account
for the money that they hold in trust. The Opposition does not agree with a nationalized
scheme, and there will always be philosophical differences between the parties. However,
one matter on which all political parties should agree is the way in which Governments
manage the money they take from the community and hold in trust for their citizens.
The fact that the Treasurer has stated that the scheme cannot be fully funded on a
regular basis is an admittance that the scheme is not a risk but a gamble. It is a huge
gamble because the figures provided by the Treasurer are not supported by the Opposition.
The Treasurer quoted three actuaries, all of whom worked on figures supplied by the
Department of Management and Budget. Honourable members must understand that
people within the department must put Government policies into practice.
The Minister of the Crown responsible for the proposed legislation has never invested a
dollar in any type of enterprise except for his investment in pacers. What is it called?Modfinman. Fancy having a pacer called Modfinman! The only reason it is winning at the
moment is because it is scared stiff that if anything happens to it, it will never be
compensated.
The Opposition does not accept that proposed legislation should be introduced on a
wing and a prayer in the hope that in ten years it will be fully funded. This is an irresponsible
execution by a Government of how community funds should be administered today or
tomorrow. The Opposition is concerned about the performance of the Treasurer because
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of the way he has administered other areas under his responsibility in the past three and a
half years.
Mr Simmonds interjected.
Mr KENNETT- The Minister for Local Government has had a win today in another
place. It is all right for him to interject, but the one fact that all honourable members know
is that under the administration of the Treasurer the State Insurance Office is losing $1· 5
million a day.
The Opposition does not want these same accounting principles to be used by the
Government when it monopolizes and nationalizes workers compensation. Some form of
protection for the moneys received from the public to be held in trust-not for employers
but for employees-must be made. This evening, the Treasurer has clearly stated that he
does not give a damn about responsible management of community funds.
Mr Ross-Edwards interjected.
Mr KENNETT-I agree with the Leader of the National Party: That is a statement of
the time. The Treasurer stated it would be almost impossible for any actuary or auditor to
audit the accounts of the proposed Government authority on a six-monthly basis.
Mr Jolly-I said it would be meaningless.
Mr KENNETT-Meaningless! This is a Government authority which will have access
to $800 million. There is no doubt that someone should be able to account for that money
on a regular basis, but the Treasurer states that it would be meaningless to account for it
on a six-monthly basis. The Opposition is concerned that the Treasurer's projections are
going to be proved wrong. If they are wrong, the public will have to wait, as it does for the
State Insurance Office report, for approximately nine months after the end of a financial
year before it can discover how serious is the financial position of the proposed commission.
No private company could get away with that in its presentation of an annual report.
Why should a Government statutory authority-and in this case a monopoly-abide by
different rules? Most private companies report annually on their profit or loss. If the
Treasurer is worried about his figures, why does he not admit it? For goodness, sake, surely
the public has a right to know whether the proposed authority will make or lose money.
All honourable members hope it will make money, but the Opposition fears that it will
not. Therefore, the proposed amendment seeks to make provision for regular accounting.
The Treasurer bases his whole approach on two claims: Firstly, that claims performance
will reduce because of the rehabilitation program. There is nothing to suggest, in terms of
the commitment made by the Government, that claims will reduce at a more substantial
rate than is currently occurring.
The second prayer of the Treasurer and the Government is that the rehabilitation
program will have a dramatic effect in the short term. Honourable members would accept
that over, the past ten years many employers have improved their health and safety
provisions in the workplace, and some have increased their role in rehabilitation programs.
However, to suggest that there will be a massive leap forward in rehabilitation provisions
by private enterprise or the Government sufficient to make a remarkable change over a
short period is extremely unlikely, to put it at its best.
Mr Micallef-It is a small step.
Mr KENNETT-Yes, I do not doubt that it will be a small step. However, a small step
will take many years to bring about the financial savings on which the Treasurer is basing
his costings. That is the very point being made by the Opposition. The Opposition is not
saying that over a period the swing towards rehabilitation and the success of that endeavour
will not continue to improve.
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Despite what the proposed legislation is all about, it will not advance those small steps
dramatically in the next twelve months and I am sure the honourable member for
Springvale would admit that. The Treasurer appears to believe that on claims performance
and rehabilitation a massive change will occur.
It is important that honourable members realize that the proposed amendment is not
attempting in any way to put at risk the measure being passed. Honourable members
would be aware after what has happened in another place today, that the Bill will be passed
by Parliament.
The proposed amendment seeks to improve the Bill and to make sure, firstly, that it
will be fully funded and, secondly, that a regular accounting program will be put into
operation. The Treasurer stated In his remarks tonight that he does not believe it is
justifiable to have a regular accounting program.
Mr Jolly interjected.
Mr KENNETT- Yes, the Treasurer did say that; he said it was a waste of time and
money.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I do not want a quiz session on the front
bench.
Mr KENNETT-I appreciate that, Mr Chairman, but it is hard not to react to
interjections.
The CHAIRMAN-The Treasurer will have ample time to conclude his remarks at the
end of the debate.
Mr KENNETT-What does it boil down to? Mr Chairman, if you or I have demands
made upon us to be accountable, to put it at its basic level, to our wives, we account
financially. If we are involved in small business, we account financially. Why is the
Treasurer so afraid to account the facts to Victorians?
I am amazed at the support the Opposition is receiving for its arguments. Even the
honourable member for Morwell has joined the ranks of the Liberal back bench in support
of the aq~uments I am putting forward. The Opposition welcomes her contribution and
her positIOn amongst backbenchers.
In the corridors of power of Parliament House, many members from the Government
whisper secretly in our ears and want to give members of the Opposition support. The
Opposition is prepared to welcome the honourable member for Morwell to its ranks at
any time. However, at the moment she is a rose between two thorns and only time will
tell which thorn will finally prick her!
The CHAIRMAN-Order! Although a small amount of good humoured interjections
livens up dull proceedings, there does appear to be too many caucus meetings on the
Opposition back bench.
Mr KENNETT- They are all being conducted by members of the Government. I make
one final point on the matter of accountability and a regular reporting procedure. If the
scheme is good enough and if the Treasurer believes in the actuaries' reports and the
provisions of the proposed legislation, why is he not prepared to account to Parliament
and the public on a six-monthly basis?
Is it because of a fear of facts? Is it because the Treasurer is desperate and believes, as
members of the Opposition believe, that this scheme will not work? Is it because he
realizes that he will need the protection of the reporting procedures behind which he hides
for the State Insurance Office? Once again I see that the Treasurer is leaving the Chamber.
The Treasurer is not prepared to make available to the people of Victoria a regular
account of how the fund stands on a six-monthly basis. The Opposition says to him that
the community deserves regular accountability in respect of the liquidity of this fund.
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If the Treasurer is worth a pinch of salt and honestly believes the Bill is correct, he has
nothing to fear from regularly informing the people of Victoria about the liquidity of the
fund. I suggest he does not believe in his own Bill.
I predict here and now, given that the Bill is to operative from 1 September 1985, that
there will be no accounting in respect of the fund for at least nine months after the first
twelve months of its operation. The honourable member for Coburg, by interjection, asks:
"Why not?" He is not only out of his place but also out of his depth. He knows why there
will be no commitment; it is because the fund will cost the people of Victoria very dearly
indeed. If the honourable member for Coburg wants to make a contribution-it will be
the first he has made in nine years-he can do so, and I guarantee that he will not support
the amendment.
In the public interest, the amendment should be supported because, if for no other
reason, it makes common sense.
Mr HAYWARD (Prahran)-The amendment proposes to have actuarial appraisals in
order to check whether the new scheme is fully funded. It is important and necessary
because honourable members are dealing with a revolutionary approach to a problem that
has plagued Victorian industry for a long time. There is no question that in this
revolutionary approach the Government is jumping into the unknown.
From the performance of the Government, the way it has prepared the Bill over a
number of weeks and the way in which it has been presented to Parliament with the
remarkably large number of amendments, it is clear that the Government does not fully
understand what it is on about and, in particular, it does not understand the ramifications
of the Bill.
The calculations made by the Government, its public servants and consultants have
been made without full knowledge and understanding of the way in which the legislation
will operate. An interesting stage has been reached where the Committee is dealing, in
effect, with two sets of calculations. On the one hand, honourable members are dealing
with calculations prepared by the Government, its bureaucrats and consultants-and the
Treasurer has sought to convince the Committee that they will show that the system will
be fully funded. On the other hand, other sets of calculations have been prepared by people
who have been working in the industry for many years. They are the people who understand
how industry operates and they are in a better position to make projections about the way
in which these amendments will operate.
I would rather accept the calculations of the industry. They show that this system will
not be fully funded and I support their views because these people understand the full
practical implications of working in the industry. These people are in a much better
position to make calculations on a proper basis.
For the sake of our children, I hope the Government's calculations are correct. If they
are not correct and Victoria is faced with an unfunded scheme that is building up huge
liabilities ,over a period, the implications for our children and grandchildren are horrendous.
It would appear pointless to argue about two sets of calculations. How can honourable
members make a judgment on these calculations? Even if actuarial experts were available
in the Committee, it would be difficult to make ajudgment on these calculations. For that
reason it is sensible to consider the suggestion put by the honourable member for Brighton
for a system of monitoring the calculation.

I doubt the calculations because I have had experience with projections in industry and
other areas. I will outline how projections and calculations can go astray. When one is
making projections, one must use many elements and factors. Therefore, it is obviously
not possible to say that one particular figure is the right figure. Projections are therefore
made by preparing a range.
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When making projections and forecasts, one must have an objective in mind; for
example, in my previous industry if one wanted to convince the board of directors of a
large company that they should invest $1000 million in a manufacturing plant, one would
convince them by making projections on that company's share of the market, its operating
costs, and so on. The Government's scheme is that sort of project.
The same type of thing applies in the insurance industry. If one starts off with the
objectives of proving that the plant will be profitable or, in this case, that the fund will be
fully funded, it could well be that when making one's calculations one will use figures in
the selections of the range that are suitable and helpful to one's point of view. One may do
so deliberately or subconsciously.
If one consistently uses a set of projections in the sector of the range that is favourable
to one's objective, one can arrive at a favourable result. Conversely, using exactly the
same set of figures, but using that section of the range that is not so favourable to one's
objective, one can arrive at an entirely different result. In other words, in a manufacturing
operation, the result would be that the plan was not viable and, in the case of this system,
that it was not fully funded.
Therefore, it can be seen that making projections is a difficult and complex process.
Even though one may begin with the same set of assumptions and range of figures in a set
of assumptions, the way in which one deals with those figures makes the difference.
One may do so with the best intentions in the world. However, if one starts off with
one's objectives to prove that the plant is viable-or that the system is fully funded-one
can do so by dealing with the range of figures that is suitable for one's point of view.
In my experience I have seen how projections can suit one's particular point of view. I
have seen convincing projections put forward, for example, to people as intelligent as the
Treasurer, but in the long run it has not worked out that way.
Rather than having the present hassle and this rather extraordinary argument about two
sets of calculations, what means do we have to check whether one set of calculations is
correct? Why not use the sensible proposal put forward by the honourable member for
Brighton?
It is a common-sense, practical, effective approach. By adopting that approach we could
monitor the situation and ascertain whether the Government is right or whether the
Opposition is right. If the Government is right, that is well and good. However, if the
Government is wrong, the use of the monitoring system will provide warning to take
remedial action and put the system back into shape.

If the Treasurer is wrong and remedial action is not taken, the implications for this State
are very serious because, inevitably, we will end up with a large unfunded liability which
will have to be met by the taxpayer. These implications are especially serious when placed
in the broad context of where State Government financing is heading.
As the Treasurer would know better than anyone else, a fundamental change is occurring
in the Commonwealth-State financial relationship. This has occurred with the new financial
agreement and the new attitude of the Commonwealth Government towards borrowing.
The old generous days, which began with the WhitIam era and the betterment factor
and included the various changes implemented by the Fraser Government, are over. In
future, the flow of money from the Commonwealth Government to the States will be far
less generous than it has been in the past. In the future this Government's ability to borrow
will be far more limited than it has been in the past. If one makes a hardheaded calculation
about the net effect of the recent agreement on borrowing between the Commonwealth
and the State Governments, one arrives at the conclusion that there has been a significant
decrease in the ability to borrow for the future. The Government has major worries ahead
in the financial area,' ~nd future Governments will also have to face these problems.
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I refer to other financial aspects, and I am sure the Treasurer and Cabinet must be
extremely worried about the outlook for transport deficits. This point is relevant to the
Bill because if the amendment is not agreed to, there is a real risk that the State will build
up a huge unfunded liability which, together with the other liabilities and the worrying
projections in the transport area, will create enormous problems for our children in the
future.
The Government has been undertaking a process of emptying the hollow logs. The logs
have been emptied and the Government has built up a large debt commitment. In future
the problem of servicing the debt will be difficult. If, added to those debt commitments,
the State has to face the unfunded liabilities that might arise from the provisions of the
Accident Compensation Bill, the effect will be serious indeed.
Tonight honourable members are confronting a watershed for State finances. The
amendment moved by the honourable member for Brighton, which includes a practical,
sensible, efficient and effective way of monitoring the liabilities of the scheme and whether
it is funded or unfunded, is a sensible way to go.
Rather than getting into the situation of arguing whether the scheme is funded or
unfunded, or trying to second guess the actuaries, the common-sense thing would be for
the Government to accept the amendment which provides for the implementation of a
monitoring system that will allow the Government to check whether its own projections
are correct and whether the scheme is funded or unfunded.
If the monitoring system shows that the scheme is unfunded, it will provide an early
warning and allow the Government to take remedial action.
The Liberal Party feels strongly about the matter because it is worried about the direction
in which the finances of the State are heading. The Opposition is concerned that when it
forms a Government after the next election, it will have to face the problem. The
Government is endeavouring, in an irresponsible way, to implement a system with
problems for the future. In its heart of hearts it knows what is happening. The Government
knows that eventually the taxpayer will have to meet the burden.
In its heart of hearts, the Government knows that it will not be the Government after
the next election. The Government has set about establishing the new system irresponsibly,
with projections being made so that it appears that the system will be funded.
As I pointed out earlier, one can do all sorts of things with figures. The Government has
taken the easy way' out. It is trying to unload the problem and gain a public relations
benefit from the Bill. The Government knows that, as the next Government, the Liberal
Party will be left holding the baby. The Opposition knows that many steps have to be
taken to look after the people in real need.
The Opposition knows that the Government will leave the State with lots of problems
for many people and in future it is the people who will count and that is why the next
Government, a Liberal Government is concerned for people, not trade unions, not
bureaucrats and not the rubbish with which the Government has been pre-occupied.
The Opposition knows that people must be serviced effectively and to do that funds are
needed. If the present Government is to tie the Liberal Party's hands by landing it with
this huge unfunded liability under this scheme, the next Liberal Government will not be
able to do its job. This is a critical matter and this is a simple, effective, common-sense
way of putting a monitoring system in place and ensuring that we know whether the
scheme is unfunded. It will give an early warning signal of the problems ahead and the
Liberal Party believes it is essential in the interests of Victoria, our children and
grandchildren and of those people who will need essential Government services and
support in the years ahead.
Dr WELLS (Dromana)-Earlier today, the Premier claimed that the Opposition has
not put forward any positive amendments to the Bill. This amendment gives the lie to
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that claim. It has often been said that one definition of politics is that it is about money.
Certainly, this is a classic illustration of that rather truncated definition.
The Bill may be garbed in the clothing of high politics at this time but its emphasis in
the final analysis comes down to money-what is paid to those in need and what it costs
to meet that commitment.
I shall construct a case for the Opposition's amendment and make it clear, as my
colleagues who have spoken before me have also done, that the amendment is in support
of what the Government is endeavouring to do. The Government has said that it will
increase benefits by 20 per cent and cut costs by 50 per cent. The Opposition has said that
it disagrees with that and the community supports us. The Government has said that it
can cut premiums by $600 million a year from current costs yet the figures prove they are
wrong but the Government will not acknowledge that.
The Treasurer has overruled his own actuarial adviser. About an hour ago, the Treasurer
Quoted from Richard Cumpston's-his actuarial adviser-report Quoting the last
paragraph:
Ifthese challenges are met, WorkCare may, like similar schemes overseas, cost less than the Government's 2·4
per cent commitment.

What the Treasurer would not Quote and which I challenged him by interjection to do was
to read, also, the previous paragraph:
If these challenges are not met, WorkCare may cost more than 2·4 per cent of wages. The worst sufferers will
be persons who, as a result of age or prior injury, are more likely to suffer injury. The present tendency for

employers to employ only the young and fit will continue unchecked.

That comment is the best I know in support of the profession of actuaries in our State.
The Premier has swept them aside and said they all present biased views. Yet, the
Government's own actuaries Qualified their opinion in the last statements in the report on
the costing of Work Care. What did the Leader of the Government do? The Premier came
into the House and swept aside even his own Government actuary's report and said, "Of
course the scheme will be fully funded at 2·4 per cent premium". Then the Treasurer came
into the House and said, "The scheme will be fully funded within ten years".
I remind the Government, as I said earlier, that one of the great problems-perhaps the
greatest problem-it faces is the gap in its appreciation between theory and real life. If one
goes to industry and asks the opinion of men and women who make the economy go, they
will say that investment for one year is a long-term investment for all sorts of investments.
The Government says that within ten years it will make the scheme go. The Treasurer
rejects all other actuarial advice as being biased, yet all his proposals depend upon untested
hypotheses. What an amazing thing! Only a Government or someone first beginning in
business could surely be so naive.
The basis upon which the Government insists its scheme will work is theoretical and
these are matters that concern the Opposition and others outside Parliament with
experience. This is why the Opposition has endeavoured to assist the Government with
positive proposals that will act as an early warning system and ifit works, and it steers the
Government in the right direction, it will be of benefit to the Government.
Rehabilitation is the Government's major proposal yet honourable members heard
earlier that in New South Wales, of 6800 cases of injuries last year only 45 had been
rehabilitated. The Government claims that by removing lump sum payments it will
encourage rehabilitation. I have a suggestion for it and that is it should go to the community
and find out what the attitude is of people who may receive $400 in income every week
indexed for the rest of their lives. Can the Government seriously maintain that that would
be, in the real world, a disincentive compared with taking a lump sum-being charged
with investing it to gain $400 a week plus indexation for inflation. Never! Rehabilitation
is central to the success of the scheme but nowhere else in the world has it been shown to
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be a successful as the Government claims without anything to back it up in experience.
The Opposition hopes that it can.
One of the biggest injury problems that the community is faced with is lower back
injury. Approximately 30 to 50 per cent of workers currently on workers compensation
payments have lower back injuries. The differential diagnosis of this problem is quite
unclear and the prognosis of where it will go is such that the medicos dare not say, "You
have no lower back injury, go back to work". That is why the claims are mounting and I
know of nothing in the medical world that will at this time prove some major radical
improvement in the success rate of treatment and recovery for this most perplexing
condition. This is perhaps the lynch pin of the Government's program, that it will step up
rehabilitation.
The second basis it claims is that it will save in costs by recouping larger premium
amounts because it will cut down the cheating on the system. The Treasurer quoted a
recoupment of a further $1 billion in wages per annum against which the 2·5 per cent will
be paid. That represents $25 million per annum but it is claimed that the scheme will cost
an extra $100 million to administer. Where is the saving in the system? We would like to
make a saving, of course.
The third basis of the board's claims is that it will reduce accidents, and there has been
considerable progress made in this field, especially among larger industries. I have seen no
reasonable projection that truly major progress can be made to the extent to which the
Government has claimed. The Opposition is also concerned that claims will further reduce
costs per claim, even if 15 per cent per claim is recovered. That is a rather generous figure
in the real world. It would come nowhere near providing the financial basis that the
Government is claiming. The other sorts of matters that concern the Opposition greatly is
that the Government has rejected the Cooney inquiry as it did not like its philosophIcal
flavour, so it threw the report aside.
I am appalled that the Treasurer, the most senior officer charged with the highest
responsibility in running the economy of Victoria, should say it is ludicrous to try to watch
expenditure. He said that one could not check the financial balance each six months
because that would lead to an imbalance. Have honourable members ever heard greater
rot-that greater supervision of the balance of the moneys would lead to an imbalance!
One could ask 100 successful businessmen and businesswomen in the community whether
they subscribe to that view and I guarantee that not one would.
Why is it that nation-wide organizations with hundreds of outlets in this country have
invested in computer capacity to the point where they can check nightly and weekly the
national centre for the balance on the items in their business and their cash flow and
financial balance? Cannot the Government afford to compete with such computer capacity?
Has it not the money or the brains to write the programs to get the balance? Why is it that
the banks can balance nation-wide nightly and the Government cannot? What rot!
If the Government cannot balance its books, there is no hope for democracy. A
democratic society and nation is run through the wise use of dollars. In the end, if society
cannot be overrun with the use of guns, one can do it very successfully by promoting a
high inflation rate year by year. The best way in which to do that is for the Government to
overspend. Honourable members should consider the performance of the Government
when it took over this State; the last Liberal Government's annual Budget was $5 billion
yet in three and a half years this Government's Budget is in excess of $8 billion. The
Inflation rate has not increased by 60 per cent.
Further the Government has sold assets, trams and trains, to get more money to spend.
The State Insurance Office faces a loss of $2 billion and most of that has been through the
actions of the Government. Honourable members should look at what the Government
has done in so many areas, yet it talks about efficient financial management. The
Government claimed that it would reduce the costs of its present workers compensation
scheme by $600 million, which represents 66 per cent of tile cost of the scheme this year if
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it were run by private enterprise. The Government does not have a ghost of a chance of
achieving that. Why should we listen to all this garbage about economic proposals when
the Government's claims are contrary to any advice from unbiased sources? How many
businessmen, such as those at Broken Hill Proprietary Co. Ltd or Elder Smith, has the
Government approached about its proposals? It probably has not done so, even in private.
Those people would handle millions, perhaps billions of dollars, yet the Government has
not checked with them on what their assessment would be.
The time is short, but I shall offer the committee two illustrations which I believe the
Government should emulate. Years ago I visited Switzerland when there was a national
plebiscite on whether the working week should be 44 hours or 40 hours. The nation voted
for a 44-hour week, which was against the suggestions of the politicians. The reason it was
decided to keep the 44-hour week was because the standard of living was good and the
people were afraid that the predictions for a 40-hour week would not come out as suggested
by the politicians.
Secondly, I visited the Daimler-Benz company in Stuttgart where I talked to the directors
about their large business. They told me that they had had many opportunities to expand
dramatically the business but they always chose not to do so. They also said that they had
sold 50 per cent of their production before each new year started. They informed me that
they are happy because they have made steady progress. The Government's lack of
understanding of running the real world reflected in these examples, is evidenced every
day of the week in this place.
The Treasurer said it was nonsense to have a six-monthly check on the moneys of the
State. Actuarial analysis suggests that the loss that could be faced through the
implementation of this scheme may be $400 million in the first year. The Opposition has
suggested a six-monthly check.
If the scheme were to run at a loss of $400 million a year, and a six-monthly check
revealed a $200 million loss, the Government could rearrange the scheme sooner. That
may cost the Government possibly $100 000 or $200 000 to do the check. If computers
were used properly, it would probably not cost that much and the Government would
have a Quick early-warning system. I suggest the reason why the Government will not
implement a six-monthly check is that it does not want to know. The Treasurer is gambling
that the scheme will get by on a pay-as-you-go system for the next three and a half years
because that is all that is needed to meet the commitments of the pension entitlements
each year. The Treasurer said that he would present assessments to Parliament based on
his parameters. Presumably, the Government does not have to show cumulative
commitments. The Opposition suggests that the Government should show the total
commitment on a six-monthly basis so that the Government really knows where the
scheme is headed.
The Government's rejection of the Opposition's practical suggestions really gives the lie
to their sincerity. Earlier today I charged the Government with intellectual dishonesty. I
repeat that now. I shall say two things: the first is that the Treasurer tonight lauded the
Victorian Development Fund, which is another matter that should be raised to give the
lie to the claims of the new era economic managers. The Labor Party won Government
on three claims. First, it cast aspersions against the Government of the day; second, it
claimed it was a better economic manager; and third, the Labor Party specifically stated
that it would introduce the Victorian Development Fund which would generate great
economic progress in the State. What has the fund achieved to date? I shall Quote the
words of a permanent head, Dr Sheehan, who addressed a briefing I attended this week,
and specifically responded to a Question I asked. His answer fell into two parts.
The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The honourable member for
Dromana is developing an argument that is well away from the amendment before the
Committee. I ask him to return to amendment No. 5.
Session 1985-50
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Or WELLS-The Victorian Development Fund was, in fact, raised by the Treasurer in
his speech. However, I shall narrow my comments down, Mr Acting Chairman, but with
the utmost respect for the Chair, what I have to speak about on this amendment is the
dishonest claims of the Government. I am quoting examples to convince honourable
members of that dishonesty. I have not used that word until today. I abhor that word but
I believe the evidence that is building up against the Government in that regard is
overwhelming. The first part of the question concerned the Victorian Development Fund,
in which the Government has gathered from voluntary Government corporations $500
million and then invested it on the money market at a competitive rate of interest. Apart
from the very small amount which pays the service fee and which the Treasurer obtains,
the rest of the interest ~oes back to the corporations. Is there anything radically progressive
or of a major order of investing $500 million on the money market?
The second part of the response by Dr Sheehan was about the gathering together of $400
million-the target, and again from Government departments-against which interest is
paid. That money has been invested, as he said, in longer-term investments such as
schools, ports and in transport. The $400 million does not represent 2·5 per cent of the
money expended annually by this Government. Is 2·5 per cent a radical upgrading of
economic activity in this State? Is the portion that is invested in schools, which I applaud,
able to pay interest as it was claimed these investments should do?
Mr Shell-You wouldn't do it.
Or WELLS-I applaud investment in education but it should not have had to come
from the Victorian Development Fund which was supposed to be for commercial
investments and repaying interest from the business generated.
I reject totally the claim that the Victorian Development Fund as used by the Treasurer
could in any way substantiate their claim of having a major economic impact in Victoria.
The ACTING CHAIRMAN-Order! I inform the honourable member that he has only
2 minutes.
Or WELLS-I challenge the Treasurer to list and explain why he cannot develop a
computer system capable of giving him not a six-monthly return, but a weekly analysis of
what is happening and, if that is so, and the program is as successful as he claims it will
be, we would welcome his coming into the House more frequently than every six months.
However, he will not do it because he knows what he is talking about cannot be done.
Mr E. R. SMITH (Glen Waverley)-I support the amendment to clause 3 moved by
the honourable member for Brighton in a move to ensure that the accident compensation
scheme is fully funded at all times. It seems that under the Commonwealth Act all private
funds are required to operate on a fully-funded basis. That is one of the aspects that
particularly concerns us at present. Over the past few months I have been staggered at the
amount of representations I have received and the number of meetings I have attended
with businessmen and constituents in my electorate who are not only concerned, but
almost petrified, about the future of their businesses.
They are worried about their businesses and their employees. Some of them are
contemplating doing what the man who owns the "Hundreds and Thousands" factory did
yesterday. He is so confident about the failure of the system that he has decided to shut
his doors. He does not want to do so, but the amount of Government intervention into
his business is forcing him to do so. The same situation applies with farmers during
droughts.
Mr Remington-They are rural socialists.
Mr E. R. SMITH-Many of them are worried and, when they are worried, they go back
into their shells. If they have confidence in the system, they will continue in the same way
that the small business sector will continue if it has confidence. Two weeks ago I was
privileged to observe a meeting of the Metal Trades Industry Association. The vote at that
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meeting was very much in favour in principle of the Government's workers compensation
reform. However, in the past two weeks the association has changed its attitude
dramatically. People have been putting their views at meetings, indicating they are petrified.
Last week the vote went from 65 to 58, which is a close vote. Business people are
extraordinarily worried.
Although I have had no experience in business, their worries are enough to give me the
resolve to put their views forward to this House. One of them has presented a cost
comparison to give an indication of the actual effect after the Government has been saying
there would be considerable savings. Under the old system, a small business with a work
force of 46 employees would have a wages bill of $760000 for the year. Under the old
system it would pay $37000 and the premium with the claims experience discount of
$6000 would reduce it to $31 000. It has a premium level of 2·66 per cent of $760000.
This is only for ten months because the first two months of the financial year have to be
taken into consideration. The amount is approximately $16 000 and the additional
premium for the two months is approximately $8000.
They have also estimated the cost of the first five days' wages at $3000. The employer is
himself insured under the scheme-apparently the employers have to insure themselves
in small business. The cost of providing the $250 medical examinations was estimated to
be $2000. The other matter that worries me is that the cost of administration was $2000,
making a total of$30 000.
The two months' additional premium included 7 per cent stamp duty, 9 per cent
Government surcharge and 5 per cent additional Government levy. A confidential
document was sent to the association's members indicating that under the old scheme
they were paying 3·8 per cent of the pay-roll, and with a conservative costing under the
new scheme they will be paying 3·6 per cent of the pay-roll, which is not the saving they
were led to believe they would receive.
The Bill will be a bonanza in the short term to the Government. The ten years that the
Treasurer has mentioned is an optimism that is not shared by members of the small
business community. It has now been found by members of the bigger business community
that the Government can direct vast sums of investment capital where it sees fit. Combined
with all the information on the monthly returns, it will be able to monitor and control
each enterprise. That is one of the matters concerning business. The Bill is about fiscal
control of the States. Business, and small business in particular, will be the big losers.
From the Green Book I extracted some of the items I thought may be interesting in
considering the claim that the Bill will be fully funded. It indicates that 75 per cent of the
administration will be conducted by business. This matter is worrying people. At present
a workers compensation claim is submitted and the rest of the administration is done by
the insurance company. Under the Bill the businessman will have to do 75 per cent of the
administration, which the association says is a conservative estimate. Nine or more semiGovernment authorities have been created just to cover the WorkCare program and the
inclusion of the vastly expanded wage base that will create a nightmare for business.
I shall list some of the items included. The accident and claims process is frightening to
the employer. The Australian Small Business Association has released information on the
expanded claims. They include superannuation contributions, medical and accident
insurance, clothing and site allowances, education and the use of cars, subsidized meals
and telephone and "labour only" contractors. There is a list also of accident and
administration procedures, which includes those for examining the Act. The employer can
no longer rely on his insurance company. When an injured person is first injured the
employer must decide whether the injury is "compensable", which is a new word in the
insurance industry.

Once it is decided whether the injury is compensable, the employer must decide which
formula to apply. The small business employer is normally someone who has progressed
through the work force as a self-made man. With their limited experience of the law such
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employers must decide which particular formula to use. They must also decide on the
treatment. They must decide whether to send their injured employee to a general
practitioner, chiropractor or someone else, and how to transport the employee, whether
by car or ambulance. The employer must also advise the commission and pay the first
week's wages up to $400 and medical accounts to $250, and send other accounts to the
commission.
On a claim offive days or more the employer must pay any make-up pay if the employee
is employed under a Federal award. The employer must pay compensation if directed by
the commission and seek refunds from the commission. He must also keep health records
of each employee.
This will surely be to the detriment of any employee, and if an employer is sensible,
before he hires a worker under the new system, he will require a statutory declaration and
a safety record for each location.
Honourable members who have not been through the Bill in great detail will be interested
in this practical example. Imagine there are two or three small factories; they will have to
calculate the full extent of wages for each location, apply the appropriate rate for each
location, the bonus penalty set by the Accident Compensation Commission and the levy;
finally, the commission will be able to take money from the bank of the employer ifhe has
to pay money. That is something no one else in the community can do.
The powers of the commission in taking money from the bank account of employers
add to the problems of small businesses. On page 214 of the Government's booklet
Victoria. Workers Compensation Reform, there are nine alleged advantages set out. All of
those are designed to be at the expense of business. The only advantage I see for the
proposed scheme, which is not even listed, is that monthly payments in arrears are
tolerated. I do not know how that slipped through. It is obvious that any advantage to
business has been ignored, just like business investors will ignore Victoria if this Bill
becomes law. Employer associations will be advising their members to relocate in less
hostile areas to business, in places where their members will be able to compete.
Under the Bill claims proceedings will increase paperwork eight-fold, and the payment
system, according to some of my sources, will increase paperwork 24 times. Far from
saving $600 million, as the Treasurer outlined, my forecast is that it will cost at least $600
million more.
This system will decrease dramatically the competitiveness of businesses in Victoria
and will cost, in my view, 25 000 jobs. The Government should set up a panel of
underwriting insurance groups and make them fully funded. It should not be nationalizing
the insurance scheme. The Government should not Implement the provision that employers
should pay the first five days' payor an initial payment, because this is where the majority
of cases fall.
I put an example to the Committee. Imagine a worker who is injured and the employer
puts that worker on compensation. The employer has to pay the first five days' pay of that
injured worker and then the medical costs. When the case goes before the Accident
Compensation Tribunal, the tribunal may decide in its wisdom that the injured worker
does not have a case. The employer has paid out the money; where does that leave him?
The Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources recently indicated that 97 per
cent of employees in the private sector are employed by small businesses. The Government
needs to gain their support, because it does not want them to close down their factories
thereby putting hundreds of thousands of employees out of work.
The Liberal Party is just as interested in the employees in this State as is the Labor
Party. Common sense should tell the Government that a nationalized insurance scheme
will take away from the private sector, particularly from the small business sector, any
confidence they may have had in the Government.
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I implore the Treasurer to adopt a fully-funded scheme.
Ms SIBREE (Kew)-I rise to support my colleague, the honourable member for
Brighton, in moving his amendment, which will ensure that the Bill contains provisions
for fully-funded arrangements for the new workers compensation scheme in this State. It
seems to me rather strange that the Treasurer is not more interested in and, indeed, that
he has not welcomed this amendment from the Opposition.
It is well known that the Treasurer has had some considerable difficulties in selling this
new scheme, devisin~ it and coming to terms with it. One of the things he has had to do,
of course, is to sell It in a public sense to those vested interest parties in the workers
compensation area~ One of the very important selling points has been the fact that premiums
will not be increased for a certain period.
It is patently obvious from the actuarial studies that have. been undertaken and the
figures that have been presented to the House and elsewhere, that this scheme will not be
fully funded, if at all, for some time to come. It is fairly obvious that the Government's
promise not to increase premium rates is really a pie-in-the-sky idea.

The Treasurer knows that he probably will not have the responsibility for sorting out
the mess he has created if he allows a non fully-funded scheme to get off the ground now.
It seems to me that it is in the best interests of the Treasurer to adopt the amendment of
the Opposition in this case because if he is bound to a fully-funded scheme, he can start
climbing down from his marketing strategies, the promises he has made here, there and
everywhere, and the remarks he has made to those with vested interests, and he will then
have the ability to increase premium rates to fund properly the scheme proposed by the
Bill, if necessary .
It indicates to me the Treasurer's lack of lateral thinking when he fails to understand
the import of this amendment, because it will get him off the hook. If the proposed
legislation requires a fully-funded scheme, the Treasurer can properly adjust the premiums
to ensure that the scheme is fully funded.

Like other speakers tonight, I am particularly concerned about the real burden that this
State and taxpayers of this State ~ill have to face, after a number of years of operation of
this scheme, to generate revenue when the scheme will not be fully funded.
The Government should come clean on what it really wants to do. If it does not want to
have a fully-funded scheme, why does it not tell Parliament that it would prefer to move
towards a general national accident compensation scheme, which was mooted in Australia
back in the 1970s? Why does it not say that is really the area towards which it wishes to
move and that this is a scheme funded, not by the premiums from employers and business
but from taxpayer revenue, as occurs in New Zealand?
If that is what the Treasurer wants-and that is not a fully-funded scheme, because it is
part of general revenue with certain contributions being made from taxpayers-he should
say so. He should also say to the employees, if that is the sort of scheme that will ultimately
operate, that the benefits that they will receive from compensation schemes generally will
not be as generous as the benefits set out in the Bill and the related table of maims and
other benefit tables.

The Treasurer ought to consider carefully the alternatives the Opposition is offering
him. It is offering him a way out of the negligent promise he has made that there will not
be any increases in premiums. He cannot sustain that; he knows he cannot sustain it; and
he knows that the compensation system cannot sustain it.
Much has been said during the debate on this Bill about actuarial calculations and
comments of people who have been advising the Government, and various actuaries have
been quoted. I draw to the attention of the Treasurer a statement that was made, again, by
Mr Richard Cumpston, who is now advising the Government. I also draw to the attention
of the Committee the fact that the statement to which I refer was made back in August
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1983, so it is not a recent statement, and it was not made in the context of this debate or
the scramble in which the Government has now found itself.
In a paper on accident compensation delivered to a seminar held in New South Wales
by the legal education group from the University of New South Wales, among other things
Mr Cumpston stated:
It is important that any new statutory scheme of compensation be designed so as to have reasonable prospects
oflong-term cost stability.

That is what the Opposition is arguing. Without a fully-funded scheme there is no prospect
of reasonable long-term stability. The only way to achieve stability any other way is to cut
back on benefits to employees and to increase the premiums. Mr Cumpston stated further
in 1983:
All benefits should be at realistic levies;
Weekly compensation should be substantially below pre-accident earnings;
Partial benefits should be paid to those with partial incapacities-

And so on. He then said:
The scheme should be "funded" not "pay as you go".

The Government is not entering effectively into a pay-as-you-go scheme. This scheme will
be pay-as-you-go-much-Iater into the future. It is putting off a proper and sensible scheme
for the State. I urge the Treasurer to take the opportunity that the Opposition is giving to
him to get himself off the hook on to which he has hung himself in trying to sell the scheme
by hook or by crook. He has sold his scheme to certain vested interests on the basis of
reduced premiums and keeping premiums at a fixed level for a period. That cannot be
sustained. The amendment proposed will give the Treasurer a way out ifhe is prepared to
think laterally and further ahead than today or tomorrow and beyond the vested interests
that he represents.
The amendment is well thought out and fundamental. It is a proper amendment which
would have been urged on the Treasurer by Mr Cumpston in accordance with the paper
outlining his beliefs on the essence of any accident compensation ,scheme. Although his
paper was presented two years ago, the situation has not changed and the Treasurer should
take heed of that document.
Mr LEA (Sandringham)-I support the honourable member for Brighton's amendment
for a fully-funded accident insurance scheme. The irony of the situation is that the
Government's Green Book presents as a major principle the concept of a fully-funded
scheme, and it is a travesty that the socialist Government is not prepared to acknowledge
that principle now. Lamentably, the Treasurer has been silent on this issue, as have his
colleagues, many of whom have not even bothered to listen to the debate.
The honourable member for Prahran gave a lengthy dissertation on actuarial forecasts
of the costs of this projected· scheme, which are especially relevant when one considers the
call of the Opposition for regular accountable financial reports every six months.
I reiterate that the Government's Green Book policy calls for a fully-funded scheme
over a ten-year period. That is a magnificent principle! Now the Treasurer categorically
wants to implement a scheme that will very early attract a deficit. Both the Government
and the Treasurer have admitted that this scheme will be run at a loss.
Members of the Opposition are concerned about deficit funding. Can members of the
public have any confidence in the economic record of the Government? Honourable
members should consider a few salient facts such as the 250-odd increases in taxes and
charges and the rate of inflation in this State. Honourable members should remember how
the Budget deficit ballooned from $5·5 billion to $8·5 billion in a little more than three
years-that is an increase of approximately 60 per cent or 70 per cent. What wonderful
financial management!
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