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Wednesday, 2 October 1985
The SPEAKER (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds) took the chair at 11.3 a.m. and read the
prayer.
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

INSTRUCTIONS TO MINISTERIAL STAFF
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-My question to the Premier relates to his
amazing refusal yesterday to give instructions to Ministerial advisers and Labor Party
employees to co-operate with police investigations into the electoral seam. In view of the
fact that the Premier~s decision is attempting to put Ministerial staff above the processes
of the law, will the Premier reconsider his decision and now instruct staff to co-operate
fully and frankly with the police?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-As the Treasurer frequently says, the Leader of the Opposition is
a slow learner. I have made it clear that the conduct of investigations into complaints
made by persons about the conduct of elections is a matter for the Chief Electoral Officer
to pursue. I shall not be canvassing issues that are the subject of gossip and press speculation
in the course of such an inquiry. That is the proper course to follow in an inquiry of that
nature.

FRINGE BENEFITS TAX
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS (Leader of the National Party)-I refer the Premier to the fringe
benefits tax payable by the States to the Federal Government. Will the Premier give an
undertaking that he will join with other Premiers, particularly Mr Burke and Mr Bannon,
in objecting most strongly to paying this tax and, I hope, refusing to pay it when demanded
by the Commonwealth?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-On 19 September or thereabouts the Federal Treasurer announced
that non-cash fringe benefits would be taxed from I July 1986. The Victorian Government
supports attempts by the Federal Government to put in place a fairer and more equitable
tax system. It attempts to remove the rorts and loopholes of the tax system and to reduce
tax avoidance as part of that process. That is an important point. I understand the tax is
to be levied on all employers at company tax levels. The Victorian Government does not
seek special treatment. If the Leader of the National Party is of the view that that should
be so, he should remember that it is outside the Constitution.
I am aware of the suggestions made by a number of people, not just Mr Burke and Mr
Bannon, about the constitutional validity of the matter. The Commonwealth has levied
taxes on the State before, and pay-roll tax is an example of a tax across the States. The
Victorian Government at this stage has not decided to mount any challenge. It is examining
the financial implications of the payment. We must face up to the reality of the tax issue.
I support the new tax structure. We suppprt it because it is fairer and presents the prospect
of an ordinary taxpayer in the long term paying far less tax and some of those who have
been avoiding tax for years and resorting to all sorts of rorts paying more. Honourable
members on the Government side of the House are all for that system. Ifit is necessary to
remove rorts and some of the excesses of fringe benefits, so be it!
All honourable members must acknowledge that these people have made it a bit hot
with some of the packages put together such as low interest housing loans, subsidized
school fees and club fees and a range of benefits that bear no relation whatever to the
person~s capacity to do the job for which he or she is paid remuneration by the employer.
Either the National Party and Liberal Party support a fairer system of taxation, or they do
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not! If they believe the States should be treated differently from other employers, let them
say so! That is not our position at "''le moment.

TEACHERS' STRIKE
Mr SEITZ (Keilor)-Will the Minister for Education further inform the House of the
current teachers' strike and the consequences thereof?
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-lthank the honourable member for Keilor for
his Question. The Government has a responsibility to the public, parents and the students
in State schools. The only people who will suffer as a result of the disruption to the school
program will be the students.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr CATHIE-Teachers in Victoria have the best working conditions anywhere in
Australia. When I looked at the claims made by the teacher unions in advertisements run
in the media over the past two mornings, I could not find one justification for any
projected strike action by teachers. They claim, first of all, that they are seeking a full
curriculum for all students. This Government has done a great deal in the development of
a broad, challenging and purposeful curriculum for all students in Victorian schools. That
has resulted from the Blackburn report and the action the Government has taken, not
only in setting up the Blackburn inquiry but also in implementing the recommendations
of that report.
, : .
The Government, in the current Budget, has extended finance for extra music programs
in Victorian schools and is spending more for computer education iu order to deal with
the problems of new technology.
.
The second point the teacher unions make relates to the operation of full library services
in each school. That is a matter for negotiation about the hours of work for library teachers
and librarians within the school system.
Teacher unions want reduced class sizes. This Government has a record second to none
in that area. Ninety per cent of all classes in secondary schools have fewer than 25 pupils
and 90 per cent of all classes in technical schools have fewer than twenty students. The
Government has achieved reduced class sizes to provide better teacher contact.
'
Teacher unions complain about the need for more practical activities for students. They
do not appear to be aware of the fact that in the technical and further education area the
Government is already providing additional finances, to support a 27 per cent increase for
first year apprentices. They do not appear to be aware that the Government made a
commitment to the Youth Guarantee Scheme to ensure that all young people are offered
either education, employment and training or a combination of each of those elements.
They do not appear to be aware that the Education Department and T AFE are creating
500 work study or traineeship positions.
The teacher unions refer to better leal ning opportunities for students who have English
as a second language. That is a Commonwealth program. The State Government cannot
do much about the fact that the Commonwealth has cut back in tpat area. The unions talk
about the need for more resources for the integration of disabled children into our schools.
Three and a half years ago there were no aides for the integration of disabled children into
our schools. By next February, as a result of the latest Budget, the Govern'ment will have
created 400 integration aide positions in Vict()rian schools, which will double the number
of aides available to schools.
Lastly, the unions complain about the provision of school buildings. Over the three
years of the life of the first Cain Government, capital expenditure for capital works in
Victorian schools has been increased by a massive 45 per cent. There is no substance
behind those claims by the teachers and I shall be doing all I can later this afternoon and
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early tomorrow to encourage the teacher unions to come back to the negotiating table so
that no further disruption occurs to our schools.

DIRECTOR OF CHISHOLM INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY
Mr LIEBERMAN (Benambra)-I ask the Minister for Education whether, given the
fact that the council of the Chisholm Institute of Technology met this week to consider
the circumstances of the golden handshake payout to its director, the Minister will confirm
that the value of the golden handshake, including non-money and money components,
has now proved to be more than $300 000. Will the Minister divulge the details of the
package and assure taxpayers that the package contains no taxation minimization
component?
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-The House will recall that last Wednesday I
suggested to the President of the Chisholm Institute of Technology that the college may
wish to consider releasing further information about the termination of the contract of
employment with the director.
Yesterday, I received a message from the council ofthe Chisholm Institute of Technology
which stated that the council met on Thursday, 26 September and resolved to issue a
statement to the Minister for Education regarding the settlement agreement with the
director, Mr Patrick Leary, subject to agreement between the parties on the form of the
statement. The message stated also that no such agreement had been reached between the
parties and that a further meeting of the council was being convened for later that day,
Tuesday, I October, for further consideration of the matter.
I have not received further information than that message and I am not prepared to
alter my previous stance that, until the council itself is prepared to release information on
this matter, I am not prepared to release any further material.

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, FORESTS AND LANDS
Mr B. J. EVANS (Gippsland East)-I address a question to the Minister for Education,
who is the representative in this place of the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands.
Is the honourable gentleman aware that at meetings of regional managers of the department,
the director-general requires the regional managers to act out roles such as sitting on the
floor pretending that they are Aborigines or park rangers dealing with campers and that,
furthermore, in his program of getting regional managers to know one another the directorgeneral requires them to gaze into one another's eyes?
Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER-Order!
Mr B. J. EV ANS-To gaze into one another's eyes and to hug one another.
The SPEAKER-Order! I am not able to hear the honourable member's question
because of the continuous barrage of interjections. First, I ask the House to come to order
and, second, I ask the honourable member to get to the point of his question.
Mr B. J. EVANS-I ask the Minister whether he is aware of these unusual activities
and, if not, will he make inquiries on whether the Minister for Conservation, Forests and
Lands is aware of and approves of such activities. Will the honourable gentleman report
to the House accordingly?
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-The honourable member appears to be
consistent in his continuing attacks on the new Department of Conservation, Forests and
Lands. I am certainly not aware of what the management policies and practices are within
the department. I shall pass on his inquiries to the Minister and I am quite sure that a
satisfactory answer will be forthcoming.
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TITLES OFFICE DEALINGS
Mrs HIRSH (Wantirna)-Will the Minister for Property and Services inform the
House whether there has been a significant increase in dealings lodged with the Titles
Office?
Mr McCUTCHEON (Minister for Property and Services)-Honourable members will
be aware of the many economic indicators on which the Treasurer has commented already
that display growth activities in the Victorian economy. Last week's Budget has confirmed
and strengthened the State's economic prospects, and the dealings at the Titles Office are
yet another indicator of the very high level of economic activity through sales and purchases
of property.
In the financial year 1984-85, 579000 dealings were lodged at the Titles Office, which
is the highest level recorded at the office. This activity reinforces the point that members
of the opposition parties may not appreciate. The construction of houses and other buildings
is increasing faster in this State, at 11·6 per cent, than in the rest of Australia, which is 7·1
percent.
In addition, the Budget contained amounts of money to help improve the capacity of
the Titles Office. It provided an additional $2·1 milhon for projects to automate the
register and to continue to raise the efficiency of the office. A further $1 million will be
spent on completing improvements to the building so that clients and staff can conduct
business under better conditions.

TRANSFER OF SENIOR SERGEANT BARRY DICKSON
Mr CROZIER (Portland)-I refer the Minister for Police and Emergency Services to
his attempt to avoid my question yesterday and I now ask him specifically whether it is a
fact that Senior Sergeant Barry Dickson was transferred from the child exploitation unit
after being censured by his superiors for allegedly criticizing the inadequate resources
allocated to the unit in its combating of child molesters.
Mr MA THEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-It may be that the
view of the Opposition is that it is appropriate for there to be Ministerial intervention in
the internal management and decisions of the Victoria Police Force but it is not the view
of the Government, nor do I propose to act on his advice.

HEALTH RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH STATE ELECTRICITY
COMMISSION POWER LINES
Mr SIDIROPOULOS (Richmond)-Is the Minister for Industry, Technology and
Resources aware of the claims made concerning the health risks associated with State
Electricity Commission power lines and, if so, can he inform the House of the suggestion?
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I thank the
honourable member for his question and I commend him and his colleague from the
Upper House, the Honourable Barry Pullen, for their continuing and understandable
vigilance on behalf of their electors, especially in view of some of the press reports on this
matter over recent times.
The facts are that the State Electricity Commission design practices are well within the
standards accepted as safe by the World Health Organization and are, of course, consistent
with the best international practices. Similarly, the National Health and Medical Research
Council has also advised that the World Health Or$anization recommendations form and
offer an acceptable basis for the design and operatIOn of high voltage transmission lines.
The State Electricity Commission has the best and the latest advice from the World Health
Organization following the organization's extensive research right across the world. I
repeat, the standards adopted and implemented by the commission are well within the
advice and research of that august organization.

Questions without Notice

2 October 1985

ASSEMBLY

553

I have also taken action to ensure that the concerns being expressed by some of these
individuals and community groups are fully and properly explored. I have requested the
State Electricity Commission to prepare a definitive statement on the electro-magnetic
fields associated with its transmission lines and the relationship of the commission's
operation to those accepted standards. This statement will be incorporated into the
environment effects statement which will be prepared for the proposed Brunswick to
Richmond transmission lines.
In addition, arrangements are being made on advice from the National Health and
Medical Research Council for an independent health alld medical expert from the United
States of America, who is associated with the international research, to visit Australia to
review the commission's documents and he will also participate in public forums of
interested groups in Victoria. I expect the advice from this independent expert will be
available to me towards the end of October.

EFFECTS OF PAY OFFER TO NURSES
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-I refer the Treasurer to the Government's pay offer to nurses
of rises up to $150 a week, and I ask whether the Minister can explain how the deal fits in
with the accord, what will be the Government's proposal to prevent exorbitant flow-ons
to other professions and, importantly, under which heading in the Budget is the cost of
the offer covered.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-It is interesting that the honourable member for Hawthorn
refers to the wages accord when his party is totally opposed to it and wants to deregulate
wage fixation. I assume that is the Liberal Party's policy because Victoria had industrial
chaos when it was in government. The Labor Government has rectified that situation and
Victoria now has the best industrial relations record of any State in Australia.
In relation to the nurses, it has been widely recognized-I assume even by members of
the Opposition-that certain nurses have been underpaid for a considerable time due to
neglect by the previous Liberal Government in relation to the working conditions that
prevailed then. There is no doubt that the previous Government would not discuss those
issues with the nurses' federation. The Government has not only endorsed the prices and
incomes accord but it has also taken the firm view that any wage increase that is granted
should be in conformity with the centralized wage fixing principles which apply throughout
the land.
If any wage increase flows from the offer that has been made by the Government, in
accordance with the normal circumstances covering wage increases awarded through the
that will be taken into account through Treasurer's Advance.
normal wage fixing proc~ses,
, I
The Government has put a proposal which will have minimum, if any, flow-on effect.
The Government has attached the offer to conditions associated with industrial relations
procedures which will minimize industrial disputation and has sought the co-operation of
nurses to improve productivity in the future.
The offer that has been made is industrially sound and, as the Minister for Employment
and Industrial Affairs and I have stated on a number of occasions, it is in conformity with
the centralized wage fixing system operating in Australia at present which has brought
about greater economic growth in Victoria and nationally and a better industrial relations
environment.

CANAC REPORT
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-Can the Minister for Transport inform the House
whether he has received a report from the committee established to review the
recommendations of the Canac committee into grain freight and, if so, what action the
Minister is planning on the recommendations?
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Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-Many honourable members are extremely
interested in the grain handling review. I received the report late last week and have had
it studied. The Government is currently ensuring that sufficient copies of the report are
printed so that it can be distributed next week. The Government discussed the matter this
morning with the Victorian Farmers and Graziers Association. If sufficient copies are
available, it is my intention that they be distributed next week so that suitable time is
allowed for affected communities and other interested groups, such as the Victorian
Farmers and Graziers Association, honourable members, unions and councils to consider
the report with a view to taking action next year as a result of a detailed consultative
process, especially with country Victoria.

FRANKSTON BAPTIST CENTRE
Mrs HILL (Frankston North)-Can the Premier inform the House what action is being
taken by the Government to protect the health and well-being of the residents of the
Frankston Baptist Retirement Village and whether that action extends to allaying the fears
expressed by the residents not only of the hostel and the nursing home but also those in
the independent living units?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-Following the matter being raised last week by the honourable
member for Frankston North during debate on the motion for the adjournment of the
House, the Government inquired into the position at Baxter. The honourable member
has taken a very close personal interest in the matter. The village has been experiencing
serious financial difficulties and last week it became clear that the financial backers of the
village were no longer prepared to fund the venture and that approximately 150 members
of the staff would not be paid.
The Baptist Church also refused to help, saying that the village was an independent
operation, that the chairman of the centre, Mr Payne, was not a member of the church
and that it was not the church's responsibility.
Mr Brown interjected.
Mr CAIN-That may not be right. I am merely reporting what the situation was. As
the honourable member for Gippsland West knows, the Government acted quickly and
properly to try to provide some short-term relief by providing funding to ensure the
continuation of services in both the nursing home and the hostel and to allow time for a
restructure of the affairs of the Frankston Baptist Centre, including its other properties in
Queensland and South Australia.
Of course, that will also allow time for the legal rights of the residents to be clarified. It
seems to be a management problem and that is being closely examined.
In co-operation with local members, I will have a letter forwarded to the residents
indicating the Government's concern and its desire to reassure residents, so far as possible,
that their difficulties are known to the Government and that it will do what it can to
minimize any inconvenience to them. The letter will also inform them about ,hort-term
funding, to allow time for a financial restructure, which will involve examining the general
management. During the coming months, there will be visits from representatives of the
Law Department, Department of Health, Ministry of Housing and Department of
Community Services, who will be able to answer specific inquiries that the residents may
have.
A committee of Government Ministers is being established to monitor the situation
and co-ordinate the Government's action, because a number of agencies are involved. I
am part of that committee, as are the Attorney-General, the Treasurer, the Minister for
Health, the Minister for Housing, and the Minister for Community Services.
The letter will convey this information to the residents at Frankston. I hope it will help
to relieve the tension and anxiety, which I know from representations that have been
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made to me by honourable members from all sides of the House, are being felt by the
people.
I believe someone said that those people are mainly over 75 years of age, and that they
are tense and anxious, as one could well understand.
The Government will do what it can with the resources and capacities available to it,
and within the limits that the law imposes, to assist them in any way possible.

Mr

AMALGAMATION OF FOOD INDUSTRY UNIONS

lIAYW ARD (Prahran)-Is the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs
aware of the formation of a new union group to be called the Food Industry Unions
Federation of Australia, which will be an amalgamation of unions, including those covering
confectioners and the food preservers, with the intention of forcing a 36-hour week on all
firms in the food industry by using the strategy of attacking one firm after another?
Does the Minister intend to protect firms from the predatory actions of this new union
group, keeping in mind that he has done absolutely nothing to protect the Dollar Sweets
Co. Pty Ltd?

Mr CRABB (Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs)-I am pleased to note
that the Opposition has a new shadow spokesperson. Spokepersons seem to change rather
rapidly on that side of the House; they must get tired very quickly! Perhaps I should refer
to what the Opposition has done regarding the sweets dispute. The Opposition has done
nothing but make life difficult for everyone concerned .
. However, the Government supports the amalgamation of unions, if that is what the
unions desire. It believes Federal legislation ought to be amended to make it easier for
unions to amalgamate. The former Federal Liberal Government made it more difficult for
that to occur. Generally speaking, the Government believes the amalgamation of unions
is a good thing, and it has certainly worked well for the community at large and for the
union members. Amalgamations have worked very effectively in the past.
There is no cause for alarm because some unions wish to do that. On the contrary, one
would think that that course of action would be to the advantage of the industrial relations
climate in this country and of all concerned.

YOUTH GUARANTEE SCHEME POSITIONS
Mr REMINGTON (Melbourne)-Will the Minister for Employment and Industrial
Affairs advise the House, of the latest Youth Guarantee Scheme positions being made
available by the Govermpent?
Mr CRABB (Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs)-Today the Government
has commenced advertising the third round of work study positions, and some 525
positions are being advertised. There are now positions in hospitals, health facilities, the
Education Department and the Road Construction Authority, and also positions in the
Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands.
That will provide a total of 1500 positions that have been advertised as part of the
Government's work study program. The only positions remaining to be offered to young
people are integration aide positions which will be advertised closer to Christmas and will
commence with the next school year.
The Government is confident that by early next year it will have made available at least
1250 work study positions. Some 600 young people have already started work and others
are at the interview stage.
The program has been well accepted by all concerned, including departments, the young
people themselves and trade unions. It is a pilot program which will inevitably have some
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teething problems. However, the Government can say with some pride that Victoria has
led the nation in establishing these first traineeships in Australia.

PETITIONS
The Clerk-I have received the following petitions for presentation to Parliament:

Red meat trading hours
TOTHE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:

The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the State of Victoria respectfully sheweth:
I. That section 81 of the Labour and Industry Act of Victoria by unduly restricting red meat trading hours
relative to all other products. places meat at a competitive disadvantage at the retail level.
2. That this discriminative restriction causes inconvenience to consumers, retards retail innovation and
undermines industry funded meat promotional efforts.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the restrictions on red meat trading hours be removed by the deletion of
section 81 of the Labour and Industry Act of Victoria.
And your petitioners. as in duty bound. will ever pray.

By Mr Austin (6087 signatures), by Mr Hann (5814 signatures) and by Mr Sheehan
(5669 signatures).

Pre-school education
TOTHE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERSOFTHE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:

The humble petition of citizens ofthe electorate or Corio sheweth that the preservation of pre-school services
is essential to provide every child with the right to a kindergarten experience without discrimination.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the State Government ensures that the existing high standards of preschool education be maintained by granting the maintenance subsidy on the basis of individual centre needs and
number of kindergarten groups attending the centre and index the maintenance subsidy grant through the
consumer price index rises.
And your petitioners. as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Trezise (58 signatures)
It was ordered that the petitions be laid on the table.

PORTLAND SMELTER JOINT VENTURE PROJECT
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-By leave, I move:
That there be presented to this House a copy of-(a) the Portland Smelter Unit Trust financial statement
1984-85; and (b) the Treasurer's statement relating to the Portland smelter joint venture project.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr JOLLY (Treasurer) presented returns in compliance with the foregoing order.
It was ordered that the returns 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:
Property and Services-Report of the department for the year 1984-85.
Town and Country Planning Act 1961-Gisborne Shire Planning Scheme, Amendment No. 9/1984.
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INTERPRETATION OF LEGISLATION (FURTHER
AMENDMENT) BILL
This Bill was received from the Council and, on the motion ofMr CAIN (Premier), was
read a first time.

DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC PROSECUTIONS (AMENDMENT) BILL
This Bill was received from the Council and, on the motion ofMr CAIN (Premier), was
read a first time.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS (COMPLEMENTARY INDUSTRIAL
RELATIONS SYSTEM) BILL
Mr CRABB (Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of the Bill is to amend the Industrial Relations Act 1979 to give effect to four
proposals which are intended to assist in achieving some areas of complementary operation
and more effective liaison between the Commonwealth and State industrial relations
jurisdictions.
For the information of honourable members, the concept of producing complementary
industrial relations legislation was first raised in 1979 at the conference of Commonwealth
and State Ministers of labour. The issue was further developed at Premiers Conferences
in 1982 where it was agreed to adopt a report commissioned to examine and report upon
the steps that could be taken to achieve a complementary industrial relations system and
more effective liaison between the Federal and State jurisdictions.
The Bill honours Victoria's agreement to enact legislation to implement the
recommendations of that report. The issues that are dealt with in the Bill are: Firstly, to
enable joint sittings of the Australian Conciliation and Arbitration Commission and the
Victoria Industrial Relations Commission. Secondly, to facilitate the operation of section
448 of the Commonwealth Act dealing with the reference ofindustrial disputes within the
jurisdiction of ~~Local Industrial Boards" -when constituted by a State Industrial
Authority-by permitting them to exercise Federal conciliation and arbitration jurisdiction.
Thirdly, to enable members of the Commonwealth commission to exercise, by agreement,
Statejurisdiction where requested by the president of the Victorian commission. Fourthly,
to provide for conferen~s between State and Federal tribunals to ensure co-ordina~ion
between awards.
In the past, attempts to resolve some industrial disputes have been impeded because
they have involved both Commonwealth and State jurisdictions. These changes are
designed to remove some of the inflexibilities in the present systems so that the tribunals
concerned might come together to resolve disputes or authorize a member of one of the
respective jurisdictions to deal with a dispute. The Bill is the first step in moving towards
greater co-ordination between the Commonwealth and the States in the industrial relations
area.
As I said earlier, the Bill represents Victoria's agreement to facilitate complementary
industrial relations systems, and the action by way of this Bill completes the picture of
complementary legislation across Australia. I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr GUDE (Hawthorn), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Wednesday, October 16.
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ANGLICAN CHURCH OF AUSTRALIA BILL
The Order of the Day for the resumption of the debate on the motion for the second
reading of this Bill was read.
The SPEAKER-I have examined this Bill, and am of the opinion that it is a private
Bill.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-By leave, I move:
That this Bill be dealt with as a public Bill and that fees be dispensed with.

The motion was agreed to.
The debate (adjourned from September 18) on the motion of Mr Fordham (Minister
for Industry, Technology and Resources) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-In responding to this measure I have to declare an
interest. I advise the House that I am a member of the General Synod of the Anglican
Church and also a member of the Gippsland Diocesan Synod of the synod. It is for that
reason that I have an interest in the Bill and I thank my colleagues for allowing me to
respond to this debate.
From first-hand knowledge, I am aware of the restraints and problems imposed on the
Anglican Church of Australia because of its lack of flexibility to respond to modern
conditions. Honourable members will be aware that the Anglican Church is governed by
Acts of Parliament, both Federal and State, and it is for that reason that the Bill amends
the principal Act, which is the Church of England Act 1854.
It is not often that an Act of such age is amended by Parliament. The Act has some
historical significance. When I read the footnote of the original Act, I discovered that it
was gazetted on 5 December 1854-two days after the Eureka Stockade. That puts the Act
in its correct historical context.
The Anglican Church is governed by Acts ofGeneral Synod and Acts of the synods of
the various dioceses throughout the State. To a large extent, each diocese is free to govern
its own affairs. Each diocese meets in an assembly known as the synod to make rules for
the regulation of churches within each diocese. However, superimposed on that is the. fact
that the Anglican Church is also governed by Acts of Parliament, and the principal Act of
1854 determined the composition of assemblies, as they were called in those days, which
later became known as synods.
The principal Act laid down who would be a member bfthe synod and how they would
be elected. The Act indicates that each clergy has a seat on the synod and that representatives
of each parish within a diocese would also have a seat on the synod.

As time has passed, it has been found that the limitations imposed by the 1854 Act do
not meet the conditions of the present age. A need exists for the Act to be amended to
allow additional people to take their place not only on the floor of the synod but also to
have a vote. It is for that reason that the Bill is before the House.
Deaconesses of the church, office-bearers, religious sisters and non-parochial
congregations do not have direct representation on the synod. I know of one diocese in
Victoria where a deaconess was given a seat on the synod as well as a vote, but, so far as
the law is concerned, there would be some doubt about whether her vote would be valid.
The Bill will rectify that problem and, if the synod so resolves, it can give deaconesses a
full seat on the floor of the synod and know that the vote of such a deaconess will be valid.
Another problem with the present restrictions in the principal Act is that office-bearers
of the synod, such as the registrar, the chancellor and the advocate, do not have the right
to a seat on the synod. Various methods have been used to try to obtain such persons a
seat. Often, a registrar or a chancellor was the elected representative of a parish. That
applied especially in country parishes that were distant from the parish centre and which
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might have had difficulty in making up the representation. In those cases, a person such
as a registrar or chancellor could take his or her place on the synod, representing such a
parish.
If the Bill is passed, the synod can, by its own legislation, elect office-bearers, such as a
registrar, chancellor or advocate, to the synod in their own right. This will mean that not
only can those persons give advice to the synod but also they will have the right to vote.
In this way, a number of difficulties I have outlined will be overcome. More importantly,
since this is International Youth Year many dioceses would like to have representatives
from youth synods on their dioceses synods. This is so in my diocese in Gippsland, where
there is a strong movement to have young people included on the synod to give them a
voice and a vote. When the matter was examined at the last Gippsland diocesan synod, it
was found that the principal Act of Parliament of 1854, which honourable members are
debating today, would prevent that from happening.
I am sure that one of the first acts of many synods will be to give a seat on the floor of
the synod to representatives of youth synods. It is fitting that that should take place during
International Youth Year. It will encourage youn~ people to take a further interest in their
church and the representation of the points of view of young people will add fresh, new
ideas.
The Bill also amends the Church of England Property Trustees Act of 1884, which sets
out the rules and regulations dealing with property and Investment of money. The present
Act severely restricts the church's ability to take advantage of various investments and to
invest money to the best advantage of the church.
Clause 4 inserts a new section 4A in the Act, which will allow a change of name of the
diocesan trust corporation. This can be done by resolution of the synod and with the
assent of the bishop of any diocese. At present this cannot be done and it is a significant
impediment to the good running of the church.
Clause 5 amends section 12 of the principal Act of 1884 to allow property to be dealt
with, mortgaged, charged or otherwise encumbered. This will allow for better management
and it will mean the Anglican Church in Victoria will enjoy the freedom that other similar
religious bodies have. It is high time that this impediment to good church government
was removed.
Clause 6 allows for the establishment of a common fund and allows greater flexibility of
investment. The Bill comes as the result of a direct request from the Anglican Church in
Victoria. It has the concurrence of all the dioceses in the province of Victoria. In addition
it has the support of His Grace, the Archbishop of Melbourne, the Most Reverend David
Penman. At present th~' Melbourne diocese is meeting and I understand that with the
carriage of the Bill it wiWbe ready to bring about some of the reforms that will be permitted
by the Bill.
The Opposition does not oppose the Bill; it compliments the Government for introducing
it. I pay tribute to the role the Deputy Premier has played. He plays a significant part in
the Anglican Church, especially in the metropolitan area and I understand it was at his
instigation and with his encouragement that the Bill was introduced.
Since the Melbourne synod is already meeting, it is timely that the measure be passed
as quickly as possible and, on behalf of the Opposition, I have much pleasure in supporting
it.
Mr WHITING (Mildura)-I wish to declare an interest in the measure and also to
make a confession. I have been a member of the synod of St Arnaud and Bendigo for a
long time. I have been chairman of committees of the past three synods of Bendigo.
With the changes that are now taking place in the community it is obvious that changes
should also take place in the legislation affecting the Anglican Church of Australia. When
I referred to the original Act of 1854 and the amending Act of 1884, I noted that the
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organization was referred to as the United Church of England and Ireland. That is
interesting. I am sure some colleagues would be wondering how that could have happened.
The official documents held by the Anglican Church in Victoria will now be headed the
Anglican Church of Australia. It will mark the end of an era.
The Bill contains three proposals. Firstly, it will remove some of the strict provisions
which are contained in both Acts that concern the Anglican Church. Those Acts were not
strictly adhered to. For example, it will be of interest to the advocate of the diocese of
Bendigo to know that officially he did not have a place in the synod, because he has plenty
to say. I shall remind him of this provision at the next opportunity.
Deaconesses and other office-bearers of the church will now be reco~nized as members
of the synod. As the honourable member for Narracan stated, religious slsters and members
of youth organizations within the diocese will now be able to attend as members of the
synod, if elected. This will allow greater flexibility in any discussions that take place within
synods and will encourage groups that are not now officially recognized to become members
of the synod.
The second proposal in the Bill deals with property management powers. Wider
investment powers are necessary when dramatic changes occur in the financial
administration of the church in the State. Consequently Anglican Church bodies will also
take an interest in some of those areas. I assure honourable members that any changes will
take place only in the gilt-edge area of investment to allay fears that any doubtful investment
will be undertaken by the various dioceses of the State. Other members of the Anglican
communion should not have any fears that their funds may be dissipated in some
unfortunate manner.
As I stated earlier, the Bill will alter the name of the trust corporations of the various
dioceses to the •• Anglican Church of Australia". This third proposal was referred to the
Archbishop of Melbourne, the Most Reverend David Penman, by the Deputy Leader of
the National Party. On 31 July 1985 the Archbishop stated in reply:
It is enabling legislation from our point of view and will greatly ease the very restrictive practices that currently
exist in a number of areas of church life.

Today's Bishops' Meeting expressed concern that the Bill should be brought into effect at the earliest possible
time so that we may begin the important task of adjustments within the various Dioceses to which we belong.

That sums up the views of the province of Victoria so far as the Anglican Church is
concerned.
I support the Bill. It is necessary to upgrade the legislation, not only for the Anglican
Church but also for the other churches in the State. Consequently, the National Party
wholeheartedly supports the measure.

Mr SHELL (Geelong)-I wonder why it is necessary to have legislation to ~overn what
was formerly known as the Church of England and is now known as the An~hcan Church
of Australia. Why does Parliament need to control the activities of the Angllcan Church?
I am pleased to note in the Bill that representation in synod is increased to include
deaconesses, office-bearers of dioceses, the religious sisters and non-parochial congregations.
It is important that the synod, as the governing body of the church, should have as wide a
representation as possible so that the church can work effectively, although I cannot
understand why legislation is necessary. Surely the church can govern its own affairs.
Obviously there is some historical or traditional reason why Parliament must sanction its
activities.

Mr DICKINSON (South Barwon)-I support the Bill. The Anglican Church has
historical connections with the United Kin~dom. In the early days of the colony of
Victoria, it was very much a part of the estabhshed institutions of Victoria.
In the second-reading notes, honourable members are advised of the importance of the
Bill in that the legislation of 1854 requires updating to allow representation in synod to
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include deaconesses, office-bearers of the dioceses-namely, the registrars-the religious
sisters and the non-parochial congregations.
Prior to entering Parliament, I had some involvement with the Anglican diocese as the
registrar. Looking back over the history of the Melbourne diocese, the registrars date back
beyond 1854. The first registrar was Henry Moor, who served from 1848 to 1854 and I
believe later stood as a candidate for the British House of Commons. The next regIstrar
from 1854 to 1887 was T. T. cl Beckett, who was a member of the Legislative Council of
this Parliament. It is interesting to note from the bibliography in the Parliamentary
Library that cl Beckett made a great name because:

a Beckett's writings, speeches and life reveal him as a cultured man of many interests, an upright, God-fearing
citizen. conservative in thought and often rigid and severe towards those with whom he disagreed. He never
succumbed to the egalitarian spirit of the colonials, and his speeches were laced with references to 'our glorious
constitution' and to the need to keep in order ... the highly dangerous temper of the masses'. Nevertheless he
was a realist and. while opposing the ballot and defending property rights to the full, he advocated payment of
members of parliament and denounced as dangerous and futile attempts to curb freedom of speech.
A devout Anglican, a Beckett served his church well. He was registrar of the diocese of Melbourne in 1854-87,
and acted at various times as treasurer of the Church of England . . .

Later registrars were W. E. Morris from 1887 to 1910; F. Eustace from 1910 to 1912; A. E.
McLennan from 1912 to 1932; E. T. McDermott from 1932 to 1944; R. C. Wardle, who
was an outstanding registrar, from 1944 to 1960; Bill Barnes from 1961 to 1971; and Bill
Feltham from 1971 to 1980.
I was registrar from 1980 to 1981, and the current registrar is Mr Ron Crosbie. It is
interesting that few of the registrars had actual representation in synod. I was a synodsman,
and still am, of the Anglican diocese and represented a parish where the former synodsman
was Sir Henry Bolte. The synodsman can vote on the floor of the synod and bring to the
deliberation of the church matters affecting the life and work of the community.
Many interest groups in the community are often not heard. I am glad that the Bill will
allow the deaconesses and non-parochial interests to have an interest in this synod. Social
issues and international issues should be considered by synod. Men such as Bishop
Huddleston and Bishop Tutu have been outspoken on what has happened in South Africa
with apartheid. However, the other side of the argument should also be heard.
When one examines events that have occurred in the South African continent, one notes
the decline of the democratic Westminster system in many countries because of inroads
made by communism and socialism. Ten million people have died after succumbing to
dictatorship in countries which previously had the Westminster system and one-man-onevote, until the dictators took charge and democracies disappeared.
The Bill contains provisions which will allow the synod to expand its operations in
Melbourne. Fresh winds of change within the corridors of the hierarchy of the Anglican
Church are long overdue. In my two years as registrar, I noted that the church did not
have an electric typewriter or a computer, but it had twelve different telecommunication
systems into the cathedral. When I finished my term as registrar, the church had a PABX
telephone system, computers and other modern technology were on the way. That was
brought about largely because of the influence of dedicated lay people from many walks of
life who assisted the good work of the church.
Over many years the church has built up assets, but some churches in Australia have
been criticized because they are large landowners. The Sydney diocese has assets in real
estate and property totalling $84 million. The Melbourne diocese has assets totalling
approximately $14 million. Many of the landholdings next to the cathedral in Melbourne
were relinquished because of lack of funds to maintain those buildings.
One church in South Melbourne that is not part of the Trust Corporation is St Luke's.
Over the years it has retained its independence by managing its own affairs. My great
grandfather, Canon Rivers Beachcroft Dickinson, was the first curate at St Peter's Church,

562

ASSEMBLY

2 October 1985

National Tennis Centre Bill

next to Parliament House, and was later at St Luke's Church for 52 years as a serving
minister. He was also the first canon appointed to the Old St James Cathedral.
I am proud to have this connection with the Anglican Church. I also have relatives of
Scottish and Irish descent. I grew up as a confirmed Anglican. I served the Anglican
Church for two years under Archbishop Robert Dann. I am pleased that the church has
made these forward moves because I am concerned in this day and age that bishops are
often taken at their word and become involved in a platform which sometimes is not
correct according to world events and the eyes of society.
Some bishops are quick to criticize Governments for the lack of funding of facilities,
such as church chaplains to hospitals, or the caring of the aged and the poor. In previous
years many of these matters were handled by volunteers, and in some areas that is still
occurring. If it were not for volunteers and wealth creators, society would not have the
money to carry out these services.
I am pleased to be in this Parliament today, giving my full support to the Bill now
before the House.
Mr E. R. SMITH (Glen Waverley)-I am grateful for the opportunity of speakin~ on
the Bill. It formalizes changes that have taken place over the years within the AnglIcan
Church and, as a practising Anglican, I have given it a lot of thought. I have read many
documents about the changes that have taken place both within the church and throughout
the whole of Christendom.
The weakening effect of religious groups in the community seems to be reflected in the
lowered disciplinary standards seen throughout the community; but be that as it may,
these are changes that have happened, and we must live with them.
The changes proposed in the Bill will bring the Anglican Church into the twentieth
century and, I suppose, if we look into our own consciences, they will tell us whether the
changes are for the wider benefit of the church; but no doubt the church and the Archbishop
want the changes and, in fact, the Archbishop has said that he looks forward to the passage
of the Bill through the Assembly. He said:
It will enable us to make proper changes of titles and also to admit to our synod a more representative
membership than has been possible in the past and there will be other benefits for which we will be most grateful.

Your co-operation in our diocese has been much appreciated.

He again expresses his gratitude.
I hope the provisions of the Bill will help the church to do what it is supposed to be
doing. I hope the changes made within the prayer book structure and forms of service will
make them more meaningful to people throughout Victoria and throughout Australia. I
support the proposed legislation, having given much consideration to what I consider to
be a most important Bill.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time, and passed through its remaining stages.

NATIONAL TENNIS CENTRE BILL
The debate (interrupted on the previous day) was resumed on the motion ofMr Trezise
(Minister for Sport and Recreation):
That this Bill be now read a second time.

and on Mr Reynolds's amendmentThat all the words after "That" be omitted with the view of inserting in place thereof the words ··this House
refuses to read this Bill a second time until the Government provides-(a) a binding guarantee that parkland
alienated for the National Tennis Centre will be replaced by land of equal quality and area and public disclosure
of the details of the location of such land, the timing of such replacement and any other relevant details; (b) full

National Tennis Centre Bill

2 October 1985

ASSEMBLY

563

and frank details of all costings of the Centre and associated works, public infrastructure works, replacement of
park lands and relocation costs and any other relevant costs; and (c) full and frank details of the method and cost
of financing the project and other relevant works including the full extent of borrowings, revenues and other
financial details."

The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Bulleen has 18 minutes at his
disposal.
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-I remind the House that at the conclusion of the sitting last
evening prior to the adjournment debate, I was talkin~ about the financial impact of the
National Tennis Centre and about how the OppositlOn had a briefing session with a
number of Government officials supposedly to allay our fears as to the financial viability
of the centre.
One of the documents submitted to the Opposition was a supposed income and costs
scheme covering the next twenty years of the project's operations. It was supposedly
prepared by Civil and Civic Pty Ltd. In my remarks last night, I said that the document
did not include interest in its costings; it did not include finance costs; and it assumed a
constant 7 per cent inflation, which, in my view, is unrealistic. When members of the
committee asked for details of the loan to finance the centre, they were given no details
because no term of the loan was in operation or was proposed.
There was, no understanding of where the money would come from-whether it would
come from overseas and whether there could be foreign currency losses on the loans.
Various aspects had not been included in the costings, such as the cost of the army land
acquisition, and the fact that the infrastructure costs will exceed $30 million. When the
Opposition asked about the rate of return, the answer given was that it would be 10 per
cent, which was determined by the Government.
What concerned me as a practising accountant and concerned the Opposition was the
viability of the figures in the supposed costings. I remind honourable metnbers that
members of the Government and the National Party have relied on those costings to make
statements suggesting that it is a viable financial proposition. The costings figures that
were provided by Civil and Civic Pty Ltd and Peat Marwick Mitchell and Co. were done
last September.
The costings ftguressubmitted to the Opposition were compiled in March of this year.
Events.have changed. The Federal Treasurer has simply changed the costing arrangements
and the taxation arrangements for entertainment and sponsorship of sport. This fact has
not been ta.ken into account in the costings. I remind honourable members that as recently
as two weeks ago on the week-end of 20-22 September the Herald contained an article
reporting that the sporting chiefs w~re concerned about Mr Keating's tax package and the
fact that sporting sponsorships were affected .
. The article is headed, "Sport chiefs face sponsor "disaster' " and is written by Martin
King, Mike Stevens and Geoff Easdown. It deals with the effect of tax changes on
sponsorships and the effect on the costings of the Government that have, been submitted.
It indicates that Australian sport stands to lose millions of dollars in sponsorShip after the
Federal Government's clamp oh entertainment costs and these tax changes ha~e left
sporting and business chiefs angry and confused. The article indicates that the Ford Motor
Co. of Australia Ltd, sponsors of the Australian Open at Kooyong, the Australian Masters
golf tournament and Geelong Football Club were examining the position. It states that the
President of the La~n Tennis Association of Australia, Brian Tobin, said the organization
would ask the Government for an exemption of 115 boxes at Kooyong and that the tennis
promoter and entrepreneur, John Brown warned that a major revenue source for sport
would end. The Treasurer, Mr Keating, then said that he was not prepared to change his
views.
The information in the press article and the changes have not been included in the
costings presented to this House, nor in the costings presented to the Opposition. The
Australian Open tennis tournament has been sponsored by the Marlboro corporation for
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many years; I understand it is ten years. If those sponsorships are lost, the tax deductions
for entertainment will be lost. There is no doubt this will have a financial effect on the
entertainment and sporting side of the centre. Nothing of this has been said in the debate
so far.
I believe the figures provided to the Opposition are particularly rubbery, given the fact
that Mr Keating has made the taxation changes. The Premier and the Minister for Sport
and Recreation have not taken into account the effect the recent tax changes will have on
the viability of the National Tennis Centre. Businesses and sports promotion groups will
find it difficult to make the sorts of investments necessary to make the Australian Open
and other tennis championships viable propositions. The Opposition is concerned that
these factors were not taken into account in the figures as they will eventually affect the
viability of the centre.
In September last year Peat Marwick Mitchell and Co. prepared a lengthy report for the
Government. The honourable member for Brighton discussed that report in detail.
However, in its final conclusions and costings it made a statement to which I shall refer in
a moment. I remind the House that the report did not consider recent tax changes, which
would make the conclusions worse than they already are.
On page 122 the report states:
Although it is unlikely that any ofthe options available will generate sufficient funds to meet interest and loan
repayments at current commercial rates, each of the options considered generates positive cash flow over a
twenty year project life which can be utilized to meet varying proportions of these requirements.

The nub of that conclusion is that the tennis centre is not a viable financial proposition.
Peat Marwick Mitchell and Co. is a leading accountin~ firm that has the expertise to
comment on the financial viability of a project such as this.
The Opposition is aware that more information is available and it wants copies of that
information. On 19 September other members of the Opposition and I met with officers
from the Department of Sport and Recreation. I requested a discounted cash flow
document, which is the only suitable document that could be used to assess the financial
viability of a tennis centre project such as this or, in fact, any other major complex. The
Opposition is aware that such a document does exist and it asked for that document to be
provided, but that request was refused. The officers present said that they required the
permission of the Lawn Tennis Association of Australia Ltd. That document, together
with the assumptions used in the discounted cash flow, is most important. The Opposition
asked that the Government contact the association to obtain its permission for the release
of those documents.
The Opposition has itself attempted to compile a discounted cash flow document, but
that has not been successful because it does not know what assumptions the Government
used in compiling its document. The Opposition is not aware of the level of sensitivity
analysis used or of the data that has been used. Given that taxation changes have occurred
that will affect the income of the proposed centre, without the discounted cash flow
document it will be difficult for any honourable member to say categorically that the tennis
centre is a financial possibility.
I place that request on the record. The Honourable James Guest in another place has
taken a keen interest in the discounted cash flow document and he used his computer
system in an attempt to arrive at the likely financial impact of the proposal.
Asa new member of the House I am staggered to learn that an economic impact
statement is not provided as a normal background document for proposals such as thiS. It
is a matter that I have raised on previous occasions.
Some overseas Governments, particularly those of Canada and the United States of
America, have systems whereby each legislative measure initiated has attached to it an
economic impact statement. This has not been the practice of the Victorian Government,
but it is a viable proposition. Economists of the State should provide Parliament with a
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statement setting out the economic impact of measures contained in a Bill and aspects of
it including infrastructure costs of a project, all other associated costs and, of course,
benefits that will accrue to a project. I have raised this matter in the House previously. I
believe these are necessary statements and this information should be provided by a
Government to Parliament.
The Opposition is concerned about the financial viability of the project because the
State is running up large debts. At present, State borrowings are $25 000 million, which is
a massive increase from 1982, and losses are being generated by the State Insurance Office
of $1600 million and by superannuation schemes. One could say that a project that will
cost an additional $100 million is a drop in the ocean, but added to the level of debts in
the State and in accordance with the financial responsibility that Parliament must show to
the people of Victoria those figures are significant. It is not good enough to say that the
project will cost $100 million and that that amount is not really significant when the debts
of the State are increasing alarmingly and when any project that is not a financial viability
will do nothing more than extend the financial problems of Victoria.
Many country tennis officials are concerned that if the project is not viable, tennis
sporting bodies throughout the State will have to pick up some of the costs at some stage
over the projected twenty years of the project. Members of country tennis associations are
concerned that they will have to prop up the project at some stage in the future. If
sponsorships cease and if the project is not viable, tennis players will have to pick up some
of the financial costs. This represents nothing more than hidden taxation. The debts of the
stadium will be transferred to tennis players through increased subscriptions.
The proposal of a National Tennis Centre is not opposed by members of the Liberal
Party. However, the siting of the proposed centre and its financial viability are key
concerns. Members of the Liberal Party want a National Tennis Centre provided that
questions of parkland and finance are clarified. The reasoned amendment moved by the
honourable member for Gisborne seeks nothing more than evidence and further
information on these aspects. The information requested can be provided. Analyses have
been made on the centre's financial viability and the Opposition asks for those analyses to
be provided to Parliament.
Once that is done and the Opposition can see that the proposal is in the best interests of
Victoria, the Bill will get a speedy passage through the Parliament. There are concerns in
the community about the centre which I have expressed but if the Government can allay
the fears of the community and the Opposition there is no reason why the National Tennis
Centre cannot be a going proposition within an extremely short period. The information
is available and the Opposition wants to know full details of the Government's proposition
so that it can make a reasoned and sensible assessment of the Bill.
Members of the Opposition in another place are interested to see that information and
if it can be provided while the Bill is between here and the other place, I am sure the
debate in that House will be more enlightened than it has been in this place. I support the
reasoned amendment moved by the honourable member for Gisborne and I hope that the
Government will provide the information requested to the Opposition.
Mr JOHN (Bendigo East)-I support the reasoned amendment and I congratulate the
honourable member for Gisborne on the considerable amount of work he has done and
his expertise in preparing it. He asked for binding Government guarantees that the parkland
alienated for the tennis centre will be replaced with land of equal quality and area. He
asked for full and frank details of all costings for the centre and associated works. He also
asked for full details of the method and cost of financing the project and any other relevant
work, including the full extent of borrowings, revenue and other financial details.

These are proper questions for a responsible Opposition to ask about a major project.
The Opposition wishes to see, as do I, a National Tennis Centre in Melbourne. It wants to
see Melbourne recognized as the tennis capital of Australia. It wants tourism increased
and employment opportunities created as a result of the tennis centre in our city. The
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centre would provide excdilent' facilities for championship tennis, and for concerts. It will
provide all-weather facilities and 'night-time facilities for tennis and entertainmen~. When
the, centre is not in use for championships or entertainment, it will provide excellent
training facilities for our young people and recreational facilities for those who are not so
young.
, I have ,strohg reservations about" the proposal .,efore the House whIch i~volves some
sjxteen outdoor courts, eight indoor courts and a ,naio centre court, which will seat 15 000
persons. Courts Nos.:l and 2 will have a seating capacity of 3000 and 6000 persons
respectiv.ely. It is proposed that the main venue will be used for mass entertainment, such
as ~onceits andso,forth, on 46 days a year.
"
"
~'.

:

•

•

J

'

.

:

• '.

1

,Finally, the Bill ~ill:provide a home for tennis, ~n ~dministrative centr.e and bflices for
~he'Lawp T~nnis Association of Australia an~ other associated. ~odies~a ~ntre for ~enqis
In Melboume. Many of those factorsm~ntloned are.the posItIve factors,ln the Bill but
unfortunately there are some negative aspects associated with the Bill. They are, as previous
speakers, have outlined, the finan~ial aspects, the loss of parkland, construction difficulties
and locational and parking difficulties. These are the four main areas of concern .
. In comp~ny with se,veral of my ,colleagQes,' I have attended ,a n\linber of briefings,
including a detailed and illuminating briefing with the architects and engineFrs of the
proposed National Tennis Centre. The financial briefing I attended, and to which the
Premier referred in the deba,te last night, was .appallingly unsatisfactory because it failed
to provide the information which we so~ght. Opposition members were provided with a
pne-sheet cash .flow chart, which was totally inadequate. A more detailed booklet was
available? but d~spite the fact that nine Opposition members were present, only two copies
were avaIlable.
,

.

It has been estimated that the centre will cost $53 million and that $13·6 million is to
be made available for infrastructure. The Opposition suspects that with "extras", another
$30 million will be a<ided to that cost. As with other lar~e projects, the cost of this one will
escalate as a result of sweetheart deals done with the unions in the construction of a
monument to the Premier.
Tqe proposed centre is a. mammoth financial undertaking, which must be carefully
considered because it will be a burderi on the next three or four State Governments. One
does not know from where all of the money is to be borrowed, whether it is to be from
either overseas or domestic sources. No infoimation has been supplied on the method of
borrowing yet the Government has claimed that it will guarantee all the borrowings.
The financial briefing provided to tbe OpPosition failed to included the cost ofborrowings
on. this huge undertaking. Last night during debate on the Bill the Premier claimed that
the project wiiI pay for itself in the next sixteen years. ;Over the next fifteen years following
completion, of the centre, its cost will rely substantially on the revenue generated by the
Australian Opeq. More than half the anticipated revenue from the centre over the next
fifteen years will be earned from the staging of the Australian Open. This gets to the nub
of the financial question.
What guarantees are there that the Australian Open will be staged at the proposed
National Tennis Centre over the next fifteen ;or twenty years? Will Victoria remain an
international tennis force? Are there any guarantees that in the next 10, 15, or 20 years no
other State Go.vemment or entrepreneur will construct another, better, larger stadium in
another State or capital city? Obviously those in charge of the Australian OJ?en would
need to carefully examine the staging of that tournament if another better stadium were
available in Perth, Adelaide, Brisbane or Sydney.
The entire financial future of the proposed centre is based on the assumption that the
Australian Open tennis tourn~ment will be played in Victoria for the next fifteen or twenty
years but that cannot be guaranteed. Can the Government guarantee that the Lawn Tennis
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Association of Australia will remain in legal existence for the next twenty years?
Associations have come and gone and rival groups have been established.
At the financial briefing Opposition members asked about the agreements to be made
between the Lawn Tennis Association of Australia and the Government on the staging of
the various tennis championships at the proposed centre.
Those of us who attended the briefing were told that the agreement was confidential
because it involved the financial background of the Lawn Tennis Association of Australia
and therefore the information was not available. Honourable members should have access
to that sort of information. They need to know, for example, how binding is the agreement.
Has it been properly drawn up by legal advisers? Does it provide sufficient checks, balances
and protection for Victoria? What is the nature of the so-called binding legal relationship
that will guarantee that the major tennis tournaments will be played at the stadium for the
next ten or twenty years?
One is entitled to ask what are the assets of the association and what is its financial
structure. If the association were in default under the agreement, what would be the
remedy for Victoria? Would the association have the assets to pay any amount that might
be claimed if there were a default under the agreement?
It is extremely worrying that parkland will be taken away without a guarantee that it
will be replaced. One may well recall that a Government of another political colour
acquired much land for the construction of stadiums to stage the Olympic Games. As a
result, Melbourne lost a considerable amount of good parkland.

Melbourne ranks at the fourth most polluted city in the world, and that oUght to be
seriously taken into account when considering the removal of parklands.
I have learned from the history books that Albert Park used to extend from St Kilda
Road to the beach and was twice its present size. Royal Park was also double its present
size when Burke and Wills set off on their historic expedition. Since that time, the
Commonwealth Serum Laboratories, the Melbourne Zoological Gardens, tramways, two
hospitals and a city council depot have been developed on land that was formerly part of
Royal Park.
Our forefathers provided us with quite a heritage, including the Royal Botanic Gardens,
the fine planning ofSt Kilda Road, Aemington Road, Royal Parade and so on. Baron Von
Mueller, who designed the Royal Botanic Gardens, would rise from his grave if he knew
that further parklands would be taken away without a guarantee of replacement.
The designers, engineers and builders who were present at the briefing indicated that
the level of the court in the main stadium would be almost 2 metres below ground level.
Therefore, the stadium would be below ground level and, as it would be close to the Yarra
River, I anticipate problems of seepage.
When I raised the question of drainage and seepage at the briefing, I was told that
satisfactory pumps and drainage would be installed. However, water cannot run uphill,
and anyone who has had experience with pumps or seepage problems would know that
unless the system is working properly, it presents a problem requiring constant
maintenance. I can imagine a situation where, during a championship, maintenance
workers from one of the unions would go on strike and hold the State to ransom; and if
the State did not meet the demands of that union, tennis could be played in a swimming
pool.
I have not yet been convinced on the question of whether the court surfaces should be
grass or one of various artificial surfaces. Honourable members are now considering a
proposal to construct a tennis centre when it has not even been decided whether the court
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surfaces will be clay, rubber or some other artificial material. I was informed by architects
at the briefing that five or six different surfaces were being experimented with.
We have not got the surface right yet but we are proposing to build a stadium. I am
worried about many of these unanswered questions. I commend the Opposition's
amendment which is a responsible approach. When the Opposition receives answers to
the questions it has asked the Government, it will make its final decision.

Mr COLEMAN (Syndal)-I raise questions about environmental issues associated
with the tennis centre site. In the environment effects statement issued in June 1985 under
the Minister's hand, a number of issues were raised about consideration of that site. These
issues do not appear to have been properly addressed by the Government. More
importantly, the impression is that the selection of the site was predetermined.
The sites under consideration by the inter-agency work group's site selection committee
included the three principal sites of Jolimont, Olympic Park and Kooyong. A further ten
sites were considered by that committee but were subsequently rejected. One of the
suggested alternatives to Kooyong was the Albert Park site. However, the. honourable
member for Albert Park announced that he has been contacted by members of the
Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands and advised them that the Albert Park
site had been precluded from consideration.
Involved in the Jolimont site would be the removal of an engineers' depot, the provision
of alternative land to replace land used in this development, and the removal of an Army
depot.
In the environment effects statement, the issues raised about the Jolimont site were that
of open space and the release of the Jolimont workshop area at some time in the future.
The Jolimont workshop committee presented to the site selection committee a submission
that put the cost of replacing the land and buildings involved at $175 million.

Mr Micallef-It is good to see you are taking notice of the trade unions.
Mr COLEMAN-It i~ a pity that the honourable member for Springvale did not take
notice of the shop stewards committee.
It also raises the question of who really has control of the environmental issues relating
to this site. Consideration of the Jolimont site involves removing workshop facilities and
replacing them elsewhere. Certain space at Epping has been identified as suitable for this
purpose but considerably more space is required to replace the stabling and servic lng
facilities at Jolimont.
With regard to the open space to be provided, we have been advised that the engineers'
depot in Batman Avenue would be a suitable open space site. However, I understand that
no indication has been received from the Commonwealth or the Army that that site" ill
be released for that purpose. One would have thought that during the debate yesterday
and today the Minister would have produced a letter that would have satIsfied the
requirements of the amendment moved by the Opposition. It is to be hoped the Minister
will produce such a letter because, currently, the issue seems to be a veiled commitment
in some other undertaking.
If the Minister does have a letter in his possession it would considerably assist the
debate if it were tabled so that the contents would be known rather than honourable
members having to hypothesize on its contents.
The question of parking has been dealt with. I understand that 300 parking spaces will
be provided within the building and an additional 1000 car parking spaces on the Olympic
Park site. We are informed that 600-odd car parking spaces are available in Swan Street
and a further 800 close to the Melbourne Cricket Ground. Those 800 parking spaces will
be on Yarra Park parkland and will have a detrimental effect on the area, which is already
affected by patrons of the Melbourne Cricket Ground parking on this parkland.
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Bound into the question of parking is the removal of two existing car parks to provide
sufficient area for parkland, which car parks are used by commuters to the city. For some
time, a bus service to the city was provided by the Melbourne traders. No consideration
has been given to those people, other than that they will be provided with a 1000 car park
on the Olympic Park site.
From the figures one can assume that those involved in a tennis tournament, those who
use the attendant buildings and those who have membership rights to the centre will
occupy all of the 300 spaces provided. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that there will
be a net loss in parking in that general area, which is of major concern to the people who
live in South Yarra, Richmond and East Melbourne who will be directly affected by the
proposal.
The financial statements for the proposal indicate that the building must be used 113
times a year to make the proposal even vaguely viable in terms of what it will cost to
service the debt involved. That is a significant number of days for the building to be used.
It is hard to en visage a 15 000 seat facility being used on 113 days a year in this city.
Tennis will occupy fourteen days at the outset and the other Victorian tournaments during
the year will contribute not much more than another twenty days, so that takes care of
only 35 or 40 days. Other activities will have to occur on approximately 70 occasions so
as to provide sufficient income to service the debt on the building.
I now wish to discuss the way in which the trust has been structured. We know that it is
a thirteen-man trust and the $53 million is to be provided through VICFIN-the Victorian
Public Authorities Finance Agency which is the Government's funding instrumentality
which borrows money from statutory authorities and other organizations and pays a high
interest for the money borrowed. The trust will be paying a fairly substantial amount of
interest on the $53 million, in addition to the considerable infrastructure costs that will be
involved. Those infrastructure costs are unknown.
On the other side of the Yarra, a substantial amount of money was involved in obtaining
a firm foundation for the Arts Centre Building. As indicated by the honourable member
for Bendigo, the level proposed for the playing surface of the National Tennis Centre is 2
metres below ground level.
That presents a major problem. The same procedure was used in the construction of the
VFL Park at Waverley, where the playing surface was less than 3 metres below ground
level. Enormous problems were caused in getting the water off the surface.
While construction of the Victorian Arts Centre was proceeding, an enormous amount
of money was required to find a firm foundation for the building. The site of the proposed
National Tennis Centre has the same type of problems.
Last Thursday and Friday drilling was carried out on the site, presumably to determine
exactly what the foundation is like in that location.
The sitting was suspended at 12.56 p.m. until 2.4 p.m.

Mr COLEMAN-Before the suspension of the sitting I was discussing the foundations
in the area to be used for the proposed National Tennis Centre. There is no need to remind
honourable members of the difficulties that occurred during the construction of the
Victorian Arts Centre. It must be remembered that the site for the proposed tennis centre
is situated on the Yarra River flood plain and the same types of problems will exist on
that site as existed at the Art Centre site.
The State Swimming Centre, which has been refurbished, is in the same strip of ground
as the site for the proposed National Tennis Centre. The problems associated with the
swimming centre site have not been corrected, and that is indicative of the faults in the
area proposed to be used for the tennis centre.
The very reason why the entertainment centre was converted from a swimming pool
was that it also suffered substantial foundation problems. The proposal allows for a court
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to be placed 2 metres below the existing ground surface and that in itself will create
drainage and associated problems according to the type of surface to be used on the courts.
The environment effects statement prepared by the Ministry for Planning and Environment
also dealt with landscaping difficulties.
Initially I should point out that the proposed site is one of the few uncommitted green
areas left in the city. The site is used by a variety of organizations and one has only to
examine the environment effects statement to realize that little consideration had been
given to the site users.
Page 92 of the environment effects statement, under the heading "Issue 3-Alternatives
for Current Users of the Open Space", initially deals with other areas that might be used
during the Moomba festival, which is an important, si~nificant and spectacular tourist
attraction in the Melbourne calendar. The alternative SItes were the Treasury Gardens,
the Hagstaff Gardens, Kings Domain, Goshs Paddock, the three ovals at Yarra Park,
Batman Park and a temporarily closed area of Batman A venue west of the Swan Street
bridge. Three sites were ruled out as being inappropriate-the Treasury Gardens, the
HagstaffGardens and Kings Domain. Those areas were ruled out by the statement because
"they form significant and particularly sensitive garden environments".
The statement reported that Princes Park, Goshs Paddock and Yarra Park in the area
surrounding the Melbourne Cricket Ground may be considered too isolated. The proposal
came back to the very area in which the proposed National Tennis Centre is being
considered, namely the Old Scotch and Old Xavierian ovals and the area of land created
by a closure of Batman A venue west of the Swan Street bridge. The environment effects
statement resolved the question of this area being an alternative location for Moomba
activities. It is clear that the only alternative is to move the Moomba activities farther east
once the proposed tennis centre is built. Other sporting activities take place in the area
and two rugby pitches are located on the site. This is one of the better rugby facilities
available in the State.
The statement further notes that for a number of weeks during the year Hinders Park is
occupied by circuses and possible alternative locations could be found at Princes Park,
Royal Park, Albert Park or Burnley Park. The statement finally recommended that the
Hinders Park site should be considered for future circuses.
The statement offered no real alternatives to existing users of the park. This is indicative
of the way in which the entire environment effects statement has been prepared and of the
haste with which it was completed.
When I was previously a member of this place, the subject of landscaping in proximity
to the Yarra River was hotly debated-especially whether the Metrol building should be
allowed to proceed to its original plan. The Metrol building was originally planned to be
as high as the proposed tennis centre. After considerable debate, the Metrol building was
redesigned to allow an unrestricted view of the parkland on the south side of the Yarra
River. Only half a mile farther east, at the commencement of Batman A venue, the
Government is proposing a building that will have the same environmental impact on the
landscape as the earlier Metrol development would have had.
If the National Tennis Centre is ever completed, it is proposed that it will have a very
large walkway that will run from the end of Spring Street, across the railway yards and
into the proposed site. This walkway will have a major impact on the area under
consideration. Difficulties will have to be overcome in trying to secure the building from
public intrusion and maintaining the parkland along the Yarra River. Those considerations
must be taken into account when considering the strategy for the lower Yarra area.
The cost of annexing the existing 10limont railway yards will be some $175 million, and
therefore alternative sites have to be found. It seems that the selection of the proposed site
was made in haste because a number of other suitable sites have been overlooked. When
one considers the way in which the Government intends implementing the strategy for
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the lower Yarra area, one should consider the Montague sheds as a possible site. If one
stands in the vicinity of the Spencer Street Bridge or the World Trade Centre one can see
the Montague sheds on the other side of the Yarra River. One wonders why the sheds
were not considered as a possible site for the National Tennis Centre.
The proposed site has been given a conservative value of$20 million yet the environment
impact study has put a value of $5·4 million on the Montague sheds site. It appears that
the Montaglle sheds site provides the same facilities as those on the site under consideration.
. Mr Remington-How many hectares does it cover?
Mr COLEMAN-It covers 6 hectares, which is sufficient to accommodate the National
Tennis Centre. The use of that site would have enhanced the lower end of the Yarra River,
particularly as proposals for its development are being considered by the City of Melbourne
Corporation and the Government. I am concerned that the proposed site is in the vicinity
of six major public venues. They are all about 1 mile from each other. One is the Melbourne
Cricket Ground, which has the capacity to accommodate about 110 000 people.
Mrs Toner-Don't you like sport?
Mr COLEMAN-That is not the point. Melbourne has two Olympic Park grounds,
one that accommodates soccer matches and one that accommodates the greyhound races.
Melbourne has the Sports and Entertainment Centre immediately adjacent to Olympic
Park, and on the other .side of the Yarra River are the Sidney Myer Music Bowl and the
Victorian Arts Centre.
For the benefit of the honourable member for Greensborough, I point out that people
who . live in the eastern suburbs must undertake a major trip and face considerable
inconvenience in parking when they travel to the city to attend any of those sports venues.
Any honourable m~mber who has been to Wimbledon or to flushing Meadows to watch
the tennis would know that those centres are far removed from the business districts of
the capital cities in which they are located. Perhaps the Government should have considered
building the National Tennis Centre in a suburb, rather than in Melbourne, where greater
Use could be made of it by those living in either tb.~ eastern or western suburbs. The
National Tennis Centre should be taken to the people rather than locating it centrally
because it will create greater parking and transport problems. The centre would enhance
the living conditions of people in the residential areas ifit were located in the suburbs.
I

That has not been considered at all, and the decision is all the worse for that omission.
The Opposition called for the production of a binding guarantee that would secure
replacement of the parkland that was alienated by this decision, and that has not been
produced. Even if the land on which the engineers' depot stands were obtained, that would
not represent a full replacement of the land taken .. ,
The infrastructure details have been dealt with by a number of my colleagues. Those
details fall signjficantly short of what is required to satisfy the Opposition that the proposal
is reasonable.
.
As I pointed out earlier, the method of funding required to build and fund the project
in such a way as to maintain merely the interest on the borrowed capital requires usage on
113 occasions a year. That is a very high rate of usage for a building of that type. I do not
believe the usage of the Melbourne Cricket Ground is anywhere near that figure. Certainly
there is no clamour for a facility that would provide for that same degree of patronage in
this city at the present time.
I

,

Honourable members have before them a proposal for a tennis stadium that is being
sold under the guise of a tennis stadium and entertainment centre. A tennis stadium has
limited use. I pope the Australian Open Tenhis Championships will continue to be
attracted to Melbourne, but this proposition mh~es it an expensive exercise. For less than
$700000, the event could be staged at the existing site at Kooyong. That puts a value on
the usage of the building now under discussiop.. If ho~ourable members could be assured
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that the site cost was represented by the existing rental figure, they could perhaps regard it
as a going proposition; but that is far from the situation that will exist.
As the proposal is developed, I am sure the onus of payment will fall increasingly heavily
on Victorians collectively; it certainly will not be borne by the tennis public, because it
will be well beyond their capacity to pay.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I have listened to the honourable member for Syndal and
other members of the Opposition on the issue. All they have done is hi~hlight the growth
in economic illiteracy during their period in opposition. They have eIther distorted the
statistics or completely misunderstood the situation. The Opposition seems to be riddled
with economic charlatans. I am amazed that it comes out negatively on any major project
that is proposed.
The Opposition effectively opposed the Portland project and said that it was not viable.
It is now proceeding and will earn a high return for the Government. Already the First
National Resource Trust is oversubscribed. The Opposition said the Victorian
Development Fund proposal was impossible; that fund now has some $800 million, but
for weeks the Opposition went on knocking it. It is now opposing the National Tennis
Centre, another project that will be of enormous economic benefit to Victoria.
An Honourable Member-What about the World Trade Centre?
Mr JOLLY-What about the World Trade Centre? The Opposition mucked up the
World Trade Centre. When it was in government, it had to subSIdize people in an attempt
to put people in the building.
When in government, the Liberal Party was full of economic illiterates. The only thing
that has changed durin~ its term in opposition is that it has fewer members in Parhament
and more economic illIterates. One provides briefing sessions in the hope that members
of the Opposition may actually learn something about the project; only a few of them turn
up, but they all spout off, like the honourable member for Syndal, as if they had some
economic understanding. The honourable member for Syndal could not even add up his
figures in his cheque book!
The honourable member for Syndal pretended that he knows something about the
economic issues associated with the National Tennis Centre. The honourable member for
Brighton spoke about the cash flows that would emanate from the project. However, he
conveniently cut offhis estimates in 1991, about three years after the commencement date
of the National Tennis Centre.
The honourable member was told that a sixteen year pay back period would be required
for the project, but he ignored the positive cash flows that would flow after 1991. That is a
misrepresentation of the viability of the National Tennis Centre.
The honourable member also decided to stir up members of the Opposition, because
they have probably been asleep during the debate, by overstating the cost of the project.
He knew from the briefin$, made available to him that the estimated cost of the National
Tennis Centre was $53 mIllion, but he attempted to build up a fictitious straw man figure
so that he could then knock it down. The honourable member is not a bad lawyer, but he
knows nothing about arithmetic or economics.
The economic benefits to Victoria are enormous. The National Tennis Centre is part of
the economic strategy of the Government designed to boost employment and economic
activity in Victoria. That economic strate~y is already having a lon$-term impact on the
performance of the Victorian economy. VIctoria has exceptionally hIgh economic growth
and the lowest unemployment rate in Australia.. The unemployment rate is 6·2 per cent,
which is 2·3 per cent below that of the next best State. Victoria is doing extremely well in
economic terms.
Part of the strategy of the Government is to build up tourism. The Minister for Industry,
Technology and Resources explained to the House that an increasing number of people
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were coming to Victoria to holiday, and this will generate additional economic activity.
With the proposed National Tennis Centre, the Government will ensure that the top
tennis players of the world will participate in the Australian Open. Worldwide coverage of
the event and the central location will put Victoria and Melbourne on the world map for
tourists. Victoria will achieve a massive spin-off from the Australian Open.
In addition, the mass entertainment centre, which will be part of the National Tennis
Centre, will not only be an excellent facility for Victorians but will also add to the
attractiveness of Victoria as a tourist destination.
Overall, the site is ideally located not only because of the tourism spin-off but also
because of its location to public transport. The proposed site is close to the Flinders Street
railway station, which is the centrepiece of the Victorian public transport system. There is
no doubt that the economic benefits of increasing tourism and economic activity will
significantly boost Victoria's economy. Victoria will achieve a further growth in
employment and economic activity.
I shall now deal with the financial issues raised by honourable members. It should be
crystal clear to everyone who has heard the contribution of the Minister for Sport and
Recreation, or has taken advantage of the briefings made available, that the true situationnot the fictitious one put forward by the Opposition-is that the estimated construction
cost of the National Tennis Centre will be $53 million.
That project has been endorsed by the Government. The Government has ensured that
construction will take place at a minimum cost because of the public tender system that
has been used and I emphasize that future contractors will be selected by the National
Tennis Centre Trust and the selection will be based not only on the ability to deliver the
services but also on the ability to deliver those contractual services at the least cost.
Therefore, there is no doubt that this is a cost minimization approach by the Government.
I turn now to the rate of return on the project. I am interested to hear for the first time
that Opposition members have made reference to economic factors. Usually, they shy
clear of these issues. Now, at least, they are learning some of the jargon, even if they do
not understand it. In the first full year of operation of the National Tennis Centre the
revenue is estimated to be $7·89 million, that is in 1988-89, and by 1994-95 it rises to
$13·8 million.
Mr Perrin-What about the interest?
Mr JOLLY-I shall come to the issue of interest in a moment. First of all, the honourable
member for Bulleen should appreciate that we are talking about revenue. Clearly, significant
revenue will be gained from the project. It has been stated Quite openly that the estimated
cost of the project is some $53 million.
Mr Cooper-Plus the infrastructure cost!
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The honourable member for
Mornington should cease interjecting.
Mr JOLLY-I hear a singing telegram from the honourable member for Mornington.
We will probably get a telegram on this issue as well. He has no interest in cost
minimization. One wonders what the breakdown of costs of his telegram is.
Mr Cooper interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The honourable member for
Mornington is being unruly in the House and I ask him to cease.
Mr JOLLY-Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. The project will be financed through
borrowings from the Victorian Public Authorities Finance Agency-VICFIN-and it is
considered that the long-term loan to be taken out will have an interest cost in the order
of 14 per cent. That is a nominal rate of interest, not a real rate of interest and I am sure
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that members of the Opposition appreciate the difference between real and nominal
interest rates. Let us hope that they do, in any case.
The Government is looking at a long-term project that will be of tremendous significance
to the people of Victoria and, as I said, not only will economic benefits be generated
directly from this project through the rate of return, but in addition it will be a tourist
attraction and will create employment. So, they are the long-term borrowings through the
Victorian Public Authorities Finance Agency and it is possible that the Government will
be able to do better than 14 per cent.
The Government intends to ensure that there is no exposure to exchange rate movements
in relation to the National Tennis Centre but the honourable member for Bulleen, who is
interjecting, is probably not aware that nowadays one can borrow on overseas markets in
Australian dollars and therefore there is no exchange risk in the long term. The Government
has been opening up these areas of borrowing in the interests of obtaining low rates of
interest compared with those available on the domestic market.
Given the high rating of the Victorian Government, there is no doubt the proposal will
be to the benefit of all organizations that rely on finance through the Victorian Public
Authorities Finance ~gency. I~ Japan, Victoria' has been rated triple-A borrowing
organization, which is the highe'st possible rating in the world. That rating is clearly an
indication that the Ja}1anese are aware of the approach taken by the Victorian Government
and the Treasurer's, guarantee on overseas financial tr~nsactions.
The other fundamental point relates to the real rate of return on the project after
discounting for the effects of inflation. The internal rate of return for the project is
estimated at 10·14 per cent. That is a high real rate of return. Opposition members should
understand that the pricing policies of the Gas and Fuel Corporation and the' State
Electricity Commission are all based on a real rate of return of 4 per cent. By comparison,
10·14 per cent is a good rate of return. It is not the high internal rate of return that makes
the project so attractjve, but the extra benefits associated with having the National Tennis
Centre located in th~ heart of Melbourne. In arriving at that rate of return a conservative
approach has been adopted to future revenue flows. In other words, it is not some
exaggerated revenue yield, but is based on relatively conservative assumptions. On the
basis of those estimates, the real rate of return will be in excess of 10 per cent.
The other point that has been raised in the debate is the infrastructure or precinct costs,
which are in the order' of $13 million. Opposition members seem to make the assumption
that these costs are directly associated with the National Tennis Centre alon~. It must be
recognized that these precinct developments are in the interests of all the centres of
entertainment located around the Olympic Park area. Approximately $10 million of that
cost will be directed towards car parking which, in itself, will generate significant income
flows. That factor needs to be taken into account. Exceptionally good returns will result
from car parking investments.
. In summary, the project is outstanding in economic terms and meets the financial test.
It will provide a real rate of return in excess of 10 per cent on investments. That is riot to
be sneezed at by '}nyone! It has been subjected to rigorous financial analysis and, as part
ofa long-term economic strategy of this State, it will benefit the Victorian economy. It will
provide increased employment and increased tourism, which will not only ensure that
Victoria is the gr<Jwth centre of the nation, but will also guarantee, in conjunction with tbe
rest of the Government's economic policies, that it will remain the State with the lowest
unemployment rate.

It is about time the Opposition adopted a constructive approach towards issues of this
kind. When in government the Liberal Party could not make a decision, and in opposition
all it can do is oppose the major projects of the State. Opposition members do not have
the courage to make decisions. They want tQ defer matters requiring decisions. It would
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not matter how much information was provided to the Opposition-it could still not
make up its ·mind.
The honourable member for Gisborne would not know the difference between a cash
flow, a rate of return, a balance sheet or a profit and loss statement. The realities are that
the project has been subjected to a detailed economic analysis that indicates a real rate of
return.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)- The honourable member for Gisborne
must not debate across the table while the Treasurer is on his feet.
Mr JOLLY-It is an example of remarkable ignorance. The normal financial evaluation
of such projects involves either an assessment of the present value of the investment or an
analysis of the internal real rate of return. The estimated internal real rate of return is 10
per cent, well in excess of the 4 per cent real rate of return required from investments of
the Gas and Fuel Corporation or the State Electricity Commission.
The Opposition chose deliberately to distort the picture of the cash flows in order to
undermine the project, and stopped at 1991. Given the estimates, the loans will be fully
paid in sixteen years. It is about time the Opposition supported the Government on this
important project, which will not only be in the interests of Australian tennis but also will
ensure that Victoria, and Australia, have the top tennis players competing in the Australian
Open and that more tourists will come to Victoria, thus generating more economic activity.
Ms SIBREE (Kew)-The House has heard yet another economic dissertation from the
Treasurer. The House hears the same speech from the Treasurer each time, except that he
uses slightly different words when speaking about the proposed National Tennis Centre
instead of the Budget.
The Opposition is rightly concerned about the financing of the National Tennis Centre.
The Treasurer accuses the Opposition of having a negative attitude but he is completely
wrong because the Opposition is adopting a responsible attitude to the project.
When I came to consider this matter I asked myself three basic questions: why, how and
where? The honourable member for Gisborne, together with the honourable member for
Brighton, has clearly shown why the Opposition is concerned about these three questions.
The answer to the question "why?" is fairly straightforward. Victorians want to maintain
the proud heritage of Australian tennis. The reasons revolve around national and State
pride and not one member of the Opposition denied that that is an important element in
the debate.
The next question is how do we do it and what other proposals has the Government
looked at in achieving the end results. The Opposition does not question why the centre is
necessary, it is because of the needs of tennis and to ensure that the Australian Open is
retained in Melbourne where it belongs. That matter is not in dispute; the dispute is about
how to achieve the objective. Although the Treasurer has entered the debate at a late stage
to answer some of the questions put to the Government by various members of the
Opposition, not one of those questions had been answered. That is why a reasoned
amendment is before the House. The Opposition does not deny that the centre is a good
idea and that Victoria should benefit from it, but all it has received in answer to its many
questions is a lot of hogwash about improving tourism and so on.
Only last week, the honourable member for Bennettswood publicly produced figures on
tourism. The fact that the proposed centre will appear suddenly on the banks of the Yarra
River will make no difference on those figures. For that purpose the Government must
effect more broadly based development of tourism. The Treasurer has given no real figures
and facts on that issue.
One questions why the Government is taking charge of the proposed centre. If the
projections are so rosy, why have they not been given to the Opposition? Why has the
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Opposition not been given any cash flow analysis? Why has the Government not told the
Opposition about the costs that will be incurred in addition to the money that will be
completely borrowed for the project? Those extra costs will be a burden on the Victorian
public. The Opposition wants to know what those costs will be. I would like to know
whether the Treasurer and the Premier have explored any other avenues of financing this
project.
The Government should be asked many questions on the proposed centre. If it is to be
such a tremendous money-spinner for the State, why is it not being developed by
entrepreneurs like Alan Bond, Holmes it Court, Lindsay Fox or anyone else who has the
money and the interest in developing Victoria? Why are they not supporting this enterprise?
I question whether the Government has considered any other option. All Parliament
knows is that the Government will suddenly take on the running of a tennis and
entertainment centre by investing taxpayers' money into a fairly elite sport. The
Government has not said that it has explored any other possibilities, and that is basically
irresponsible when the Government is committing the State to a huge deficit for the
development of the centre, a deficit that will continue for many years.
The Opposition is being negative on that issue, not on the centre and its importance to
tennis. The Government has not stated what all the options are. It has not stated what the
funding is and that the centre's infrastructure will cost $30 000 in addition to the capital
required for its development.
The Government is two-faced; it is schizophrenic. For example, the Government has
made a television -advertisement extolling the wonders and merits of the Met. This
television advertisement attempts to point out that, because of the existence of the Met
parkland, space in Melbourne which would otherwise be required for car parking space is
spared; the advertisement claims that the Government is ensuring that there will be no
need to turn Melbourne's parkland into car parking areas. The proposed National Tennis
Centre is the Met advertisement in reverse. Suddenly, all these parklands areas are being
put to other uses while the Government proclaims its desire to look after alpine national
parks and other areas; simultaneously, the Government proposes to put an electricity
transmission line through parklands in the electorate that I represent.

Mr Remington-Tut, tut!
Ms SIBREE-The Government should get it right and decide on consistency. It should
be ashamed of its obvious schizophrenia. Thousands of dollars are being spent on the
advertisement featuring the Met that states how wonderful the Government is because it
is saving parklands from the threat of conversion to car parking areas-yet, simultaneously
in other areas, the Government is intent on taking away parklands for other purposes.
There is no answer; there is nothing from the Government. It remains silent because it
does not know what it wants. It believes it is a great idea and there will be a little bit of
kudos because everybody in the community will believe it is a marvellous idea but the
Government will pull the wool over the eyes of the public only until the public finds out
who must pay for the project. The people are responsible for payment and not the
Government. The Government has not shown responsibility at all in this aspect of the Bill.
The Treasurer stood up but did not say anything at all about the other infrastructure
that must be attended to and that will be affected by this proposal. I want some answers to
my question: did the Government consider other possibilities for the development of the
tennis centre? I do not believe in a country of this size with the scope, intelligence and
imagination of those in Australia that the Government has been unable to reach a situation
in which the project could have been tendered to private enterprise for it to take on the
risk. Ifprivate enterprise was not prepared to take the risk, it is because the project was a
non-goer and the Government is selling, a non-goer-a furphy. If one considers the way
in which the Treasurer is handling the matter, I do not know whether he could run
Bankcard; if he was running Bankcard it would be broke! My second question is: What
options have been considered by the Government?
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The final question is: Where? That matter is also addressed to a certain extent in the
reasoned amendment of the honourable member for Gisborne. There have been no
assurances and there is nothing in writing about what will happen as to the replacement of
parkland that will be lost forever.
Many propositions and possibilities have been proposed and they have been adequately
addressed by a number of speakers in the House today. The Opposition and I share the
concern about not receiving answers and not obtaining the facts. The Opposition is not
against the idea; but it is important that the House understands that it has not received
answers from the Government to those three fundamental questions. It was someone's
grand idea one night.
Obviously, it happened in a big hurry and there was not time for the Government to sit
down and carefully analyse those three questions. My biggest concern is: how? I do not
believe the Government has answered the questions asked by the honourable member for
Gisborne.
Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-I have entered the debate in an endeavour to return to
the few concerns which the Opposition has canvassed and which have not been answered
by the Government. It is easy to see that the Government members do not really have
their hearts in the Bill. Three Ministers and one back-bencher have spoken on the Bill.
Gone is the zest for the Government to match speaker for speaker from the Opposition
because its members have considerable doubts about some of the factors which the
Opposition has drawn to their attention.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr I. W. SMITH-If the honourable member for Geelong were to listen, he might
learn a little about what is going to happen and why Geelong does not get some of the
benefits it ought because of the over-runs on the tennis centre. In the Herald today, Shane
Green, who is renowned as being on the ball in these matters, said that the Public Works
Department's Annual Report tabled in the State Parliament yesterday gave the final
construction estimate at $64 million.
All honourable members are accustomed to inflation but they would agree that an
increase from $50 million to $64 million in two days represents some sort of inflation!
There is no doubt that that figure will blowout even more.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr I. W. SMITH-If that figure is incorrect, the Government can deny it. The
Opposition does not want to be seen as knocking an important project. Victoria has a
history of appreciating and supporting good, world-class tennis events. It is important that
Victoria retain the capacity to host and promote major tennis events. The Government is
to be commended on initiating the idea of a grand tennis stadium. However, the
Government has only itself to blame for the criticisms that have been levelled at it by the
Opposition on this project because the information provided to the Opposition is, to say
the least, disquieting.
For example, has the Government consulted the Olympic Park Committee of
Management and measured the effect the proposed National Tennis Centre will have on
the operation of this worth-while body? The answer is, "No". I should have thought that
that consultation would have been a fundamental aspect of the consideration of the project
because part of it involves the construction of a $10 million multi-storey car park located
on land that is administered by the Olympic Park Committee of Management.
The athletes who train at Olympic Park daily park their cars either in the facilities now
available at Olympic Park or in the street. The viability of the proposed car park is
dependent upon zoning all the areas around the proposed centre and Olympic Pa.rk as
"No parking" areas, to force everyone to park their cars in commercial premises, to make
those premises financially viable.
Session 1985-19
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Although the $10 million car park may sound a sensible facility to be constructed, when
one notes that today the average number of cars parked at Olympic Park take up only oneQuarter of the space available, one must have some doubts about the financial viability of
a $10 million car park.
The proposed car park will also blight the future development of Olympic Park. The
committee of management has justifiably voiced its concern about that aspect. Several
field games are currently conducted on the site proposed for the National Tennis Centre.
There is no prospect of those field games being accommodated close by, and this means
that the participants in those field games will now have to look for another venue. The
Government has not referred to that aspect because it did not consider it.
The converted Olympic Swimming Pool is now the Melbourne Sports and Entertainment
Centre. Did the Government consult with the Olympic Park Committee of Management
on the effects that the proposed entertainment centre will have on the viability of the
Melbourne Sports and Entertainment Centre? That centre has been an enormous
commercial success which, since its opening, has converted the balance sheet of the
Olympic Park Committee of Management from a loss or lineball to a healthy profit.
Clearly the proposed entertainment centre will detract from the financial viability of the
Melbourne Sports and Entertainment Centre and, therefore, from the OlympIc Park
Committee of Management.
Therefore, the committee of mana$ement will not be able to provide the facilities to
other athletes as well as it now prOVides them. Of course, other athletes are extremely
concerned about the prospect, and the Government has certainly not answered their
concerns.
I turn to the association that the Government has with the people at Kooyong.
Honourable members will no doubt realize that Wimbledon is a private tennis club;
Wimbledon is probably the most famous of all tennis complexes and stages the most
famous of all tennis tournaments in the world. One would have thought that the
Government would have approached the people at Kooyong to ascertain whether
appropriate arrangements could be made.
Mrs Toner interjected.
Mr I. W. SMITH-If the honourable member for Greensborough, who interjects, will
just wait a moment, I shall Quote from some letters that I have received. The honourable
member should be patient-I have 23 more minutes in which to complete my speech!
One would have thought that the Premier, eager to satisfy his own ego and construct his
monument, would have at least ensured that he had covered his tracks with the people at
Kooyong, who became extremely concerned and wrote to him about the matter. The
PreSident of the Lawn Tennis Association of Victoria, Mr Joseph Devereux, wrote to the
Premier on 8 February and stated:
The Lawn Tennis Association of Victoria would like your co-operation in preserving Kooyong as the national
centre for Australian tennis.
The LT A V believes that expenditure estimated at $60 million-plus on a national tennis centre proposed for
Ainders Park is a costly and unnecessary duplication.

The letter continues in that vein, and I make it available for examination by honourable
members.
Mr Ross-Edwards interjected.
Mr I. W. SMITH-I shall come to that matter in a moment. I point out that I am not
knocking the project; I am knocking the Government for the way in which it has conducted
itself in discussions and negotiations leading up to the presentation of the Bill. The Leader
of the National Party, who came in briefly to make his interjection, obviously did not
have the benefit of hearing my earlier remarks.
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The President of the Lawn Tennis Association of Victoria concluded his letter by
stating:
On behalf of my association, I wish you well in your campaign and look forward to your support for retaining
the international status that Kooyong has earned for Victoria over so many decades.

One would have thought that the Premier, recognizing the efforts of these people over a
long period, would have had the courtesy of replying to the letter; but no, he did not do
so. Some hard-working chap by the name ofNeil Morrow, who is the Officer-in-Charge of
the Registry oftJu! Management Services Division of the Department of the Premier and
Cabinet-it was not even the Premier's private secretary-wrote back to the president of
the association and stated:
The Premier has ~sked me to thank you for your letter of 8 February 1985 received today, and to say that the
matter you have raised is being considered.

The matter was certainly being considered, but not with the involvement of the people at
Kooyong. It is not as though they were not associated with past events; the situation was
far from that. The people at Kooyong were in the thick of it, and they ought to know
something about the proposals. The president of the Victorian association was further
concerned, and again wrote to the Premier on 9 August, stating:
My association remains happy to host the Australian Open until such time as the proposed National Tennis
Centre is a reality.

The president of the association also made a number of other points, which were all
relevant to the project. In no way were his remarks antagonistic; he simply asked for some
form of consultation.
Mrs Toner-Wohat happened after that?
Mr I. W. SMITH-What occurred after that is interesting. Was it the Premier who
replied to the president's letter? Good Heavens, no! However, there was an upgrade, in
that the Assista'nl Director of the Development Branch of the Natural Resources Division
of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, a Mr Alan Davies, replied on behalf of the
Premier. I am happy to make the letter available to honourable members.
Among other things, Mr Davies states that Kooyong is a private tennis club, the facilities
of which are not available to the public for use throughout the year.
The interesting thing is that in this letter the Lawn Tennis Association of Victoria has
expressed to the Premier its willingness to enter into discussion, to assist and to negotiate.
Bearing in mind that Wimbledon is the most famous tennis centre in the world, it is a
private club. The LT A V has been and still is more than prepared to accommodate the
wishes of the Government ·in negotiations to ensure that private members of the club at
Kooyong are not advantaged or that the public generally is not disadvantaged by any
prqposal in which they may be involved.
I would have thought the responsible course of action for the Government to take, as it
prides itself on its consensus with the people, would have been for the Minister for Sport
and Recreation or, more preferably, the Premier, to involve himself in discussions with
administrators at Kooyong. More particularly-and this is a disgrace-the Government
did not discuss this with the Olympic Park Committee of Management.
Mr Trezise interjected.
Mr I. W. SMITH-The interjection by the Minister for Sport and Recreation indicates
that the Olympic Park Committee of Management has met with the Minister. If that is so,
it is an appalling indictment on both the Minister and the Government because the
concerns of the Olympic Park Committee of Management have not been registered by the
Minister or the Government and have not been taken into account. Consideration for the
swimming pool elltertainment complex, the financial viability of Olympic Park and the
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provision for athletes of car parking facilities at field events has not been given by the
Government.
Mr Trezise interjected.
Mr I. W • SMITH-The Minister for Sport and Recreation cannot have it both ways.
He informs me by interjection that the chairman of the Olympic Park Committee of
Mana$ement has been ill. Either he has been ill and the Minister has not consulted him or
the Minister has consulted him and has neglected his advice.
I am trying to sheet home to the Government that although it is bringing about its
consensus approach and its consultation process in the Parliament, when important issues
arise the Government does not face them. It does not consult or take notice of people who
might be adversely affected or people who in other ways are acting in voluntary capacities.
If the tennis centre is to get off the ground and if its costs are to be contained within
reason and the public is not called upon for guarantee money by way of extra taxes and
charges to fund the centre, the process of lack of consultation must be reversed. In the
development process, many people will be trodden on and disr~ded by the Government.
That is the process about which I am complaining and it is time the Government took
notice.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-For the past twelve years I have listened incredulously
to successive Governments put forward fantastic schemes for the people of Victoria,
ranging from casinos to world trade centres to financing Olympic Games. I regret having
to say that the Labor Government is worse than any Liberal Government I have ever
served in squandering money at the expense of the average worker.
The average Victorian must suffer substandard roads, substandard schools, substandard
hospitals, substandard transport-the list is endless. The only thing that matters in
economics is opportunity cost. Everyone wants this tennis centre, but at what cost!
Every Ministry, other than the Ministry for Sport and Recreation, will lose out on funds
because, based on the calculations of the honourable member for Brighton, the real
opportunity cost of the project will be $266 million. That is a far cry from the estimates
made by the Government in March last year of$53 million.
I was staggered to learn that the final construction estimate shown in the annual report
of the Public Works Department is now $64 million.
Mr Trezise-That is in 1988-three years down the track.
Mr WILLIAMS-The Minister says it is three years down the track and I accept that,
but the point I am making is that the costs are escalating all the time as a result of inflation
and the problems and delays that can occur in connection with any construction project. I
do not believe the lastest estimate of $64 million will be anywhere near the final cost of
the project.
.
The Olympic Pool was estimated to cost a mere $1·8 million but it cost $11·3 million.
The final cost of major projects like the West Gate Bridge, the Victorian Arts Centre and
the World Trade Centre was not on target.
It would be much more realistic to work on a target figure of $100 million for the
National Tennis Centre, which will mean another $14 million a year in interest charges.
The infrastructure and relocation costs could easily be between $50 million and $60
million. Interest payments could cost the taxpayers and the people who have to finance
the project approximately $500 000 a week. To break even on a financial basis the stadium
would have to be filled to capacity every time a tournament was conducted.
I am old-fashioned and I cannot see anything wrong with the tennis stadium at Kooyong.
I do not understand why Kooyong cannot be updated because it has an area of about 16
acres which compares with 16 acres at Flushing Meadow in New York, 8 acres at Stande
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Roland Garros in Paris and 13·5 acres at Wimbledon. We would be far better advised to
assist the people of Kooyong to improve their facilities and forget about this grandiose
scheme which will place a huge burden on the tennis goers and the taxpayers of Victoria.
It is significant that private entrepreneurs will not be contributing to the National
Tennis Centre project. If this is to be such a wonderful money-spinner, why are those
people not involved in the project? Tennis promotion pays fantastic rewards to the lucky
persons involved in it. I am even more surprised that the Federal Government will not be
contributing to the project. If all of the arguments presented by the Treasurer are correct,
why will the Federal Government not come to the party and contribute to the project?
The answer is that the last Federal Budget for the whole of Australia provided only $54
million for youth, sport and recreation. That is a decrease of$16·9 million in the allocation
for the 1984-85 financial year.

The Commonwealth Government should provide the money for these glorious projects.
However, it has deemed, in its wisdom, that there are higher priorities in the Federal
Budget than sport projects and has reduced its allocation for sport and recreation by
approximately $17 million. Apart from setting aside $30 million to finance the America's
Cup defence, no large amounts are provided by the Commonwealth Government for sport
projects.
Based on correspondence sent from the Federal Minister for Sport, Recreation and
Tourism, Mr Brown, to the tennis authorities, it is apparent nothing of any consequence
will be provided by the Commonwealth Government. Finance will be provided only
through funds either guaranteed or borrowed direct by the Victorian Government. That
will be done at the expense of other authorities who will be squeezed out of the loan
market with projects that may well be of much greater consequence than the proposed
National Tennis Centre. At most, the proposed centre will provide accommodation for
25 000 spectators. I understand that approximately 100 000 people attended the Victorian
Football League grand final last Saturday. That is the type of venue the Government
should assist financially-venues that provide for the masses and not the jet-set people
who travel the world, presumably on discount tickets.
The Treasurer spoke about the project generating tourism. I have an extract from a
report by Peat Marwick on the proposed tennis centre. The report makes it quite clear
that, in general, tourism is not influenced by the existence of individual tourist attractions;
it is influenced by a portfolio of attractions and activities in a city or region. There is no
doubt that the National Gallery of Victoria, the Zoological Gardens, the koalas at the
Healesville Fauna Park, the Grampians and so on are all tourist attractions.
Not too many Japanese or American tourists will travel to Australia simply to watch a
tennis game. They are far more likely to come here to watch the running of the Melbourne
Cup or the Victorian Football League grand final and other activities that attract tens of
thousands of people instead of a few elitist people. The proposed tennis centre will not
generate a large increase in tourist revenue.
The Peat Marwick report indicated that the proposed tennis centre would contribute
towards a general encouragement of the community to undertake more exercise. I am in
favour of that, but I can think of plenty of other ways in which people can get exercisewalking in parks and gardens. Why must so much money be spent on a tennis centre when
only a minority will play tennis at the centre?
The report states that the increased number of non-metropolitan visitors to the proposed
tennis centre is forecast to generate for the economy an additional $320 000 in direct
expenditure and $480000 in indirect expenditure. For the massive expenditure of $60
million or $100 million, the Victorian economy will receive only approximately $800 000
a year based on the current figures.
Far too little has been told about the project. I resent the Treasurer coming into this
place and lecturing honourable members by saying they know precious little about figures.
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If he and his experts and advisers know so much, why do they not come clean and give
the Opposition's Bill
committee proper advice?
t

I do not happen to be on the sporting Bill committee but I think I know something
about finance and economics. I have spoken to my colleagues and none of them can get a
straight answer about the cost or other details of the cost-benefit analysis. The cost-benefit
analysis is what the issue is all about. What will it cost the Victorian community and, what
will they get ou't of it? Peat Marwick, a most prestigious ~pcounting firm, said:
From our investigation it would appear that a venue utilising an artificial surface ...

The courts would nQt be grass courts like those at Kooyong~ where I understand people
come from all over the world for the privilege of watching professional tennis players on
grass courts. The Peat Marwick report continues: i,
... and designed to accommodate full mass entertainment facilities yields tile most attractive return. Although
it is unlikely that any ofthe options available will gene...te sufficient funds to meet interest and loan repayments
at current commercial rates, each of the options considered generates positive cash flow over a 20 year project
life which can be utilised to meet varying proportions of these requirements.

In other words, one of the most prestigious accounting firms in the world does not have
enough data to indicate with any degree of definity where the buck will stop so far as the
loss to Victorian taxpayers is conceme~. The report further states:
The basis of sharing tennis event revenues has a significant effect in the project viability. In the three sensitivities
we carried out,' the project internal rate of return varies between 2·1 per cent and 6·1 per cent depending on the
revenue sharing basis used.

That is an appalling difference that would horrify treasurers of major public companies
who have to make discounted cash flow calculations, bearing in mind that the shareholders
have to pay and not the taxpayers as in this instance. The ~eport c~ntinues:
The ability to attract the top men players is important to the status of the Ausi~lian Open, with subsequent
effect on revenue generated. On our downside projections for the Australian Open, we have estimated that nonattendance of these players will decrease the internal rate of return from 4-7 per cent to 3·0 per cent.

These great overseas tennis players owe us nothing. There is no certainty that they will
come here and that promoters can find anywhere near the hundreds of thousands-in fact,
millions-of dollars required to attract the top tennis players to Australia. .
There are far too many uncertainties about the whole project and I have grave doubts
whether the Australian spectator-and especially the Victorian community-will be as
interested in the project as the promoters seem to believe.
On 21 August 1985 the Herald published an article by Mr Mike Sheahan which stated:
No longer is it news to tell of dwindling crowd figures at the football and the racetrack, even the trots, dogs, the
soccer; anywhere sport unfolds at regular intervals. ' .

The Victorian community has become much more sophisticated. The article further states:
The most telling fact from a recent study of several avenues of public interest reveals that Victoria's Arts
Centre would have been more popular last Saturday than two of the six VFL games, and the VATC race meeting
at C a u l f i e l d . '
',

The article further states:
The centre's various attractions average more than 12000 paying customers a Saturday. For the 12 months
ended June 30, the centre, including the National Gallery, attracted two million people.
.

There is no way that the National Tennis Centre will attract anywhere near that sort of
attendance. The article also states:
'
Now, the ice skating rink in the Sidney Myer Music Bowl, run by the Victorian Arts Centre, attracts at least
1000 people on any given Saturday in winter.
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I have grave doubts as to whether 1000 people will play tennis at the tennis centre in
winter. The article continues:
Apart from basketball, which is flourishing (national league crowds are up nearly 70 per cent, to 300 000 people
this year), regular sport has taken a pounding.

Apparently this is the case in all the major cities in the world. There is a new trend among
young and middle-aged people in the community, which I applaud. The article further
states:
People also like getting out and doing their own thing, or looking like they are doing so. According to a
spokesman for Adidas, the company sold leisure wear with a retail value of$150 million in Australia in 1984-85.

That figure is well above the company's previous figures. Honourable members will buy a
pig in a poke if they accept the Bill without much more information being provided to
Victorians and the taxpayers. I support the reasoned amendment moved by my colleague.

Mr TREZISE (Minister for Sport and Recreation)-I thank all honourable members
who have contributed to the debate for their interest in the National Tennis Centre. Some
of the contributions were a little disappointing but it appears natural that the Opposition
wants to frustrate or throw cold water over what will be one of the most exciting projects
in the history of Melbourne.
The Opposition has been hypocritical in its arguments against the proposed site for the
centre, particularly when one compares those arguments to the record of the former
Liberal Government. Members of the Opposition, for example, have quoted irrelevant
figures on the financial aspects of the project. The Treasurer has already torpedoed those
arguments. Members of the Opposition quoted rejected figures from the Peat Marwick
report-figures that were not relevant to the final decision.
The honourable member for Malvern tried to mislead the House by suggesting that in
two days the estimated figure of $53 million for the construction of the National Tennis
Centre had increased to $64 million, which was the 1988 figure. That shows how desperate
the Opposition is to try to frustrate the development of this very important State project.
It is vital that the proposed legislation is passed. The project is already overdue.
The National Tennis Centre must commence as soon as possible to ensure that the 1988
Australian Open tennis tournament proceeds on the planned date. Any undue delay
caused by the Opposition will mean not only a postponement of the project but also a
cancellatIon of the tournament. One can guarantee that if the Government were to say
that it would cancel the whole project, the first people to cry on its doorstep would be
members of the Opposition. The whole future of the Australian Open being held in
Melbourne relies on the centre being built.
It is all very well for the honourable member for Malvern to say that the Government
should keep out of tennis and let it go down the drain, but that illustrates how far off the
mark the Opposition is. The Government is not prepared to let Melbourne lose its
possession of the Grand Slam tennis tournament to Brisbane, Sydney, Japan or florida,
all of which have or will be breathing down its neck to take the tournament away from
Melbourne. While the Opposition does not have the majority of votes, I assure honourable
members that will not occur. I suppose that when the tournament is held in 1988 the
honourable member for Malvern will be the first one to attend with a hypocritical look on
his face after trying to block the project. I am proud of Melbourne's record in this event
over the years.

Mr Leigh-I am not a hypocrite.
The SPEAKER-Order! I shall not continue to caution the honourable member for
Malvern ifhe continues to interject out of his place.

Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I take exception to being
accused of being a hypocrite.
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The SPEAKER-Order! There is no point of order. The Minister did not call the
honourable member a hypocrite.

Mr Leigh interjected.
The SPEAKER-Does the honourable member for Malvern wish to take any action in
respect of my ruling on his point of order?
Mr Leigh-No, Mr Speaker.
Mr TREZISE (Minister for Sport and Recreation)-One major point of opposition by
the Liberal Party to the construction of the project arises from its concern about the use of
Melbourne's parklands, which are a legacy from the last century. The Government has
~ven an assurance that the parklands will be replaced. For the Opposition to persist with
Its argument on that basis shows what hypocrites the members of the Liberal Party are.
Mr REYNOLDS (Gisborne)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I understood the
Minister to say that Liberal Party members are hypocrites, and I ask that that expression
be withdrawn.
The SPEAKER-Order! The Minister did not particularize any single individual.
However, if the honourable member for Gisborne objects to the Liberal Party members
collectively being called hypocritical, I shall ask the Minister to withdraw the remark.

Mr TREZISE (Minister for Sport and Recreation)-I will say that they are insincere.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr TREZISE-I withdraw the remark. What honourable members opposite say is
different from their actions. When the Liberal Party in government was seeking the
Olympic Games, it planned to use this same parkland, and no offer of park replacement
was made. The Labor Government will replace it with an equal area of parkland.

Mr Reynolds-We did not do it.
Mr TREZISE-Only because the Federal Government rejected the proposal. Hundreds
of thousands of dollars were spent by the Premier of the day, the then Minister for Youth,
Sport and Recreation, Mr Dixon, and by the current Leader of the Opposition, in sending
booklets around the world publicizin~ then the Liberal Government's intention of building
venues all over that parkland, of which not a single SQuare centimetre was to be replaced.
It was proposed to build a cy'cling centre to seat 8000 patrons in Royal Park, together with
an archery venue, and to butld an Olympic village over the Burnley Horticultural Gardens,
and that village to be sold offlater. Not one word of protest came from the Liberal Party.
The Labor Government, in conjunction with the Federal Government, is now
guaranteeing to replace every single SQuare centimetre of parkland in that area. One cannot
be fairer than that.
Publicity was given yesterday to the fact that the Melbourne City Council had expressed
opposition to the tennis centre being constructed on the parkland in question. I invite
honourable members to consider the strate$y plan proposed a couple of months ago by
the Melbourne City Council for a multi-millIon dollar entertainment and tennis centre on
this same site-and the Army land, about which the council is now so concerned. The
Melbourne City Council has also proposed to build houses on that site.
The Olympic Park management committee has been consulted on the subject. Another
meeting was to be held this week with the chairman on the car parking issue, but he is
unfortunately unable to attend, on account of illness.
If one examines the figures and future forecasts for the Sports and Entertainment Centre,
one recognizes that its bookings this year were 40 per cent up on last year and that they
are rapidly increasing. By 1988 when the proposed entertainment centre comes into being,
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the bookings for the current Sports and Entertainment Centre will, I believe, be above
capacity.
In addition, Victoria is losing many major entertainment organizations to Sydney and
Brisbane because Melbourne does not have a venue that can hold the required audiences.
By 1988 I forecast confidently not only will the Sports and Entertainment Centre achieve
full capacity bookings but also the new venue will achieve maximum bookings.
Honourable members referred to the financial aspects of the proposed National Tennis
Centre. The current financial obligations of the present Sports and Entertainment Centre
will be paid before the entertainment centre opens, so the Olympic Park Trust will be
financially better off when the National Tennis Centre commences operation.
With the growth of the entertainment industry and the continuing increase of tourism,
the two entertainment centres will have capacity bookings from 1988 onwards.
It was suggested that Kooyong should remain the main tennis centre. Kooyong Tennis
Club is a private club. It wants the Government to provide millions of dollars to upgrade
sufficient facilities so that it can continue to be a major tennis centre, but it will not allow
members of the public to play tennis on its courts. The Kooyong site has other shortcomings,
including the need to acquire the Association for the Blind site across the road and relocate
it somewhere else at the expense of the public. The Leader of the Opposition, I am told,
spoke to representatives of the Blind association last week to get their backing, but he was
told that they were not interested.
It was also suggested that the Newmarket site should be utilized for the National Tennis
Centre. The Newmarket site is flood prone and cannot be built on. The part that is not
flood prone has been set aside for temporary housing and caravan accommodation.

Another area suggested was Albert Park; however, those parklands cannot be replaced.
They are much closer to residential areas than is the Hinders Park site, so it is clear the
proposed site is the best site in Melbourne.
It is not true that the Moomba organizers have objected to the use of the parklands. A
representative of the Moomba festival, Mr Bob Moors, informed my department yesterday
that he was totally satisfied with the proposed site.
Mr Reyn~lds-1 did not say they objected; I said they could object.
Mr TREZISE-Moomba representatives who have been consulted are much happier
with the proposed project than with the current situation.
The honourable member for Lowan stated that the National Tennis Centre Trust may
be too large with thirteen members, but the Government believed it was important to
have members represetthng the Melbourne Cricket Ground and the Olympic Park
Committee of Management, so that they could consult with the new trust. It was also
important to have representatives of business, trade unions and the entertainment industry,
to ensure that the venue was constructed in the best possible way with the most expertise.
If the number of members on the trust is found to be inappropriate, the Government will
reduce or increase the number to a proper size.
It has been suggested also by honourable members that the most important consideration
is whether a suitable replacement of the parklands will be found. I seek leave to incorporate
in Hansard a letter from the Federal Minister for Sport, Recreation and Tourism, Mr
Brown, in reply to a letter I sent to him last week. I shall read part of that letter.

Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-Mr Speaker, on a point of order, I ask that that letter be
made available to the House.
The SPEAKER-Order! The Minister has advised the House that he seeks leave to
have the letter incorporated in Hansard. He now proposes to read part of the letter, so
there is no point of order.
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Mr TREZISE (Minister for Sport and Recreation)-I shall refer to only a small section
of the letter. Mr Brown states:
The Commonwealth Government is anxious to see the Tennis Centre project proceed as soon as possible and
considers that its construction will be of benefit not only to your State but will be of national significance. On this
basis the Commonwealth is prepared to assist your Government in obtaining a suitable site for the Centre.
In my view the most appropriate arrangement would be to institute a land title transfer with your Government
transferring an acceptable site to the Commonwealth in exchange for the Olympic Park site. To this end the
Commonwealth is prepared to enter into an in-principle agreement subject to agreement being reached over
alternative value and Department of Defence relocation costs being met.

I point out that sites are mentioned here.
The SPEAKER-Order! Does the Minister seek leave to have the material incorporated
in Hansard!

Mr TREZISE-Yes.

Leave was granted. and the letter was as follows:
My dear Minister,
I refer to our earlier discussion and your letter with enclosure of 6 August 1985 concerning the development of
a National Tennis Centre in Melbourne.
The Commonwealth Government is anxious to see the Tennis Centre project proceed as soon as possible and
considers that its construction will be of benefit not only to your State but will be of national significance. On this
basis the Commonwealth is prepared to assist your Government in obtaining a suitable site for the Centre.
In my view the most appropriate arrangement would be to institute a land title transfer with your Government
transferring an acceptable site to the Commonwealth in exchange for the Olympic Park site. To this end the
Commonwealth is prepared to enter into an in-principle agreement subject to agreement being reached over
alternative value and Department of Defence relocation costs being met. The Commonwealth would wish to
ensure that it was not financially disadvantaged as a result of any such land transfer.
I understand that discussions have already taken place at officer level and a site at Port Melbourne presently
leased to the Commonwealth for use by the Aeronautical Space Laboratory could be suitable. Notwithstanding
this I would wish the Department of Defence to be given adequate time to appraise the Port Melbourne or any
other site your Government may offer.
I would like to discuss the matter with you in the near future and will ask my office to arrange a meeting.
Yours sincerely.
John Brown

Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, was the material
submitted to you prior to the request being made?
The SPEAKER-The Minister for Sport and Recreation showed me the material that
he wishes to incorporate in Hansard prior to reading it and I understand that he was also
supposed to have shown it to the Opposition spokesman.

Mr Reynolds-Well, he didn't!
Mr TREZISE (Minister for Sport and Recreation)-The financial aspects of the project
were detailed well by the Treasurer; he cleared up the Opposition's queries. The chart
shows that by 1988 the net cash flow will be sufficient to start covering the interest
payments and by 1992 the net cash flow will enable the repayment of both the interest and
capital to take place.
By the year 2000 all capital and interest will be repaid and the chart further shows that
by the year 2007 there will be a surplus of $138 million. Therefore, I would assume that
there is no longer any reason for the amendment.
The House divided on the question that the words proposed by Mr Reynolds to be
omitted stand part of the motion (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).
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Ayes

Noes

51
30

Majority against the amendment

21

AYES
Miss Callister
MrCathie
DrCoghill
MrCrabb
MrCulpin
Mr Cunningham
Mr Ernst
Mr Evans (Gipps/and East)
Mr F08C\rty
MrGavm
MrsGleeson
MrHann
Mr Harrowfield
MrsHilI
MrHill
Mrs Hirsh
MrHockley
Mr Jolly
MrKennedy
Mr Kirkwood .
Mr McCutcheon
MrMcDonald
Mr MCGrath (Lowan)
Mr McGrath (Warrnambool)
MrMcNamara
MrMathews
Mr Micallef
MrNo{Tis

NOES
Mr Austin
MrBrown
MrColeman
MrCooper
MrCrozier
MrDelzoppo
Mr Dickinson
Mr Evans (Ballarat North)
MrGude

Mrs Ray
Mr Remington
MrRoper
Mr Ross-Edwards
MrRowe
Mrstitz
Mrs Setches
MrSheehan
MrShell
Mi- Sidiropoulos
Mr Simmonds

Tellers:
MrPerrin
Mr Smith (Glen Waver/ey)

MrHa~ard

Mr Heffernan
MrJohn
MrKennett
MrLea
MrLeigh
Mr Lieberman
Mr Maclellan
Mr Pescott
MrPlowman
MrReynolds
Mr Richardson
MsSibree
Mr Smith (Po/warth)
Mr Stockdale
MrTanner
MrWeideman
DrWells
MrWilliams

MrPo~

MrSimp~~

MrSpyket

MrSt~1l

MrStirhng
Mrs Toner
MrTrezise,
DrVaughan
MrWallace
MrWilkes
Tellers:
Mr Andrianopoulos
Mrs Wilson
PAIR
MrCain

I

The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time and committed.
Clauses 1 to 16 were agreed to.

MrRamsay
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Clause 17

Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-This clause is the first of a number of clauses that deal
with the financial accountability of the project and of the trust, when established. It raises
the whole question of the financing of the project. It is lamentable that the Government
has stooped to disseminating and peddling propaganda to the community about the cost
of this major project.
The House can always tell when the Government has been struck on a raw nerve-it is
when the Premier and the Treasurer dish out personal abuse; when the Opposition tests
the validity of the Government's arguments and answers are not advanced but a cover-up
is conducted under the guise of personal abuse. The greatest indictment of the Government
is the figure that, unfortunately, is still being used in the Melbourne press-$53 million. It
is an indication of the sort of accountability and reporting the community can expect from
the trust under the auspices of the present Government that it is still beln$ described as a
$53 million project when even the Government's own figures and feasibIlity studies set
out clearly that there is an additional approximately $30 million worth of infrastructure
development that is entirely ignored in the figure of$53 million.
Honourable members may examine the extent to which both the Premier and the
Treasurer have sought to mislead the Victorian community over the past two days. The
current estimate of the cost of the project published in the annual report of the Public
Works Department is $64 million, not $53 million. That will exacerbate the problem to
which I directed attention in the second-reading debate. On the cash flow figures provided
to the Opposition by the Department of Management and Budget in the early years of the
project and even on the most optimistic estimates, the centre is not projected to generate
enough funds to cover the outgoings in interest alone.
It is a real indictment of the Government's handling of the matter that the Minister for
Sport and Recreation interjects to ask where the figure of $30 million comes from. If the
Minister bothered to read the tables at the back of the most recent feasibility study he
would know. Is the Government suggesting that it will pay for only stage 1 and that stage
2 will be funded on fresh air? Many of the works in the feasibility study of June 1985,
according to the figures provided to the Opposition by the Government, already have
been brought forward into stage 1 because $13·6 million of that $30 million is included in
the stage 1 figures.
How is the Minister for Sport and Recreation to finance that? Obviously, it will be
financed by a subsidy from the State of Victoria or by borrowings guaranteed by the
Government, made by the Government, and paid for by the taxpayers of Victoria. Even
if it is funded on an interest only basis over ten years the effecive cost to Victorian
taxpayers will be doubled. The cost of those infrastructure works will be $60 million, not
$30 million as shown in the report.

Honourable members interjecting.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I strongly urge the Minister for Sport and
Recreation to cease interjecting.

Mr STOCKDALE-For the third time a Government Minister is reacting to the
Opposition striking a raw nerve-I am sure the whole Ministry suffers tennis elbow.
Ministers are responding to this debate not with argument, not with facts and not with
public disclosure, but with abuse of the Opposition. The Opposition is well aware of the
paucity of the Government's arguments when all Ministers do is abuse members of the
Opposition.
Will the Treasurer deny that this project, on the figures given to the Opposition by the
Department of Management and Budget, will not finance the interest cost in the early
years of the development? One of two things will happen: either the Government will
have to provide a subsidy to meet those interest costs to the extent that they are not met
out of revenue of the centre or that money will have to be borrowed as those interest
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commitments fall due, capitalized in the beginning and simply paid out of borrowings
over the first five or six years of the project. The amount to be borrowed will not even be
the $64 million, which is the Public Works Department capital cost estimate, but the
unfunded development cost that I stated during the second-reading debate, based on $53
million, of$67 million. Obviously, the borrowings over the next few years to finance this
project will be more than $ 70 million.
It is all very well for the Treasurer to talk of members of the Opposition being economic
"illiterates". The Treasurer has the computer resources to make calculations of his own.
Members of the Opposition have deducted two sets of column figures one from the other.
The Treasurer has not explained where he believes the Opposition to be wrong on those
figures-all he has done is abuse members of the Opposition. I have the document that
was provided to the Opposition by the Department of Management and Budget and I
challenge the Treasurer to say that the Opposition is incorrect on this issue and that the
deficit that the Opposition predicts will not be funded from borrowings or subsidies from
the public purse.

Let the Treasurer stop peddling these generalized lies, which he puts across the table.
Let him tell the House that that is not true; let him tell the House how the interest
commitment will be met. He is the whiz kid; he is the man with the trotter that runs in
fourth place, which is like the economic track record of the Government.
I challenge the Treasurer to tell the House that that interest commitment can be met by
some means other than a Government subsidy or by borrowing funds. There is simply no
other means available because the net cash flow projected by the Government will not
meet the interest commitments. There can be no doubt about that; those are the Treasurer's
figures. If the Treasurer wants to come into this place attacking people he should put up
an argument; put up or shut up. He should inform the people of Victoria about the project.
The reality is that over the period before the centre can be claimed to be self-funding,
the actual outgoings, not net of revenue-as I conceded yesterday-will be of the order of
$266 million. That is the amount of money which must be generated by revenue or by
borrowings or by other public sources to pay for the project over the next twenty years. To
describe it as an economic advantage for the State is simply untrue.
It will be many decades before Victoria will be out of the red if the Government proceeds
with this project-as, unfortunately, undoubtedly it will. It will be remembered in some
decades that this Premier tried to add to his chances in the 1985 election by committing
Victoria to a Soekarno-style project which was not financially viable and its cost was a
burden around the neck of the Victorian taxpayers for many years.

If that is not the case, let the Treasurer put the facts before the Victorian people. Let
him explain how $30 million of infrastructure development is to be financed. Let the
Treasurer explain how the shortfall in interest payments over the next few years will be
met and let him explain that the capital cost will be $60 million and not $53 million.

Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-The lawyer from Brighton needs to examine the table made
available to him and then he may be able to understand the different components of the
project.
The construction cost of the project is $53 million in 1985 prices. The honourable
member does not realize that in the analysis it refers to 1985 prices when the terms of cost
at present are indicated. The table of figures that has been made available to members
opposite refers to dollars at the current value and, when he considers the capital expenditure
components of table 1, the honourable member will find that in 1986 the figure is $12
million. If one is to bring that back to 1985 figures, one must discount that figure by 7 per
cent because, as honourable members would be aware, the table assumes--

Honourable members interjecting.
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Mr JOLLY-When one considers the position, that table aSsumes an inflation rate of 7
per cent; that is the information that has been provided to honourable members, and that
is why at 1987 values, for example, $38·7 million must be discounted in the order of 15
per cent and in 1988 the figure should be discounted in the order of 23 per cent if one is to
bring the figure back to 1985 prices.
It is clear to anybody who knows anything about finance or e~onomic matters that
future dollars are worth less than the dollars of the present day, and the Government has
analysed these figures in 1985 dollars. That is clearly implied in the table before honourable
members. The construction cost of the project approved by the Government is $53
million-nothing more-in 1985 prices.
,
.
The infrastructure costs are estimated at $13·6 million, of which approximately $10
million has been allocated for the construction of a car park, which will be available for
use by everyone, including wrsons visiting the Victotjan Arts Centre; the State Theatre;
greyhound racing; soccer matches and so on. Honourable members who are aware of
current car parking charges will realize that they generate a significant rate of retu,rn;
therefore, the charges for the proposed car.park will finance its cO,nstruction.
The other $3·6 million is designed to improve the infrastructure generally around the
Olympic Park area to the benefit of all Victorians, not simply those associated with the
entertainment services that will be provided at the proposed entertainment centre.
I refer not to the cash flow and the financial information that has been provided to
honourable members. The pay-back period, including the coverage of interest costs and
capital expenditure, is sixteen years. The Government has made it clear that it is a longterm investment and not one on which a pay-back is expected in five years but rather
sixteen years. That has been clearly demonstrated to everyone who has had the opportunity
of examining the financial details of the project.
. '
When one assesses a long-term project, one examjnes its life expectancy. No one would
deny that this is a long-term project which will stand for many years to come. Nobody
would deny that it will be of substantial benefit to Victorians in terms of tourism and the
creation ofjobs. The project will ensure that Melbourne is on the world map of tennis and
no one would deny the economic benefits that will flow from it.
.
The analysis that has been provided to the Government on the real rate of return on the
investment indicates a figure in excess of 10 per cent, Which compares favourably with the
rate of return required of the Gas and Fuel Corporation and the' State Electricity
Commission, both of which are required to earn a real rate of return of 4 per cent on their
investments.
This investment will generate a real rate of return. All the information that has been
provided to the Opposition on these matters is consistent with a real rate of return of more
than 10 per cent being earned. Not only will the proposed National Tennis Centre be of
enormous benefit to the sporting world and those who will have access to it, because it will
be a public amenity as well, but it will also be a tremendous entertainment centre.
The centre will assist in attracting great entertainment events back to Melbourne. Not
only will the centre create those general economic and social benefits but it will also earn
a real rate of return in excess of 10 per cent. For that reason the Opposition should support
the project.
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-Honourable members realize that that famous statemept
now has to be rewritten; not only are there statistics, lies and damned lies, but also
"Jolly's" speeches! However, the Treasurer at least had the courtesy to look as though he
were dissembling in his latest speech, by saying that the project was costed in March 1985
dollars. However, if the Treasurer had bothered to read the record of my remarks yesterday,
he would have noted that I directed attention to the fact that the amount of $53 miUion
was costed in March 1985 dollars. I also directed attention to the sensitivity study, with
which the Opposition was provided, which expressed the construction cost in current
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dollars over the construction period as totalling $60·4 million. All that was made perfectly
clear yesterday.
The point is that the project will be paid for in the dollars that apply at the time at which
construction actually takes place. The Public Works Department today released figures
that indicate that the cost will be $64 million. The people of Victoria do not care that that
would be the cost if the centre were constructed all at one time in March 1985. The
Treasurer could have costed the project in the dollars of the 1930s; he could have costed
the project at $10 million if he had gone back far enough.
The project was costed in March 1985 dollars, but the cost to the people of Victoria will
be the cost of actually constructing the centre. The figures to which I refer are not figures
that the Opposition is making up as it goes along; these are figures that the Government
has released. The Treasurer's figure of$53 million is taken from the feasibility study, and
the figure of $60·4 million is taken from the sensitivity study that the Government put
together. The $64 million figure is taken from a Public Works Department estimate that
was provided today.
Why does the Treasurer insist that the cost will be $53 million? He is trying to give
credibility to a lie-which is being peddled to the people of Victoria-that the project will
cost $53 million. If the centre is constructed on the current program it will cost at least
$64 million in cash; if one stacked them up one on top of the other, there would be 64
million $1 coins provided by the people of Victoria.
It does not matter whether the centre would have cost $53 million if it had been
constructed in March 1985; the cost that will have to be financed is not only the construction
cost that will actually be incurred but also the ongoing cost of the project and, if the centre
does not meet its interest commitments, that interest will be capitalized, which, based on
the costings that have been provided, will be added to the amount that has to be borrowed.
It is simply not true for the Treasurer to say to Victorians that the amount required to
finance the project is $53 million. That is simply not true, but that is the purpose of
peddling the figure of$53 million.

Nothing that the Treasurer has said today either in his earlier remarks or in his recent
dissembling speech contradicts the point I made yesterday about the car parking structure;
which was that the Opposition had been adVIsed by the Treasurer's officers that no
viability study of the car parking structure had been conducted. It is simply not right for
the Treasurer to come into this Chamber, claim economic expertise and stand up and
provide assurances to the people of Victoria about the structure being self-financing, when
he has not done the work; when he has not made a financial analysis of whether the project
will be self-funding.
The advice provided to the Opposition by the Olympic Park Committee of Management
is that the car parking structure will not return sufficient cash flow to finance the project.
Even the Treasurer's own planners admitted that it will not provide 1000 car parking
spaces, as the Government has claimed, but a net addition of, at most, 700 spaces, and
even that figure is subject to public challenge.
The basic point is that this is a hollow assurance. The Treasurer cannot give those sorts
of assurances until he has done the costing and produced the figures to support the
financial viability of that structure.
The Opposition has been told that that car parking facility will not be erected if it is not
cost effective and if it is not self-funding. What assurance do the people of Victoria have
about that? Moreover, what effect will it have on the project ifit is not constructed, if the
end result is 300 car parking spaces instead of l000?
The Treasurer also admits that it is a long-term development project. If a private
developer were approaching this project, he would do his costings on the basis of the
development costs. He would ascertain what his projected cash flows would actually be
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and the borrowings necessary to be serviced. One can imagine the response of the
Government if a private developer came alon$ and said, "I have this $67 million project
I want to develop. By the way, it will requIre $30 million of public expenditure on
infrastructure development". He would get short shrift about that. If he wanted to erect a
project which imposed those demands on the public of Victoria, he would have to pay at
least a proportion and probably the whole of the total development costs.
The reality is that the Treasurer is seeking to delude the Parliament and the people of
Victoria and with his persistence of claiming a figure of $53 million he is peddling
untruths. He is not disclosing the accurate cost that the people of Victoria will actually
have to service.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I wish to put the record straight because the honourable
member for Brighton either did not listen or he does not understand what has been said. I
said that, on 1985 prices, the construction cost of the National Tennis Centre is $53
million. The honourable member for Brighton added that I said there would be borrowings
of$53 million. I have never made such a statement. It is typical of the tactics used by the
honourable member for Brighton to make up his own figures and his own statements. In
the process, he destroys his own credibility.
The reality is that the analysis made by the Department of Management and Budget
shows that the real rate of return on this project is in excess of 10 per cent. This is greater
than the positive real rate of return earned by our major economic authorities in this State
and it will ensure that the Australian Open remains a Grand Slam event, as well as
remaining in Melbourne. Associated with that is the generation of increased tourism and
increased economic activity in Victoria.
The Government intends to continue to make positive decisions which are in the
interests of the economic development of Victoria and which will ensure a real rate of
return in excess of 10 per cent on our investment.
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-I had not intended to enter the debate in the Committee stage
as I spoke during the second-reading debate. However, having listened twice to the
Treasurer, to the muck that he has been peddling to this Parliament and the reliance he
has placed on the statements distributed to the Opposition, I must remind the House that
the figures he relies on are totally incomplete as are the statements that have been provided
to the Opposition by the Government's advisers.
There are no financial costs and no infrastructure costs included in the costings that
have been put forward to the Opposition. The statement received by the Opposition is a
scurrilous document. The situation is that interest and financing costs have not been
included.
The Opposition has been asking questions about where the money is coming from and
what it will cost and the Treasurer has been talking about a 14 per cent rate of interest that
he thinks he can finance through VICFIN. That may be well and good. However, if the
Government is borrowing from overseas-from Japan or anywhere else-the situation is
that with the Australian dollar as it is at the moment, exchange losses will occur just as
they are occurring with the State Electricity Commission borrowin~s. Enormous exchange
losses running into hundreds of millions of dollars are being expenenced with borrowings
for the SEC.
The statements given to the Opposition do not include any mention of interest. No
details of borrowing costs are included, as though it will not cost anything to put together
a financial deal or there will be no losses from overseas foreign exchange on money
borrowed. Ifborrowing is involved, interest costs and exchange losses must be taken into
account.
The statement given to the Opposition does not even include the $30 million
infrastructure costs referred to by the honourable member for Brighton. As far as the
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Opposition is concerned these are valuable components of the costing of any project and
the Government should have provided these details in the figures.
If one examines the figures it becomes apparent that not only are figures not included
but also invalid assumptions are made which must put into question the financial viability
of the project. I have mentioned this before and I mention it again: the Government has
used a constant inflation rate of7 per cent over the next twenty years. I have been involved
in the costing oflarge projects where cash flows, discounted and actual, have been available.
No one in private enterprise who is preparing a project costing would assume a constant
rate of inflation. When one is discounting the cost back to current dollars the rate of
inflation has an effect. The Leader of the National Party, who is constantly interjecting,
may not understand discounting dollars back to current costs, but I do. I understand that
the document provided to the Opposition by the Government's advisers is incomplete
and is based on incorrect premises and assumptions.
The Opposition is aware that secret documents exist which include discounted cash
flows, but when the Opposition asked for those figures it was told it could not have them
because they are confidential. It had to ask the Lawn Tennis Association of Australia Ltd.
Those documents have not been supplied to the Parliament. Instead, the Opposition was
given a scurrilous incomplete document that does not include all of the relevant figures.
It was interesting to listen to the Treasurer talk about a real rate of return of 10·2 per
cent. If that is true, where are the relevant papers? One could not possibly calculate a real
rate of return unless one included all the parameters. I ask the Treasurer, the Government
and the Minister to provide the Opposition with these particulars. The Opposition is
aware that a document is available that provides figures on a discounted cash flow. If it is
a proper discounted cash flow it would include the other costs we are talking about and
the details necessary to make an analysis of the project. The Opposition asks for that
document to be released because until we and the people of Victoria receive that document
we will not be able to make an accurate analysis of the real rate of return. Only then will
we be able to test the statement made by the Treasurer that the real rate of return will be
10·2 per cent. Until we receive that document all we can do is to listen to the rhetoric of
the Treasurer who suggests that the rate of return will be 10·2 per cent. Where is the
document?
Reports have been made by Peat Marwick, by Civil and Civic Pty Ltd and by
Government departments. How do we arrive at a real rate of return of 10·2 per cent?
The Treasurer has indicated that the loan required to construct the proposed National
Tennis Centre will be paid back in sixteen years. In simple terms that may be so, but the
Opposition has not been supplied with the information to prove that claim. Anyone who
knows anything about finance knows that a number of methods can be used to cost capital
projects. One method is by estimating the pay-back period, which requires nothing more
than examining the cash flows coming in and going out and projecting that ahead to
discover what year the cash inflows will exceed the cash outflows. The Treasurer has
indicated that it will happen in the sixteenth year of the project. However, it is a twentyyear project. Where is the year-by-year analysIs that will prove that the loan will be repaId
10 sixteen years? On behalf of the Opposition, I ask for that document to be tabled.
The Bill is still to be debated in the other place, and I assure the Treasurer that there are
competent members of the Opposition in that Chamber who are quite capable of performing
financial analyses. One honourable member has a computer that is already programmed
to determine discounted cash flows, and members of the Opposition are looking forward
to obtaining the relevant document from the Government because it will be put into the
computer and then we will discover whether the real rate of return is 10·2 per cent and
whether the real pay-back period will be sixteen years. The Opposition will be able to test
the rhetoric of the Treasurer.
The Opposition is currently unable to do that because it has not received statements
from the Treasurer containing suggestions that there will be a specific rate of return and a
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specific pay-back period. No documentation has been supplied to the Opposition to
support that claim.
I thoroughly support the honourable member for Brighton, who has a clear grasp of
what is involved. Members of the Opposition do not wish to oppose the proposed National
Tennis Centre; however, it is obvious that the Government is not prepared to provide the
details to back up its claims. Therefore, a suspicion is raised in the minds of members of
the Opposition and we desire to examine the financial viability of the project to make our
own assessment.
Once again I remind the committee that a firm of chartered accountants listed in the
top eight chartered accountants in the world-Peat Marwick-has produced a report
suggesting that the project is not financially viable. I have read the conclusion of the report
to honourable members and I indicate that Peat Marwick is an extremely well respected
firm. It appears that the Government has not attempted to refute the reports provided to
it by experts.
As a professional, I have many reservations about the financial costings that have been
provided to the Opposition. The Leader of the National Party may laugh-I understand
he is a solicitor so he would have no knowledge of finances and dIscounted cash flows. I
am sorry that members of the National Party have not been prepared to ask for the
financial statements; they are prepared to take the matter on face value. That is fine, but
members of the Opposition believe we have a role to play as a watchdog for the Victorian
people, and we are playing that role. We are being responsible in asking for the documents
and we have an obligation to publicize them so that the ordinary people in the community
can make up their own minds on the'financial viability of the project.
I am speaking about the flaws in the financial aspects of the Bill. I repeat that when one
considers the enormous railway and State Insurance Office debts and other losses run up
by the Government, one must scrutinize every new project that is placed' before Parliament
to ensure its financial viability.
The Opposition knows that financial analyses are available. It knows that these
documents have not been released. I ask that those documents be released either now or
while the Bill is between here and another place. There is no doubt that the Opposition in
the Upper House will ask for the documents. If the Government must obtain permission
from the Lawn Tennis Association of Australia Ltd or any other body, so be it. The
Opposition needs the information and the people of Victoria need the information so that
they can be properly and adequately informed on the financial viability of the project.
No one wants to knock the tennis stadium. However, the Opposition wants to allay the
fears raised purely and simply because of the rhetoric of the Treasurer, who offered nothing
to back up his statements. I look forward to receiving the documents required while the
Bill is between here and another place.
The clause was agreed to, as were clauses 18 to 22.
Clause 23
Mr REYNOLDS (Gisborne)-Clauses 23,24 and 25 refer to all those areas contained
in Part 2 of the ,Schedule to the Bill, which is the land the Government proposes to use for
the construc~ion of the tennis centre.
As honourable members would be aware, the Government has made great play of
allaying the fears and concerns of the Opposition, the City of Melbourne Corporation, the
conservationists and the residents of Melbourne by saying that it will replace the land
taken up by the National Tennis Centre with a further area of parkland.
The first two areas dealt with are the asphalt car parking areas on the northern side of
Swan Street. I have no quarrel with that at all. The third area dealt with is the running
track on the eastern end of the park bordered by the railway line, Punt Road and Swan
Street.
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As I suggested during the second-reading. debate-and the Minister did not answer
me,-this area is alre~dy parkland. 0ne could walk one's dog down there·tomorrow. One
can wander around, the area any time one likes. The only time on~ cannot do SQ is when
the area is being ~sed for evening practice by hammer throwers, if it has runners on it or
provided there are no athletic events taking place.
The area is already a beautiful open sward ofparkiarid. It i~ a con trick on the peoPle of
Victoria that that land iS,to be considered as part of the 6 hectares that will: be returned as
open parkland to the people of Melbourne. A further area of land that has been a RQint of
conjecture is the land known as ihe Army depot on the south side of Swan Street. I was
delighted to read the following article in yesterday's Sun:
The State and Federal Governments have agreed in principle on a land swap as part of the $53 million
National Tennis Centre planned for 10limont.

I shall now quote from an article published in the Age newspaper yesterday. It states:
. The two governmerit~ ha~e agreed in principle to swap more than two hectares of land occupiM by an army
drill centre in Swan Street or about seven hectares ofland owned by the state but being used by the Commonwealth
in Lorimer Street, Port Melbourne.

in the Sun newspaper the Premier was reported to have said:
... the a~eement covered the Army depot in Swan Street which the State Government eaTmark~d as part of the
area to compensate
for parkland taken up by the centre.
"

The Opposition and the public of Victoria are led to believe that there had beemconsiderable
negotiation ~nd several meetings to reach a binding agreement, in principle,:ibat one {>iece
of land was not right so it should be swapped for something else. Apparently that IS an
agreement "in principle."
,That is how I read the statement by the Premier, and I am sure the public would read it
in the Sarrle way. The replacement of the parkland has been a concern of the Opposition
and on many occasions it has voiced its opinion that the parkland to be used for the centre
will not be replaced. The Opposition is seeking an ironclad guarantee that that parkland
will be replaced.
, Information was flushed out of the Minister for Sport and Recreation when he asked to
have a letter incorporated in Hansard~ The Speaker indicated that he understoodpresumably after being informed by the Minister-that a copy of the letter from the
Federal Mlnis\~r agreeing to this agreement in principle had been given to the Opposition.
The way in wHich the letter was cursorily thrown at the Opposition indicated that it had
not been shown to it.
Mr, WILKES (Minister for Housing)-Oh a point of order, Mr Chairman, the honourable
member for Gisbome has stated that the Minister for Sport and Recreation did not show
a letter to the Speaker, yet the Speaker has already informed honourable members that
that was not the case.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I interpreted what was said by the honourable
member for Gisborne to mean that he received the letter. Am I correct?
Mr REYNOLDS (Gisborne)-On the point of order, Mr Chairman, with respect to the
for Housing, the Speaker suggested that he understood that I, as lead speaker for
the Opposition dn this Bill, had been given a copy of the letter. Although it was suggested
that obviously the Opposition had a copy of the letter at that stage, it had not been given
a copy.
Minist~r

The CHAIRMAN~Order! There is no point of order.
Mr REYNOLDS (Gisbome)-Thank you, Mr Chairman. I received the letter during
the latter stages of the second-reading debate and had little, opportunity of reading it before
the Cpmmittee sta$e. I was delighted to find some interesting information in the
correspondence. It IS helpful that Mr Brown is both the Federal Minister for Sport,
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Recreation and Tourism and the Minister Assisting the Minister for Defence. The Federal
Minister's letter is dated 28 September 1985 and is in reply to a letter from the Victorian
Minister for Sport and Recreation, which was dated 27 September 1985, so Mr Brown, the
very propitious Federal Minister, had replied to the letter on the day after the Victorian
Minister's letter was posted!
Mr Tanner-On a Saturday!
Mr REYNOLDS-The Minister was at work on Saturday when he wrote the letter.
What a diligent Minister! On 27 September the Victorian Minister wrote a letter to the
Federal Minister and received a reply that was dated the next day. That means the mail
was received on the Saturday, the Federal Minister read the letter, had his department
research it and then replied the same day. That was done all in one day! What a magnificent
achievement! I have never seen Governments act so quickly; I congratulate them both on
their speed. I do so a little cynically because I have never known Governments to rr..~ve
as quickly before.
Mr Trezise-Do you say that is a fault?
Mr REYNOLDS-No, I do not. I say the Government acted with great speed.
Mr Wilkes-With alacrity!
Mr REYNOLDS-I say that with tongue in cheek because something shifty is going on
here. I leave that to one's imagination. If the cap fits, the Minister may wear it. I shall
leave the accusation there.
It is interesting that the response from the Federal Minister for Sport, Recreation and
Tourism, Mr John Brown, says:
The Commonwealth Government is anxious to see the tennis centre project proceed as soon as possible and
considers that its construction will be of benefit not only to your State but will be of national significance.

The Opposition agrees. The Minister's letter continues:
On this basis the Commonwealth is prepared to assist your Government in obtaining a suitable site for the
centre.

So is the Opposition. The Opposition has been attempting to co-operate on that basis ever
since the project was announced.
The next paragraph of the Minister's letter states:
In my view the most appropriate arrangement would be to institute a land title transfer with your Government
transferring an acceptable site to the Commonwealth in exchange for the Olympic Park site. To this end the
Commonwealth is prepared to enter into an in-principle agreement subject to agreement being reached over
alternative value and Department of Defence relocation costs being met.

Really, the Government has not achieved an agreement in principle, as is suggested by
reports in the Herald, the Age and the Sun; it has no guarantee at all; it has received advice
ofa willingness to discuss. At least that is a step in the right direction. No firm agreement
has yet been reached, and any agreement that is reached will be subject to agreement on
the question of alternative values. In the case of a valuation difference, both the State and
Federal Governments could be up for money, and I make that distinction, but the last few
words of the Minister's letter provide the crunch:
... Department of Defence relocation costs being met.

Naturally, that means being met by the State of Victoria and its taxpayers. There is no
doubt about that.
The letter continues:
The Commonwealth would wish to ensure that it was not financially disadvantaged as a result of any such
land transfer.
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Honourable members can bet the Commonwealth would not want to be disadvantaged! I
am sure the relocation costs of the Department of Defence buildings and any land valuation
difference will be funded by you, Mr Chairman, me, and all Victorian taxpayers.
The next paragraph of the Minister's letter states:
I understand that discussions have already taken place at officer level and a site at Port Melbourne presently
leased to the Commonwealth for use by the Aeronautical Space Laboratory could be suitable.

The comment arouses further interest when one reads the next sentence:
Notwithstanding this I would wish the Department of Defence to be given adequate time to appraise the Port
Melbourne or any other site your Government may offer.

It still has not been appraised.

The last sentence is the most damning:
I would like to discuss the matter with you in the near future ...

To me that implies that no direct discussion has occurred... and will ask my office to arrange a meeting.

I understand from that that no meeting has taken place. None is mentioned. As I said
before, it is helpful that the Minister for Sport, Recreation and Tourism in the Federal
Parliament is also the Minister Assisting the Minister for Defence; and at least the Federal
Minister and the Victorian Minister for Sport and Recreation are talking about the matter.
However, in his statements that agreement has been reached in principle, I think the
Premier is taking Parliamentary licence. The Victorian public needs to know what they
will have to pay.
Mr TANNER (Caulfield)-The comments I shall make on clause 23 relate also to
clauses 24 and 25. The nub of the problem with the Bill and the apprehension that the
Liberal Party is expressing is amply displayed by the reaction of the Minister for Sport
and Recreation to the comments made by the honourable member for Gisborne.
The honourable member relayed to the Committee the wording of the letter from the
Federal Minister for Sport, Recreation and Tourism, presumably acting in his capacity as
Minister Assisting the Minister for Defence, concerning an exchange of land between the
Commonwealth and State Governments. By not replying to the comments of the
honourable member for Gisborne, the Minister for Sport and Recreation has confilJl1ed
the concern held by the Liberal Party and the community about the intentions of the
Government concerning the National Tennis Centre.
Members of the Liberal Party, and an reasonable members of the Victori"n community,
want Victoria to have the Australian Open Tennis Championships played in Melbourne
and for that tournament to be a Grand Slam event. The Opposition wants Victoria and
Melbourne to have the prestige from and attention of the world when that event takes
place. However, the Opposition is concerned about the mechanisms the Government has
suggested are necessary to achieve that prestige and attention.
The honourable member for Gisborne put forward the shortcomings of the alleged
agreement in principle between the State and Federal Governments. The Minister did not
even deign to reply. It is an indictment of the Government that the Opposition has an
apprehension about the alleged agreement in principle with the Commonwealth
Government, and has expressed the concern of the community, but the Minister is not
prepared to answer on behalf of the Government.
Clauses 23, 24 and 25 contain a proposal by the Government to alienate land in Flinders
Park and Yarra Park, and the public reserves dividing them, to be used for the National
Tennis Centre. The Minister and the Premier have said in debate that the Government
will arrange for the public land to be alienated to be replaced by equivalent public land
elsewhere. However, when the honourable member for Gisborne drew the shortcomings

598 " ASSEMBLY
I

.

National Tennis Centre Bill

2 October 1985

'

.

"

r <~

of the aneg~(fap'eemeht between the Federal arid ~Uite Governments to the attention of
the Minister, no reply was made. The Minister has shown his arrogance to Parliament and
the Victorian publ~c tbrough his silence.
.
letter fr~ln MrJohri Brown, the Federal Minister for Sport, Recreation and Tourism
and Minister Assisting the Minister for Defen~e, dated 28 September 1985 is nothing more
than a cook~d-up scheme between the State;:and Federal Governments to enable the
project to prO(:eeo without any regarp to the' consequences. I reiterate that I, as the member
for Caulfield, and" members of the OppOsition, ~ant Victoria to hold the Australian Open
Tennis Championships in Melbourne every-year. We want those champion~ips to be
part of the tennis Grand Slam. However, the Opposition is concerned about the cost to
.,
the community.
The Government can allay the appreHension of the Opposition and the community by
answering the questions that have been- put to it. I have been concerned that the
Government has not been prepared to answer tHese questions. The House has before it a
letter dated 28 September from the Federal Mjnister, Mr John Brown, on behalf of the
CommoQwealtil Government, which sPeaks, about an agreement in principI~ Contained
in that letter are terms relating to relocation costs and land that would be acceptable to the
Commonwealth Government.

Tlie

~

01

~

..

The tommonwealth Government currently occupies land south of Swan Street, between
Swan Street and Batman Avenue, that the State Government claims will be transferred to
the Victorian public as open land.
.
That iand, "'in times gone past, was used as the site of Victoria's first . zoo. It was
use as an Army depot. Today, the State Government is talking
of repossessiqg the land on behalf of the Victorian public, and yet the Minister for Sport
and Recreation is not able to give us any more than a flimsy letter, which is obviously a
cooked-up scheme between the Feder3s1 arid :State Governments, allegedly dictated and
signed on 28"September 1985, which was a Saturday.
subsequent~y ,lienated for

Honourable members are supposed to believe that the Minister for Sport and Recreation
on Friday, 27 September 1985, signed a letter and sent it off to Canberra where it was
received tht next day. We are suppbsed to believe that the posta~servic~ of Austtalia
delivered that letter· on the Saturday to the' tommonwealth Government a~ that the
Minister in Canberra, Mr John Brown, then signed the letter and ~nt it back,: presumably
on that Saturday, and here it is-introduCed literally in the closing minutes of-the secondreading stage of debate on the Bill.
I

Mr Reynolds-He was at the football!
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fo,arty)-Order! The honourable member for Caulfield is big
enough to look after himselfWlthou1 being~dvised by the honourable member for Gisborne,
who has spoken many times during t~e d~bate.

Mr T ANNER-The advice from the ho~ourable member for Gisborne is interesting~
He says that Mr Brown was at the VFL grana final on that day when, allegedly, this letter
was signed by him and received by the~tate Minister for Sport and Recreation.
If the Minister for Sport and Recreation wishes to allay the apprehensions expressed by
the Opposition regarding the proposal :to establish the National.Tennis Centre, all he
needs to do is to advise the Committee of a firm date when the land will be made
available-the open space-for the public of Victoria. We are led to believe that the Army
depot ~nd between the Yarra River and Swan Street is to be transferred to the people of
Victonil for public open space. The people of Victoria would like to know when that will
be made available.
If the Minister were to dQ that, I assure him that all members of the public, including
the Opposition, would applaud him.
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Mr TREZISE (Minister for Sport and Recreation)-I did not intend to reply to the
honourable member for Caulfield, but he is asking for the exact date that the final agreement
will be made between the State and Federal Governments. The transaction is a matter of
negotiation between the two Governments and time could be taken up with red tapetitles being transferred and so on-and all I shall say on the matter is that it is a bona fide
letter and I can give the honourable member a personal assurance that the letter was signed
by the Minister; but as to the ultimate actual date-how can one know? The Government
cannot wait for the extensive period that it takes for matters such as this to be proce~sed.
If the Government waits on the necessary delay period, the centre may never be built on
time, but I can assure the honourable member for Caul field that the letter of guarantee is
there from the Federal Minister, backed by my assurance.
Mr TANNER (Caulfield)-I thank the Minister for his reply. I must say that as a youth
I used to admire his doggedness and tenacity as a football player with the Geelong Football
Club and my admiration grew as I grew older and saw him as captain and coach of the
Geelong second eighteen. In this debate, one can certainly say that he continues to show
the same doggedness and tenacity that he possessed as a football player.
In view of the comments the Minister has just made I ask him to give the Committee
and the public of Victoria some general time limit as to when the agreement may come
into being. Does he believe the agreement, in principle, can be consummated within the
next 6, 12 or 24 months? I ask him to give the Committee and the general public a guide
as to when he believes the agreement will be consummated.
Mr REYNOLDS (Gisborne)-I support my colleague, the honourable member for
Caul field, on two items. Firstly, I ask the Minister to indicate when the agreement will be
reached and finalized. The Government says that agreement has been reached in principle,
subject to alternative data. That should not take too long. The Valuer-General should be
able to sort that out quickly. I hope it is done as quickly as possible. I shall be delighted to
know when it is done.
It concerns me that the Department of Defence relocation costs must be met. The
Commonwealth will ensure that it is not financially disadvantaged in any such land
transfer. If there is a land value difference, the Victorian Government has to meet the
difference and the relocation costs. I should like the Minister to indicate what are the
relocation costs. Would they include costs for buildings of equivalent status in Lorimer
Street where the aeronautical laboratories are located? How many millions of dollars will
be involved? Will it involve considerable bricks and mortar, or a meagre arrangement
that will not cost the people of Victoria any more money?

On March 1985 estimates, Victoria is already up for $53 million to finance the inaugural
operation. Admittedly, the return should make it worth while but the State is already
facing $13·6 million in ancillary works and the costs of 2 or 3 hectares of buildings at
millions of dollars. The Opposition does not know all those details; it should know them.
The Federal Minister for Sport, Recreation and Tourism, Mr Brown, wrote a letter to
the Minister for Sport and Recreation on 28 September. As honourable members are
aware, that was grand final day in Melbourne. I understand the Federal Minister was at
the North Melbourne breakfast and attended the grand final thereafter, so I presume he
found time in between the two events to dash off a letter in response to a letter which had
been sent to Canberra the day before and which would not have arrived in Canberra until
the next morning even by express delivery.The letter provided the dates that we have had
the privilege of witnessing on some sort of basis that I do not like. The fact is that the
Opposition has agreed to talk to the Government. I hope the Minister will be able to
answer our questions. and arrive at a decision in the near future.
Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill)-The contents of the letter referred to have added
some extra spring to the trampoline arithmetic that has been engaged in by the Government.
My request to the Minister is direct and simple.
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Mr Wilkes-The answer is, "No".
Mr RICHARDSON-I take up the interjection of the Minister who has said the answer
is, "No" before I have asked the question. I am sure the Minister, who is privy to far more
information than I, is correct in saying that the answer is, "No"; so, having been given the
ans~er, I shall now put tQe question. Have any genuine discussions been held between the
State Minister for Sport and Recreation and the Federal Minister for Sport, Recreation
and Tourism? The Minister for Housing, by way of interjection, has answered, "No".
My next questions are: Was the letter dated 28 September in Canberra and signed by
the Federal Minister, John Brown, who was in Melbourne at the time attending the
football, a genuine letter? When was it received? Was it, in fact, in response to a genuine
letter from the State Minister for Sport and Recreation, or is there some other explanation?
Could that explanation be that it is a put-up job? I suggest the answer is, "Yes". The
Minister for Housing and the Minister for Sport and Recreation do not disagree with my
suggestion.
As Alice sitting in Wonderland once remarked, "curiouser and curiouser". I cannot
imagine why the Minister for Sport and Recreation made the letter available to the House,
because from the point when the letter was made available he has been made to look
"sillier and sillier"; as Alice progressed in Wonderland from "curiouser and curiouser" so
the Minister for Sport and Recreation has progressed in his Wonderland from "sillier to
sillier".
The answers to these questions are contained in Hansard of25 September 1985. On the
previous day the honourable member for Gisborne asked the Premier about his inability
to approach the Commonwealth Government about giving back Army land in Swan
Street, Richmond, for conversion to public city parkland. The honourable member then
asked the Premier:
As the Government promised that the proposed National Tennis Centre would result in no loss of parkland,
what other city sites is the Government planning to convert to parkland if the Army land is not available?

The Premier then obfuscated in the way to which the House has become accustomed. The
Premier said that if the Deputy Leader of the Opposition wanted to examine the letters
and the report he would obtain them for him. He went on to say:
I shall make the file public if that is what he wants. I am happy to produce that information.

The Premier then went on to refer to the former Liberal Government proposal. The
Premier offered the Deputy Leader of the Opposition the opportunity to examine letters.
That statement was made on 25 September. The Premier had to be referring to a letter
that was, in fact, dated 28 September, a Saturday, a day on which the person who had
signed the letter was at the football. The quicksand into which the Government finds itself
sinking is becoming murkier and murkier.
The Government has been exposed by this shonky piece of phoney correspondence.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr RICHARDSON-It has got to be phoney. I have invited the Minister for Sport and
Recreation to prove to the House that it is not a put-up job.
The letter was signed in Canberra by a Federal Minister who was in Melbourne on that
date attending the football. If the Minister for Sport and Recreation can demonstrate that
it is not shonky in some way, I will buy him a beer immediately on the adjournment of
today's proceedings. The honourable gentleman, by interjection, points out that he does
not drink beer, in which case I shall buy him a Claytons. That will be perfectly appropriate
and will match the quality of this letter and of other correspondence that has been brought
forward. I invite the honourable gentleman to get himself out of this mess.
The clause was agreed to, as were the remaining clauses and the schedule.
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The Bill was reported to the House without amendment.
Mr TREZISE (Minister for Sport and Recreation)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a third time.

Mr TANNER (Caulfield)-In the Committee stage of the Bill, I asked the Minister for
Sport and Recreation to advise the House when he believes the agreement in principle
between the Victorian Government and the Commonwealth Government will be
consummated. I again ask the Minister or any other representative of the Government to
advise the House in what period the Government believes the agreement in principle
between the State and Federal Governments will be consummated on the exchange of
land as a result of the alienation of public land that is detailed in clauses 23, 24 and 25 of
the Bill.
The motion was agreed to, and the Bill was read a third time.

FAIR TRADING BILL
The debate (adjourned from May 28) on the motion ofMr Spyker (Minister for Consumer
Affairs) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill)-The Bill concerns the provision ofa code of business
conduct covering all business dealings in Victoria by outlawing deceptive or misleading
conduct.
The Bill is based on the Federal Trade Practices Act and the Victorian Consumer Affairs
Act. It is part of the development of uniform legislation designed to correct deficiencies in
the Trade Practices Act.
The Trade Practices Act has constitutional limitations and it generally applies only to
corporations. The Fair Trading Bill covers all business dealings in Victoria including
individuals and partnerships. It also includes some unaltered provisions transferred from
the Consumer Affairs Act.
The Government makes a number of essential and eminently supportable provisions
within the Bill and in general the Bill is consistent with Liberal Party principles of fair
dealing and free enterprise within the market-place. The Liberal Party objective is a free,
fair and active market-place, in which both buyers and sellers receive value for money. It
is as much concerned for the seller of goods and services as it is for the buyer of goods and
services. Without those two components, the market-place cannot operate.
However, the Government has an ideological preoccupation with the buyers of goods
and services as being those who will always be disadvantaged. There appears to be an
overriding assumption that all sellers of goods and services are crooks and that the buyers
of goods and services are all simpletons. The Government's attitude has been demonstrated
over the years in which it has been in power by the variety of anti-business legislation
which it has introduced.
The Bill before the House, however, is not blatantly anti-business in every res~ct as
have been some measures which have been. introduced into the House by the Minister.
Some aspects of the Bill require questioning and I assure the Minister that the Opposition
speakers will be questioning him in detail about some of the provisions of the Bill. It is
hoped that the honourable gentleman will be more forthcoming in his replies to those
questions than he has been to questions in previous debates on other Bills that have been
introduced.
The Bill is clearly concerned with outlawing misleading conduct and false representation.
It outlaws misleading or deceptive conduct in trade and commerce; it outlaws false
representations or statements in trade and commerce. It also outlaws false representations

and false statements in trade or commerce relating to land or interest in land. That clause
has caused concern among members of the real estate industry and the Minister may care
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to make some comments on that aspect in his reply. Further, the Bill outlaws misleading
conduct relating to the offering of employment and it replaces the Employment Agents
Bill which was never proclaimed. I shall return to a consideration of clause 14 and the
Employment Agents Act at a later stage.
False offers, gifts or prizes in trade or commerce; misleadin~ conduct relating to the
manufacturing process, the characteristics, the suitability for thelr purpose or the quantity
of any goods, and bait advertising where goods are offered at a special price but are not
available at that price or not available in reasonable quantities, are prohibited under the
proposed legislation.
The Bill outlaws referral selling, which is the process whereby a customer is offered a
rebate, a commissioQ or some other benefit for introducing new customers, if the benefit
is dependent upon a subsequent sale or some other event.
The Bill outlaws acceptance of payment by a seller who does not intend to supply the
goods or services or intends to supply goods and services which are not the same as those
for which payment is accepted. Misleadin~ statements relating to businesses which can be
conducted from home and offers requinng investment and work associated with that
investment are prohibited, as is coercion relating to the supply of goods or services or
payments for goods and services by a consumer.
Division 2 transposes into the proposed legislation the existing provisions relating to
pyramid selling.
Division 3 outlaws the sending of unsolicited credit cards; demands for payment for
unsolicited goods and services, including directory entries, and it provides that a recipient
of unsolicited goods or services is not liable to pay nor to care for them but must allow the
collection of such goods.
Part III contains interpretations, offences and penalties. Division 2 of Part III relates to
the powers of the County Court and contains one important provision which provides
that a court may, on application by the Minister, the Director of Consumer Affairs or any
other person, grant an injunction restraining a person from engaging in unfair practices
contained in Part 11 of the Bill. The court may order a person who has contravened a
provision of Part 11 to provide information or to publish an advertisement.
Division 3 relates to general court powers and clause 36, which requires some discussion
and explanation from the Minister, provides that a person, the Minister or the Director of
Consumer Affairs may apply to the court for compensation against the person contravening
the Act. This clause enables the Government to act on behalf of a consumer in taking a
matter to court.
A person who suffers from contravention of Part 11 may recover damages within three
years. There is a provision for findings in proceedings under the Act to be prima facie
evidence under section 37 sub-section 41 (2). A corporation is responsible for the conduct
of its servants or agents. The Bill provides that in a case of accident or default by another
person, reasonable precaution and due diligence shall be a defence and it provides for
other orders which allow a court, following a conviction, to order compensation for a
person who suffered from contravention.
Division 4 refers to the powers of inspectors, which already exist under the Consumer
Affairs Act.
The clause provides powers to inspectors to enter premises, to examine premises and
goods, to purchase goods, to request information, to examine documents and so on. It also
provides that an inspector shall be helped and not hindered in the course of such an
inspection.
Division 5 covers miscellaneous provisions and provides that a person cannot be placed
in double jeopardy, that is, a person cannot be punished twice for the same offence, and
there is also a provision providing power to the Governor in Council to make regulations.
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Division.6 repeals sections of th~ Consumer Affairs Act and contains a consequential
amendment.
.
As a general amendment, the Bill has much to commend it. It does correct the deficiencies
in the Federal Trade Practices Act to which I referred earlier in that it will now enable the
prosecution of partners and individuals within Victoriafor offences which had previously
not been punishable under the Federal Aci, because that Act refers only to corporations.
The Opposition supports thefdevelopment of the provisions of the Trad~ Practices Act
into Victoria so that the protection which. is provided by the ·Federal Act will now De
provided, as it refers to' individuals and partnerships, by Victorian legislation. The
Oppositton supports, in general, the development of uniform legislation. It is clear, with
proposed legislation of this kind, that it is desirable to have legislation that is uniform
within the Commonwealth of Australia.
The Opposition also supports the mechanics that have been engaged in by the
Government in transposing from the existing Consumer Affairs Act to the n~w Act those
sectio~s which are particularly relevant. Therefore, there is much common ground between
th~ Governm~nt and the Opposition on ~he matter. .
.
Mr Sidiropoulos-Hear, hear!
Mr RICHARDSON-Of course, there is always common ground between me and the
honouraple member for Richmond, a gentleman for whom I have a great affection.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr KirkwoOd~Order! I ask the honourable member for
Forest lIill to repeat what he said, a~ the Ch~ir did not hear the remark.
Mr RICHARDSON-I was suggesting, Mr Acting Speaker, that I probablr need to
hold haJ.lld~ with the honourable member for Richmond more frequently. Al of those
comforting words having been said, I> suppose the Minister for Consumer Affairs may
have been lulled into a false sense of security! I do not wish to disappoint the honourable
gentleman, so I shall make the remarks that I imagine he anticipated and say that there is
much in the Bill to be commended-but I shall examine some of the cbnsiderations that
flow from the word "but".
I turn first of all to Division 1. Clapse 14 outlaws misleading conduct relating to the
offering f of employment. That provision, in effect, replaces the Employment Agents Act,
which was never proclaimed. There is no:way the Government can escape the odium of
its inaction on this matter~ It~ incapacity, its incompetence and its total failure to accept
its responsiblities was brough't home very dramatically by a recent series of articles that
appeared in the Age newsp~per.
Indeed, it was brought home dramatically by an article that was published in the Sun
newspaper just a coupfe of days ago, which referred to some dubious contracts which were
bei~g offered to people who were training to be beauty consultants and hairdressers.
A series of articles appeared in the Age newspaper which pointed out the consequences
of the QP,ryernment's inaction.
Tqe first of these articles surfaced on 19 August on pa~e 3 of the Age under the heading
"Ekploiting the unemployed: Australia's newest growth Industry". The article states:
f

'

,

Thirty per cent of the jobs advertised in the situations vacant columns of newspapers were either exploitative
or false. Checl(s revealed that most of the practices existed because there was no State Government legislation to
prev~nt them.

At the end of the article was a statement by the Minister responsible for the State
Government's Youth Guarantee Scheme, Mr Crabb. The article stated that the Minister
had been given details of some of these schemes, and it continued:
But he c::onceded that there was little the Government could do. Most of them involved commissiori-only sales
operations where there was no industrial award or minimum wage and no master-servant relationship. Others
inyolved the signing of sub-contractor agreements, which was a grey area in law.
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The Minister responsible for employment in this State is saying that there is nothing the
Government can do. The Minister for Consumer Affairs, who is the Minister responsible
for the Bill, had absolutely nothing to say.
That was not the situation two years ago. The Minister for Consumer Affairs then had a
great deal to say. Two years ago, when the Government introduced the Employment
Agents Bill, iil the second-reading speech the then Minister for Community Welfare
Services, Mrs Toner, in the a:bsence of the Minister for Consumer Affairs, is reported in
Hansard on 15 September 1983 as stating that the purpose of the Bill was to control
malpractice in employment placement and referred to complaints of misleading or false
advertisements of employment opportunities. That speech also referred to Job Watch, an
organization about which I shall have more to say in a moment.
In paragraph 3 of the second-reading speech, the Minister referred to complaints about
"the advertising of non-existent jobs, unsubstantiated terms and exaggerated prospects of
employment". In para~aph 16 reference is made to the existing powers of the Market
Court and to the extenslon of those existing powers.
Paragraph 22 refers to bills of sale, commission arrangements, franchises and, in
paragraph 27, comes the good news. The brave new world isjust around the corner because
the Government states:
Individual job seekers in turn will be able to call on the full range of remedial legislative provisions . . .

This legislation was, introduced with fanfare and great urgency and then the Government
did absolutely nothing about it.
The series of articles on employment exploitation which appeared in the Age addressed
a real problem in the community and the Age is to be commended for highlighting the
traps into which unwary, unenlightened or desperate people can fall. The fact is that there
always have been and probably always will be people who attempt to exploit others just as
there have been and always will be people who are vulnerable to exploitation.
No Government can legislate to completely protect every individual against every
predatory con-man and the warning contained in caveat emptor-let the buyer bewareremains valid. The final instruction of a boxing referee to the contestants, "protect
yourselves at all times" is also valid in the market-place. However, it is possible for
Governments to make laws which cover known or anticipated situations and the
community has a not unreasonable expectation that an elected Government will protect
their interests against dishonesty.
Therefore, I was suprised to read in the first of the series of Age articles a statement by
the Age journalist that, "Most of the practices exist because there was no State Government
legislation to prevent them", and equally suprised to read the observation by the Minister
for Employment and Industrial Affairs that, "There was little the Government could do".
The fact is that there is Government legislation to prevent these practices and there is
much that the Government can do. At the time, there were two pieces of existing legislation
which met the situations highlighted by the series of articles in the Age. Those pieces of
legislation still exist. One of them is obviously never going to be proclaimed and I suspect
that the other is going to lie dormant for as long as thls Government remains in power.
I refer to the second of those pieces of le$islation first. I refer to the Market Court. The
Market Court already possesses powers whlch could be applied to a number of situations
referred to in the Age articles and in other articles which have been published in recent
weeks in other newspapers. The Market Court provides the ultimate sanction against a
trader who consistently offends. That ultimate sanction is that that business person can be
put out of business. The Market Court has the power to do that and in extreme
circumstances that power should be used.
The sorts of examples which have been given in the articles to which I have been
referring are extreme examples of improper conduct. These are precisely the sort of
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situations to which the Market Court should be applied. Since the Australian Labor Party
gained office in 1982, the Market Court has never been convened and so that crucial
instrument of justice has never been brought to bear upon those who offend within our
commerical society. The Government has never exercised the power that it is responsible
to use in the protection of people within the community. The Government stands
condemned for never having used the powers of the Market Court since it came to power.
The second piece of legislation is the ill-fated Employment Agents Bill of 1983. The Bill
was presented to Parliament with the stated intention of addressing precisely the matters
referred to in the Age articles. It contained provisions which were directed precisely
towards exploitation in job offers, misrepresentation of job offers and the disadvantaging
or further disadvantaging of unemployed people who are already disadvantaged.
The expression "employment agent" extended far beyond the traditional definition.
The Employment Agents Bill related to professional employment agents and also to firms
and individuals offering employment. The Bill contained provisions which were the direct
result of recommendations made by Job Watch-a Government-funded organization
established by the former Liberal Minister, the Honourable Brian Dixon-which has been
constantly providing information to the Government on exploitation in employment. The
Government has acted only in that it introduced into Parliament some proposed legislation
which it claimed was going to solve all those problems but upon which it has taken no
further action.
The former Minister for Community Welfare Services, now the honourable member for
Greensborough, informed the Parliament at that time that the purpose of the Employment
Agents Bill was to control malpractice relating to employment placement. Much was made
of misleading or false advertising of employment opportunities, unsubstantiated terms
and exaggerated prospects of employment.
The Bill extended the existing powers of the Market Court, to which I have already
referred. Door-to-door sales were covered and the Bill referred to commission arrangements
and franchise schemes. As I mentioned earlier, it boasted that individual job seekers
would be able to call on the full range of remedial legislative provisions. The proposed
legislation that was introduced with such fanfare and urgency, and passed by Parliament
with the support of the Opposition, applied directly to those issues, but it has never been
proclaimed.
The Fair Trading Bill claims to replace all the provisions of the Employment Agents
Bill with a single clause which will outlaw deceptive job advertising. Whether this objective
will be achieved is extremely doubtful given the complexity of the problem and the
Government's Questionable record.
The Government has not explained why it went through the complicated exercise of
introducing an unworkable Bill into Parliament when a one clause amendment to the
Consumer Affairs Act would have apparently solved the problem.
It is fascinating to turn back the pages of history and examine what was said at the time
the Employment Agents Bill was being debated. On 13 October 1983, Hansard records
that I said:
The disappointing aspect is that the aims ofthe Government will not be achieved by the Bill.

I further stated that:
The Bill is a total disaster. It is supposed to prevent "shonky" operators but will allow them to continue their
activities unhindered.

Later on I stated:
The Bill does not prevent skulduggery, deception and cheating for those fringe operators ...
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I also stated:
Mr Couldrey, who operates Job Watch, is not happy with this proposed legislation. He has not been adequately
consulted.

The lack of consul~tion was a constant theme running through the remarks made by both
me and the honourable member for Benalla, who was the National Party spokesman at
the tim~.
."': .
'
At the time
the Government the observation that:
. I offered
,
'

It would serve the community well to withdraw the proposed legislation al1d start again because it cannot
succeed, no matter how well intentioned it may be. It is unworkable. The Government should withdraw it, go
back to the draftsman and consult with tho~ in the ifldustry; who know more about it than the Government does
and draft a new BilI;or Perhaps two separate pieces oflegislation. .
I

,

I suggested that:
One Bill should concern itself with what could be described as the traditional personnel services industry and
the other concerning itself with theatrical agencies and those ot~er personnel services which do not come into
.
that category of traditional person~el or emp.loyment services. .

So I said to the Minister, "Start again, go back to the drawing board". :fhe Minister
rejected that advice. Indeed, the Minister was scornful of the suggestions I made. At page
1648 of Hansard of8 November the Minister for Consumer Affairs is reported as having
said:
.
I am confident that the proposed legislation will work. It has worked in other States, so Victoria should have a
responsible industry in future. The many people who' have been ripped off and whom the honourable member
for Noble Park eloquentlydescribed ip hi's second-reading spekh will be protected when the proposed legislation
is passed.
: .
.

On page 1629 of Hansard of tile same date, surprisingly enough, the Minister accused me
of being Pedantic, and is reported ~s having said:
.
'.
The honourable member is well aware of the complexity of the proposed legislation and the diffi<;ulties that
exist in the i n d u s t r y . '
' .

The Minister further said-and this is important:
The issues referred to by the honourable m~mber can be exempted by regulation.

The Minister was responding to a number of difficulties I had pointed out, but he assured
the House that everything. would be solv~d by regulation. On page 1648 of Hansard the
Minister promised that the proposed legislation would work in other States and that
everyone would be protected after legislation had been passed. Then, on p~ge 1653 of
Hansard the Minister assured the honourable member for Benalla that a proper code of
practice would be established. Therefore, the House received more assurances fr.Qm· the
Minister that everything would be all right.
.
'.
!

On 15 November at page 1875 of Hansard the Minister is repOrted as having said:
We are looking at some ways of strt:amlining the Market Court ...

The Minister promised to introduce a Bill in the autumn sessional period. He continued
by stating:
Hopefully, the Market Court will be used more in future than in the past.

One finds that that was a vain hope and that the Market Court still languishes. Much
ridicule greeted my obserVation that the Bill was unworkable. The Minister gave an
assurance that he was right and I was wrong and that I did not understand the proposed
legislation. The Minister said that all the weaknesses that I had pointed out were figments
of my imagination, that everything in the Bill was workable and that, when it was enacted,
.
all problems would be sol~ed.
Honourable members now know who was right. The observations I made about the
unworkability of the measure have proved to be correct. However, I do not take any
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pleasure from that; it is a pyrrhic victory for me to say, two years later, "I told you so".
During those two years exploitation and misconduct continued.
The State Government stands condemned by its inaction on the matter. After all, it was
this Minister who said that I was wrong and that all the weaknesses I pointed out were not
weaknesses at all, but strengths.
The Minister for Consumer Affairs said that he would make everything ri~t in future.
He has not done that. The Minister said the Bill is urgent, people are being dIsadvantaged
and the Government needs the support of the Opposition. He said, "We beg that there
shall be no obstruction so that we can meet these urgent needs within the community".
The Opposition pointed out the problems but, together with the National Party, it
supported the proposals put forward by the Government. The Bill was passed through
both Houses wIth the speed that was desired by the Government. It has proved itself to De
a total failure. The Government's excuses for its inaction, which were published in the
Age newspaper on 26 August 1985, are pathetic.
On that date an article in the Age headed "Measure to crack down on job traps gather
dust" states:
The Victorian Government could have had for two years the means to stamp out some of the job traps for the
young described in "The Age" series but it has stopped short of taking action.

The article further refers to the passing of the Bill:
In December 1983 State Parliament passed a bill amending a section of the Consumer Affairs Act which would
have outlawed false or misleading material in job advertisements.
The amendments would have further allowed any person who suffered loss or damage caused by false or
misleading claims in a job advertisement to sue for recovery. It gave the job seeker the status of a consumer.
But the final stage of turning the bill into an Act-its proclamation by the Governor-in-Council-was never
carried out and the Government says that it is now unlikely.

This is the fascinating part of the article:
A spokesman for the Minister of Consumer Affairs, Mr Spyker, said that the Government regarded the
legislation as lacking the controls needed to solve the problems.

In other words, it was simply too hard, as are most things, for the Minister for Consumer
Affairs and the Government.
I told Parliament in 1983 that the proposed legislation was unworkable. I was ridiculed
by the Government, yet it sat on its hands for two years. The Government's excuses which
were published by the Age on 26 August are pathetic and a disgrace. The Government
weakly says that it was too hard despite all the assurances that it had solved the problem.
Because of incompetence the problem has persisted for two years. The Government
brought in legislatIon that trumpeted the end to exploitation; the Government failed to
implement the proposed legislation and thereby allowed the continuation and proliferation
highlighted by the Age article.
The past performances of the Government suggest that expectations for effective
legislation should be cautious at best. The performance so far has been disgraceful and the
referee'S instructions to the boxers to protect themselves at all times should be adQpted by
the community regardless of assurances from the Labor Government. I have offered to
the House and to the Minister my reservations about the likely effectiveness of that single
clause 46 in replacing all of the provisions of an Act of Parliament which the Government
has found too hard to implement. Something must be done. The Labor Party is in
~overnment, so it has the responsibility of meeting the problem that it has correctly
Identified.
I make the same offer to the Minister in respect of this Bill as I made on the previous
Bill: if the Minister thinks the measure will work, he has the support of the Opposition.
However, my concern is magnified by the failure of the Government to get it right when
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it had an entire Bill dealing with the matter, and I do not believe a single clause can replace
an entire Bill that was found to be unworkable. If the Minister can provide an assurance
that the measure will work and can explain to honourable members how he intends to
make it work, I invite him to do so. The Opposition will then support the Bill. If the
measure fails when implemented, the Minister should come back to the House with
amendments or with a further Bill, and the Opposition will again support him; but for
heaven's sake let the Minister do something to make the provisions work so that the
community does not have to suffer from a further two years of inactivity and failure to
accept responsibility.
Another matter of concern relates to the powers of the Minister and the Director of
Consumer Affairs. These problems were raised with the Minister by the Victorian Chambers
of Commerce and Industry. Clause 36 empowers the Minister or the director to obtain
orders to compensate persons in whole or in part for loss or damage suffered, or to prevent
or reduce the loss or damage suffered or likely to be suffered. That provision will enable a
person to obtain compensation based on a prosecution by the Minister.
The clause could further aggravate the feeling of inequality that is engendered in the
minds of business people by the proliferation of consumer and trade practices legislation.
Clause 36 emphasizes the need to expand the scope of the Small Claims Tribunals, as has
already been advocated by a number of business organizations-in particular, the Victorian
Chambers of Commerce and Industry. It has been suggested that this clause could also
add indirectly to Ministerial and business costs, and ultimately to consumer costs by
encouraging consumers to pursue claims for compensation by way of Ministerial
prosecution rather than by seeking redress through the Small Claims Tribunals, and I
invite the Minister to comment on that point when he closes the debate.
All business organizations support the principal objective of the Bill, which is to outlaw
disputation and misleading conduct and to enhance the reputation of honest businesses.
The Victorian Chambers of Commerce and Industry make the point that, in their view, in
the interests of equality, it is imperative that the scope of the tribunals be expanded to
enable business operators to recover small claims equitably from recalcitrant consumers,
as is done in the Australian Capital Territory.
The policy of the Liberal Party published prior to the last election contains a provision
to enable a trader to use the facilities of the Small Claims Tribunals, as can the consumer.
I should also point out that when the Labor Party won government in 1982, its policy
also contained such a promise. However, that promise was deleted from its policy after it
achieved office.
The Victorian Chambers of Commerce and Industry were concerned about clauses 42
and 43 which relate to the powers of inspectors and facilitation of inspection. The chambers
stated:
These clauses are heavily weighted in our opinion, in favour of Inspectors appointed under the proposed Act,
and grant excessive powers to such Inspectors who are not required to take into account the rights of persons
against whom their inspections are directed.

I do not believe the dangers perceived by the chambers are contained in those clauses, but
I am interested in why the Minister says the provisions should apply. The chambers also
stated:
We submit that provisions similar to Section 155 (I) of the Trade Practices Act, 1974, would be more
appropriate. requiring the serving of a notice in writing on a person ··capable of furnishing information, producing
documents or giving evidence" relating to a possible offence against the provisions of the legislation.

The Opposition believes that the existing powers of inspectors are appropriate and that
they should prevail.
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The real estate industry raised another area of concern about the possible inclusion of
the sale of land and property within the ambit of the Bill. The Real Estate and Stock
Institute of Victoria wrote to the Minister on 7 August 1985 and said, inter alia:
It appears that the provisions of the legislation will apply to the sale of vacant land, where the sale price is less
than $20 000, but will not be applicable where the sale price exceeds this sum. On the other handlhe question of
whether or not the actual sale of a property by an agent will fall within the ambit of the legislation is not clear for
although most properties are sold for sums greater than $20 000 some people may wish to argue that houses are
"goods of a kind ordinarily required for personal domestic or household use or consumption"_

Therefore, the normal activities of real estate agents would fall within the ambit of the
Bill, which then may be in conflict with the provisions of the Real Estate Agents Act,
which already governs the activities of people operating in the real estate industry.
I am aware that discussions have occurred between the institute and the Minister on
these matters, so I ask the Minister to inform the House about the current situation
concerning that specific matter.
The point raised by the institute prompted me to consider a number of other industries
that might be equally disadvantaged by the Bill. A variety of professions and activities
within the community are already governed by their own Acts of Parliament.
These include real estate agents, doctors, pharmacists, chiropractors, valuers, opticians
and others. A wide range of activities are already governed and quite rigidly regulated by
-the existing Acts of Parliament.
Therefore, to avoid any possibility of conflict between the proposed legislation and
existing legislation that governs the activities of some groups of people, it would be
appropriate for honourable members to consider an amendment to the Bill, which will be
moved during the Committee stage, allowing the Governor in Council to exempt, by
regulation, any person or class of persons who could be compromised by conflict between
the new Bill and the existing legislation that governs their activities. I shall provide further
details of the amendment when it is moved.
Honourable members are faced with an important Bill. In many ways it is historic. Its
purpose is to provide the means by which freedom and fairness in the Victorian marketplace-which, in the main, is free and fair-can be made more certain.
The provisions of the Bill are not anti-business. The Opposition has some concerns,
which I have already referred to the Minister, and it would like to receive detailed
explanations when the Minister responds of the way in which it is intended that the
powers of inspectors be implemented.
It is important that the House be informed as to the circumstances under which the
Minister or the Director of Consumer Affairs will undertake prosecutions on behalf of the
individuals concerned. For the record, it is my presumption that this power will not be
applied in other than extraordinary circumstances.
If the Minister were to assure the House that my presumption is correct, it seems to me
that the House would accept the assurance. If the Minister were to present an assurance
that the powers of inspectors would be carefully used in quite specific circumstances, the
House would accept that assurance.
The questions raised by the Bill are capable of being answered. As a general statement,
the Bill is useful and commendable. I have reservations as to whether it will be totally
workable, but I suppose the only way for that to be tested is for the House to accept the
measure, endorse it, and hope the Government will be more successful in the
implementation of this Bill than it was in the implementation of the ill-fated Employment
Agents Bill.
The Opposition accepts the proposed legislation and urges that it be supported by the
House. It calls upon the Minister for Consumer Affairs to provide detailed explanations
on the points I have raised.
Session 1985-20
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Mr WALLACE (Gippsland South)-The National Party has carefully examined the
Fair Trading Bill. It supports the Bill in principle. It has been a long time coming and
deserves the support of all parties. The fundamental objective of the Ministry of Consumer
Affairs is the maintenance of fair operations and order on the open market for the benefit
of Victorian consumers. In simple terms, it is looking after their interests; that is what
consumer affairs is all about.
The Ministry of Consumer Affairs was established in 1973. A tribute must be paid to
Mr Norman Geschke, OBE, who was in charge of the Ministry at the time and set it on
the right track. The Government is committed to the development of uniform consumer
protection legislation between the Commonwealth, the States and the Territories. All
Ministries of consumer affairs have agreed to use the Trade Practices Act as the basis upon
which uniform legislation will be developed.
Victoria is the first State that will adopt the proposed legislation. The Commonwealth
has proposed certain amendments to the Trade Practices Act, but it is uncertain when the
Commonwealth will proceed with its part of the deal. However, Victorian consumers and
businesses cannot continue to be disadvantaged by inadequate laws. A meeting was held
on 15 June 1983 with many of the Ministers of consumer affairs. The New South Wales
Government has indicated that it will introduce a Fair Trading Bill during its Budget
sessional period this year. The South Australian and West Australian Governments will
not do so because of time constraints, and Tasmania does not intend to legislate on this
issue at present. Queensland is currently reserving a decision on the matter because a
decision will be made in Cabinet in the near future.
I know that the Minister for Consumer Affairs in Victoria has been concerned at times
about the health and fitness industry in which certain businesses collapsed or experienced
trouble at one stage. However, that is not the only industry that has caused problems.
Similar problems will no doubt arise in other industries and, for that reason, honourable
members must strongly support the proposed legislation.
As I said previously, the Tasmanian Government has indicated that it does not intend
to proceed with legislation at present. I hope the Minister for Consumer Affairs will
consider the submissions and matters of concern raised by individuals and organizations.
Part I of the Bill contains definitions and Part 11 deals with unfair practices. I refer the
House to a number of newspaper advertisements that have appeared over the past few
days. The State Electricity Commission called for tenders in one advertisement which said
in part, "Up to three tractors". What does that actually mean? Does it mean two tractors
or three tractors?
In advertisements for new and used cars one sees the words, "Nobody, but nobody,
undersells us, on any new car". The community must be careful about advertisements
such as these.
A car auction advertisement used the words "approximately 80 to 100 cars will be
auctioned". People may go to that auction expecting 100 cars but there may be only 79.
Does the Minister intend to take any action in that situation? These are matters relating
to misleading conduct and false representation, which, as I said, are dealt with in Division
3 of Part 11.
Clause 13 outlaws the making of false representations or statements in trade or commerce
relating to land or an interest in land. Clause 14 provides that a person shall not engage in
conduct likely to mislead some other person seekin~ employment. Clause 15 provides that
a person shall not, in trade or commerce, offer gIfts or prizes with an intention of not
providing them. Clauses 16 and 17 relate to misleading the public about goods and services
or the nature, manufacturing process, characteristics or suitability of those goods and
services.
Clause 19 outlaws referral selling. That is a process through which a customer is offered
a rebate or remission for inducing another consumer to acquire goods or services. I am
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concerned about that clause because many businesses operate on a goodwill basis, on
referrals by word of mouth. If that business process is affected these small businesses will
be affected. Businesses should be able to encourage satisfied customers to come back to
them and to tell other people. Some companies offer incentives or even money inducements
of up to $50 to people who have recommended them. The Minister should consider these
matters.
Division 3 deals with unsolicited credit cards, goods and services. How will credit cards
be delivered to young people who perhaps know nothing about the credit card system?
As I understand the purpose of the Bill, banks or business houses will no longer be able
to send out invitations to people to use their credit card facilities unless they have been
requested to do so. The Minister may need to clarify that matter.
Part III of the Bill deals with enforcement and remedies; clause 32 sets out offences and
penalties. Certainly, penalties are needed in cases where people have misbehaved and
have not acted properly. The National Party supports the penalties that it is proposed will
be imposed, although I do wonder whether they are not too severe. I hope these penalties
will stop the occurrence of the offences referred to in clause 32.
Clause 36 enables either the Minister or the director to obtain court orders to compensate
a person either in whole or in part for the loss or damage suffered or likely to be suffered
by a person or persons. This provision could also indirectly add to business costs, which
ultimately could be passed on to consumers. The provision may encourage consumers to
pursue claims of compensation on the basis of the Minister effecting prosecution and
seeking redress through the Small Claims Tribunal.
The provision that concerns me greatly is Division 4, powers of inspectors. Clauses 42
and 43 deal with these powers. The clauses are weighted heavily in favour of the inspectors
who are to be appointed under the proposed Act. These inspectors are to be granted
excessive powers and they are not required to take into account the rights of the person
whose activities they are inspecting. In the long term, this will be another cost that will be
passed on to consumers. Clause 42 is extremely broad in its scope. It places enormous
powers in the hands of inspectors, far greater than powers given to members of the Police
Force.
I ask the Minister for Consumer Affairs: from where will these inspectors get their
expertise? The clause is of broad ambit. It covers numerous types of operations. For
example, in dealing with the real estate industry, from where will the Ministry obtain
inspectors with expertise? Another example is car sales-many things can happen in car
sales. Inspectors will need to be extremely competent to be able to handle those matters.
Other operations include small gadgets, furniture, machinery, electrical goods, and so
on. There is also the sheep industry to consider. At times unfair excessive grooming of
sheep occurs where sheep are bred for purposes of showings. How will the Ministry be
able to inspect that problem? Expertise will be needed in many different areas. I reiterate
that in the long run these provisions will result in increased costs of goods and services to
consumers.
The National Party supports the Bill. I have informed the Minister of the problems the
National Party perceives with the operation of these provisions and I anticipate the
Minister's reply to my comments. Consumers need to be protected and it is important
also that manufacturers and suppliers of goods and setvices are treated fairly.

Mr E. R. SMITH (Glen Waverley)-I have sought the opinions of a number of small
businessmen who have a close interest in the workings of the Bill as they are directly
affected by it, and I have discovered that they are suspicious of the Bill. I have asked them
to prepare for me a submission containing their opinions on the Bill. The State President
of the Australian Small Business Association, who is also one my constitutents, Mr Frank
Ford, has given me a copy of the association's subq1ission to bring to the attention of the
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Minister; I have already given him a copy and I hope that he can allay some of these
businessmen's suspicions.
People in the small business world have had their suspicions created as a result of Bills
such as the Occupational Health and Safety Bill, the Accident Compensation Bill and
other Bills which have resulted in their lack of confidence in the Government at a time
when it is extremely important that businesses are run confidently.
As the honourable member for Forest Hill said, when dealing with clause 14 of the Bill,
which replaces the Employment Agents Bill which passed through Parliament three years
ago, business confidence was shaken when the previous Bill was not enacted. Small
businessmen want the support of the Government and they want their suspicions allayed.
In the submission from the Australian Small Business Association, the State President,
Mr Frank Ford, refers to:
I. Division 2-Page II
The definition of a pyramid selling scheme
The normally accepted business practices of manufacturer selling to wholesaler selling in turn to retailer comes
under this definition (quite incorrectly) and therefore would, under the bill, mean that the Governor-in-Council
would have to approve of all selling arrangements and not just those normally understood to constitute pyramid
selling. This means, in effect, that "pyramid selling" has been incorrectly defined.

I have examined the Bill and I understand its impact, but this significant aspect must be
explained to the business community. I ask the MInister to take up the point and to clarify
it sothat the business community may have confidence in the Bill.
The next point in the submission refers to offences by promoters, directors, servants or
agents of bodies corporate. Mr Frank Ford's letter contInues:
The thrust of these particular clauses places full responsibility on the manufacturer of goods, for any
misrepresentation or offences against the act on the part of wholesalers or retailers or their employees.
To protect themselves against this type of misrepresentation, the only recourse to manufacturers would be to
affix a permanent set of specifications to every item. For instance the full specifications of a motor car would
probably cover the entire roof space of the vehicle.

These concerns of the small businessmen must be allayed otherwise their confidence will
be lost. Some small business people have said to me that they are not prepared to continue
the further employment of people; in other words, they are cutting back on employment
because they believe they are being unfairly disadvantaged. Again, I have examined the
clause of the Bill and ask the Minister whether it can be rephrased.
I find it hard to justify the provision which deals with employment agents. I refer
specifically to clause 14, which is supposedly written in plain English. The explanatory
second-reading speech had this to say on that clause:
This part also prohibits false representations in relation to employment. For the unemployed in our community
it is already bad enough to be faced with a bleak future without work or adequate income. However, their
situation is made even worse by those who seek to exploit the unemployed, especially the young, by extracting
large sums of money with the promise of jobs or training which turn out to be illusory. The Bill will effectively
stop this exploitation.

That clearly refers to employment agencies. However, clause 14 states:
A person shall not, in relation to employment that is to be, or may be, offered by the person or by another
person, engage in conduct that is likely to mislead persons seeking such employment as to the availability, nature,
terms or conditions of, or any other matter relating to, such employment.

That provision cannot be justified. Small business is worried specifically about this
provision because it would mean that a prospective employee, before he or she commenced
a job, would have to be given in writing a complete copy of the award-in most cases at
least a fifteen-page document-and a complete description of the job offered, with no
room for flexibility in relation to duties in the future. For example, under this system, a
trainee chef could sue a restaurant owner if the owner had no alternative but to change
some of his or her duties due to a downturn in business caused by the introduction of a
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tax on fringe benefits. Promotions and demotions would have to be forecast by some form
of crystal ball gazing when the employee was taken on. The Minister should examine this
matter to allay the fears expressed by the small business community. The only way in
which this clause of the Bill could operate would be if the Government were to issue a
standard employment contract, which could be filled out and signed by the legal
representatives of both parties.
Finally, there is no provision for recourse on the part of the employer if the prospective
employee falsely represents either himself or herself, that is, gives false qualifications and
experiences for a particular position.
Let me give an example of what I mean. A young constituent of mine, Simon Francis of
Prospector Court, Wheelers Hill, was recently lured into a job by Crowell International
Pty Ltd, which has allied itself to the McMillan publishing company-even though
McMillan is not involved-in the sale of encyclopaedias.
The firm advertised in newspapers, offering young persons $300, $400 or $500 a week
and a clothing allowance. The advertisements claimed that applicants would make so
many sales and in no time they would be on their way to making piles of money. Mr
Francis explained to me that, during the interview, the representative of Crowell built up
the confidence of the applicant to such a degree that that person believed he or she could
generate huge sales.
Another lure to a job prospect is the offer of interstate travel-that is the big attraction
that gets people in. People went to the agency and participated in interviews, which
continued for most of the morning. In the particular case to which I am referring, nine
persons had applied for the position, and Simon Francis considered himself very lucky to
get the job. Later that afternoon, he and another person, who had been chosen from a
previous series of interviews, were involved in the process of being taught how to sell the
encyclopaedias and make their fortunes.
The key point emphasized in the process was based on the confidence that they would
have when they approached a prospective buyer. The main aim of the training was to
ensure that those who were chosen learnt, off by heart, the spiel that was to be their sales
pitch once they commenced work. They were given all the nght materials and taught the
sales pitch; they were told to go away and learn it off by heart. They came back the next
day, when they were told how wonderful it would be and what a tremendous feelin$ of
happiness they would have while being involved in that work. I do not know whether It is
a cooked-up story, but I understand that parties $0 on all the time, and that everything is
done to build up this feeling of how wonderful it IS to do this work.
Obviously, many parents were concerned about the matter. I contacted Job Watchwhich closely monitors these sorts of firms and does a tremendous job-which informed
me that my constituent and I should be wary of that particular group, and that it would
provide more information as it became available. I tried to warn my constituent, Simon
Francis, that the firm was on the black list of Job Watch. The next day he then went back
to the offices of the firm where he was told that he had learned his spiel very well and that
he would be sent interstate.
At this stage, Job Watch informed me of what occurs when firms such as this say they
will send people interstate, which is really another means of motivating them. However,
when they arrive at their interstate destination, they find that they are not to be
accommodated in a first-class hotel as they were told, but are directed to the nearest
caravan park. The manager of the firm would work out the route that they had to follow
and the spiel would then begin. Of course, by this stage, the employees are not able to
maintain the same exuberance as before and experience failure after failure once they get
on the road.
These days, most people already own a set of encyclopaedias and do not want any more,
but it is those in the low-income category who are conned. When prospective purchasers
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are signed up, representatives of the firm are nowhere to be found-and the purchasers
really enter into a hire-purchase agreement. Of course, it is subsequently found that the
person who signed the a~eement is unable to pay for the encyclopaedias. I have provided
some examples of the mIstakes made by employment agencies and what the Bill attempts
to correct.
It is extremely important and necessary that the wording in the Bill is correct and that
the machinery is in place to enable the people who will be required to enforce those rules
to do so.
I turn to the general objections to the Bill expressed by the Victorian Branch of the
Australian Small Business Association. The objections relate to the clause dealing with the
powers of inspectors. That is probably the clause most likely to cause concern and
tremendous loss of confidence in the Bill within the business community. In a letter dated
30 September, the State President of the Australian Small Business Association, Mr Frank
Ford, referred to the powers of inspectors and said:
These powers given to inspectors to enter premises without warrants or Ministerial approval, confiscate goods
by tendering what they consider a reasonable price, have access to any information they demand, including bank
accounts and doctors' records, give them far greater powers than those given to police, or even Royal
Commissioners. These powers are equivalent to the excesses practised and universally condemned in police
States and communist countries.

The sitting was suspended at 6.30 p.m. until 8.6 p.m.

Mr E. R. SMITH-Prior to the suspension of the sittin~, I was outlining the Australian
Small Business Association's concern about the Fair TradIng Bill and I was discussing the
concern about the power of inspectors. The claim was made that the powers of the
inspectors were greater than those of the police or even ofa Royal Commissioner.
I wish to quote from a letter written to me by the State President of the Australian Small
Business Association dated 30 September 1985, in which he states:
As well as the above they can also compel business o'wners to give evidence either verbally or in writing as
demanded by the inspector. Under the Westminster system even a multiple murderer has the right to remain
silent and can demand a warrant before police can enter his premises.
These prospective powers dovetail neatly into the other anti-business aspects of such legislation as the
Occupational Health and Safety, Workers Compensation and Dangerous Goods Acts.
If this Bill is passed, all prospective foreign investors should be aware of the pitfalls of operating a business in
Victoria.
Having had discussions with our Federal President, Peter Boyle, we are both absolutely appalled that the
Parliament could even consider passing such grossly anti-business legislation.

I agree that the Bill is necessary. Earlier I was discussing clause 14, which deals especially
with employment agencies, and I attempted to point out to the Minister that the concerns
that have been raised should be covered in the Bill in a way that would be considered
reasonable by small business. The Government needs the support of the small business
community if it is to achieve success in providing employment opportunities in Victoria
through this type of legislation. Clause 14 should be written in such a way that the intent
of the proposed legislation is clear. More concise language or language that does not
frighten small business is needed.
I mentioned the case of Simon Francis who was in the process of being employed by
Crowell International Pty Ltd when I interviewed him. I told him that I hoped he realized
he would be exploited by the firm for which he was going to sell encyclopaedias and,
because the firm had the disapproval of Job Watch, I thought he would be foolish to accept
the job. He told me that when he learned he had been duped he was disappointed at being
taken for such a fool and he was very angry. That is the response of most young people
who are duped by such agencies as Crowell International Pty Ltd.
Recently I had occasion to be involved with the Rotary Youth Bank and the Community
Youth Support Scheme in giving some lectures to young people. The biggest worry of
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young people is unemployment. Twenty per cent of young people who drop out of school
at fifteen years of age instead of completing Years 11 and 12 are not capable of being
placed in employment. We lured these young people into the Rotary Youth Bank in an
effort to provide them with opportunities to enter the work force. The Questions they ask
are, "Have you ever been unemployed? Have you ever been depressed?" Those are their
concerns.
The Bill provides penalties for those people who exploit young people, and those
provisions must be enforced. It is appalling that young people are encouraged to trust the
system and, through groups such as the Rotary Youth Bank, they become motivated and
feel confident about obtaining a job but are then exploited by the employment agencies.
I reiterate the four concerns I have stated during my remarks. I have made available to
the Minister for Consumer Affairs a submission from the Australian Small Business
Association. I hope the Minister will arrange for a briefing for members of the association
with some members of the Ministry of Consumer Affairs in order to allay the fears of the
association.
The intent of the Bill is obvious; one could not wish to have better complementary
legislation for the Commonwealth Trade Practices Act. However, the fears of the business
community must be allayed. I appeal to the Minister to use his good offices to investigate
the four points that I have outlined.
Mr LEA (Sandringham)-I suggest that the Bill should be what the title implies-fair
to all consumers, that is the producers and the consumers. I understand that the proposed
legislation is to be complementary to the Commonwealth Trade Practices Act and that
uniform proposed legislation will be introduced in other States to set out the rights and
responsibilities of individuals and businesses.
I remind the House that consumer protection is a fairly recent innovation. In Victoria
it dates back to approximately twenty years ago. In real terms, the late President Kennedy
created a "first" when he instituted the first world consumer rights day on 15 March 1962.
In those days the President concentrated on product safety and tried to ensure that
consumers were informed, and had the right to choose and the right to seek redress after
making complaints. He believed that there should be consumer education and that a
healthy environment should be created for people to live in as a result of the products
delivered. The initial stages of President Kennedy's innovations have long since been
developed.
I shall indicate to the House the contribution the Liberal Party has made over the years
in this important field. The overwhelming majority of Acts relating to consumer protection
were initiated by Liberal Governments. Since the Labor Party came to office in 1982 it has
introduced two or three of the twelve Acts which relate to the consumer affairs portfolio. I
pay tribute to my predecessors in the Liberal Party who, in the past, examined the issue of
consumer protection and made giant strides for the community during their long term in
government.
In 1965 consumer affairs was the responsibility of the Attorney-General but in 1968 the
responsibility was transferred to the Department of Labour and Industry. In 1965 the
Consumer Protection Council was established. That was later extended and in 1970 the
Consumer Affairs Council and the Consumer Protection Bureau were established. Four
years later the most significant step in the development of consumer protection was taken
when the Liberal Party established a Ministry of Consumer Affairs under the control of a
Director of Consumer Affairs. At that time the Government also established the Small
Claims Tribunal which has performed tremendous work over the years.
One of the major consumer protection innovations of the Liberal Party Government in
the 1970s was the formation of the Market Court. I have checked the records of the court
and I am a little concerned to note that during the three years from 1979 to 1982 only nine
prosecutions took place. Since 1982 no prosecutions have occurred in the Market Court. I
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wonder if the Minister for Consumer Affairs, who looks a little puzzled, is aware of the
background and knows why more prosecutions have not been made.
The Market Court was established to examine people and companies who repeatedly
break the law. If the Minister is unclear about the situation-as he appears to be-I
suggest that he check and ascertain why the Government has neglected to examine this
important area oflaw enforcement.
I suggest the Minister has paid no attention to this important court in the past three
years ofLabor Government. I am concerned that the court should be reactivated and later
In my remarks I shall examine the number of complaints received by the Ministry, the
number of prosecutions and the net revenue of the Ministry from its work in this area.
The House will be staggered by the minimal impact the Ministry and the consumer affairs
program has had.
I refer to another significant part of the former Liberal Government's program, which
was the extension of financial support to the Ministry of Consumer Affairs and the former
Consumer Affairs Council. Budget documents illustrate that in 1965, the relatively small
amount of $65 ()()() was allocated in this area; in 1975-76, $447 ()()() was allocated; in
1978-79, $920 ()()() was allocated, in 1980-81, $1-381 million was allocated; and, by
1981-82, $1-686 million had been allocated.
Mr Spyker-It is twice as much now.
Mr LEA-The amount has doubled in the past three years. However, the figure increased
twenty times under the former Liberal Government. One can see that the Liberals made a
m~jor contribution and set up the procedures which the current Minister for Consumer
Affairs has inherited. The Labor Government is right to be examining a tightening up of
the legislation because of the failed aspects of the 1983 Bill, which obviously has had
minimal enforcement effects.

I shall detail some of the activities of the former Consumer Affairs Council, which was
established by the then Liberal Government. In the period 1981-83, the former Liberal
Government and the then Labor Opposition examined a number of issues, including
product safety, conveyancing-which was an area of vexed concern to the public-fair
treatment in the market-place, shop trading hours, immunity from the Market Courtwhich was obviously of interest-the electronic point of sales system and trade practices
laws. Excellent laws were passed and I compliment not only the present Government but
also the former Liberal Government for their actions in this respect.
Other matters that were examined led to credit legislation and the creation of the Small
Claims Tribunal. Examination of a number of other areas took place, including insurance
brokers and egg marketing. The Government is to be complimented for examining these
areas.
However, the reason the Fair Trading Bill is before the House tonight is that the present
legislation and enforcement agencies are not tight enough. I should like to congratulate
the Minister on the efforts that he is making with this le$islation to tighten the loopholes
in what has been an extremely ineffective, unproductIve and uneconomic system of
consumer protection.
There has been a clamour for reform in the community over the past ten years. Since its
foundation in 1974 the Australian Federation of Consumer Organizations has been publicly
beating the drum about the need for consumer reform. One can always ask what influence
this group has had on government; I believe it has been substantial and that it has had a
significant point to make, albeit at times particularly one-sided and a little biased towards
the consumers.
The federation has produced an excellent booklet called "Reforming our Consumer
Protection Laws". The booklet has been made widely available to the public so that people
can examine the various issues that need to be noted. The booklet has had a wider
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reception and a broader target than the Minister's consumer advice booklet, albeit that it
is also a good booklet.
I would like to deal with a topic dealt with by the Australian Federation of Consumer
Organizations which helped to educate the consumer to become more aware of consumer
protection. The federation examined product recall, hazardous chemicals, international
trade and hazardous products, mandatory and specific standards in particular industries,
consumer education on a broad front, in which the Minister has been actively involved,
consumer remedies and redress, packaging and labelling, which is provided for in the Bill
where it deals with deceptive packaging, advertising and self-regulation, consumer and
modem technology, pharmaceutical health, cigarettes and alcohol, and accreditation of
the services. The Minister would be aware of those headings.
Mr Richardson-Mr Speaker, I draw your attention to the state of the House.

A quorum was formed.
Mr LEA-I was making the point that consumer organizations such as the Australian
Federation of Consumer Organizations have had a tremendous impact on Governments,
not only Liberal and Labor Governments but also various State and Commonwealth
Governments. I was indicating the contents of a booklet that touches on a number of
issues which have been addressed by the Minister. I suggest that the Minister should be
congratulated for that. I shall continue to refer to items mentioned in the booklet which
have also been addressed by honourable members. They relate to the professions of
consumer organizations, the food industry and particularly to all aspects of consumer
protection.
The magazine Choice published by the Australian Consumers' Association has also had
an impact on Ministries and Governments. It is subscribed to by 200 000 Australians,
many of whom are Victorians. I am sure the Minister has had contact with people from
that magazine group and no doubt he reads the publication with interest. The observations
in the Choice article 44Shark Watch" provide valuable reading, and I interpret some of the
comments made in this House and some of the measures introduced here as following a
close reading of some of the problems encountered by subscribers to that magazine and
some of its careful reviews of products: I suggest that the Minister is influenced by those
articles and reviews.
I turn my attention to the publications presented by the Minister himself on consumer
education and congratulate him on the booklet entitled 44Your Rights As A Consumer".
However, I am not sure how widely it is distributed or where one can obtain a copy of it,
apart from in the Parliamentary Library. In the area of consumer education, I suggest that
the Minister should address the target audience so that consumers can obtain the
information that the Mi~ster should distribute.
In this booklet the Minister attacks many of the issues dealt with in the Bill: he presents
the idea of conciliation on claims; the establishment and continuation of the Small Qaims
Tribunals; he considers motor car traders, weights and measures, product safety and a
number of other matters. I commend this excellent booklet to honourable members and
to the public, and suggest that more copies should be distributed and that the Minister
should advertise where it is available.
I turn now to some matters of current concern in the consumer protection area. The
first is the exploitation of the unemployed, a matter that was raised by the honourable
members for Glen Waverley and Forest Hill. I bring to bear some small experience in this
area, as a former principal of a technical school. I shall recount a couple of incidents
without naming the persons concerned, for reasons of propriety---cases where former
students of mine attended job interviews, obtained employment and lasted three months
in those jobs. In many instances such as that the careers teacher sends another person to
the same job as a result of a request from the employer, and after a further three months
or so that person loses the job and the pattern is repeated.
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In those circumstances a number of things can be happening. An employer may be
setting too high a standard; sometim~s apprentices are sacked when they turn eighteen
years of age so that adult wages do not apply. The Minister should take up that particular
aspect of youth unemployment. Young people are shattered by the loss of employment in
those circumstances. Some teenagers today are unsuccessful after 40 or 50 job applications.
Action in that area is necessary.
An article under the heading "Exploiting the unemployed" in the Age of Monday, 19
August, takes up problems in areas such as encyclopaedia sales and the carrying of messages
by young cyclists. Another area of concern is the sale of cookers and kitchen appliances,
when companies sell large amounts of a product to individuals who then find it difficult to
sell the products and are left in substantial debt.
Finally, there is the old game consisting of selling pens. Recently a young man came to
my door with a pen in his hand and said, "I am a student and am selling pens to help get
through my schooling". It puts young people on the spot because they have been given
unrealistic expectations, with limited market potential.
I commend the Minister for Consumer Affairs for production of the booklet which
supports youth in our community.
Mr Richardson-Provided he does something about it.
Mr LEA-Action is required. The Bill is large and important, but I do not want
honourable members to lose sight of the fact that the majority of traders in Victoria are
fair and honest and do a tremendous job. The Bill attempts to stop people from misusing
the system by solving the evils of pyramid selling, deceptive advertising and packaging
and employment opportunities.
I commend the honourable member for Forest Hill for moving the amendment covering
professions such as doctors and dentists that are already firmly regulated and under strict
control. These people should be exempt from the provisions contained in the measure.
Honourable members should also examine how the Ministry of Consumer Affairs is
operating. An article "Consumer complaints on traders a record" in the Sun of 10 July
1985 states:
A record number of complaints were made to the Consumer Affairs Ministry in 1984-85, according to figures
released yesterday.
The figures also showed the year was the most successful for enforcement, with 289 charges successfully laid
against 39 defendants.

Great, is it not: 39 prosecutions out of 12 500 complaints! The Minister must tighten up
the enforcement of legislation. Honourable members should not be blinded by the depth
of the Bill. I am sure the Minister has done his best over the years, but introducing
proposed legislation is one thing and enforcing and ensuring that it works is another. I
have grave doubts whether the Government can effectively enforce the Bill.
Again I emphasize the number of convictions: 39 out of 12 500 complaints. That is
hardly a good record. An amount of $18 000 was returned to the Government from those
actions, but the Ministry employs 150 people and last year the cost to the taxpayer was $6
million. Admittedly, some of the 12 500 written complaints may not have been well
founded, but it is not a good record.
The Minister must provide more than rhetoric; he must ensure that his words and the
words contained in the Bill are put into practice. I suggest that because of the high profile
the Ministry is developing, it will receive an increasing number of complaints in the
future. The Minister must ensure that a better way of dealing with complaints than the
current situation is found. The Ministry has a director and five assistant directors, but I
do not know what they do. The Ministry seems to be top heavy when six senior public
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servants are administering the work of 150 of their colleagues. However, it is interesting;
and perhaps the Minister could comment on exactly what these administrators do.
The EJI is warranted, because the present legislation does not work-the return from
the Ministry, on the basis of a comparison between the financial output and the charges
laid, is not adequate. Something has to be done to provide proper protection for consumers
in Victoria.
The Minister should think about the enforcement officers who are doing the job of
trying to collect the evidence, document it and prosecute. One of the weaknesses IS that
the peor'e carrying out the enforcement and processing and investigating the cases are not
police trained. It is not sufficient for them to go down to the police lectures, as happens
now, in company with a group of policemen and receive a few hours of in-service training
about a large number of issues that do not directly concern them. I suggest-and I offer
this suggestion with good will-that people with police background are needed adequately
to process, support and investigate breaches of the laws they are trying to enforce.
It is one thing to legislate, it is another thing to enforce. The Minister at the table has to
address himself, not only to producing a Bill that is good in most aspects, but also to
ensuring that it is enforced. I am sure the community cannot but be convinced that since
the Labor Government came to power in 1982, there has been little progress in protecting
the consumer.

The Government must examine its performance and the Minister for Consumer Affairs
must investigate questions like: what are the general powers of the courts? If they are
satisfactory, why is it that the courts are producing so poor a result, considering the
number of written letters and actual complaints that are before the courts? Why is it that
we have an $18000 return? The legislation is just a paper tiger. It has no strength at all.
Let us sharpen up the Bill, make it meaningful and ensure that it can be enforced.
The Minister should examine the powers of the Market Court in relation to the offender
who offends regularly and who can easily pay the current small fine, but who continues to
break the rules and regulations. Legislation is one thing, but giving the law teeth is another.
The Minister should do much more in this regard.
I should like to conclude by saying that in the past twenty years the Liberal Party has
laid the foundations for consumer protection in Victoria. All but three of the Acts that
now govern the Ministry of Consumer Affairs in this State were introduced by former
Liberal Governments.
I su~est that the 1983 Bill has failed. This Act did not work and the present Bill will
also fall unless the legislation is translated from legislative rhetoric to practical enforcement.
If honourable members opposite believe that 39 convictions out of 2500 complaints
and 100 000 phone calls is a good result, their knowledge of mathematics is not terribly
good.
I suggest that the House support the amendment moved by the honourable member for
Forest Hill. I congratulate the Minister on the intention of the proposed legislation. I hope
the enforcement of the measure will achieve more than the legislation introduced by the
Labor Party in 1983 and more than this Government has achieved in consumer protection
since it came to office in 1982.
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-I am amazed at the sheer contradictions
trotted out by the honourable member for Sandringham tonight. He praised the marvellous
job done in education and other areas by the Ministry ot Consumer Affairs, but then
suggested that 600 telephone calls a day to the Ministry should result in 600 proSecutions
because all complaints must result in prosecutions. When the Government first came to
office in 1982, it set out to create a fair market-place in which a consumer's complaint
could be dealt with adequately and in which we could work closely with trading
organizations.
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A large part of our work is conciliation. We try to get the two parties together to
conciliate and determine whether the matter can be resolved. The honourable member for
Sandringham suggested that that practice should not take place. I will not be a party to
that view. I will not run around prosecuting people for no reason. The number of
prosecutions in the past year was double the number in the previous year. The prosecutions
were appropriate; I will not be part of any witch-hunting exercise. The Ministry has a
Budget allocation of$6 million. It has doubled its staff since my Government has come to
office. We have expanded our facilities not only in the metropolitan area but also in
country areas to ensure that country people are well catered for. We provide a telephone
service with the 008 telephone number for the cost of local calls for country calls. Mobile
vans travel around country areas to service needs in those areas. We have also established
the Residential Tenancies Tribunal and the Small Claims Tribunal, which service country
areas.
For the first time in consumer affairs, grants have been given to community groups. In
the Budget last year $100 000 was granted, which was separate from credit funding, to
ensure not only that the job was done correctly, but also that education was takin~ place.
Education is a large part of our commitment. The honourable member for Sandnngham
also referred to the Market Court. Taking prosecutions before the Market Court is an
expensive exercise. With the Ministries and parties concerned, we found that a much
better proposition is to get a deed of assurance under the Market Court, which can be
implemented quickly and effectively. If it is found that a person or company repeatedly
offends, the matter is taken to the Magistrates Court; this is a quicker method and allows
the courts to decide the prosecution.
We agree with the honourable member for Sandrin~am that some of the fines imposed
by the courts may be a bit low. That is the reason for Introducing the proposed legislation.
The Fair Trading Bill strictly mirrors Part V of the Trade Practices Act. As honourable
members are aware, the Trade Practices Act at the Federal level covers only corporations
because of the constitutional limitations imposed by the Federal Government. The
proposed legislation will deal with the trader and consumer.
I assure the honourable member for Sandringham that I am concerned about the
problems faced by youth, particularly unemployed youth. He outlined some of the problems
young people face, such as unemploymemt. I notice some contradiction in what he said
because the policy of his party is the total deregulation of the market-place. The Government
is opposed to that suggestion. It wants to ensure that the market-place is regulated in an
orderly way. One cannot have one's cake and eat it too. If complaints are received now
about young people being exploited, there would be absolute chaos under total deregulation.
It would be a dog-eat-dog situation.
That is the position in which the honourable member finds himself. The honourable
member may be heading in the right direction but the policies of the party he represents
are wrong, and I suggest that the honourable member take up those issues with his party
to ensure that they are dealt with.
I take objection to criticism of the staff of the Ministry of Consumer Affairs. The staff,
from the director down, are an excellent, hard-working group. They have not been able to
deal with all the problems that have arisen because of the sheer volume of work. I assure
honourable members that the money allocated to the Ministry from consolidated revenue
and trust funds is money well spent. The Ministry is committed to its task of ensuring that
traders do the right thing and that consumers are not ripped offbut are protected.
The Fair Trading Bill was initiated by the former Consumer Affairs Council and the
contents of the Bill were widely distributed.
Mr Richardson-You abolished the council.
Mr SPYKER-Yes, and that was appropriate. The Consumer Affairs Council did a
good job but it lost touch with the realities of the market-place. The Ministry now has an
excellent advisory committee that is far more active than the previous body.
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It was suggested during the debate that this Bill was designed to replace the Employment
Agents Bill. That is not the case. The Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs and
I are having discussions about strengthening that legislation. This Bill will go halfway
towards that process.

The honourable members for Forest Hill and Gippsland South expressed concern about
the power of inspectors. The powers of inspectors will be similar to the powers granted to
inspectors under the Consumer Affairs Act, which is legislation that was introduced by the
previous Liberal Government. They are experienced officers who are trained to deal with
the problems that will arise. I assure honourable members that more problems will arise
because of a lack of inspectors rather than their excessive powers. A demand for their
services exist, but there is a limited amount of money in the Budget. The powers of the
inspectors will not be abused and these positions will be occupied by experienced officers,
because it is important to ensure that excesses do not take place.
The honourable member for Forest Hill referred to clause 36 and to the Small Claims
Tribunal. That tribunal has a limit of $3000, so it can deal only with cases involving
amounts under that maximum. The courts will make the ultimate decision upon referral
of these matters. The Minister or Director of Consumer Affairs will not be intervening in
these cases; it will be entirely up to the courts.
The Market Court has been used extensively in seeking deeds of assurance, because the
Ministry finds that process to be a cheaper and more effective method of dealing with
these matters. If prosecutions take place the Ministry prefers to use the Magistrates Court
because it is a speedier process.
If the honourable member wants businesses to incur more difficulties and expense, he
will ensure that the Market Court is used. I will ensure that the appropriate mechanisms
are used. I shall not direct people to which mechanism they should use. However, most
people want speedy, cheap action when a problem occurs in the market-place.

The honourable member for Gippsland South referred to unfair practices and he referred
particularly to the car industry. He mentioned a number of approximately 80 to 100 cars
being advertised for auction. I should not like to prosecute a trader who had only 79 cars
for auction. I would be more concerned if 80 to 100 cars were involved in mIsleading
advertising practices. In the majority of cases the Ministry gains co-operation. It will say
to a trader who is advertising repeatedly in an unfair manner that the trader is being unfair
and is not behaving properly and will ask the trader to be sure to act properly in the future.
That is the most appropriate method of dealing with these situations. Most traders want
to behave properly. It is in their interest to do so. Customers will return to businesses that
are conducted properly. Ifbusinesses are conducted improperly customers will not return.
The Ministry has received co-operation from traders and trade organizations in cases
where unethical practices have occurred. One honourable member referred to the health
and fitness industry. The Ministry has had problems with electrical contractors and with
video stores. Often a trade organization approaches the Ministry about a trader that is not
operating ethically and whose practices are harming business and damaging the reputation
of the industry. The Ministry acts accordingly.
On numerous occasions complaints are instigated by trade associations even before
consumer complaint. Officers of the Ministry speak to trade organizations to ensure that
the organizations are policing their own trade and are enforcing a code of ethics within the
industry. The Ministry prefers that approach to be taken as a first step in dealing with
problems because it is in the interests of industries for the trade organizations to take
action, and the Ministry assists them in that purpose. Failing that, there is a penalties
system which is used effectively.
Trade organizations have a responsibility, particularly in light of the constant discussion
in Parliament about overregulation of industries. It is easy to fall into that trap. My initial
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step always is to speak to the parties concerned to try to resolve the issue because in many
ways initiating legislation to deal with problems is an over reaction to those circumstances.
The honourable member for Waverley raised a number of points concerning the
Australian Small Business Association. In reply to his concerns I can inform him that
corporations are already affected by section 5 of the Trade Practices Act, which is mirrored
in the present Act. I would like the honout;able member to talk with the organizations to
which he referred. I will contact them and arrange to sit down with them to talk about
how the proposed Act will work. The measure will not disadvantage anyone in business.
The Ministry will make the measure work for people who run businesses.
I wish to encourage small businesses. Smallbusiriesses create jobs in the community.
The Ministry wishes to assist small busine~ses in understanding the proposed Act, and if
there are problems about these regulations the Mipistry is prepared to talk to small
businesses about those problems. The proposed legislation has many advantages for small
business and it will put small busin~ss on equal footing with corporations.
There is some protection for small business as well and I assure the House that if a small
businessman comes to the Government and says that someone-perhaps a fly-by-nighteris trading unethically and is harming business practices especially when small businesses
have been established for many years, the Government will assist in clearing up those
problems.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time and committed.
Clauses 1 to 3 were agreed to.
Clause 4
Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill)-I move:
Clause 4, after line 23 insert:
"(3) This Act does not apply to a person or class of persons specified in the regulations as an exempt person or
class of persons."

The need for an amendment to the clause is not as might be suspected at first glance to
add a regulatory power. This is in fact a deregulatory provision. The intention of the
Opposition in moving the amendment is to provide the Government with the capacity
under existing regulations to exempt classes of persons whose activities are already governed
and regulated by legislation. I point, for example, to doctors, lawyers, pharmacists,
chiropractors, estate agents, optometrists, dental mechanics, and so forth. There is a wide
range of activities, many of them professional, within the community, the practitioners of
which are regulated by Acts of Parliament which relate specifically to those professions.
For example, there is a pharmacists Act; a dental technicians Act; a chiropractors Act; the
legal profession has an Act of Parliament; and the metlical profession has an Act of
Parliament; and each of those Acts governs the conduct and activities of the respective
professions, which have regulatory powers as an adjunct.
Therefore, one could have, and I suggest one certainly would have, confusion and
indeed conflict if the existing Acts of Parliament governing those various professions and
activities were complicated by the intrusion of another set of conditions applied by the
Bill.
It appears that if there is a need to tighten up in some way the practices and the conduct
of persons whose activities are already governed by their existing Acts of Parliament, the
way to do that is to amend those governing Acts rather than have the imposition of an
additional Act of Parliament, which, by its nature, is a generalized piece of proposed
legislation.
When the Bill is passed, as it surely will be, due to its generalized nature and its direct
application more to buying and selling rather than professional activities, it will introduce
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confusion and possible conflict. The proper course for the Government to take is to say,
""There are Acts of Parliament which govern the activities of certain groups of people. If
we have faith in those existing Acts of Parliament, they should be sufficient. Let us not
complicate the matter by superimposing the Fair Trading Bill".
!fit is the view of the Government of the day that there are deficiencies in the governing
and regulatory powers of those existing Acts which govern the activities of certain groups
of persons, it is more practical to amend those governing Acts than it is to superimpose
additional provisions through the Fair Trading Bill.
It is especially significant to note that the proposed amendment, if agreed to, would not
effect additional regulation. What it really means is less regulation and a reliance on the
specific powers which exist under existing Acts of Parliament.

Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-The Trade Practices Act already applies
to corporations. The Government cannot accept the proposed amendment. I find it
extraordinary for the Opposition to argue for more regulations by saying that each of the
other Acts referred to by the honourable member for Forest Hill should be amended when
necessary. It would be a dangerous precedent if I were to have the power to exempt a
specified person or persons.
. The Trade Practices Act, which has been in operation for ten years, has not caused any
problems or conflict with regard to the conduct of bodies corporate. As I said, it would be
a dangerous precedent for any Parliament to give a Minister the power to exempt a person
or persons by regulation.
I know that the initial request came from the Real Estate and Stock Institute of Victoria,
which did not understand what the proposed legislation was about. It was unaware that
members who belonged to corporations already had to abide by the provisions of the
Commonwealth Trade Practices Act. Therefore, the institute requested that the Minister
for Consumer Affairs be given power under the Act to grant exemptions to its members
who did not belong to a corporation. The institute has a declining membership, but a
dangerous precedent would be set if Parliament were to give a Minister the power to
exempt a person, by regulation under the Act.
Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston South)-I support the amendment moved by the
honourable member for Forest Hill. In answer to the remarks of the Minister for Consumer
Affairs, I point out that many examples exist where Ministers have the power of exempting
certain persons by regulation. I suggest that most Ministers would welcome a power to be
able to grant exemptions under the Acts that they administer.
As the shadow spokesperson indicated, many professions and other $f0ups in the
community will be somewhat hindered by the proposed legislation. The MinIster indicated
earlier that he would no~; want small business to be put at risk or interfered with by the
proposed legislation. As a result of measures covering consumer affairs, fair trading and
similar activities, the penalties for offences and the insurance premiums that apply to
small business have increased not by 100 per cent but by 1000 per cent. Today consumers
are very much more aware of their rights and tend to take action against the providers of
goods and services.
As a retail pharmacist for some eighteen years, and as a former member of the Pharmacy
Board of Victoria, I recognize that the board has power under the Pharmacists Act to
control not only pharmacists and their qualifications but also the management and
registration of their premises, what goods they are allowed to sell, how they should sell
them and whether they comply with the provisions of the poisons schedule. For example,
if someone who had asthma came into the pharmacy and requested advice, under the
regulations set down by the Pharmacy Board under the Act, that person must be given
certain advice. If that advice, as interpreted by the consumer, is not correct or is deficient
in some way, the consumer can then take the pharmacist to court and have him charged
according to the provisions of the fair trading legislation.
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Many items in the schedules are subject to re~ulation. Pharmacists have a responsibility
and direction to give advice. If they do not gIve that advice, they can be charged with
misconduct.
Many professionals such as medical practitioners, dentists and chiropractors, have
established a strict code of ethics over the years, particularly with respect to advertising
and the way in which they treat their customers.
Mr Spyker-They have nothing to worry about.
Mr WEIDEMAN-They may have nothing to worry about, but I am suggesting to the
Minister that, in this case, they are doing the job for him, and have done so for more than
100 years.
Mr Spyker interjected.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I ask the Minister for Consumer Affairs to
cease interjecting.
Mr WEIDEMAN-I thank you for your protection, Mr Chairman, from the ~~vicious"
Minister. If the Minister were to visit some of the professional offices of these people and
received advice, even if they did not listen to what he had to say, he would still have the
right to criticize them or to take them to court, but nobody would really know the
situation. However, if the honourable gentleman took the problem to the Medical Board,
the Pharmacy Board or the chiropractors association, the members of those bodies would
listen to him and understand the problems about which the honourable gentleman may
be complaining.
Professional people can judge peers and decide whether they have acted in an ethical
manner and, if not, whether action should be taken. I can assure the House that every
complaint that ~omes before the Pharmacy Board of Victoria is taken seriously and
investigated and, if misconduct is proved and a charge laid, it is regarded as a serious
matter and a fine is usually imposed. If professional people lose their registrations, they
also lose their livelihood.
Due consideration should be given to the amendment. I have known professional
people for many years and I know that action is always taken against professionals if a
complaint is prov~d. It is common for consumers to be represented on boards that
previously were ·.;omprised only of professional people. Nowadays, the blend is twelve
practitioners or repre~.entatives of the profession and twelve consumers. The criterion is
often, "There but for the grace of God go I".
The fabric of our community has been built up over the past I 00 years or so. I look
around this House and I notice the change that has taken place in the past three and a half
years. The Government is prepared to destroy the things that have been built up over the
past 100 years. We are heading towards the attitude of "everyone for himself'.
The retail industry is not as much fun now as it was 50, 20 or even 5 years ago. It is
concerned about the current situation, and it may be that over-regulation is more of a
hindrance to the State than a benefit.
The House should recognize the value of this amendment and allow it to pass.
Mr W ALLACE (Gippsland South)-It has been extremely interesting to hear the
comments of the Minister for Consumer Affairs and the honourable member for Forest
Hill.
Clause 45 states:
The Governor in Council may make regulations for or with respect to prescribing any matter or thing
authorized or required to be prescribed for the purposes of this Act.

Either a Bill exists or it does not. If this amendment is passed, it will weaken the Bill. I
cannot understand what the honourable member for Forest Hill is getting at. We have a
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Minister for Consumer Affairs whom we can trust. However, he will not always be in that
position; in the future there will be someone else and we do not then know what will
happen.
The National Party does not support the amendment in its present form.

Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill)-It has been interesting to observe the verbal footwork
that has occurred. I know the Minister is not very bright, but he is not as stupid as he is
pretending to be at the moment.
Mr Spyker interjected.
Mr RICHARDSON-The Minister has drawn a number of red herrings across the
thrust of this debate. First of all, he referred to my proposal as increasing regulatory
powers despite the fact that I explained at some length that my proposal was deregulatory
rather than regulatory.
The Opposition supports the existing re$ulatory powers under this legislation which
governs the classes of people and the activitIes affected by Acts, particularly in relation to
professions.
I am not proposing an additional regulation, I am proposing a sensible deregulatory
provision which will ease the burden of regulation from the point of view of both the
Government and the practitioner.
To suggest that my proposal will add to the regulatory powers of the Minister of the day
fails in logic because, by the passage of the Bill, the Minister of the day will acquire the
regulatory powers in any case. The amendment will allow the Minister to apply those
regulatory powers in specific instances to make existing arrangements more workable.
Those existing arrangements are a whole array of legislative provisions which at present
govern and control the activities of certain classes of people. I went through those various
classes of people earlier-pharmacists, doctors, lawyers and so on-each of whom has
their own governing Act of Parliament.
The Minister accurately said that he knew where the initial suggestion had come from:
It came from the Real Estate and Stock Institute of Victoria which was concerned that the
much wider provisions within the Bill might affect the interests of its members.
On hearing the suggestion from that institute one's immediate action was to ask whether
something should be prepared to specially benefit the Real Estate and Stock Institute of
Victoria. The short answer was, "No". One should not propose something which would
benefit one group within the community.
The thought that was triggered by that institute led logically to the consideration of all
of those other groups of people within the community whose actions are not governed by
existing Acts of Parliament. There is a wide range of such groups.
Although I am indebted to the Real Estate and Stock Institute of Victoria for triggering
the thought process that led to the suggested amendment, I am not beholden to it in any
way and, indeed, I think the Minister is correct in saying that the fear which that institute
had originally, has been allayed. The concern which it had has been demonstrated to be
unsubstantiated. Nevertheless, the point which was made by the suggestion relating to
those groups of people who are already governed by Acts of Parliament remains valid and
for that reason I moved the amendment.
It is clear that the amendment will not be carried, but the logic behind the amendment
moved by me remains valid and, for that reason, I shall pursue it.

Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-Probably a lot of the fears expressed
have already been resolved. The honourable member for Frankston South referred to
matters that came before the Pharmacy Board of Victoria. The Ministry of Consumer
Affairs does not deal with matters that come before the Pharmacy Board as they are dealt

626

ASSEMBLY

Fair Trading Bill

2 October 1985

with by that board. The current Trade Practices Act has been in operation for ten years
and there has been no conflict between the Act and any of the currently registered boards.
If two real estate agents are working alongside one another and one belongs to a
corporation and the other does not, the Liberal Party proposes that the agent belonging to
a corporation shall be responsible under the Trade Practices Act and will have to abide by
the Act while the other agent will be exempt. That is not fair; it is discrimination against
one agent.
The Real Estate and Stock Institute of Victoria did not understand that its members
had to comply with the Trade Practices Act. Approximately 60 per cent of the members
of the institute are members of corporations and come under the provisions of the Act. If
a particular matter is before a certain registration board, the Ministry of Consumer· Affairs
does not deal with it as the responsible body deals with it.
Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston South)-The Minister for Consumer Affairs mentioned
a comment I made about a matter before the Pharmacy Board of Victoria. I was not
indicatin~ that a matter is currently before the board but was inquiring about a situation
where legIslation, such as the Pharmacists Act, gives directions on how consumers are to
be treated with regard to particular substances, for example, poisons. I ask the Minister
which legislation will take precedence?
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The honourable member for Frankston South
is putting the Minister for Consumer Affairs on the spot because he is not allowed to
answer a question on the side.
The Committee divided on Mr Richardson's amendment (Mr Fogarty in the chair).
Ayes
27
Noes
49
Majority against the amendment
AYES
Mr Austin
Mr Brown
Mr Coleman
Mr Cooper
Mr Crozier
Mr Delzoppo
Mr Dickinson
Mr Evans
(Ballarat North)
Mr Hayward
Mr Heffeman
Mr Lea
Mr Leigh
Mr Lieberman
Mr Maclellan
Mr Perrin
Mr Pescott
Mr Plowman
Mr Reynolds
Mr Richardson
Ms Sibree
Mr Smith
(Polwarth)
Mr Stockdale
Mr Tanner
Mr Weideman
Mr Williams
Tellers
Mr Smith
(Glen Waverley)

22
NOES
Miss Callister
Mr Cathie
Dr Coghill
Mr Crabb
Mr Culpin
Mr Cunningham
Mr Emst
Mr Evans
(Gippsland East)
Mr Gavin
Mrs Gleeson
Mr Hann
Mr Harrowfield
Mrs Hill
MrHill
Mr Hockley
Mr Jolly
Mr Kennedy
Mr Kirkwood
Mr McCutcheon
Mr McDonald
Mr McGrath
(Lowan)
Mr McGrath
(Warrnamboo/)
Mr McNamara
Mr Norris
Mr Pope
Mrs Ray
Mr Remington
Mr Roper
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NbES
Mr Ross-Edwards
Mr Rowe
Mr Seitz
Mrs Setches
Mr Sheehan
Mr Shell
Mr Sidiropoulos
Mr Simmonds
Mr Simpson
Mr Spyker
Mr St~1I
Mr Stirh9g
Mrs Toner
Mr Trezise
Dr VauJdlan
Mr WaIlace
Mr Walsh
Mr Whiting
Mr Wilkes

AYES
DrWells

Tellers
Mr Andrianopoulos
Mrs Wilson
PAIRS
Mr Kennett
Mr Ramsay

I

Mr Cain
Mr Mathews

The clause was agreed to.
Clause 5
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-1 move:
1. Clause 5, page 4, line 30, after "it" insert "known that the person will accept applications, offers or proposals
for the person to do that act or to do that act on that condition, as the case may he".

The words in the amendment were inadvertently omitted from the Bill as previously
circulated.
Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill)-On a point of order, Mr Chairman, it is customary
for amendments to be circulated to all honourable members, and particularly customary
for them to be circulated to the member of the Opposition in charge of the Bill. The
amendments have certainly not been distributed to me. 1 have no knowledge of the
amendments being distributed to other honourable members.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Ordet! 1 have been informed that the list of
amendments was circulated when the House went into Committee.
Mr RICHARDSON-I must point out to you, Mr Chairman, that certat~ly 1 have not
had provided to me by either the Minister or any officer of the Chambet a copy of the
amendments that are proposed by the Minister, nor am 1 aware whether they have been
distributed to honourable members who were seated in their places. 1 put it to you, Sir,
and to the Committee, that this incident is one which should never be repeated.

The CHAIRMAN-Order! Members of the Opposition benches appear to have copies
of a document in their hands. 1 cannot ascertain whether or not the honourable member
for Fo~est Hill received a copy of the amendments.
Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-On the point of order, Mr Chairman, it was an
oversight on the part of the Government. 1 apologize to the honourable member for Forest
Hill.

The CHAIRMAN-Has the point been explained? There has been an oversight.
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The amendment was agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was adopted, as were clauses
6 to 13.
Clause 14
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-I move:
2. Clause 14, line 34, omit "such" and insert "the".
3. Clause 14, line 36, omit ··such" and insert "the".

These two amendments follow the policy of avoiding words that sound legalistic, if this
can be done without changing the sense.
The amendments were agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was adopted, as were
clauses 15 to 43.
Clause 44
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-I move:
4. Clause 44, lines 26 and 27, omit ··has been or is being prosecuted, or".

The clause, as drafted, could have allowed a person to be prosecuted successfully in
Victoria even after being acquitted of a similar charge elsewhere in Australia. This would
cut across the basic and traditional right of not being tried a second time on a charge of
which one has already been acquitted.
If these words are removed, the normal rule will apply so that a person who has been
acquitted elsewhere in Australia on a similar charge to the one available under this Bill
will be able to use that acquittal as a defence in Victoria.
The amendment was agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was adopted, as were the
remaining clauses.
The Bill was reported to the House with amendments, and passed through its remaining
stages.

URBAN LAND AUTHORITY (AMENDMENT) BILL
The debate (adjourned from September 17) on the motion of Mr Wilkes (Minister for
Housing) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-The Urban Land Authority commenced operations
on 12 March 1980 when the land and cash reserves of the former non-statutory Urban
Land Council were transferred to it. The objectives of the authority were then, and remain,
as stated in the Urban Land Authority (Amendment) Act 1984:
(a) to provide developed and development allotments as directed by the Minister;
(b) to facilitate the disposal of surplus land held by the Crown and public statutory bodies; and

(c) to assist in the implementation of State urban planning policies and major State projects at the direction of
the Minister through the acquisition development and sale ofland.

The Urban Land Authority, as proposed by the measure, will be able to carry one additional
function over what it is currently able to do under the Act. It will be able to pay cash for
land handed over at the time of vesting.
Currently the asset to be built on Crown land handed over to the Urban Land Authority
can be developed only by the authority. When the development is completed and sold,
the cash value of the asset is returned to the Government entity that originally handed
over the land.
The Bill proposes to amend the Act to allow the Urban Land Authority to buy land
from the Crown and then develop the property. In all instances it would be expected that
a profit would be made and, in many instances, it would be a substantial profit.
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In 1976 the Federal Government gave the State of Victoria $23·7 million to purchase
land throughout Victoria on the basis of Tom Uren's great vision and plan, as some saw
it, to ensure that Victoria-The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member who is leading the debate for
the Opposition that the Bill is narrow, that the second-reading speech of the Minister was
particularly brief and that the proposed amendments are specific.
I also advise the honourable member that I shall continue to direct him back to the Bill.
I shall not allow a full-scale debate on the historical background of the former Urban Land
Council or other matters related to that subject. I ask the honourable member to confine
his remarks to the Bill and the proposed amendments.

Mr BROWN-I was alluding to the fact that the Urban Land Authority currently has
reserves of$11 million. Although, you, Mr Speaker, I and some honourable members may
be aware how those reserves were accumulated, other honourable members may not.
In 1976 the State Government was given $23·7 million, and part of that money remains
within the bank accounts of the Urban Land Authority. The authority is due to pay $3·7
million from its current reserves to the Federal Government. This will leave the authority
with approximately $7 million in accumulated reserves and the Bill will enable it to
purchase property for cash from the Crown. Under the Act the authority cannot pay cash
for land it acquires. It has the capacity only to have land vested in it and to develop it on
behalf of the authority that hands over the land.
The authority currently hands back the full profits a<;;crued from the results of developing
land.

Mr Coleman-Less 5 per cent.
Mr BROWN-As the honourable member for Syndal interjects, the authority deducts
a development fee of 5 per cent plus all costs relating to the development ofthat land.
."'"
The Opposition must ask the Government why the Bill has been introduced? Currently
a mechanism is available via the Urban Land Authority for Crown land to be developed
and all profit to be returned to the Crown. When an authority hands over land and gets
paid in cash, it stands to lose a similar amount.
I shall explain that statement in this manner: if a parcel ofland is deemed to be in excess
of Government requirements at a certain time, it is transferred to the Urban Land Authority
to be developed and sold. If it is worth $1 million in its present state, it is usual-and this
is an approximate rule of thumb figure-that double that amount is returned to the
authority to invest between two and four years later.

Mr Wilkes-At development cost.
Mr BROWN-It certainly is at development cost but it is a fact that the authority that
hands the land over doubles its money, on average, and that has been established historically
since the Urban Land Authority was established.
The body that is selling the land, once it is developed, doubles its money. Under this
proposal, if the land is worth $1 million at the time of sale, that is what the Government
entity will receive-$1 million cash-and the Urban Land Authority will then own the
land.

Mr Wilkes-That will be on the basis of the Valuer-General's valuation.
Mr BROWN-Yes, at the Valuer-General's valuation, so there is no suggestion of a
shonky aspect relative to the price that the Government derives. There is no challenge on
that point, but the point I raise is that the Lands Division has other land to be developed
and will receive $1 million cash in hand there and then.
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The Urban Land Authority win go through the process it nonnally goes through of
getting consultants to do the design work on the land and tenderiqg out the work for the
development. Once the land is developed, it is then put on the market at current market
value for that area and sold; but the profit that is derived-and when I say profit, I mean
the actual amount of money available to State Government coffers after that procedure
has been undertaken-is usually about double the amount of the value of the land before
it is subdivided.
Mr Wilkes-Excluding costs.
Mr BROWN-Yes. excluding costs. So, if land is worth $1 million at the time it is
handed over to be. developed, there is usually another $1 million in profit available to the
Crown between two and four years later. One could well question the wisdom of a
Government department wanting cash two years earlier when it would gain a similar
amount if it had waited. A Government department would have to be strapped for cash
for such a course to be considered.
At present, the Urban Land Authority in Victoria holds approximately 10 per cent of
the stock that is on the market in the Melbourne and Geelong regional areas. One could
debate that at length, but I do not intend to take up the time of the House urinecessarily.
The fact is that 10 per cent of the land that $oes on tlte market in Melbourne and Geelong
and their environs is developed by a $OVernln~ body known as the Urban Land Authority.
I compare that body to the authority In our neIghbouring State of New South Wales, which
is called LandCom and was set up at the same time as the Victorian authority. It develops
approximately 40 per cent ofland for the Sydney metropolitan market.
In many suburbs of Sydney, the only available land is land that has been developed by
LandCom, which has a virtual monopoly. I shall be specific on this point. In the past the
Opposition has said that it believes that the present level of 10 per cent of developed land
thatthe Urban Land Authority is providing in Melbourne and Geelong is adequate. It
does not believe the Government should be in the market in a big way, as is the case in
New South Wales, and, on that basis, the Opposition does not propose to oppose the Bill.
The Opposition will support its passage'through Parliament.
,It is on the understanding-the former Minister of Housing gave the commitmentthat the present State Government does not use the Urban Land Authority as a vehicle
for major land development and does not seek to use it as an arm of government to
compete unfairly with private enterprise.
The SPEAKER-Order! I believe the honourable member has canvassed that aspect
widely enough ,n his remarks. He should now come back to the Bill.
Mr BROWN-Thank you, Mr Speaker. The Urban Land Authority, unlike private
enterprise, does not pay taxes, rates or charges of any kind. It is evident that it is in a
prime position to compete unfairly. The point I am clearly making is that the Opposition
will not oppose the proposed legislation so long as it is not used to build up the Urban
Land Authority into a massive devetopmental authority. During the term of the present
State Government, land has been disposed of by Government entities without using the
Urban Land Authority. Land was disposed of by V/Line at Doncaster. That fact is well
known to the House. That land was put on the market and the Government chose not to
use the Urban Land Authority as a vehicle to develop it.
That land was sold on the basis of first cotite, first served. Stipulations were laid down
to the degree that no more than three allotments could be purchased by an individual
person or entity. As a result of that sale on a first come, first served basis one group with
common links bought 12 of the 78 residential allotments.
The Opposition would like to be assured by the Minister for Housing that the Urban
Land Authority will continue its present method of selling land. The methQd is that land
is sold on the basis of market prices in the relevant areas and the nornial method of
disposal in the market-place. The land is advertised and all comers generally have the
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opportunity of purchasing an allotment in their area. That is a preferable method of selling
land. I point out that in the future the Opposition has no objection to land being sold by
auction in the region concerned. Auction is another fair way of determining what is a
reasonable price for land. A person who wishes to acquire one of the allotments may be
willing to compete to purchase it.
I have asked the Minister for Housing to give two commitments to this House on the
future of the Urban Land Authority. The Opposition is opposed to the authority becoming
a monolithic property developer. As I have said, the authority pays no rates or taxes, such
as water rates, land tax, company tax or income tax. I should like the Minister to clarify
whether the Urban Land Authority will be paying capital gains tax under measures recently
announced by the Federal Government.
Mr Wilkes-That has not been determined yet, and you are aware of it!
Mr BROWN-The Minister has clarified it.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member again that I will not entertain
his canvassing a wide area associated with the Urban Land Authority while debating the
Bill. The Bill is a simple measure, and it does not provide the opportunity for honourable
members to canvass other matters associated with the authority.
Mr BROWN-I again point out that any Government department that chooses to sell
the land in the first instance rather than let the Urban Land Authority develop it and hand
back the cash later, is effectively throwing away a profit of lOO per cent. That would be the
action only of a Government or a department that was strapped for cash. The Opposition
does not intend to oppose the measure, but it will watch the actions of various State
entities in the future. This will be a guide as to how those entities are being managed
financially.
As it does with all other measures that come before the House, the Opposition has
consulted widely with community groups and individuals affected by the passage of the
Bill. I received a letter from the President of the Urban Development Institute of Australia
(Victoria), who said, in part:
We believe that the method of fixing the purchase price should be specified in the Bill as being that established
by the Valuer-General's Department, taking into consideration the potential of the property as a development
site. Without such a specification, the transaction could be a nominal one without any relevance to genuine
market value.

I ask the Minister for Housing to give an assurance that all properties sold to the Urban
Land Authority as a result of this measure being enacted will be transferred at a price no
less than the Valuer-General's valuation.
The president of the urban development institute also makes the point:
As you are aware, we are vehemently opposed to any expansion of the powers of the Urban Land Authority in
any direction whatsoever.

So is the Opposition. The Opposition believes the authority has a limited role and, if there
is a significant build-up past the 10 per cent of the market that the authority now controls,
the Opposition, when in government, would address that situation on a needs basis and,
when not in government, would do everything possible to oppose it with equal vehemence.
This entity should be operated so that it has a limited impact and control over the
market and the development of properties in this State.
Mr J. F. McGRATH (Warrnambool)-The Urban Land Authority (Amendment) Bill
proposes to insert section 20A into the Urban Land Authority Act. The proposed section
will allow the Urban Land Authority to acquire land for a cash price and to transfer or
dispose of land after the land has been developed. It is the insertion of an optional
provision to section 20 of the principal Act.
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As the honourable member for Gippsland West has said, when these types of transactions
occur the profits are often significant; in many cases almost double the value of the
property. Why would a department want to short circuit its opportunity of raising extra
revenue by executing an option at an earlier stage, except, as the honourable member for
Gippsland West has suggested, if that department is strapped for cash?
The Urban Land Authority has reserves of $11 million and, after paying what is owed
to the Commonwealth Government, it will have reserves of approximately $7 million to
purchase land from the Crown.
The spokesman for the Liberal Party said that the authority should remain the same
size as it is at present, with its same share of the market. The National Party would not
want an incident similar to what happened in New South Wales which was to the detriment
of private developers and private enterprise. A 10 per cent share of the authority is
appropriate for such a facility. I should like the Minister to comment on that point later.
The National Party believes there should be written into the proposed legislation that
the setting of values should be made by the Valuer-General so that appropriate valuations
are made. The Bill provides in proposed new section 20A (3) that the Governor in Council
shall have the power to set down conditions, covenants, exceptions and reservations
relating to Crown grants.
Section 20 (2) of the Act states that where any unalienated land is granted to the
authority the proceeds of the sale of land less any expenses incurred by the authority in or
in relation to the development and sale of the land shall be paid into the Consolidated
Fund. The proposed section enlarges the provisions governing the purchase of Crown
land.
The National Party supports the Bill. It is simple and it is straightforward. I reiterate
that I am intrigued that someone would want to dispose of land when perhaps their
investment could be doubled over a short period in terms of land development. I look
forward to the Minister's comments on the points I have raised.

Mr COLEMAN (Syndal)-The Urban Land Authority is a success story. It evolved
from the Urban Land Council which was given the unenviable task initially of supervising
the sale of considerable areas of vacant land. Additional powers were given to the authority
in an amendment to the Act in 1984 and the 1984 report of the authority stated:
The amended Act enables the authority to purchase land, to have land vested in it from statutory authorities
as well as from Government departments and widens its options regarding payment for Government lands.
These amendments were introduced to facilitate the Government's decision that the authority should have a
modest, but significant, ongoing role providing residential allotments in the extended metropolitan area including
the conversion of surplus State land assets into money.

The Bill extends that further. It is obvious from the 1984 report that the authority was
happy to undertake the responsibilities that the Government then gave it. In the Bill is an
extension of that power and gives the Minister enormous powers. It states:
"20A. (I) The Authority may, with the consent of the Minister for the time being administering the Land Act
1958, purchase any Crown land at such purchase price and upon such terms and conditions as that Minister
thinks fit.

There is no indication in the second-reading speech that the Minister will be bound by
any valuation of the Valuer-General. It is hoped that consideration will be given to the
Valuer-General's valuation and that it will be adhered to because obviously there is the
capacity in the breadth of that clause for the Minister, given the powers he has available
to him, to take land under the authority which may not be in any way close to the valuation
of the Valuer-General.

Mr Wilkes-He would be a very foolish Minister!
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Mr COLEMAN-There are certain circumstances for the setting up of the Urban Land
Authority which suggests that that may happen. The Valuer-General's valuation oUght to
be considered.
The holdings of the Urban Land Authority at present total about 1970 hectares which,
if that were developed for residential purposes, would number 4920 allotments on a
normal subdivisional basis.
In the period of the 1984 report, the authority produced 1200 allotments and we can
assume that the authority has under its command approximately four years supply yet the
Bill will provide the authority with a capacity to substantially increase the area of land
under its control which, as the honourable member for Gippsland West indicated, puts it
in a unique trading position because, unlike any other land developer in the State, it is not
paying taxes.
We have had proposed by the Hawke Federal Government the prospect of a capital
gains tax. One can assume that a capital gains tax would not apply to the authority and so,
In the first instance, one must examine the effect of increasing the powers of the authority
and the impact on the residential market and the development in Victoria.
The other aspect, which has not been fully addressed in the Bill, is the way in which the
disposal of the land is undertaken. If one reads the report, it is clear that the Urban Land
Authority is developing land on the periphery of Melbourne. The report draws together
projects which run from Keilor Downs in the western suburbs to Mossgiel Park, which is
on the extremity of the eastern suburbs, to Merinda Park at Cranbourne.
It would appear that the Urban Land Authority is active on the periphery of the
metropolitan area in producing these allotments. By providing the authority with the
capacity to purchase from the Crown-I take the point that that is a straight-out purchasethe Crown is therefore selling to an independent organization. Honourable members have
seen what the effect will be on the authority in terms of the public authorities dividend
tax.
Once the Bill is passed, the Urban Land Authority will have to pay. a public authority
dividend tax. In the period up to 1 July 1983 the authority had accumulated resources of
$7 563 511 and a surplus in 1983-84 of $3 596 346. Those figures represent a successful
operation.
In view of the impact the public authority dividend tax has had on an operation of a
similar scale, that is, the Grain Elevators Board, it will be interesting to note the effect that
that tax will have on the authority, which so far has escaped the Treasurer's net.
Up to 30 June 1984 the authority had developed a total of 5102 allotments at a price
that was not necessarily geared to supply and demand but to a development cost plus a
loading. In so pricin~ land, the authority is providing purchasers with a choice but it has
an unfair advantage In that it pays no income tax and is able to set its prices accordingly.
The authority is competing on the open market with developers who are required to pay
income tax and a considerable amount of interest on their holding capital.
The SPEAKER-Order! The Bill is relatively narrow in the matters that can be debated.
I ask the honourable member for Syndal to return to the Bill to ensure that he does not
engage in a wide-ranging debate on the Urban Land Authority.
Mr COLEMAN-The Bill seeks to give the Urban Land Authority the power to
purchase land outright from the Crown for development and sale at a profit. The authority
has developed land on a vested interest basis for a number of Government authorities. If
a Government instrumentality is holding land which could be developed by the Urban
Land Authority, why should that instrumentality not obtain the benefit of the development
of that land? Why should the Consolidated Fund obtain the benefit?
At present, the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands is the department with
the greatest need for funds. It is possible that the Minister for Conservation, Forests and
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Lands, who is responsible for the administration of the Lands Act, will review the
landholdings of her Ministry and skim off those holdings to provide her department with
a substantial amount of working capital. The Minister would have the option of taking a
cash now situation as opposed to an accrued cash value situation at the time of disposal
of the holdings, or she could take an accrued cash value at some future time. Given the
present state of finances of that department, there is no doubt the Minister would opt for
a cash now situation. That means that the Department of Conservation, Forests and
Lands will be deprived of working capital at some time in the future.
As I stated earlier, although I believe the Urban Land Authority has performed an
outstanding job in developing lots and selling them in markets which are particularly
attractive to first house buyers, nevertheless, given the shortage of cash, there is the danger
for the Minister to sell Crown land which is under the control of that department on terms
that she could determine herself.
It is important in this instance that some security, which could be provided by the
Valuer-General, be included in the proposed legislation.

I have some reservations about the way in which the Bill will operate. However, as the
honourable member for Gippsland West has indicated, the Opposition does not wish to
oppose the measure and merely raises some aspects of it that cause concern and require
further consideration.
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-The Bill will enable the Urban Land Authority to purchase
parcels of surplus land and accrue any profits from the resale of that land to its account.
As the Minister for Housing, who is at the table, clearly knows, the authority is involved
in a number of purchases of parcels of land in my electorate.
It is interesting that the Bill may provide me with information that I have been attempting
to obtain from the Education Department for some time regarding the cost of a parcel of
land in Porter Street, Templestowe. I have been refused that information. However, under
the Bill, it now means that the Education Department can be perceived to be the Urban
Land Authority. If one examines the annual report of the authority, one finds that it has
disclosed a little more than has the Education Department in its annual report.

The amending Bill allows the Government to transfer from departments any profit from
the sale of surplus Crown land into the account of the Urban Land Authority. The Bill
also allows departments to accrue profits from the sale of land.
In the case of the parcel ofland in Porter Street, Templestowe, I am aware of the cost of
that land to the Education Department, but I am not aware of the Valuer-General's
assessment. It may well be that that parcel of land will be affected by the Bill now before
the House. Instead of the land being vested in the Urban Land Authority, it will be sold to
the authority, which will result in a small profit for the Education Department. That profit
will be the difference between the original cost of the land and the Valuer-General's
valuation, which I suggest will be far in excess of the original cost. The Urban Land
Authority will purchase that parcel of land according to the Valuer-General's valuation,
develop it and market it. The difference between the original costs of purchase and
development and the selling price that the authority receives will be transferred to its
account.
I hope some information in that regard will be supplied. I am concerned that, through
the Bill, the authority will be allowed to accumulate profits. Instead of the profits being
left at the original department level, as has been mentioned by previous speakers, the
majority of profits will be effectively transferred to the Urban Land Authority.
When this Bill comes into effect more and more profits will accrue to the Urban Land
Authority. That authority had an accumulated profit of$11·2 million as at June 1984. It
will be known in accounting circles as a "cash cow" with its accumulated profits, but it
will then have to be milked, as all cows are.

Adjournment

2 October 1985

ASSEMBLY

635

It has been suggested by honourable members that a dividend tax could be applied
against the Urban Land Authority without any further amendments to the Act and,
subsequently, by some sleight of hand, the authority would be paying dividend taxes to
State Treasury.

Although the Bill before the House clearly allows the Government to transfer profits
from the sale of surplus Crown land from a particular department to the authority, it also
allows that department concerned to take its small cut of the profit on an early basis. The
authority will then be able to take the larger slice of the profit at a later date and that profit
will be allowed to accumulate in the profit and loss account.
The SPEAKER-Order! The contribution of the honourable member for Bulleen to
debate is interesting, but he is not addressing himself strictly to the Bill. In fact, he is
getting further and further away. He will not be entertained by the Chair because he
occasionally refers to "the Bill before the House". I suggest that he debate the Bill before
the House.
Mr PERRIN-I take your point, Mr Speaker. I did want to develop my argument a
little further.
The SPEAKER-The honourable member has already done so.
Mr PERRIN-I shall come back to the Bill before the House. The Opposition does not
oppose the Bill. It is to be hoped it is put in place reasonably quickly to enable me to
obfuin information about the land with which I am concerned. Once the Valuer-General
has valued a parcel ofland that is transferred to the Urban Land Authority, more disclosures
than have been made available in the past will be made and it will allow me to keep my
constituents informed. It will be interesting to know what sums of money are involved in
the implementation of the Bill.
Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-I thank the honourable members for Gippsland
West, Warrnambool, Syndal and Bulleen for the interest they have shown in this small
Bill which allows the Urban Land Authority to be paid for land it purchases from an
authority or an agency and before it redevelops and disposes of that land. The matters
raised by the four speakers on behalf of the Opposition and the National Party will be
taken into consideration.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time, and passed through its remaining stages.

ADJOURNMENT
Car parking at Glen Waverley railway station-Deafness Awareness Week-Proposed
Richmond-Brunswick transmission line-Youth Guarantee Scheme-Whittlesea
Technical High School-Proposed hockey centre in Jordanville-Geelong water
supply-Transportation on Mornington Peninsula
Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

Mr COLEMAN (Syndal)-I refer a matter to the attention of the Minister for Transport
concerning the parking situation at Glen Waverley railway station.
Prior to the 1985 election, the Government indicated that the Glen Waverley railway
station would be recognized as one of the preferred development areas. As a result, there
has been some apprehension about what might become of the parking situation in what is
presently a very congested area.
The Ministry of Transport has extended the existing car parking area and I am sure that
the commuters who use the station are very grateful for that step but it does not provide
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the City of Waverley with what is needed to relieve congestion in the Glen Waverley
shopping centre.
According to council car counts, 46 per cent of the people in the vicinity of the Glen
Waverley railway station came from outside the municipality and yet the city is required
to provide parking on land other than land that is available along the railway reservation.
There is a hiatus period as the development plans for this centre are promulgated, but that
does not get around the constant battle of commuters who usually park at the railway
station to find parking spaces for their vehicles.
I ask the Minister for Transport to ascertain what provisions can be made to ensure that
commuters using the Glen Waverley line-which I understand is the major paying line of
V/Line-and Glen Waverley is the second biggest station in the rail network-are provided
with secure parking facilities to enable them to travel to and from the city through the
system and then on to their destination.
Four principal stations are involved, each of which is in the electorate of Syndal. They
are: Glen Waverley, Syndal, Mount Waverley and Jordanville. At each of these places
public car parks provided by the railways are used to the optimum on every day of the
week and there is a spill-over into the surrounding streets.
I ask the Minister for Transport to carry out a study to ascertain the number of cars that
use the area and I ask what is the potential for providing some relief to the commuters
involved, and what.is the potential for providing some relief to the residents in the area
who have the constant problem of cars being parked outside their residences.

Mr NORRIS (Dandenong)-I address my remarks through the Minister for Housing
to the Minister for Transport. I begin by reminding the House that this is Deafness
Awareness Week and there are 20000 Australians who are profoundly deaf. One in three
Victorian children has a hearing defect. Deafness is possibly one of the most misunderstood
and under-rated handicaps of all because it develops little sympathy in the community.
Naturally, people are only too anxious to help a blind person who has an outward sign of
his handicap.
However, deaf people look quite normal-there is no sign of their handicap but yet they
live in a world of silence and isolation. My mother was profoundly deaf so I have some
personal understanding of the difficulties which face deaf people in the community.
My remarks relate to a matter brought to my attention by a constituent who has a
sixteen-year-old son who is profoundly deaf. The remarks are relevant because 80 per cent
of profoundly and partially deaf children attend normal schools. Many of them travel long
distances to attend those schools and my comments relate to the son of my constituent
who travels from Noble Park to the Collingwood College of T AFE by rail. When
announcements are made regarding train cancellations or alterations in times or platforms,
the boy becomes confused if there are no visual signs to indicate the changes.
The plea I make to the Minister for Transport in Deafness Awareness Week is that it
would be a wonderful gesture if the Metropolitan Transit Authority or the transport
system in general, could bear in mind the deaf members of the community-and there are
thousands of them-when alterations and cancellations take place. Even if it were only a
sign chalked on a blackboard, at least a deaf person could find out what is happening when
he sees people suddenly running to another platform or racing to their cars. Some deaf
people are afraid to make themselves understood to a station attendant, and if a visual
display unit or a sign were erected at railway stations, it would assist deaf people quite
considerably.
It would be a magnificent gesture in Deafness Awareness Week if consideration could
be given to the difficulties faced by the deaf people in the community, especially students
who are travelling on the transport system and whose numbers will increase as the
integration program takes place.

Adjournment

2 October 1985

ASSEMBL Y

637

I ask the Minister to investigate the possibility of utilizing visual display units at as
many railway stations as possible in addition to making announcements over a loudspeaker system.
Mr HEFFERNAN (lvanhoe)-I direct a matter to the attention of the Minister for
Industry, Technology and Resources, and I shall pursue the matter of the proposed
Richmond-Brunswick transmission line about which the Minister spoke this morning.
I am the Chairman of the Heidelberg Heritage Committee, which recently conducted
an environment landscape study of the Yarra River Valley. Reference to power lines
existing in the valley was made in that study. No matter which political party is in
government, honourable members should be looking towards future generations and they
should investigate the removal of unsightly power lines.
In light of that, I shall pursue the Minister's recently announced statement that he would
appoint an independent person to conduct a study into power cables along the Merri
Creek. This morning the Minister indicated that the National Health and Medical Research
Council, which is a highly respected organization, should not be requested to produce a
report due to the estabfishment of an independent study.
I should also like to know why, if the National Health and Medical Research Council is
held in such high esteem, the Minister will not ask for its advice. Will the Minister in
future instruct the State Electricity Commission to use the available mechanisms to review
completely the need for overhead power lines? In answer to an interjection from the
Opposition benches at question time this morning, the Minister indicated that it was
important that the cables go through. After examining the report fully, it is my belief that
the Government ought to be examining the over-all picture and the necessity of having
power lines at all.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member that on the motion for the
adjournment of the sitting he has the opportunity of directing the attention of the relevant
MInister to matters of some urgent pubhc importance. It does not provide the honourable
member with an opportunity of canvassing a broad issue. Tomorrow is Grievance Day
and the honourable member will have at least 20 minutes in which to canvass broad
issues.
Mr HEFFERNAN-I ask the Minister to examine why the SOO-kilovolt line on the
south easement cannot be tapped at Rowville with transformation to provide a connection
between the SOO-kilovolt line and the 220-kilovolt line at Rowville for the eastern suburbs,
which will provide a back-up for Rowville, instead of having lines runnin~ through
Richmond and Brunswick. I have indicated an alternative for the consideratIon of the
Minister and I request him to instruct the State Electricity Commission to give
consideration to the matter.
Mr JASPER (Murray Vall~y)-I direct a matter to the attention of the Minister for
Employment and Industrial Affairs. It concerns the operation of the Government's Youth
Guarantee Scheme, especially as it affects rural youth. Unfortunately the Government
often does not understand the difficulties involved for people in country Victoria when it
introduces any type of scheme.
I shall highlight a problem that has been brought to my attention by those involved in
the Youth Guarantee Scheme in Cobram. One Youth Guarantee Scheme position is to be
filled in Cobram over the current period. However, one must take into account the
transportation requirements in that the person involved would have to visit a T AFE
college for two out of every five days.
Mr Cathie interjected.
Mr JASPER-If the Minister for Education listens, I shall be pleased ifhe can respond
to the problem. As the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs is not in the
Chamber, perhaps the Minister for Education can answer the question.
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A problem arises because the person involved must travel from Cobram to Shepparton.
If one examines the situation,. one realizes that this requirement immediately precludes
people who are under eighteen years of age, who may not have transport. They may not
be able to be involved in the scheme unless thay can use public transport, in this case from
Cobram to Shepparton. The Person would have to travel from Cobra m to Shepparton by
train, which departs at 6 a.m. and does not arrive back in Cobram until 10 p.m. that
evening.
The students must travel about 64 kilometres from Cobram to SheppaI1on. The
complaint and concern raised by the people of Cobram are genuine. They cannot envisage
the Community Youth Support Scheme working effectively in country areas where there
is a problem of transport to the T AFE colleges.
I shall quote from a letter from the' committee and staff of the scheme, which states:
Your "Guarantee' Mr Crabb d~s not give rural youth transport concessions to get to the colleges ofTAFE.

That is the first question. The second matter is:
Your "Guarantee' has not allowed for the adequate learning facilities at the local high schools obviating the
need for transport.

That was the point raised by the Minister for Education. The students must travel to the
T AFE college at Shepparton and are not able to utilize facilities at the Cobram High
School, which has a technical wing that probably could be utilized by youth involved in
the support scheme. The third matter raised by the committee is:
Your "Guarantee'leaves many Questions unanswered in the minds of rural youth, the most obvious;
""What happens after twelve months?"

They are the sorts of problems faced by youth support schemes in the country areas. I
shall be happy for the Minister for Education to respond on behalf of the Minister for
Employment and Industrial Affairs. I repeat, the concern raised by the Cobram Community
Youth Support Scheme is genuine.
The questions raised by the Cobram community should be answered. The scheme
should be made more effective in the country areas to provide work for the rural youth as
guaranteed by the Government.
Mr McDONALD (Whittlesea)-I raise for the attention of the Minister for Education
a difficulty that exists at the Whittlesea Technical High School. In the run up to the 1982
State election for the seat ofEvelyn I was made aware of the difficulties that existed at that
school.
Prior to the election the school consisted of 56 relocatable class-rooms and seven
permanent class-rooms that were sited on a flood plain which was completely undrained.
The toilets at the school were also portable. The school was nothing more than an
educational slum. Under these conditions the children cannot be taught to love and
respect the school nor to develop tJle sense of esprit de corps which is so necessary at a
young age.
During the 1982 election campaign the then shadow Minister of Education promised
that if a Cain Government were elected a new school would be built at Whittlesea and
that it would be a top priority. I am pleased to say that the promise has been honoured
and the new school will be ready for the 1986 school year.
.,;:;

t'

Mr Reynolds-It took a while!
Mr McDONALD-Because the Government had to catch up on 27 and a half years of
neglect!

Honourable members interjecting.
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The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Whittlesea will ignore
interjections.
Mr McOONALD-Thank you, Mr Speaker. The new school was built at a cost of$4·2
million and has been designed to fit in with the rural aspect of the district. The staff,
parents and students of the Whittlesea district can be justifiably proud of the new complex.
DurinS the construction of the new school difficulties were being faced because it was
being buIlt on the site of the existing school buildings. These problems have been overcome
satisfactorily and amicably.
It was planned during the last school holidays to move some of the existing re locatable
class-rooms to make way for the new school buildings but, because of heavy rain just rrior
to the school vacation, the moving of those buildings was delayed. The school counci and
staff consider that students should be sent home while the new relocatable class-rooms are
moved. I am aware of the Minister's concern about children being sent home from school
during construction work, and I ask for his comments on the matter.
Mr PESCOIT (Bennettswood)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Sport and Recreation and, in his absence, I ask the Minister for Housing to pass on my
comments to him. I refer to a proposal by the City ofWaverley and the Waverley Hockey
Club to build a hockey centre at the Ashwood Reserve in Jordanville. I have a letter
written by the Waverley council to the Minister on 22 August this year requesting that his
department examine the possibility of a grant for the proposal. The letter was intended to
reach the department before it concluded deliberation on fundin~ for the current financial
year, but unfortunately it could be too late for funding consideration this year. The council
IS deeply concerned, as I am, that the Minister should visit the proposed site and make a
decision in favour of the proposal so that the project can proceed.
Mr SHELL (Geelong)-My remarks concern the Geelong water supply and are addressed
to the Minister for Water Resources. The matter of the Geelon~ water supply so far as it
concerned the Gellibrand water catchment area was first raised In 1966. Consultation was
conducted with the then State Rivers and Water Supply Commission and it was decided
in 1968 that the Bungal dam should proceed. Construction was' completed by 1974 and
the supply was carried through to Geelong.
Any water supply planning needs a certain amount oflead time, and it was agreed at the
same time as the Bungal dam agreement was reached that the Gellibrand supply should
come on stream to Geelong by 1986. The then Public Works Committee was unable to
reach a decision on the matter, and in 1982 the Geelong Water Board again expressed
concern about the supply of water to Geelong from the Gellibrand system.
In 1982 it would have cost approximately $20 million to supply Geelong. In July 1984
the Natural Resources and Environment Committee was given a reference to consider
proposals for augmenting the Geelong and district water supply.
The Geelong and District Water Board made its submission on 24 September 1984. On
1 November 1984 the committee reported to Parliament that no further allocations of
surface water or groundwater should be made from the Gellibrand River basin. The
committee also stated:
In regard to meeting the board's short-term requirements for additional water, investigations should be
directed towards possibilities in the Barwon River basin including the construction of storages on the upper
tributaries of the Barwon River; providing increased off-river storage capacity; and artificially recharging the
Barwon Downs groundwater system.

The board expressed disappointment that another committee had been formed, had made
its report and it still could not get any water.
In the 1985 State election campaign the Government made a promise to the Geelong
community about its water supply. It stated:
A major upgrading of water supply will be undertaken in the next term of the Labor Government. Progress in
the search for ground water through the Barwon Downs project will be followed up and action on further water
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requirements for Geelong will follow from the inquiry by the Parliamentary Natural Resources and Environment
Committee.

In view of the work carried out by investigating committees, the recommendations they
have made and the promise of the Cain Government that the Geelong water supply would
be further augmented, can the Minister inform the House what action has taken place to
ensure that Geelong has an adequate water supply at least to the year 2000?
Dr WELLS (Dromana)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for Transport.
Transportation on the southern Mornington Peninsula was said by the Minister for
Transport to have improved, but he had to appoint a committee to establish how that
improvement had occurred.
I invite the Minister to demonstrate how transport has improved on the Mornington
Peninsula since the Cain Government came to office. Also, I refer the Minister specifically
to the Mornington Southern Peninsula Freeway.
The Government has told the House this week it proposes to spend $90 million or $100
million by completing an important sporting facility, the National Tennis Centre, but
tourism, which involves swimming and the use of beaches, on the Mornington Peninsula
is more important, whether one uses the dimension of the number of people or the amount
of dollars spent.
The Mornington Peninsula has consistently failed to obtain $3 million to complete a
priority road to provide the final, temporary track in the Southern Peninsula Freeway.
The Government has treated transportation on the southern Mornington Peninsula with
rank disinterest. More than 100 000 tourists swim and holiday in summer and
approximately 30000 residents live on the peninSUla. However, $500 million a year is
spent on transport in Melbourne, a proposed $100 million will be spent on a tennis centre
and $1 million was spent to protect construction workers from the Builders Labourers'
Federation when they were protesting at the Melbourne Cricket Ground.
It is unrealistic that $3 million cannot be spent on a priority road to substitute for full
freeway construction. Two roads converge in that area with 60 000 cars a day travelling
on them, but the remainin~ priority road cannot be completed. New road construction
continues to the north of thIs area, making it possible for more traffic to pour in.

This would be a one-off grant. On any day over the summer a disaster could occur on
these roads and ambulances or other emergency vehicles might not be able to assist due to
road congestion. It is unacceptable that the Government should refuse to face up to this
matter. Will the Minister give a clear undertaking as to when the $3 million will be made
available to complete this urgently needed priority road?
Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-The matters raised by the honourable member
for Syndal concerning the Glen Waverley railway station, the honourable member for
Dandenong concerning visual services and signs for deaf commuters and the honourable
member for Dromana asking what transport improvements have occurred on the
Mornington Peninsula during the reign of this Government will be directed to the attention
of the Minister for Transport. Answers will be supplied to those honourable members.
The honourable member for Ivanhoe raised the issue of the Brunswick-Richmond 500
kilovolt power line and suggested an alternative route for the power line ofa lesser capacity
through Rowville. I shall raise that matter with the State Electricity Commission on his
behalf and ensure that he receives a response.
The honourable member for Murray Valley raised the Youth Guarantee Scheme for the
attention of the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs and pointed out how the
scheme affected persons in country areas. The matter will be directed to the attention of
the Minister, and a reply will be forthcoming.
The honourable member for Bennettswood raised the issue of a proposed hockey centre
for the attention for the Minister for Sport and Recreation. I shall be pleased to direct the
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matter to the attention of the Minister and ensure that the honourable member receives
an answer.

Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-The honourable member for Whittlesea raised
the problems being faced in part of the rebuilding program at Whittlesea Technical High
School involving $4·2 million new school buildings. The major construction program
involves the shifting of some relocatable class-rooms. The shifting was to occur during the
school holidays but I understand inclement weather prevented that from taking place and
the relocatables are still to be placed in permanent positions. I understand the region has
considered the problem. It firmly believes sufficient accommodation is available at the
school. I have been assured there is no need to roster off students while the work goes
ahead. Even without the relocatables the school should have sufficient teaching space. If
that is not the case I am sure the region will make alternative arrangements.
Mr McCUTCHEON (Minister for Water Resources)-The honourable member for
Geelong West raised the future of the water supply in the Geelong area. I shall make some
comments on the matter because it has been under consideration for some time and the
issue needs to be placed into context. Firstly, a series of studies under the State water
planning process included regional water management studies, and the south-west region
was chosen for the first of the initial examinations. That was done because of the increasing
demand for water, both urban and industrial, in Geelong and surrounding areas.
It was chosen for urban and industrial use and for environmental purposes and
requirements. The Natural Resources and Environment Committee of Parliament
reinforced the need for the over-all strategy. In November 1984 the committee made its
first report to Parliament and included some comments on the need for the augmentation
of Geelong's water supply to meet its need until 1985.

The principal recommendations of the report of that committee included two points:
firstly, that a demand management strate~y, designed to reduce the use of water, including
a pay-for-use tariff structure, should be ngorously introduced to reduce per capita urban
water consumption, thus delaying the need for supply augmentation expenditures; and,
secondly, the Geelong and District Water Board should give a high priority to investigating
the Barwon River basin, including groundwater supplies, as the source of additional water
to meet its requirements to the year 1995 and to include considerations of water quality in
the Barwon River.
As the honourable member mentioned, the Ballarat, Geelon~, Colac and Warrnambool
areas all draw on water from the Moorabool, Barwon and Gelhbrand river basins, as well
as groundwater resources within the Barwon basin.
The long-term prospects for Geelong include work that will make the network of water
reticulation to all those centres transferable between river basins and even across regional
boundaries. This will ensure a more flexible management of water resources in the region.
It has been recognized that the National Resources and Environment Committee's
recommendation for the introduction of demand management has the potential to reduce
the per capita consumption of water. The Geelong and District Water Board has already
implemented an education campaign to promote the more efficient use of water by its
consumers.

The Department of Water Resources has been conducting seminars throughout the
State encouraging water boards to introduce a total demand management strate~y, which
involves consumer education, publicity appliance development, industnal water
conservation and a pricing policy with an appropriate component of pay for use.
In the short term the Geelong and District Water Board has identified the need to have
in service by 1988 the next stage of its system augmentation to secure its ability to meet
consumer demands through to 1995. The feasibility of augmenting supplies from the
Barwon River and groundwater is an essential part of that. The technical and economic
Session 1985-21
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aspects of the study still require investigation and the board is examining the environmental
implications ofa series of alternative schemes involving the Barwon River.
The work that is being done will be the subject of a report that will become available
next year and will enable future water supply requirements to be determined.
The motion was agreed to.
The House adjourned at 11.3 p.m.
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Thursday, 3 October 1985
The SPEAKER (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds) took the chair at 10.35 a.m. and read the
prayer.

ABSENCE OF MINISTER
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the House that the Deputy Premier will be absent
during questions without notice and that the Acting Leader of the House is the Minister
for Housing.

BROADCASTING OF PROCEEDINGS
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the House also that there appears to be some interest
from the media in proceedings of the House this morning and I have given permission for
the media to tape questions without notice and to use that material in broadcasts and
television productions of the pro~eedings.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

GOVEJlNOR OF VICTORIA
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-Will the Premier confirm that he knew
well in advance that His Excellency th!! Governor was going overseas in August and
September and that the visit would not be made at the taxpayers' expense? On what date
did the Premier know these facts?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-In the past few hours I have seen His Excellency the Governor
on several occasions. I was with him until about 10.15 a.m. and I shall be returning to
speak with him at the conclusion of questions without notice. This matter has been the
subject of discussion between us and it is his wish and mine that those discussions should
continue free of any political rancour. I intend to opserve that request of His Excellency
the Governor. I hope the Leader of the Opposition will do likewise.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the National Party)-In view of the requirement
that His Excellency the Governor must seek leave from the Premier to travel overseas,
why is it that the Premier did not withdraw leave for His Excellency to travel, having been
advised of the circumstances of the Governor's travel arrangements?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I refer the Leader of the National Party to the answer I gave to
the question of the J..eader of the Opposition. If the Opposition and the National Party
wish to seek to politIcize the office of the Governor of Victoria, that is their concern, but
that has not been my wish. I believe it is the wish of the Governor-certainly, it is my
wish and I would hope it would be the wish of the Leader of the National Party and the
Leader of the Opposition-that consideration for the office of the Governor of Victoria is
of first concern.

TRAIN SERVICES
Mr HILL (Warrandyte)-Will the Minister for Transport advise the House what steps
have been taken to avoid disruption of train services, particularly on the Lilydale line
recently?
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-Some honourable members may be aware that
on Monday of this week there was severe disruption on the Lilydale line as a result of the
collapse of the overhead gear. Urgent action was taken to restore services, but there was
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some considerable difficulty with the services during the afternoon peak period.
Unfortunately, this is not unusual; quite frequently, significant difficulties with the overhead
gear caus~ problems with the running of suburban trains.
One reason for this difficulty is that the existinJ overhead installation was built in some
instances in the 1920s, and it has not been maIntained or upgraded in the intervening
period. That is part of a sad legacy of neglect which began to be overcome during the term
of my predecessor, when funds were made available for the first time to replace overhead
equipment on the Frankston line, and that has been followed by replacement of overhead
gear on the Dandenong line.
This year some $8-2 million has been allocated to major upgrading of overhead
equipment with similar levels of expenditure also being provided for track upgrading and
other factors relating to on-time running performance. The rehabilitation program has so
far had approximately $5 million spent on it, and with $8 million provided in the Budget,
an $18 million program will be almost completed throughout the metropolitan area.
The Dandenong-Caulfield line is due to be completed in November; the
Sandringham-South Yarra line is due to be completed early next year and it is expected
that the Ringwood-Richmond section will be completed by the mIddle of next year with
the Lilydale-Ringwood and Belgrave-Ringwood sections being renewed by the end of
September next year.
This is one of the basic problems that have confronted the running of the metropolitan
railway system and one that the Government is determined to overcome. The great shame
is that there was not a continuing program of maintenance and upgrading of the system
during the 1950s and 1960s.

HOW-TO-VOTE CARDS IN NUNAWADING BY-ELECTION
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-Given that the Premier obviously will not
answer questions on an issue that he began, will he confirm that his Ministerial adviser,
Mr Michael Salvaris, and the former Australian Labor Party member of Parliament, Mr
David Gray, who is now employed in the Law Department and an adviser to the Minister
for Community Services, were directly involved in the Nunawading how-to-vote card
scandal, and will the Premier now instruct these people to co-operate fully with the police?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-The Leader of the Opposition appears to be having difficulty this
morning in comprehending what is said. I have made the position very clear, as to the
Governmenfs attitude: this has nothing whatever to do with the Government. Ifhe wants
to interfere in an investigation being carried out by the Chief Electoral Officer, so be it; I
will not.
Mr HANN (Rodney)-I address a question to the Premier which relates to the answer
he has just given to the Leader of the Opposition. I ask the Premier to advise the House
whether he had any discussions whatsoever with his Ministerial adviser, Mr Michael
Salvaris, in relation to the how-to-vote cards scandal in the Nunawading by-election either
prior to the how-to-vote cards being produced or subsequent to that?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I repeat what I have said before: the question of investigations
into any. of these matters, whether it is about the Gippsland South ticket, the cattlemen's
ticket or any other ticket, is a matter for the Chief Electoral Officer. There appears to be a
determination on the part of the Opposition to seek to intrude into inquiries by this
officer, and into inquiries by the Police Force, whereas the Government has always
maintained the attitude that it has no business involving itself in those matters. Those are
bodies that have a statutory function to perform and how they do it is a matter for them.
In precisely the same way I answered the Leader of the Opposition in regard to his first
question, which he appears determined to persist with, I repeat: what I am doing in regard
to the question of the Governor is at his request. I maintained total silence on the issue
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until the Governor issued a statement last Tuesday, and I will continue to exercise
discretion in comments that are made in respect of the office of Governor. It has been our
determination to ensure the integrity and the authority of the office of Governor and we
will not get involved in it.
Mr HANN (Rodney)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, the question I asked related to
the Ministerial adviser, Michael Salvaris, and the how-to-vote scandal in Nunawading.
No reference was made to the office of Governor.
The SPEAKER-Order! There is no point of order.

"BIG M" MARATHON
Mr GAVIN (Cobur$)-Can the Minister for Police and Emergency Services confirm
recent reports concernmg the possibility of police fees being charged for sporting events
like the HBig M" marathon?
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, it has long been a
custom in this House that honourable members are not allowed to ask whether press
reports are correct, and I suggest the question is out of order.
The SPEAKER-Order! Before ruling on the point of order, I ask the honourable
member for Coburg to repeat his question.
Mr GAVIN (Coburg)-Can the Minister for Police and Emergency Services inform the
House whether police fees will be charged for various events such as the "Big M" marathon?
The SPEAKER-Order! There is no point of order.
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-The Government has
a well understood and well accepted practice of applying the user-pays principle with the
provision of police so far as sporting venues and events are concerned. In the case of the
HBig M" marathon, it has been estimated that approximately 254 police will be required
at an estimated cost of approximately $250 000. In these circumstances, and recognizing
that the advice of the user-pays policy was conveyed to the "Big M" marathon organizers
late in their planning process, we have agreed that the charges should be waived for the
current year but should be applicable when the 1986 "Big M" marathon is run.
At the same time, a working party, includin~ representatives of the police and the
Department of Sport and Recreation, is examimng this area of Government policy and
will make recommendations to both the Minister for Sport and Recreation and me.

HOW-TO-VOTE CARDS IN NUNA WADING BY-ELECTION
Mr KENNETI (Leader of the Opposition)-Will the Premier ask the Minister for
Conservation, Forests and Lands in another place about remarks attributed to her that a
senior Minister was involved in the Nunawading how-to-vote scandal?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I have nothing further to add to what I said. This is a fairly
.pathetic attempt by the Leader of the Opposition to try to boost his falling credibility at
the expense of being seen to intrude into an investigation being carried out by the proper
authorities. I do not know what more we can expect from the darling of the Italian
community and the champion of the Hawthorn locker room.
I believe the honourable gentleman is now certified as Australia's most unpopular
Leader of the Opposition, and that is on record. Who tops the unpopularity poll of Leaders
of the Opposition? Who has the lowest approval rating, and whom do the people say they
do not want?
It is astonishing that this man-who behaves in public in the way all honourable
members know he behaves-is now setting himself up as the embodiment of propriety
and all that is right in this world. What humbug that is!
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As I said before, I hope honourable members will, during the grievance debate that will
follow question time, observe the wish of the Governor in regard to the matter.

INTEGRATED LAND INFORMATION SYSTEM
Mr HOCKLEY (Bentleigh)-Will the Minister for Property and Services explain to the
House the Government's plans for the development of an integrated land information
system for Victoria?
Mr McCUTCHEON (Minister for Property and Services)-As honourable members
will be aware, in March, after the election, the Department of Property and Services had
added to it a number of the major sectors of Government providing land information,
including the Titles Office, the Division of Survey and Mapping, the Office of the ValuerGeneral and the Landata Division, which was formerly under the responsibility of the
Minister for Planning and Environment.
This collection of land agencies and land information systems is a major step in
developing an integrated land information system for this State.
The Budget contains a· number of items that will contribute to the development of the
land information system. The allocations include: $2·1 million for the automation of the
Titles Office, which will assist in the reduction of the backlog in unregistered dealings in
that office; $1·4 million for preparations for the new computer installation for Landata;
$400 000 for the accelerated mapping program, a computerized mapping system that will
enable the land information system to be fully integrated; and $160 000 for the Crown
Land Parcellation Program. It is the first time that Crown land in this State will be
systematically entered on any sort of register.
In total, some $4 million has been allocated in this year's Budget to ensure progress in
the development of a more comprehensive integrated system.

INSTRUCTIONS TO MINISTERS
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I ask a further question of the Premier. If
he is concerned about propriety, at what stage will the honourable gentlelnan insist that
Government Ministers and Ministerial advisers co-operate fully with the police in their
investigations into the Nunawading scandal-as is expected of any other citizen of this
State-or are Ministers of the Government or members of the Labor Party to remain
above the law?
The SPEAKER-Order! The latter part of the question is out of order.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I believe I made myself clear on my position and that of the
Government. I made some remarks about the feigned concern of the Leader of the
Opposition about propriety. I again suggest that, if he is really concerned about those
matters, he should tell the House about the Liberal Party slush funds. Let us hear about
who is funding the think tank of twelve people who will provide policy input for the
Liberal Party, which seems bereft of any capacity to do so itself. If the Leader of the
Opposition is concerned about propriety and about the conduct of elections, rather than
just going on with a lot of humbug, he should inform honourable members about the
sources of Liberal Party funding.
That has nothing whatever to do with an inquiry being conducted by the Chief Electoral
Officer. It is something they can volunteer and it does not require any intrusion; it simply
requires honesty anq. integrity on their part.
What the Leader of the Opposition is asking me to do is to involve myself in an inquiry
that is taking place under the electoral Act by the Chief Electoral Officer, and I will not do
it.
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GOVERNOR OF VICTORIA
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS (Leader of the National Party)-Will the Premier confirm that
the media was first advised about the Governor's inaugural flight by a member of the
Premier's media unit, who provided information to journalists on an unattributed basis?
Is it further a fact that members of the media unit have continually conducted unattributable
briefings ofjournalists about the matter?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I cannot answer the Leader of the National Party as to where
journalists get information. I can assure him it has nothing whatever to do with the
Government Media Unit. He knows also that this matter received currency only when the
Governor issued a statement two days ago.
Mr Ross-Edwards-Your media unit started it and you know it!

VICTORIAN ECONOMY
Mr ANDRIANOPOULOS (St Albans)-Will the Treasurer give details to the House
of the most recent indicators of the performance of the Victorian economy?
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the House that I intend to allow the question, but the
rules in respect to the asking and answering of questions is that they should be brief and
concise. To invite a Minister to answer a question of such breadth invites the Minister to
make a long statement on the economy.
I ask all honourable members to bear that in mind when they are framing questions
without notice.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-The honourable member for St Albans has raised an important
question about the performance of the Victorian economy. As honourable members on
both sides of the House realize, the Cain Government, when elected in 1982, gave the
highest priority to boosting the economic performance of the State. All honourable members
are aware that in 1982 Victoria was on the economic slide.
It is important that not only honourable members but members of the Press Gallery
and the public understand the outstanding performance of the Government. Not only did
the Government give high priority to ensuring that Victoria became the centre of economic
activity and the heart of economic growth in Australia but its highest priority, overall, in
the economic area was given to boosting employment and reducin$ unemployment. Those
are obviously the two most important economic and social objectIves.
The first indicator to which I refer is employment growth. It is important to recognize
that employment growth in Victoria since the bottom of the recession in mid-1983 has
been much stronger than for the remainder of Australia. There has been an outstanding
performance in employment growth since the bottom of the economic recession in
Australia. The indications are that this employment growth performance will continue
over the next twelve months.

Those economists who have had the opportunity of examining the Victorian economy
consider that employment growth in this State should increase by at least 2·5 per cent per
annum. There is a prospect that employment growth could even reach 3 per cent in
1985-86. That would be an absolutely outstanding performance because it builds on the
very strong recovery in employment growth that has occurred.
As suggested by the honourable member for Doncaster by interjection, it is like a
miracle, because when the Government came to office, the economy was on the slide and
the Government has been able to turn the situation around. No doubt it is a minor miracle
that instead of Victoria being on the slide and leading the recession in a downward
direction, it is leading the economic recovery throughout Australia. The only reason we
can get that strong employment growth is because the output of the economy in Victoria
is growing at a rapid rate.
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Last year, the growth in the non-farm gross domestic product was of the order of 5 per
cent which is the measure of the value of output of goods and services in real terms. It is
expected that the growth in 1985-86 will be at least 4·5 per cent. That is an outstanding
performance.
Mr WHITING (Mildura)-On a point of order, the Treasurer is obviously breaching
Standing Order No. 127. He is giving the Budget speech all over again, which is totally
inappropriate for an answer to a question without notice.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-On the point of order, the question asked about the
performance of the Victorian economy and indicators and I am simply outlining the
major indicators on the Victorian economy. I have made no reference to the Budget.
The SPEAKER-Order!· I do not uphold the point of order but I ask the Treasurer to
round off his answer to the question.
Mr JOLLY-It is very important that people recognize the outstanding economic
growth performance that has occurred in this State. It is very important that it is understood
that the confidence that has been restored over the past financial year will be continued
into the future.
I mentioned the employment indicators and I mentioned the growth in non-farm gross
domestic product and, more importantly, the economic indicator relating to the
unemployment rate. It is very important that I make reference to that position because
that goes to the heart of the question that has been asked by the honourable member.
Mr STOCKDALE (Bri~ton)-On a point of order, the Treasurer is obviously engaging
in debate and not answenng the question, which indicates that the Government cannot
afford the public scrutiny of question time.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-On the point of order, I have indicated that I am about to
refer to the most important economic indicator of all, that is, the unemployment rate. It
is very important that I make reference to the unemployment rate.
The SPEAKER-Order! There is no point of order. I do not uphold that the Treasurer
is debating the answer, but I do ask the honourable gentleman to bring his answer to its
conclusion.
Mr PLOWMAN (Evelyn)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, your rulin$ on Tuesday,
2 October 1984 stated that answers to questions, or questions, may not antIcipate debate
on Orders of the Day. An Order of the Day listed for Tuesday, 15 October is the
Appropriation Bill and clearly that provides the Treasurer with an opportunity of debating
this question on that Order of the Day. I put to you, Mr Speaker, that the Treasurer's
answer to the question is out of order.
Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-On the point of order, Mr Speaker, no one
should know more clearly than the honourable member for Evelyn that the Treasurer has
made no reference to the Budget, which is listed on the Notice Paper. The Treasurer would
be out of order in referring to the Budget in his reply to the question.
The honourable member for Evelyn and you, Sir, will also be aware that, when the
Opposition was in government, the Labor Party was subjected to some of the most lengthy
answers to questions that have ever been recorded in thIS Parliament. Under the guidance
of the honourable member for Evelyn, who was the Speaker at the time, the then Opposition
was obliged to listen to those lengthy answers.
On this occasion the Treasurer has been asked an extremely important question about
the economy of this State. In accordance with Sessional Orders, he is entitled to answer it
in whatever way he chooses.
The SPEAKER-Order! The Treasurer has stated repeatedly that he is referring to the
state of the economy and not to the Budget. I do not uphold the point of order. I call on
the Treasu(er to "round off his remarks.
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Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I will certainly round off my remarks. Members of the
Opposition do not like hearing about the unemployment rate because the Government
has performed so much better than the Opposition did when it was in government-it
performed atrociously.
The latest figures indicate that Victoria's unemployment rate has decreased dramatically;
it is down to 6·2 per cent, which is far better than the rate of the next best State. The
unemployment rate in the next best State is more than 8 per cent. The performance of
Victoria IS remarkable; it is well ahead of the rest of AustralIa and will continue to be so.

PETITIONS
The Clerk-I have received the following petitions for presentation to Parliament:

Cyclists' safety helmets
To THE VICTORIAN PARLIAMENT AS ASSEMBLED:
Your petitioners, being parents of children attending the Mount Waverley High School, Stephensons Road,
Mount Waverley, wish to bring to your attention the great dangers now faced by cyclists who, alone amongst
drivers of vehicles, are not obliged to wear a safety device.
Funhermore, we believe that while bicycle helmets may be made mandatory by the school, cyclists will not
wear helmets outside school grounds, without legislative sanction.
We thereby humbly pray that steps be taken to apply safety legislation to cyclists.

By Mr Richardson (248 signatures)

Sunshine Hospital
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the State of Victoria sheweth that we request that Stage 2 of
the Sunshine Hospital and health services complex including geriatric and rehabilitation facilities be completed
immediately.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the Parliament suppons actions required to ensure the immediate
completion.
And your humble petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Andrianopoulos (2676 signatures)
It was ordered that the petitions be laid on the table.

PAPERS
The following papers, pursuant to the directions of several Acts of Parliament, were laid
on the table by the Clerk:
Agriculture and Rural Affairs-Repon of the depanment for the year 1984-85.
Community Services-Repon of the depanment for the year I 984-85-Ordered to be printed.
Education-Repon of the depanment for the year I 984-85-0rdered to be printed.
Victorian Teaching Service Conciliation and Arbitration Commission-Repon of the president for the year
1984-85.

ADJOURNMENT
MrWILKES (Minister for Housing)-I move:
That the House, at its rising, adjourn until Tuesday, October 15.

The motion was agreed to.
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GRIEVANCES
The SPEAKER-Order! The question is:
That grievances be noted.

Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-Australia's most publicized racing scandal occurred
at Casterton in 1972. The racehorse, Regal Vista, was substituted for Royal School in a
classic ring-in. Racehorse owner, Rick Renzella, switched horses and won $33 000 by
linking Royal School in doubles with every horse in the Casterton Cup.
Mr Renzella went to gaol for two years. He is now a licensed motor car trader operating
from premises at 205 Nepean Highway, Mentone. The firm is known as Peninsula Vehicle
Sales Pty Ltd. The present licensed motor car traders for that firm are Richard Vittorio
David Renzella and Marlene Maria Renzella.
The Opposition has correspondence dated 20 December 1979 showing that Mr Renzella
acted in the capacity of manager of the firm in that year. The Opposition has a copy of a
letter from the Motor Car Traders Committee dated 30 November 1979, which states,

inter alia:

Although you say his . . .

The word "his" refers to a consumer's complaints. . . complaints are not justified, a reference to the R.A.C.V. report shows that the vehicle was so bad it was felt
to be unsafe to road test. It may be in your own interest to review your selling policies.

That letter was sent to Mr Renzella of Peninsula Vehicle Sales. The Opposition has a letter
of 12 March 1980 revealing that Mr Renzella was involved in the firm. Likewise the
Opposition .has correspondence dated 1981, and I shall quote from an internal
memorandum of the Ministry of Consumer Affairs about Peninsula Vehicle Sales Pty Ltd,
which states:
You have informed me that the Branch Team was investigating the abovementioned motor car trader.
Unfortunately the investigation was temporarily deferred because Mr Rick Renzella informed an Inspector that
a fire destroyed all records at the yard.
I understand that the Motor Car Traders Committee did not renew the licence which was due in November
1981. Apparently Peninsula Vehicle Sales lodged a late renewal notice and the Committee advised them to
re-apply for a licence. As at the date of this memo I believe that an application has not been received.
The trader does advertise vehicles in as new condition but upon closer examination it seems that vehicles have
been re-sprayed to cover up rust areas. Also, as you are aware, the Bureau has received the occupational allegation
that this trader does tamper with odometers;

At that time the notation on the file indicates that four previous prosecutions involving
the firm had taken place. I shall now quote from an internal memorandum dated 11 May
1982 to Mr Lander, the then Chairman of the Motor Car Traders Committee, which
states:
I have attached another complaint which has been received against Peninsula Vehicle Sales.
This is another allegation of misrepresentation against them. In most of the other allegations of misrepresentation
against Peninsula Vehicle Sales Renzella has been the Salesman.
In view of the current licensing situation with Peninsula Vehicle Sales (i.e. Committee's refusal to renew
licence). I would be grateful if you could advise me whether you feel that we should look at the misrepresentation
side of the allegation.

A further internal document of the Motor Car Traders Committee states:
I don't think we can do anything with Peninsula Vehicle Sales other than put all the complaints we have
against them together in readiness for their licence application. I am getting a further police objection against
Renzella.

The Opposition has documentary evidence that police representations were made to
ensure that this gentleman was not licensed as a motor car trader. Despite this evidenceof which the Ministry of Consumer Affairs and the Motor Car Traders Committee were

Grievances

3 October 1985

ASSEMBLY

651

aware-on 16 July 1982 Mr Renzella was licensed as a motor car trader to operate in the
State of Victoria. As a consequence, it is obvious that the role of the Motor Car Traders
Committee is called into serious question.
The Opposition has received a large number of complaints about the activities of Mr
Renzella and the firm known as Peninsula Vehicle Sales Pty Ltd. A vehicle, which was
purported to be new, was sold to a woman and, when she questioned the mileage reading
of 12 046 kilometres on the odometer, the explanation she received was that the vehicle
had been used for demonstration purposes. The Opposition has files that clearly show the
vehicle was previously owned by the former Department of Minerals and Energy and had
sustained substantial damage. The vehicle was misrepresented as a new motor vehicle in
the sale to that woman.
The Opposition also has documented evidence of the sale of a Toyota Land Cruiser that
was advertised in the Melbourne press as a car in "as new condition". The car had been
purchased interstate, and at the Government auction its body was identified in the auction
catalogue as having rust. The vehicle was brought to Victoria, patched up, misrepresented
in the advertisement, and was sold as being in "as new condition". As a result of my
representations at that time, Mr Renzella was obliged to take the vehicle back. After a
considerable amount of time, which included resolving the matter ofa cheque that bounced
my constituent got his money back. At the Government auction, which was held in
Canberra where the vehicle was purchased, the documentation showed that the body of
the motor vehicle had damage from rust.
The Opposition also has documentation that shows that a Ford Fairlane was sold to a
gentleman even though· Peninsula Vehicle Sales Pty Ltd did not have clear title to the
motor vehicle. The car was owned by Australian Guarantee Corporation Ltd, and Mr
Renzella held out that the corporation had undertaken not to repossess the motor vehicle
that had been sold by Peninsula Vehicle Sales Pty Ltd. After lengthy Government processes,
the matter was resolved and the person who bought the motor vehicle suffered substantially.
An International van sold as being in roadworthy condition by this firm was the subject
of a lengthy Royal Automobile Club of Victoria report on the week of the sale. I shall
quote from the report written by the tester after inspection:
I will not road test the vehicle considered by me to be unsafe.

That vehicle was sold as bein~ in a roadworthy condition by Peninsula Vehicle Sales Pty
Ltd. A roadworthy certificate IS required by law, yet the RACV found the vehicle to be too
unsafe for its tester to take on the road to test drive.
Another matter that was brought to the attention of the Opposition often occurs in a
transaction in which a c,?-sh-back guarantee is given to the purchaser. In this case the
amount of $1400 was involved. Five weeks after Mr Renzella had obtained the money
from the finance company and after considerable trouble, the consumer received his
$1400. That matter involved the Ministry of Consumer Affairs.
In the case ofa Ford Transit van many problems were evident. The documents indicate
that a warranty had been entered into and that it would be honoured but, as is consistently
the case with this motor car trader, Mr Renzella has avoided repairing motor vehicles and
honouring any warranty obligations. People continually bring their motor vehicles back
to Mr Renzella for repairs but time and again he sends the cars back without repairing
them. After a number of visits, the consumers eventually become so disgusted with Mr
Renzella that they stop taking the vehicles back to him for repairs which should have been
carried out under warranty. I have received a large number of complaints about work that
should have been carried out because the car was under warranty, as required by law.
I have reports from the Royal Automobile Club of Victoria that document the number
of problems found in vehicles which have been the result of investi$3tions on vehicles
that have been purchased from Peninsula Vehicle Sales Pty Ltd. ObvIously, vehicles are
often sold on the claim that they are roadworthy when they are not. The Opposition has
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evidence that a Bedford truck was sold by this motor car trader. It had been misrepresented in a newspaper advertisement as being a 1972 model with 37 000
miles on the speedometer. In fact, the motor vehicle was a 1962 model and it had 137000
miles on the speedometer when originally purchased by the firm. That information is
clearly stated on documents received from interstate where the vehicle was purchased.
A Dodge DSM vehicle was advertised in the Melbourne Age as a 1978 Dodge. A check
with Telecom Australia in Queensland, the body from whom the vehicle was purchased
at a Government auction, showed that it was first registered on 14 June 1977. The
documentation also showed that the difference in value of vehicles manufactured in 1977
and 1978 for that model was $600.
A most unusual complaint came from a gentleman who purchased a Hi-Ace van. A
letter from the Legal Aid Commission of Victoria stated, inter alia:
We are further"instructed that upon the payment of the balance of purchase monies on 14 August 1984, Mr
took possession of the vehicle... After having taken delivery of the vehicle ... he suspected that the vehicle
delivered to him was not the vehicle he contracted to purchase, but was some other vehicle. Mr
thereupon
compared the description of the engine number as described in the above mentioned Agreement for Sale and the
receipt dated 14 August 1984, and observed that they were different.

The House can draw its own conclusions. Another vehicle advertised and sold was a 1973
Bedford truck with 54 000 miles advertised on the speedometer. A letter from the Prospect
County Council, New South Wales, that owned the vehicle prior to its being purchased by
the car sales firm stated that on 22 July 1966 the council took delivery of the vehicle and
at the time of sale the speedometer reading was 84 331 miles. Therefore, a 1966 model
was advertised in Victoria as a 1973 model and the speedometer had been rewound.
The matters I am raising are serious in the interests of Victorian consumers. The
Opposition has also been recently approached by a lady who, on 15 March this year,
purchased from Mr Renzella a 1979 Toyota Land Cruiser, four-wheel drive utility. An
extensive Royal Automobile Club of Victoria report listed numerous faults with that
supposedly roadworthy vehicle. It was pointed out to the purchaser that the speedometer
was slightly off centre in the console of the dashboard. That gave rise to the possibility that
the speedometer had been tampered with.
Australia Post in New South Wales was contacted, and I have before me records which
show that at the time Peninsula Vehicle Sales Pty Ltd purchased this vehicle, 129 690
kilometres were registered on the speedometer; yet Mr Renzella advertised and sold the
vehicle on the basis ofits having 49 176 kilometres on the speedometer. It is beyond doubt
that the vehicle was misrepresented because the speedometer was obviously rewound.
The Opposition has, in Mr Renzella's own handwriting, a copy of the sales agreement
for that vehicle, which shows clear misrepresentation in that the speedometer had been
rewound since the vehicle was originally purchased.
In addition, in Mr Renzella's own handwriting, although the documentation shows the
vehicle was purchased for the sum of $ 7000-Mr Wilkes-That is cheap.
Mr BROWN-It is not cheap ifone realizes that, from memory, the car sales firm paid
$3000 for it. It has been substantiated to me by the purchaser that Mr Renzella wrote that
the purchase value of the vehicle was $4000. Mr Renzella has defrauded the State
Government by declaring an illegal amount in stamp duty.

The Opposition also has in its possession a receipt which shows an amount of $160
illegally underestimated by Mr Renzella and at some subsequent time he passed on to the
State Government the incorrect amount of stamp duty.
The Opposition has passed on to the Minister for Consumer Affairs documentary
evidence involving the purchase of 84 motor vehicles interstate. This dealer should never
have been licensed, given the extensive list of complaints which were obviously known
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from the documentation in our possession. His background with the infamous Royal
School and Regal Vista racing scandal should have made it clear that he was not a fit and
proper person to deal with the general public. The role of the Motor Car Traders Committee
has been called into serious question as a result of its preparedness to licence Mr Renzella
in clear knowledge of the complaints that had been directed to its attention.
I direct to the attention of the Minister for Consumer Affairs the fact that the involvement
of the Motor, Car Traders Committee in licensing Mr Renzella clearly needs to be fully
investigated separately from the serious problem I have raised regarding Mr Renzella
himself. There is ample proof that Mr Renzella has broken the law over a long period in
his dealings as a reseller of motor vehicles in Victoria. Mr Renzella's motor dealers' licence
should be revoked forthwith and his business dealings as a reseller of motor vehicles in
Victoria should be fully investigated~ His records should be impounded immediately to
investigate the stamp duty declared and paid to the State Government as conferred with
the amounts payable on the true value of the vehicles sold.
In view of a fire which destroyed records on a previous occasion when investigations
were being conducted into Mr Renzella's business activities, the Opposition calls for the
impoundment of records today. Persons of the character of Mr Renzella have a habit of
surfacing in new businesses at a later time. If Mr Renzella in the future sets up an
enterprise dealing with the public, either in his own right or by using stooges or dummy
directors as front men, the activities should be closely monitored by the Government. It
is clear that the public interest demands that actions of the nature I have outlined be
implemented forthwith.
Dr cOGHILL (Werribee)-My grievance relates to the extraordinary cruelty of the
"new right" policies of the Liberal Party under the leadership of the present Leader of the
Opposition, Mr Kennett, and the Howard Liberals Federally, and the fact that their
policies, if implemented, will lead to nothing less than poverty and despair in the Australian
community. The "market forces" and "economic rationalism" in the philosophies of the
Liberal "dries" represent nothing other than laws of the jungle-survival, wealth and
power for the ,haves and charity, poverty and despair for the have-nots.
As honourable members will recall, the Leader of the Opposition recently said that
some Liberal Party policies are weak and need more meat on the bone. That is hardly
surprising when one reads recent comments by that noted Liberal, John Hyde, who wrote
that "intellectual debate is uncommon in the Liberal Party". From what Government
members hear from the Opposition, there is not much doubt about that. It is worth
considering what the Liberals mean by "putting more meat on the bone".
Mr Maclellan-Mr Speaker, I direct your attention to the state of the House so that
other honourable mem~rs may enjoy the intellectual arguments of the honourable member
for Werribee. I hope Go~rnment members appreciate his contribution.

A quorum was formed.
Dr COGHILL-What is it that the Liberal Party is proposing by putting more meat on

the bones of its policies? One can see somethin~ of it in the recent move to the right of the
Federal leadership with Mr John Howard beIng elected Leader of the Federal Liberal
Party and the Victorian Leader's advocacy of economic rationalist policies.
Who will receive the meat and who will receive the bones of the new Liberal philosophy?
The new trend in Liberal policy is nothin~ less than a trend towards a society In which the
""deserving" prosper and the "undeservIng" suffer. Carried to its logical and ultimate
conclusion it would force the poorest people in one of the richest nations of the world to
beg in the streets just to survive.
The new Federal Liberal President, Mr John Valder, said recently that the next Federal
Liberal Government needed to cut social welfare. His comment was followed by the
response of Mr John Howard, who said that he "did not believe that Mr Valder was
philosophically at odds with the Parliamentary party".
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Similar comments have been heard from the Victorian Leader of the Opposition. He
said that he firmly believed in a philosophy similar to that of John Howard, but he went
further than that~ He said that the Victonan Liberal Party has already set itself on the
"dry" economic policy path likely to be adopted by the Federal Liberal Party under the
leadership of Mr Howard.
It is clear that the. Victorian Liberal Party has set itself on this path. It is interesting to
note that even the New South Wales Liberal Party has seen the folly of taking that path
and has commenced to back away very markedly from it, as evidenced in a debate in the
New South Wales Legislative Assembly exactly a week ago.

The "survival of the fittest" motto that is behind the Liberal Party policy is clothed in
rhetoric about freedom of choice and individual freedom, which is believed to be
synonymous with an unfettered free market and a limited and virtually invisible role for
government. This new direction by the Liberal Party might be clothed in the garb of
Liberalism, but the community is actually witnessing a radical and sharp swing to the right
by the Liberal Party, which is a break from the fundamental values on which the Liberal
Party was-founded by Sir Robert Menzies. More impdrtantly, it throws out the fundamental
tradItional Australian values associatep with the idea of mateship and a fair go, for which
Australian men and women have fought·and died. These are values by which people have
looked after their fellow Australians and have defended the right of their fellow Australians
to protection from unfair treatment.
As the honourable member for Kew noted in a recent article published in the Herald,
this obliges the Liberal Party to re-think a number of aspects of 40-year-old philosophy.
This philosophy was clearly spelt out by Sir Robert Menzies, who clearly repudiated the
direction the Liberal Party now takes.
In his 1970 lecture entitled 44The Foundations of Australian Liberalism", Sir Robert
Menzies said:
... Free enterprise cannot operate law-free. Australian Liberals are not exponents of the "open go", for if we are
all to have an open go-"each for himselfand the devil take the hindmost", anarchy will result and both security
and progress will disappear.

On another occasion he also said:
The saying that Governments only function to "keep the ring while private enterprise contestants slog it out"
has no place in the Liberal philosophy.

That is what the Liberal Party is now advocating.
The Kennett-Howard 44new right" policies rely on an appalling choice oflogical bases.
It is either an absurd assumption about the nature of mankind or a cruel and grotesque
view of how citizens should be treated. They assume either that the world consists of
isolated individuals who are equal in every sense--equal in their mentality, their physical
capacity, their resources, social circumstances and their opportunities-and are all able to
compete on equal terms in the market-place-in other words, the world is such, that
anyone who wants to succeed can succeed; or that people should be allowed to sink or
swim according to their capacity to survive.

Logically, there are no alternatives to these two basic beliefs. If they believe every
individual has the right to share in the resources of the community, the free market can
produce that result only if everyone has absolutely equal capacities to compete for those
resources.
It is patently obvious to all of us that we do not have equal opportunities to compete for
resources. Each individual has different and unique characteristics-a different combination
of qualities that leads to a huge variation in our competitive advantages.

The Liberal Party will always trot out examples of individuals who have made it despite
the odds-someone like Alan Bond-but they do not quote the odds, and statistics
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confirm that the odds are stacked against someone who has less that average qualities of
intelligence, physical skills, health, education or family and social support, or even who,
as much by luck as anything else, is not living in the right area at the right time. There are
many such examples.
That leaves only one cruel and grotesque alternative for the Liberals and that is that it
is the natural order of things for a few to be enormously rich and powerful at the expense
of others, some of whom can barely scavenge a living, surviving on charity at best or on
theft, prostitution and begging at worst.
In the view of the Liberal Party, the inequality that exists is then a result of unequal
individual capacities. To the Liberals, those who do not make it in the market-place do
not have what it takes.
Mr E. R. Smith-Mr Speaker, I draw your attention to the state of the House.

A quorum was formed.
Dr COGHILL-As I was saying, for the Liberals, those who do not make it in the
market-place do not have what It takes and are therefore responsible for their position at
the bottom of the heap.
If these new forces in the Liberal Party have their way, begging in the streets may
become a way of life for the poorer sections of the community. From the Liberal Party's
view of the world, seeking Government intervention to create opportunities and to ensure
justice is an imposition and an attempt to deny the freedom to compete-the freedom to
lose and the freedom to win. The Liberal Party's concept of individual freedom is totally
negative; ultimately it consists of freedom from social and moral obligations to their
fellow Australians.
The question must be asked: freedom for whom and from what? The Liberal Party's
rhetoric and policy orientation ultimately leads to freedom for the wealthy and freedom
for the powerful; in other words, freedom for the haves, not for the community generally.
Their arguments make a virtue of inequality and of selfishness. Their stress on unrestricted
free market enterprise and the private provision of services is an absolute moral cop-out.
It simply disregards the international and domestic consequences of such policies. There
is no morality whatever in the philosophy of the Liberal Party. There is no compassion
and, certainly, there is no justice.
The policies that the Liberal Party now advocates are similar to those that once restricted
and confined women in Australia. Half the population was restricted to stereotyped roles,
denied equal pay, denied equal opportunity in jobs, in education and in sport, and denied
equal status. Statements (llade by the Kennett and Howard Liberals clearly indicate that
they believe the distribution of society's resources should be left to the workings of the
market-place and this, in turn, will ensure individual freedom.
This philosophy was in practice in the nineteenth century. It imposed long hours, low
wages and impoverished old age on the population. It was believed at that time and also
in the 1930s that the policy of unrestricted market forces worked. As a result, millions of
people throughout the Western World were forced into poverty and despair. This
philosophy maintained discrimination against women. These poliCIes that in effect seek
to justify inequality, in fact mean that the real liberty of the majority of people is impeded.
It IS restricted to the privileged because power and wealth are available only to the few.
The road that the Kennett and Howard Liberals are now travelling is sign posted to
glorify individual self-satisfaction at the expense of community welfare and responsibility
and to glorify competitiveness at the expense of co-operation and private profit at the
expense of public good. The problem for the Liberals is that the logical extension of their
"new right" rhetoric leads to public neglect and impoverishment in the community.
Their perspective relies on the freedom of some individuals at the expense of many
other individuals.
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When the Liberals do put some meat on the bones of their policies to match the rhetoric,
they should say just whose freedom and whose interests they really stand for. The Leader
of the Opposition said in a recent statement that his policies of survival of the fittest are
Hweak". It is ill-founded and it cannot be defended logically.
It is weak because it is simply a resurrection of policies of past centuries, decades and
years that are in force in some countries today. They are a repudiation of a fundamental
principle that was laid down by the late Sir Robert Menzies when he established the
Liberal Party. More importantly to Australians, these policies are a rejection of traditional
Australian values of mateship and a "fair go" for which my father's generation fought and
died.
The Minister for Housing was part of that too. He fought for those traditional Australian
values and principles of mateship and a fair go for one's fellow Australians but the Liberal
Party does not want that; it wants those who can make it to trample over others, and never
mind the consequences.

Fortunately, some members of the Liberal Party are rebelling against this swing to the
right. I draw attention to the divisions in the Victorian Parliamentary Liberal Party, and
especially to the recent comments of the honourable member for Kew, as reported in the
Herald, In which she drew attention to the divergence by the Liberal Party from those
fundamental foundations laid down by Sir Robert Menzies. Indeed, because of her role in
endeavouring to lead the Liberal Party back in that direction, she is now being tipped as a
future Deputy Leader of the Opposition; and well may she be, because she is maintaining
the true principles of the Liberal Party and has some respect for the traditional values
upon which Australia is built.
At the Federal level, severe divisions have developed between the Liberal Party and its
coalition partner, the National Party, over the policy direction being taken by the Liberal
Party because the National Party has some appreciation of the disaster that will befall
country people if privatization and all these other new dry economic policies are put into
effect.
It is significant to consider what is happening in other States. As I have mentioned, this
issue was debated in the New South Wales Legislative Assembly exactly a week ago. A
motion was moved and the Liberal Party moved right away from the new economic
rationalist policy, which has been put forward in Victoria by the Leader of the Opposition
and those in his party who support him, and Federally by the Leader of the Opposition
Mr John Howard, and those who support him.
The Liberal Party in New South Wales and its Leader, Mr Nick Greiner, are running
away because they see the danger in these policies. The Liberal Party's "new right"
policies, as others have seen, and as an increasing number are recognizing, threaten the
strength of Australian society and its social and economic development.
Mr HAYW ARD (Prahran)-I shall discuss a very practical matter, the question of
design. Because of inadequate design, many Victorian businesses of small to medium size
are losing out to Asian countries on valuable export opportunities.
One might ask what is design? Design is a way of adding value to products. Design
depends heavily upon technology, and the availability of technology often gives the
opportunity for many different design options. It also enables firms to produce products
in different ways and with different materials, but design essentially is a creative process
which should not be confused with technology.
Some of Australia's most successful desi$ns are products that have a relatively low level
of technology or technology that has been In existence for a considerable period. There is
no better way of illustrating this than by bringing a specific example to the attention of
honourable members. The example I draw to your attention, Mr Deputy Speaker, is very
familiar to you and to all honourable members and that is the example of the plastic BYO
wine carrier, which will hold two bottles. This is a highly successful design and the product
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is now being exported to 42 countries. It is considered to be unique and as such is exhibited
in the New York Museum of Modern Art. Yet when one considers the product one realizes
that the most valuable asset is the design as distinct from the material or the type of
technology used in its manufacture.
Both plastic and that type of technology have been in existence for a considerable time.
The history of the product is that the designer was given the task of producing a BYO
carrier bag-something that people would use to carry their bottles into restaurants.
However, the designer said, "We can do a lot better than that", and he certainly did.
The most important element of design is people's creativity. It is the most valuable
resource that Victoria has at present. If undue attention is focused on technology, as
distinct from design, it could have a deskilling, dehumanizing effect, which could undermine
creativity.
What is the importance of design? I have outlined the marketing aspect of it. If one can
produce an effective, attractive and successful design, the market opportunities will follow.
However, a most important first step is the identification of the opportunity, through
market research which can then act as a guide for the designer. It is pleasing to note that
at present in Victoria there are some highly successful young desi$ners who are mainly
members of small firms or are self-emplored. There are very few In large organizations
and companies. As in every other aspect 0 life in Victoria, it is the people resource which
is the most effective and successful resource.
Naturally, there are many other aspects of design. For example, effective design can
increase the productivity of a product. If one can design a product effectively, one can
produce it better and at a lower cost through the use ofless material and the more efficient
use of equipment. If one has a well designed product which is produced well, that promotes
the financial health of an entire organization. There is a higher degree of worker satisfaction,
profitability and so on. The entire organization improves and profits from good design. A
well designed product can also improve people's standards of living.
One could sum up the design problems in Australia, and in Victoria in particular, by
saying that there is a lack of design, there is inadequate understanding and appreciation of
the importance of design and there is a tendency to copy and to rely upon forei$D designs
rather than using the creativity of Australians to produce a design which is SUitable and
effective for Australian conditions.
For example, at present in South-East Asia many opportunities are available but few
Australian firms are making use of those opportunities. There is a limited number of
examples in Australia of good, successful designs.
Victoria must understand the importance of design and the Government must increase
the community's awareness of that importance and reduce apathy towards design amongst
business in Victoria. However, the Government is not doing that.
One of the problems is that small to medium sized firms do not have the resources to
design products. They are not always aware of the resources which are available throughout
the community.
Technology is an extension of design. However, at present people tend to confuse design
with technology. At present there is undue focus by the Government on technology
without proper reference to design and its importance.
What is happening in design at present? The Victorian division of the Industrial Design
Council of Australia is a body which consists of both Government and non-Government
representatives and which is financed from both Government and non-Government
sources.
In the current Budget, the Victorian Government has contributed $71 000, a relatively
token amount, to the Industrial Design Council of Australia.
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I put it to the House that that organization is not effectively improving the importance
of design; nor is it providing the facilities to assist designers. Its main functions are to act
as a referral service and to organize design competitions.
A firm entering such a competition pays a high entry fee and must enter into an
agreement with the council to participate in co-operative promotion of the product at a
later stage. For a relatively small firm, that is often a hindrance.
I do not believe the council is doing its job effectively. The people associated with it are
not designers; increasingly, they are becoming administrators.
A fundamental increase in the awareness of the importance of design in Victoria is
necessary. The Government should review its policy in that regard and its involvement
with the council. The performance of the council must be upgraded or the Government
must find other ways of increasing awareness of the importance of design.
I put it to the Government that the best way to teach people in this area is by example.
I have already quoted one example, but there are many others. It is important for the
Government to commission case studies in design. The last thing that I am suggesting is
that the Government should conduct the studies itself, because I believe those skills do
not, and should not, exist within the administrative structures; nor do I suggest that the
Government should spend a lot of money.
If it were to commission and have prepared in an effective way case studies of, say, ten
to fifteen firms, that would take some months and would probably involve an investment
of some $50000. However, those case studies could be sold to institutions, and the
operation would be self-funding. The Government should then sponsor workshops in
desisn, using the case studies as a basis. Again, I do not believe that would involve
sigmficant expenditure. If the workshops were of high quality, and the people concerned
realized their value, people would be prepared to pay to participate in the seminar.
Those are the critical points. Another point relates to the teaching of design. A limited
number of design courses are available in Victoria at present, but few of them are taught
by people who are designers and day-to-day practitioners with practical experience in the
design area. The courses are almost invariably taught by academics and are predominantly
theoretical in content. The last thing I wish to do is to knock those people, their dedication
or what they are attempting to do. However, more resources need to be allocated to the
design teaching area, and those resources must be of a practical nature. There is nothing
better than to have courses taught by successful desi$Ders, such as the designer of the
product I mentioned earlier, the plastic BYO wine carner. That type of person could give
others the benefit of his experience.
In summary, I believe good design is critical for Victorian industry. Victorian firms are
missing out on valuable export opportunities in Asia, particularly South-East Asia, through
lack of understanding of and capability in design.
Victoria has a very hi~ calibre of young designers but, because firms are insufficiently
aware of the value of deslgn and because insufficient opportunities exist for those designers
in Victoria, they are leaving the State for other parts of Australia and overseas.
That creativity exists basically in small to medium sized firms and self-employed people
and it is in this area that encouragement should be given. That is the challenge that faces
us.
The current mechanisms for fostering design in Victoria are inadequate and ineffective.
The Industrial Design Council of Australia does not provide real assistance for designers.
It provides a type of reference system and confers design awards, but the people involved
in the council are mostly administrative people and cannot provide practical assistance to
designers.
The Government is preoccupied with technology to such a degree that design is being
ignored. The attitude of the Government is that technology will fix everything. To a large
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degree, this is self-defeating because unless there is good design, technology does not mean
anything. Technology must be regarded as extending the effective use of good design.
Technology on its own can be deskilling, dehumanizing and undermines the creativity of
people.
The Government should focus some of its resources and attentions on design as distinct
from technology. This can be done in practical ways. Case studies in design should be
commissioned and used in design workshops. This would not involve much expenditure
and could even be self-funding if the case studies were well prepared. There may even be
an international demand for them. I am sure that sufficient cash flows would be generated
to pay for design courses.
Currently, design courses are inadequate. There is, firstly, an insufficient number of
courses and, secondly, insufficient participation by people who have design skills and use
those skills on a daily working basis. The courses available tend to be too theoretical in
content and are conducted by people who do not have experience in practical design.
Much more practical experience must be brought into design courses.
Design is often regarded as an art form. It can be very practical as well, but it needs
people with down-to-earth, practical, day-to-day experience to develop its practicality. I
do not advocate large amounts of money being put into this area, I advocate an increase
in the awareness of the importance of design in Victorian industry and a change in attitude
by the Government to facilitate resources for design projects and education of Victorian
firms about the importance of design. The resources and facilities must be available for
Victorian firms t~ ut!lize. It is ~o good the Governqtent l;lsing. the r,IJetoric of econo~ic
strategy and statIng It has provIded a grand future for Vlctona. THose grand strategtes
must be imple~ented and the Government should provide assistance and leadership to
Victorian industry to make the most of design opportunities.
When I ask, on my visits to Victorian firms, about the economic strategy of the
Government, they laugh about it and say that it is a public relations exercise. What they
need is practical assistance. There is none. The Gove~ment is merely building up a huge
new bureaucratic structure in Victoria Parade. The people in this new bureaucracy know
nothing about industry. When business people attempt to speak to the bureaucrats they
first have to explain what industry is all about. This economic strategy is about setting up
new bureaucracies and new administrative activities, not about giving the practical
assistance that Victorian firms need.
Victorian businessmen complain that their time is being taken up with endless meetings
with bureaucrats from the Department of Industry, Technology and Resources, who know
nothing about anything. Businessmen need leadership from the Government in this
important area of design. Resources are needed to facilitate improvement in design. We
should look outside Australia to the new opportunities that are available in Asia, SouthEast Asia in particular. That is where the future of Australia and Victoria lies; it does not
lie in new administrative machinery, it lies in good leadership and the provision of
facilities to get industry going again.
Mrs HILL (Frankston North)-I wish to speak about the phenomenon of retirement
villages. I cannot deny that I am speaking today because of the disaster that has just
occurred in Frankston with respect to the financial difficulties faced by the Frankston
Baptist Centre.
Retirement villages are comparatively new and have emerged in the past decade. One
reason for their introduction was that insufficient alternative lifestyles were offered to
retired persons. As a result, church and welfare organizations took up the challenge to fill
the gap that own-your-own units had not filled and they sold the idea of retirement villages
by adding the "total care" concept.
Retirement villages have become very popular and have resulted in a fast growing
industry that is predominantly managed and run by the churches. The industry is also not
regulated and this has led to many of the problems that exist today.
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I am not against retirement villages; in fact, I am very much in favour of them because
they offer a viable alternative lifestyle to retired and aged people who should have the
right to pursue this lifestyle if they wish. I had the privilege of working in a retirement
village for a few years. I did not always agree with the management of the village and had
many arguments with management but I loved the village-I still love it-and I made
many friends there.
I do not believe that governments should try to stop the growth of retirement villages,
but legislation should be introduced to offer some protection to those persons who choose
to live in such villages. It has taken five years to come to the point of thinking about the
introduction oflegislation, although retirement villages have existed for the past ten years.
Any legislation addressing retirement villages has to be complicated because it must cover
not only the Government area but also the local government area. Legislation must be
introduced to prevent a second disaster like the one that has just occurred in Frankston.
One must consider why people choose to live in a retirement village and what they are
looking for. They are looking for independence-independence from their family,
independence from looking for special accommodation-type living and nursing home
living-and such security of tenure so that they can live in their own home uBit for as long
as they wish. They want a home they can manage both in size and financially. They want
to make friends with people of their own age, and are able to do so in a retirement village.
Most of all, they want lack of intrusion from living next door to younger people who want
to play loud music; they want lack of intrusion from families WIth younger children who
want to tramp all over their garden and to throw balls around.
Retirement villages offer a lifestyle that should be available to people in the older age
bracket. Most people who choose to live in retirement villages are not wealthy. They sink
all of their equity into their unit and live on a pension or superannuation. That does not
have much to do with it because, regardless of whether one is wealthy, middle-class or
poor, one's needs are the same when one grows older, and one has the right to have those
needs fulfilled.
Most people who enter retirement villages must do so with a certain degree of trustthere is no other way in which it can be done-so it is important that church and welfare
groups rather than private developers run the villages. I am not casting a slur on private
developers, but there must be a large degree of trust on the part of residents moving into
retirement villages.
The matter of titles is important. If a separate title is issued for each unit, the question
of regulating the age of residents entering the villages must be considered. Most villages
are run with security of tenure for life.
The residents of retirement villages have certain expectations; they expect to be able to
rely on 24-hour nursing care, and they also expect that the management of the village will
not intrude too much on their lifestyles.
I shall now refer to what has happened at the Frankston Baptist Centre retirement
village. The management began with high ideals to develop a retirement village, and I
became involved in the early years of its development as I believed in its ideals. However,
over the years, those ideals changed. Unfortunately, the residents who entered the village
in its early stages were caught and were unable to leave.
When considering how the village in Frankston was established, one must examine who
is its director and the part he has played. I refer to the Rev. Bob Payne. Recent newspaper
reports have quoted Rev. Payne as stating that he is a little man with a big heart who
wanted to see faith at work and whose only dream was to help the elderly. He said that he
could not help being duped by the big commercial world, of which he had had little
experience.
Before one feels pity for Rev. Pay ne, one must remember what he really is and the
dilemma that he has caused. He is a manipulator of funds and people. He is a director and
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board chairman of a private enterprise worth approximately $50 million. It is estimated
that the village currently has a debt of approximately $18 million. In the Corporate Affairs
Office annual report of 1981-82, it was recorded that the village was running at a $3·4
million profit. How then does the 1983-84 Corporate Affairs Office annual report show a
$1· 5. million deficit for the village? Rev. Pay ne is the director and board chairman of a
public company that has no public accountability.
In recent years Rev. Payne has applied for permits to build a supermarket at Mount
Eliza, and one could query what that has to do with a retirement village. He has also been
negotiating to buy a piece of land, known as Mount Erin, in the Frankston area for
approximately $1 million. The permits stated that the land was to be used for commercial
and recreational needs. However, Rev. Payne was not backward in indicating that he
wanted to build on the land a glass cathedral similar to the one built in America by Jerry
Falwell.
Rev. Payne wanted more units to be built at Frankston, which has the largest retirement
village not only in Victoria but also in Australia. The village has approximately 400 units,
of which twenty are still to be completed. It has the potential of housin~ more than 700
elderly people in one area. The services provided are not adequately keepIng pace with the
residents' needs.
Rev. Payne has built pre-schools and a school; he has money to run programs on radio
station 3GL and, in the past, he has had money to run advertIsements in the local paper
publishing his religious and political ideals.
When one thinks about this man, one has to ask the question: were the funds supplied
unknowingly by residents who have no equity in the title and who have no say on the
board of management? From where did the money come for all the expansion? I do not
think this man set up the retirement village for the benefit of the elderly. I think it was set
up as part of a fast growing industry to fleece the elderly, obtain their money and manipulate
them so that he could put his own crooked ideals into action.
Mr Weideman-Why don't you say that outside this place?
Mrs HILL-It is interesting to see the honourable member for Frankston South
defending the Rev. Bob Payne because of his political affiliations. In his advertisements
he blatantly says he is a supporter of free enterprise and the liberal system. He has named
me as a socialist of the worst order.
With respect to retirement villages, the disaster that occurred in the Frankston area
could be the forerunner of what might happen to many retirement villages in the State.
Some of the problems are brought about because of the degree ofintrusion that management
has in the lives of residents of retirement villages. When managing retirement villages,
churches must decide whether they have a welfare role in caring for the elderly or whether
the villages are run as businesses, which is the case with many of them. The business is
being placed before the church ideals. The money concept is being put before the welfare
aspect.
Why should people who have become old and vulnerable and have chosen to live an
alternative lifestyle because they want security, peace of mind and someone to care for
them and have sunk their money into retirement villages be put in a position where they
cannot escape from it and must have the church philosophy rammed down their necks?
If the residents cannot come to terms with the philosophy of the church that runs the
village, why should they be punished? It is not right; someone must stand up and speak
for them because they cannot speak for themselves. I cannot quote or table in the House
the letters I have received from residents because in every one of them the last sentence
says, in effect, "Please don't name me; I have to live in this village and I cannot get out of
it". The residents point out that a clause in their leases provides that the resident's right
to live in the centre can be terminated by the centre where it is deemed by the centre that
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the resident is not living sympathetically With a Christian life-that is, deemed by someone
like Bob Payne, who is a director of the board that manages the village.
The Frankston centre houses 600 residents, many of whom live in fear that if they do
not show on the outside that they live in sympathy with the teachings of the Full Blessing
Church they are in danger of having their leases terminated and finishing up in the gutter.
1 have visited the residents of the retirement village and have seen elderly persons
whispering into the telephone. When I asked them why they are whispering I am told, "I
like to have a little bet on the races. If the Rev. Bob Payne finds out that I am putting a
wager on the races, what will happen as a result of this clause in my lease? I have no access
to my money if I leave the village. I cannot afford to go anywhere else; therefore, 1 have to
live within his terms."

This situation does not become apparent to the elderly citizens when they first become
residents of the villa$e. They are greeted by a person who, on face value, seems to be a just
person with a good-hving philosophy. It is only after those people have been living at the
village for a while that they find out about the right-wing philosophy of the village.
The political intrusion is prominent in that area. It is impossible for a member of the
Labor Party-dreadful socialist that I am-to visit that village unless one is specifically
invited by a resident. Given the reverend~s constant denigration of me, what happens
when he is faced with a problem at the Frankston Baptist Centre Retirement Village? Who
will he ask to help him out-the socialist Government that he is so busily running down?
I

Mr Perrin-Are your motives political or personal?
Mrs HILL-I do not have any reason to love the Reverend Bob Payne and I do not
have any reason to waste my time hating the man; my concern is for the residents who
live at the retirement village. That man is beneath contempt, he is beneath anything, and
is not worth considering in any way.
1 have stated once before in this House that I feel angry and frustrated by the plight of
the residents at the village, but 1 feel deeper anger because since 1983 those who have
worked in and been involved with the retirement village have known that there is only
one way the village can end up, and that is in the financial disaster it is now facing. It was
obvious then that we could not stop it. We can only offer support to those who live in the
village.
1 am pleased that the Ministers responsible and the Government, of which I am proud
to be a part, have accepted the challenge and will come to the aid of the retirement village.
I can only hope that the person who must wear the blame for the financial plight now
faced by the village will receive his just deserts. It will not make much difference to me
but it will make a lot of difference to those residents.
I was asked to bring the matter to the attention of Parliament. It is not part of my
philosophy to continually run down one person. However, this matter must continue to
be raised in the House until something is done to resolve it. The people ofFrankston must
stand up for the residents of the village who have faced a certain amount of animosity. It
should be placed on record that the Liberal Party politicians who represent the Frankston
area, such as the honourable members for Mornington and Frankston South, defend the
Reverend Bob Payne.

Mr Weideman-Where? Name them.
Mrs HILL-There are certain councillors on the Frankston City Council who defend
him. It is interesting that honourable members who defend him are from the Liberal
conservative side of the Frankston City Council and the House. It should also be put'on
record that a conservative member of the Frankston City Council, Cr Don McComb,
relies heavily on the continued support of the Baptist village because he .has gained
financially from placing proposed residents in his motel while they await a place in the

Grievances

3 October 1985

ASSEMBLY

663

units. That lucrative deal has been going on for a long time. I am sure it will soon be
brought to light.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The honourable member's time has
expired.
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-The first matter I direct to the attention of the House relates
to the trade union, the Association of Drafting, Supervisory and Technical Employees and
refers to the special privileges that have been afforded to that association.
If honourable members cast back their minds, they would realize that this association
was actively engaged in disputes that took place surrounding the construction of Parliament
House in Canberra. An important part of the comments I shall make is that the association
is registered federally. As part of the extension of its activities, the association took action
at the remand centre in Melbourne in an endeavour to further spread its net and to obtain
additional membership.

I do not have difficulty with that approach in the sense that it is a proper role for any
union or any trade association to bring within its aegis people who could quite properly
belong to the union. I am sure honourable members would have no difficulty with that
view. However, the association has approached the matter by creating a further strike at
the remand centre, a needless strike which has caused enormous costs and delays to the
project.
Not content with that, the association then became involved in a number of State
Government and private enterprise developments in Victoria. On 11 June, after private
consultations with the Minister for Public Works, the association was able to have its
name added to the Public Works Department site agreement. The agreement provides for
specific and special benefits to the association.
Clause (10) of the site agreement states:
Union Membership
Any general building industry agreement reached between the Master Builders Association of Victoria and the
VTHC/ ACTU and the building unions regarding union membership shall be deemed to apply. Where no such
agreement applies employers shall take all reasonable steps to ensure that employees including sub-contractors'
employees are. and remain. financial members of the relevant union while working on the site.

In response to my raising this matter on an earlier motion for the adjournment for the
sitting, the Minister stated that it was reasonable, right and proper for the association to
gain this privileged position because it was, after all, a legal entity. The Minister a~eed to
that situation in defiance of, and to quash the rights of, the Association of ArchItects of
Australia which has existed for many years.
That association has carried out work for and on behalf of the Public Works Department
and the previous and present Governments of Victoria for many years and was recognized
as an appropriate association to do that work.
Is the Minister now saying that the Association of Architects of Australia is not a legal
body? I also pointed out on an earlier motion for the adjournment of the sitting that that
association is in the process of forming its own industrial union to combat the inclusion
of this more militant Association of Drafting, Supervisory and Technical Employees.
They have an application before the State Industrial Relations Commission for
recognition as an association of employers in exactly the same way as the ADSTE. The
significance is that the ADSTE has no more right than the Association of Architects of
Australia, the architects' industrial arm. Both are seeking recognition before the State
Industrial Relations Commission and both ought to be afforded the same position. The
matter has escalated further. I raised this matter in Parliament a week or so ago. Professional
architects, quantity surveyors and other people are or have been acting for the Public
Works Department and the Government for many years.
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Unless the Minister steps in and offers a more even-handed approach in this matter in
the near future, litigation will most likely be taken by professional architects against the
Public Works Department. I am sure the Minister does not want that situation to occur. I
enjoin the Minister to take full account of the consultative process available to him. The
architects stand ready on a consistent and constant basis and are more than prepared at
any time to have discussions with the Minister aimed at resolving the dispute.
The Opposition asks that the matter be dealt with in a fair and even-handed fashion. It
is possible the Minister has been misled. It is possible that he has not intended to be less
than even-handed. However, the way in which he has conducted this matter leads one to
the view that even-handedness may not have been the goal. That is a matter of concern.
The next matter I turn to relates to industrial relations, particularly in a number of State
projects. People in this State, especially Opposition members, have often been given to
understand that the Government has an outstanding track record in industrial relations.
A good deal of consultation has taken place between the Government and its industrial
arm-the Victorian Trades Hall Council and the Australian Council of Trade Unions.
That is a wise move and no one is suggesting that it should not occur. It may be of interest
for the House to be aware of the disputes that are currently occurring on State projects.
The first example concerns the Plumbers and Gasfitters Employees Union of Australia
which is involved in disputes at various sites Statewide in educational facilities for
apprenticeships. The bans were first imposed on 3 July and, according to a recent report
of the Federal Department of Employment and Industrial Relations, the bans are still
continuing on those sites.
In "J" Division of Pentridge Prison the Builders Labourers Federation is involved in
the relocation of recreation facilities. A ban was imposed on 26 August and is continuing.
The so-called special arrangements and special understanding of the Government do not
appear to be having much effect in those disputes. The disputes have not attracted significant
media attention, but the respective determinations that may be made by the Government
through its Public Works Department or the Department of Employment and Industrial
Affairs to settle the disputes will have flow-on effects into the private sector. That will
have a fU.rther deterrent effect on the general community.
A dispute with the Builders Labourers Federation is continuing on the No. 1 Treasury
Place project. That dates back to the April national wage case, and lost time bans were
imposed on 4 September. The bans are continuing.
We have not seen anywhere near the last of the Builders Labourers Federation,
notwithstanding the fact that the Government has introduced legislation to deregister the
union. It is interesting to note that bans are continuing on the two State projects I have
mentioned.
I have not noticed the de registration proceedings being hustled along swiftly by either
the State or Federal Government.
Work is being carried out by Leighton Contractors Pty. Ltd., at 369 Flinders Street,
Melbourne, where a number of building unions are involved in a dispute, including the
Building Workers Industrial Union of Australia. The stoppage commenced on 9 September.
I understand that a Conciliation and Arbitration Board hearing was held on 7 September.
I am not aware of the details, but I am aware that the stoppage is continuing. I raise these
matters because the community has been given to understand that a special arrangement
exists between the Government and the trade union movement, an agreement that does
not bring with it higher costs to the general community, but does decrease industrial
disputation, is to be applauded, but that is not the case in Victoria.
I make the point that a number of major Government building sites where the Builders
Labourers Federation is actively involved there are protracted and long disputes. When
will the Government proceed With the deregistration proceedings against theBLF?
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The House has been treated to a number of responses during question time over the
past two or three weeks relating to the slowness in payment by the Ministry of Transport
and the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands of registration fees for vehicles
maintained by them. The normal process when a vehicle's registration is overdue and it
has not been reregistered within four weeks or so is for a roadworthy certificate to be
necessary. Was that done in these cases and are those vehicles now registered?
I refer the House to an incident that occurred at Colac High School several months ago
when a vehicle was hired from a local car yard to teach students how to drive on the school
oval. The inevitable happened and one of the students drove the car into a post. Damage
to the vehicle was in the order of $1000. The car dealer thought it would be simply a
matter of making a claim against the school, which would, in turn, make a claim through
the Education Department against the State Insurance Office. He would then be reimbursed
and the car repaired. Not so! When the dealer contacted the school and the Education
Department, he discovered that the Education Department had not paid its insurance
account and, of course, trouble occurred.
I refer the House to the problems the firm of Marks Industrial Photographic Sales has
had with the Government. The slow payment of a Government account to this company
was brought to the attention of the Premier. The gross turnover of the company is about
$3 million a year, of which approximately 50 per cent relates to contracts it has with both
the State and Commonwealth Governments for the sale of Polaroid film. Other film
activity was also associated with the contract. When the matter was first brought to the
attention of the Government, accounts in excess of$200 000 were outstanding.
The matter of outstanding accounts was also covered in the major daily newspapers.
The Sun and the Age both ran substantial feature stories on the plight of Mr Victor
Apakian, of Mark's Industrial Photographic Sales, but no action took place. The accounts
were not paid and the inevitable occurred-the company went into receivership.
We have now seen, effectively, the proprietor lose his private home and this is a matter
of great concern. Businesses in Victoria can contract with this State and so often we hear
that we ought to bank with the State Bank or take out a Government loan because it is
Government guaranteed and there is nothing stronger than the support and backing of the
government of the day. Those ideas go right across party politics. It is a general comment
that is made and, generally, it is accepted by the community. But one would not want to
be Victor Apakian; one would not want to be somebody who was dealing with this
Government in a substantial way and relying on the payment of Government accounts to
survive in this State.
In the Geelong Advertiser of 8 August, an article appears about a Mr Brian Grinter, an
engineering contractor. He is pictured above the article and the caption states "Brian
Grinter-tired of waiting". The article is entitled "$20 000 work wait". I shall briefly read
from the article:
Steel fabricator Mr Brian Grinter is wondering whether his sub-contract work on the SEC sub-station in Little
Myers Street was worth the effort.
He is awaiting payment on most of his $20 000 contract dating back to 1983 and is borrowing money to pay
his bills.
The main contractor, Stan Murray Pty. Ltd. is still negotiating on an amount in excess of$4oo 000.

I shall not read the whole article, but I make the point that here is yet another example of
a business that has contracted with the Government to carry out works, the business has
completed those works and put in its account but has not been paid and is having to
borrow at the present high interest rates to meet its accounts.
Why should the business community be underwriting the Victorian Government, or
any other Government for that matter? Governments have a responsibility to settle their
accounts in a prompt and efficient fashion.
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I am reminded of the fact that just prior to the recent Nunawading by-election, as a
consequence of the Opposition having introduced a private member's Bill dealing with
the way in which the Government should tackle prompt payment of accounts, and having
embarrassed the Premier into acting on the Bill, the Premier called in, according to the
press article, some 40 or so senior public servants and permanent heads, and gave them
an edict to settle their accounts promptly, effectively and efficiently. He also told them the
Treasurer would spot audit their performance.
I have given sufficient examples to show that many more of these audits need to be
undertaken. There is a big problem with the payment of Government accounts in Victoria.
There are innumerable examples of this and they are of grave concern to the Opposition.
It does not apply merely to the private sector. I shall cite some other examples: I am
aware of a number of welfare agencies that rely on support from the Government for staff
funding-subsidies of, say, 80 per cent of salaries or whatever the percentage happens to
be for the specific agency-who are waiting for anything up to three or four months for
their subsidies to be paid.

Effectively, what is happening in those circumstances is that the public subscription to
agencies is underwriting the Victorian Government.
That is a matter of grave concern. It ought to be of significant concern to the Government;
certainly, it is of concern to several agencies. I instance the Paraplegic and Quadriplegic
Association of Victoria and I could name halfa dozen others if that is necessary.
In the remaining few minutes that I have I wish to relate a matter of concern that was
brought to my attention by a constituent, Mrs Marjorie Altman, who has experienced
difficulties with the legal profession and with the Legal Aid Commission on associated
legal matters. One particular matter that was dealt with by the Legal Aid Commission was
completely unsatisfactory, to say the least. In documents that I have, she has made
substantial and serious allegations against senior people in the community and, generally,
the legal profession. I should like briefly to read from her letter.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The honourable member's time has
expired.
Mr Perrin-I direct attention to the state of the House.
A quorum was formed.

Mr POPE (Monbulk)-I intend to discuss the issue of red meat sales in Victoria. The
Knox Prices Action Group, in which I have an interest as I am president, is a very wellknown consumer protection group. Recently, it completed its September survey and its
figures on red meat sales are interesting. These figures illustrate the price difference between
supermarkets and butchers for red meat sales. The group surveyed the prices of ten red
meat items that are standard items in any household. The total average price of those ten
items purchased from butchers was $43.61 whereas the supermarkets' price average was
$54.73, a difference of $11.12. The percentage difference shows prices to be 25·5 per cent
dearer at supermarkets than at butcher shops.
The most expensive butcher shop surveyed was Doyle's of Ferntree Gully, whose prices
were 6 per cent cheaper than the cheapest supermarket, Coles New World, Fountain Gate,
which was $49.53. The dearest supermarket was Safeway Hypermart at Ferntree Gully,
whose price was $57.90, some $14.29 higher than the average price of the butchers surveyed.
If anything indicates the situation with butchers and the cost of red meat, certainly that
survey does.
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I turn to another survey that was conducted by Rob Neal and Associates in New South
Wales and I quote from a document from the Meat and Allied Trades Federation of
Australia which quotes that survey. It states:
A recent survey conducted by Rob Neal and Associates on behalf of the NSW diVIsion examined relative
supermarket and butcher's prices for a predetermined basket of meat consisting of a range of cuts. A total of 80
retail outlets throughout Sydney was surveyed. The following results were obtained:

*
*

The average price for all cuts of meat in the basket was $4.77 per kilo at supermarkets.
The average price for all cuts of meat in the basket was $4.45 per kilo at butchers.

Once again the butchers in that survey came out well on top. The survey figures illustrate
that the present Liberal Party policy for deregulation of red meat sales will affect butchers
and will have both direct and indirect effects on many other areas throughout Victoria,
and I shall touch upon those later.
It is lamentable that in the Upper House a Bill has been introduced by the Honourable,
F. S. Grimwade, one of the members who represent my area in another place, to extend
red meat trading hours in Victoria to 133 hours. If passed that private member's Bill
would have a devastating effect.
'

Mr Leigh-Mr Speaker, I draw attention to the state of the House.

A quorum was formed.
Mr POPE-The present Liberal Party policy of deregulation of red meat sales will have
a catastrophic effect throughout Victona. At present most butchers work approximately
50 to 65 hours a week and if the Liberal Party policy became reality-I hope it never
will-those butchers will be working much longer hours. The reality is that butchers would
be for~ed out of business and the unemployment that would be caused not only for
butchers but also by a lack of apprenticeship opportunities would be catastrophic. An even
worse effect would be the higher prices that would have to be paid by consumers in
Victoria.
Referring to the Knox Prices Action Group survey, the 25·5 per cent difference in red
meat prices between supermarkets and butchers would be even greater. The experience in
the United States of America has been that deregulation of the retailing of red meat has
resulted in supermarket monopolies in that area. Supermarkets in America produce
approximately 70 per cent of their meat and only 30 per cent is bought from farmers.
Butchers have been pushed out of existence totally and there has been a price hike to
something like $30 for a leg of lamb and $27 a kilogram for stewing steak. This sort of
result will occur in Victoria if the Liberal Party policy is brought into effect. Consumers
would be hit with an enormous hike in meat prices if the "new right" ideology of
deregulation became elfective, and that could only spell disaster.
The producer is being fed lies by the Victorian F~rmers and Graziers Association.
Indeed, during the recent Nunawading by-election the association pushed the view that it
would be better for the consumer and all concerned if there was a deregulation of trading
bours for red meat. The association claimed that the fall in consumption of red meat
would be
.. - rectined by extending the trading hours. That was a most ludicrous argument.
Families have a certain amount of money which they can spend on food. Indeed,
families would have even less money to spend on food if trading hours in red meat were
deregulated so that the supermarkets would gain a monopoly on the sale of red meat..
\

The consumption of red meat has fallen in Victoria by 40 per cent since the 1950s. That
fall in consumption is not due to the trading hours but the changing lifestyles through the
introduction of .fast food outlets, the decline in the traditional Sunday family roast and a
100 per cent increase in the sale of white meat since the 19505.
Much concern has been expressed on the issue by many reasonably minded producers
who understand what will occur if trading hours are deregulated. I quote a letter from Mr
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J. M. Bottomley ofYarck, published in the Stock and Land of Thursday, 12 September
1985. After outlining the fact that he is a retired master butcher with twenty years'
experience and is now a farmer, he states, inter alia:
With the extension of trading hours 1 consider more meat will be sold in the supermarkets, less meat sold in
the individual butcher shops.
We must not forget the supermarkets are there fundamentally to make money. With the gradual demise of the
butcher shop in strip shopping centres, in the long-term, the farmer will have limited outlets, less competition to
the public, less wholesalers, less competition in the marketplace.

That is exactly what occurred in the United States of America when the supermarkets
there gained a monopoly on the trade in red meat. The supermarkets there produce 70 per
cent of the red meat they retail and purchase only 30 per cent of red meat from the farmers.
I refer also to an article in the Weekly Times of 14 August 1985, which quotes Mr Mick
Campbell, the President of the Country Abattoirs and Wholesalers Association of Victoria.
Under the heading, "Extended hours could hurt retail butchers" the article states:
Many retail butchers would be hurt by an extension of red meat trading hours, according to Country Abattoirs
and Wholesalers Association of Victoria president, Mick Campbell, of Bairnsdale.
"1 don't think farmers at the grassroots level have asked enough questions about VFGA proposals to have red
meat selling hours extended," he told a Municipal Saleyards Association seminar at Warragul recently.

"Many small butchers bid at their local saleyards, often buying on more than one day a week and having stock
taken straight to their abattoir.
"If supermarkets have longer trading hours, then many small butchers will be pushed out of business and that
would mean fewer buyers at stock sales."
Mr Campbell said Victoria was different to other States because it had more small holdings with farmers
marketing a few animals at a time. This related well to a large number of small butchers buying for their own
purposes. Ifmeat retailing fell into a few hands, returns to producers would be reduced.

That is the message that must get through to most growers. Unfortunately, the Victorian
Farmers and Graziers Association is distorting the facts because it wishes to endorse the
present Liberal Party policy, which spells disaster.
The sitting was suspended at 1.1 p.m. until 2.4 p.m.

Mr POPE-As I was saying before the sus~nsion of the sitting, the Liberal Party policy
on the deregulation of trading hours, espeCIally for red meat sales, will have disastrous
effects throughout Victoria. Indeed, the private member's Bill introduced by the Liberal
Party member for Central Highlands Province in another place, the Honourable F. S.
Grimwade, encapsulates that disastrous policy.
When the Liberal Party changed its trading hours policy to total deregulation, the
National Party's view on that policy was expressed in an article that appeared in the
Herald of 8 March 1983, which stated:
The Victorian Liberal Party was living in "dream time" if it believed trade unions would agree to abolish
weekend penalty rates and extend shop trading hours, the National Party said today.
Its Leader in Victoria, Mr Ross-Edwards, said there was strong opposition to the deregulation of shop trading
hours in country areas.

That is the reality as one finds from examining a recent survey that was conducted by the
Morgan (Roy) Research Centre Pty Ltd. The Meat and Allied Trades Federation submission
also states:
(k) a recent survey conducted by the Morgan Research for the federation, indicated that the consumers

were largely satisfied with existing hours-"7.30 a.m. to 5.30 p.m. Monday to Friday, 7.30 a.m. to 12
noon Saturday", some 86 per cent of consumers stated they would buy the same amount of meat if
trading hours were extended.

Indeed, the amount I mentioned earlier is the only amount devoted to the food bill;
naturally, one could not spend more than that amount merely because shops may be open
for longer periods. All it would do is totally destroy the industry. This has happened in the
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United States of America where butchers have gone out of existence; supermarkets have a
monopoly and it has brought about enormous price mark-ups for meat.
The Metal and Allied Trades Federation of Australia, Victorian Division, raised in its
submission to the Director of the Regulation Review on trading hours for red meat, a
number of factors concerning what would occur in the event of an extension of trading
hours. These include: fewer retail shops; less competition for stock; loss of service to
market segments by specialists and an over-all consumption drop due to higher prices.
If I may divert, that was illustrated in the Knox Prices Action Group survey, the results
of which I received last night. This survey indicated a 25·5 per cent differential between
meat sold at butchers and meat sold at supermarkets. Ten items of meat cost $11.12 more
at supermarkets than at butcher shops.
The other points outlined in the federation's submission are:
Producers disadvantaged-specially those involved quality end of market buying concentration in few large
companies with inevitable SQueeze on stock prices and drop in quality to compete. Subsequent drop in quality
meat available for export markets-we then concentrate on being producers of M.X. grade beef and fat hoggett
for mid east, with no incentive to maintain quality product.
Who wins. Not producers, not processors, not exporters, not wholesalers, not retailers, not even supermarkets
who will see consumption fall off.

Supermarket trade will fall off because people will not be able to afford the meat that the
supermarkets are retailing. That will not enhance the employment situation, nor will it
enhance the position of the consumer. In those circumstances, who wins? That is what the
federation had to say.
I am illustrating in this grievance debate what would happen if the Liberal Party :policy
of deregulation is put in place; indeed, what would happen if the Bill introduced In the
other House by the honourable member for Central Highlands Province came into effect?
It would provide a disastrous situation for Victorian butchers, for consumers of red meat
and for the producers, and would be contrary to what the Victorian Farmers and Graziers
Association is espousing.
In the United States of America, butcher shops no longer exist. The meat industry is
now controlled by supermarket monopolies; 70 per cent of red meat retailed by
supermarkets is owned by those supermarket chains. That leaves only 30 per cent of meat
production by farmers. The result is that a leg of ham will cost $30 a kilogram and stewing
steak will cost $27 a kilogram. That same situation would eventuate if the Liberal Party
had its way and introduced deregulation of the red meat industry. I am sure that if the
Liberal Party achieved office it would put its policy of deregulation into effect. I sincerely
trust that the Liberal Party never has that opportunity.
Mr KENNETI (Leader of the Opposition)-I wish to raise the matter of the ,lack of
propriety of the Premier of the State of Victoria in dealing with two matters: his lack of
concern in the terms of the investigation into the Nunawading how-to-vote card scandal
and the deliberate course of action by the Premier to force the removal of the Governor of
this State.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The Leader of the Opposition is
entitled to raise the matter of the Nunawading by-election. However, when he raises
matters which reflect on the actions of the Governor, that requires a substantive motion,
as the Leader of the Opposition is well aware.
The Leader of the Opposition has read the document, "Reference to the Governor in
questions and debate". Of course, the Chair cannot allow this debate to continue in that
sense; it has to be very limited.
Mr KENNETI-On a point of order, it is my intention not to in any way reflect on the
Governor or his position but on the actions of the Premier of this State. I am in receipt of
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the advice to the Parliament or you, Sir, and I wish to direct your attention, firstly, to
section 6 of the Constitution Act which defines the Governor as being appointed by Her
Majesty as Her Maj~sty's representative in Victoria. I direct your attention to the last
sentence in that advice which states:
A question directed to the Premier in respect of his administration affecting the operation of the Governor's
office would have to be restricted to seeking factual information and cannot contain any reflections on the actions
of the Governor or the Premier.

Mr Acting Speaker, I ask you to comment on the point of order that the words "or the
Premier" have been added after and are not part of the original advice. You can see from
the ~yping of th,js advic~ that the wor~s "or the Premi~r" are typed a li~e lower than
"actIOns of the Govern'or". Further, In that same adVIce I refer you, SIr to the last
paragraph which states:
It wiJ) be out of order for any member to raise the current issue involving the Governor during the course of
the grievance debate.

That statement is included to qualify the addition of "or the Premier". Reference is made
in the advice to May. There are several references on pages, 460, 430 and 338. Nowhere
in May is there any reference to the ability of this Parliament or any member of it to call
into question or to debate th~ role of the Premier in this Parliament on any specific issue.

Mr Wilkes-That is a broad statement. It reflects on the subject matter.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member will address the Chair.

Mr KENNETT-There is no reference in May that includes the Premier and if
honourable members are unable to debate the actions of the Premier in this place without
reflecting on the Governor, where are they able to do so?
At page 338 of May reference is made to the Royal Family and the Royal prerogative.
It makes it quite clear that it is talking there about directions towards the office of the
Governor. If one refers to page 337, again there is no reference in terms of the way in
which this Parliament has the right to call into question the actions of the Premier of the
day, not in any way reflecting on the Governor but on the actions of the Premier.
Page 428 of May starts a series of pages referring to rules governing the contents of
speeches. It makes reference to the Queen or her representative being mentioned in
debate-and we a're not suggesting that.
If one refers to the page that was actually quoted on the advice that you received, Mr
Speaker, May refers to reflections on the Sovereign or his or her representative. We are
not making any reference or reflection on the Sovereign or her representative. What we
wish to debate now is the point of the Premier's action relating to the administration of
his office.
I am well aware of the advice to you, Mr Speaker, but I ask you to consider the advice
and to look at that second paragraph where the words "or the Premier" are typed lower
than the rest of'the line in the advice. The last sentence on that advice is inconsistent with
the rest of the advice and is inconsistent with May and, more importantly, in my opinion,
seeks to deny members of this Parliament the right to speak on matters of grave public
concern for which the Premier ha~ got to accept personal responsibility.
~

Mr ROSS-EDWARDS (Leader of the National Party)-On the point of order, Mr
Speaker, I completely endorse the remarks of the Leader of the Opposition; they were well
considered and he has done much research, as I have. However, I wish to make this point:
there is no question about th~ rulipg so far as the Crown or the reprfsentative of the Crown
in Victoria is concerned. Members of the National Party have handled the situation in
recent hours and days extremely carefully and correctly. There is no suggestion by me or
my party of bringing the Crown or th~ Crown's representative into the d~ate.
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If honourable members cannot criticize the Premier or any other Minister who is an
elected representative, a dangerous precedent will be set. I know the Speaker would have
a difficult task in separating the two, but it is up to the Speaker to make his decision when
the time comes. Ifhonourable members are gagged from criticizing the Premier's behaviour
and actions over the past 48 hours, a serious state of affairs will arise, and an extremely
dangerous precedent will be set for the future. It has not been done in the past; the Speaker
has no precedents to which he can refer.
If the Leader of the Opposition and I and our respective party members are gagged from
discussing the Premier's actions-and we feel extremely strongly that his behaviour is
open to question, to put it mildly-a dangerous precedent will be established which will
have the effect of gagging this place.

Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-The point of order, Mr Speaker, is developing
into a debate on what Parliament mayor may not be allowed to hear in the not-too-distant
future. If one examines the advice and the statements quoted by the Leader of the
Opposition from page 338 of May's Parliamentary Practice, twentieth edition, one realizes
that no question can be put which brings the name of the Governor or the influence of the
Crown directly before Parliament or which casts reflections upon the Governor or the
Royal Family.
It is impossible to debate the matters that the Leader of the Opposition and the Leader
of the National Party want to debate without transgressing that ruling. They will obviously
compare the actions of the Premier-which the Government supports-over the past 24
hours with those of the Governor, the Queen's representative. Therefore, by necessity, the
Crown must be brought into the debate. During question time today, you, Mr Speaker,
already suggested that that would not be possible.

The Leader of the Opposition had already been informed that if he wished to take the
course of action that he has apparently chosen, he should move a substantive motion at
the appropriate time. As he has failed to do that, the Government contends that the
Opposition would be completely out of order in debating the matter in the way proposed.
It does not involve gagging; it is a question of procedure, and the Leader of the Opposition
and the Leader of the National Party would be out of order if you, Mr Speaker, were to
permit them to debate the matter they have put before you.

Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-On the point of order,
if the Leader of the Opposition and the Leader of the National Party think seriously about
the proposition they have put before the House this afternoon, they will see for themselves
the disastrous nature of the precedent that will be created if they further press their case
against the ruling that has been foreshadowed by you, Mr Speaker.
The whole nature of Parliament, the foundations on which it is based and its standing
in the eyes of the community depend upon its capacity to exercise a measure of selfrestraint. Mr Speaker it is about self-restraint that the ruling foreshadowed in your
comments at question time, deals.
The Opposition seeks to bring before Parliament a matter that, in the Westminster
tradition, properly should never be aired before Parliament. Honourable members have
had quoted to them with great care the opinion that has been obtained and the supporting
material from May. Those are authorities which, on past occasions, Parliament has been
more than happy to accept. Now is not the time for us to take those authorities with a
lightness that would not have previously prevailed in the consideration of any honourable
member.
It would be easy in the heat of the moment for the Opposition to persist with the
viewpoint that has been put with some heat by the Leader of the Opposition and the
Leader of the National Party this afternoon. On reflection, they will see that to so proceed
would not only do a disservice to the community at large, but also to them and to the
point of view that underlies their anxiety to have the matter aired this afternoon.
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The responsible people will see the force of the position that you have foreshadowed,
Mr Speaker, and the position that has been already put by the Leader of the House. This
is not a time for inordinate zeal and for letting the heat of the moment run away' with our
sense of responsibility. It is a time when restraint should be exercised and it WIll become
the honourable member for Benalla, who seeks to inteIject, if he joins that exercise of
restraint.
The SPEAKER-Order! The House is debating grievances. The material that has been
referred to by the Leader of the Opposition was prepared for me as guidance and has not
been altered in any form whatsoever from that which the Chairman of Committees
showed to the honourable member.
It is a well-known tradition and practice in this House to accept May as a guide for the
proceedings of the House. The matters dealt with on page 430 of May, under the heading
hReflections on the Sovereign", are not as detailed as they are in the reference that was
given to me for my $uidance. I advise the House that the words that are not used-as
such-are contained 10 May and I shall quote the whole paragraph.

I shall quote the twentieth edition of May's Parliamentary Practice. At page 430 it
states:
Reflections on Sovereign, etc.
Unless the discussion is based upon a substantive motion, drawn in proper terms (see p. 378), reflections must
not be cast in debate upon the conduct of the Sovereign, the heir to the throne, to other members of the royal
family, the Lord Chancellor, the Governor-General of an independent territory, the Speaker, the Chairman of
Ways and Means, Members of either House of Parliament, or judges of the superior courts of the United
Kingdom, including persons holding the position of a judge, such as a judge of a Court of Bankruptcy or a county
court, or a recorder.

I shall end the quote there. The relevant section is there for honourable members to read.
If the Leader of the Opposition wishes to attack the Premier during the grievance debate,
he is out of order. He offends against a number of practices and traditions that have long
been established by the rulings of May. If he wishes to do that he should do so by moving
a substantive motion. He has that opportunity.
I reiterate, the grievance debate essentially is a procedural motion that allows general
debate to take place without the House having to come to any decision on a particular
matter. Any matters which reflect on the conduct of persons, to which I referred in the
paragraph from May, are not permitted to be raised during the grievance debate. They can
be raised only by moving a substantive motion. Therefore, I rule the point of order out of
order.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I raise a further point of order, Mr Speaker,
given your ruling; as long as I have been a member of this place, the grievance debate has
been used to bring to the attention of Parliament actions of the Government or individual
members with which people on either side of the House do not agree. Mr Speaker, your
ruling is totally in line with what I said earlier, and with your advice that any reflection on
the Governor or those referred to in the section that you cited from Mayor reflections on
the conduct of the Premier in carrying out his functions are out of order. Sir, you ruled
that it is out of order ifin any way debate reflects upon the Lord Chancellor, the Sovereign
and his or her successors.
The SPEAKER-Order! The Leader of the Opposition has 2 minutes remaining.
Mr KENNETT-Thank you, Mr Speaker. The ruling sets a new precedent. It means
that the Premier can never be held accountable in this Chamber when he should be held
accountable for actions undertaken during the administration of his office.
I fully recognize that time will prevent me from going further on this matter but I ask
you, Sir, to reflect seriously on the ruling that you have given because it will prohibit
honourable members in this Chamber from referring to the administration of the Premier
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or any Minister in future, if that administration has been seen to be less than honest in
terms of the Sovereign or her representatives.
Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-On the point of order, Mr Speaker, it is incredible
that the Leader of the Opposition does not understand the practice set out by May at page
338. Paragraph 4 states:
No question can be put which brings the name of the Sovereign or the influence of the Crown directly before
Parliament ...

The Leader of the Opposition has already informed the Chair that he intends to attack the
Premier for what has taken place during the past 24 hours. If the Leader of the Opposition
had not done that, he would have had some sort of show, but he has done so and, therefore,
does not have a point of order.
The Leader of the Opposition brought the name of the Sovereign directly before
Parliament. He has adverted to it by necessity. He knows that as well as I, and therefore,
the Government supports your ruling, Mr Speaker.
Mr PLOWMAN {Evelyn)-On the point of order, the argument put forward by the
Acting Leader of the House presupposes that he knows what the Leader of the Opposition
will say.
Mr Speaker, it is at your discretion from the chair to bring any member of this place
into line, whether it be the Leader of the Opposition or the Leader of the House. The
House cannot anticipate what the Leader of the Opposition will say in debate.

Honourable members interjecting
Mr PLOWMAN-U ntil such time as the Leader of the Opposition has the opportunity,
which he does not have now, to make his comments, you, Mr Speaker, are not in a
position to judge whether he would be outside the Standin~ Orders of Parliament. You
cannot judge in anticipation what an honourable member wlll say and, as such, I support
the point of order raised by the Leader of the Opposition.
The SPEAKER-Order! The Leader of the Opposition telegraphed, well ahead of the
time he raised a point of order, what he intended to do. The honourable gentleman
intended to attack the Premier on his actions of the past 24 hours or so; therefore, he
advised the House of his intentions on the matter.
I have not changed anything or any practices of the House in my ruling on the first point
of order. I have stayed right on the point involving reflections on the actions of an
honourable member, by ruling that it must be by substantive motion. If the Leader of the
Opposition had exercised his right to attack the Government during the grievance debate,
he would have been in order; but for the honourable gentleman to single out an individual
Minister or the Premier and to cast reflections is out of order, as the honourable member
for Evelyn should know. I do not uphold the second point of order.
Mr SHELL (Geelong)-In the grievance debate today I raise the matter of my activities
during the winter recess of Parliament.
The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the House to come to order and when it does so, I shall
call the honourable member for Geelong.
Mr SHELL-I direct to the attention of the House the activities that I conducted
during the winter recess. In that time I walked the streets of the electorate of Geelong, as I
am accustomed to do, knocking on doors, listening to what my constituents had to say
and recording their responses to questions prepared for me by the Premier.
The Premier prepared five questions for me to obtain a response from the constituents
of Geelong. Those questions were:
Which promise, made by the Government during the state election campaign, do you remember most clearly?
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Which promise, made by the Government during the state election campaign, do you regard as the most
important?
What is the most important issue facing the State Government at the moment?
What do you regard as the greatest achievements of the State Government during the past three years?
How can the State Government assist Geelong during the next four years?

An Honourable Member-Get rid of Shell!
Mr SHELL-uGo well with Shell". The winter recess was interrupted by a special
sitting of Parliament in another place, the Nunawading by-election and the fact that I was
unfortunate enough to get the flu, which took me off the streets for a week.
However, during the time I endeavoured to spend at least one hour each day knocking
on doors and listening to what my constituents had to say. During that time I knocked on
774 doors and received 584 responses to the questions. The remaining people declined to
make any response.
Mr Cooper-How many dogs bit you?
Mr SHELL-Only Liberal dogs bit me. I remind the House that the first question
related to promises made by the Government during the State election campaign. Of the
584 people who responded to the first question 45 per cent were able to indicate a promise
made by the Government. Some people were confused as to whether it was a State or
Federal promise and some were confused as to whether it was a Labor Party or Liberal
Party promise. In addition, some people could not identify between a 1982 promise and a
1985 promise.
For instance, in 1982 we promised control of petrol prices. It was seen by the electorate
that we have not been able to carry that out so that it was confused with the 1985 promise.
The promises most clearly remembered were that my party would keep taxes and charges
within the consumer price index and that it would create a youth guarantee program.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-On a point of order, the honourable member for Geelong
is quoting from a document. In terms of the usual practices of the House I think he should
identify the document and indicate whether he is willing to make it available.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! There is no doubt the honourable
member for Geelong will table the document; the honourable member for Berwick must
be the only member in this place who does not have a copy of it. Will the honourable
member for Geelong table the document?
Mr SHELL (Geelong)-I shall certainly table the document.
The second question was: Which promise made by the Government during the State
election campaign do you regard as the most important? There were 640 responses to that
question. The promise to establish the youth guarantee program was identified by 25 per
cent of the people who responded as the most important move the Government had taken.
Two promises were rated as equally second as both were supported by 16 per cent of the
responses. They were the promise to reduce hospital waitin~ lists and the promise to keep
taxes and charges within the consumer price index. The thud response was that they did
not regard any of the promises as important, which was the answer selected by 12 per cent.
The third question was: What is the most important issue facing the State Government
at the moment? Unemployment was regarded as the largest problem. The Geelong electorate
recognized that the Cain Government had taken significant strides towards reducing the
rate of unemployment. It recognized that when the Cain Government took office in 1982
unemployment in Geelong was 13·5 per cent and that by the time it went to the polls in
1985 it had dropped by 5 per cent to 8·5 per cent. The electorate also recognized that
Victoria was the leadin~ State in moves towards reducing unemployment, despite what
the Opposition said dunng that time, claiming that it could not be done.
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The next most important issue, selected by 14 per cent of the respondents, was taxation.
I remind the House that I conducted a survey during the winter recess between 1 June and
31 August. The taxation summit was being debated by the public at the time so that the
14 per cent response rate was, to a large degree, partly a Federal issue. The next most
important issue chosen was the Builders Labourers Federation, selected by 8 per cent of
the respondents. In addition, 8 per cent decided that no issues were the most important.
The fourth question in the survey was, HWhat do you regard as the greatest achievement
of the State Government during the last three years?" Five hundred and seventy people
responded to that question and 82 per cent of those people were able to identify the
achievements of the State Government. The survey was conducted within the suburbs of
Geelong proper, East Geelong, South Geelong, North Geelong, Hamlyn Heights, Herne
Hill, Manifold Heights, Newtown, Geelong West and Belmont. Comments were also
received from people who did not reside in the electorate of Gee long but who were visiting
the electorate, so the answers to 'the survey represent a balanced and responsible response.
Fifteen per cent of those surveyed considered that Geelong had the lowest unemployment
for a long time and recognized that as an achievement of the Government. Ten per cent
also recognized that an economic turnaround had occurred; something that everybody
had said could not happen because of the international recession. Housing construction
has also picked up.
Transport was recognized as another major achievement of the Government. The
people surveyed recognized that transport has improved. The flagship of the Government
in Geelong is the Geelong Transit System. When the Labor Party came to government,
patronage was falling on the private and public bus systems. Time-tables were erratic and
subsidies given to the private bus services \yere not returning adequate benefits. The
Government injected funds into the private enterprise system and now seats are so scarce
that people are standing in many buses. A 30 per cent increase in patronage has occurred.
Many private bus companies have now increased their fleets.
Four per cent of the people interviewed said that the greatest achievement of the State
Government was winning the 1985 election; a goal that has never before been achieved by
a Labor Government in Victoria.
The fifth question asked was, ~~How can the State Government assist Geelong during
the next four years?" Seven hundred and twelve responses were received, 127 of which
were different. The number of different reponses may have reflected the broad nature of
the question.
An Honourable Member-They did not understand the question.
Mr SHELL-The people of the Geelong electorate are intelligent and did understand
the question. Twenty-one per cent said that the State Government could provide further
employment in the form of jobs; 8 per cent said the Government could assist industry; 7
per cent said that nothing needed to be done because they felt Geelong would develop just
as the State had developed under the Cain Government; and 5 per cent said that incentives
could be given to increase tourism.
The Geelong region has a tremendous ability to attract tourists but they tend to pass
straight through the City of Geelong and end up around the beach areas. It is a great thing
that we are able tobring tourists into the area, but they do not spend any time in Geelong,
unless they stop off and buy hamburgers. As the electorate has said, what Geelong needs
is a substantial tourist attraction, like Sovereign Hill in Ballarat, so that people will stay in
Geelong.
There is a recognition that Geelong is a leading convention centre and that it is attracting
a fair amount of people but it still needs a solid tourist attraction that will keep the people
in Geelong.
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Mr Weideman-Why don't you build some submarines down there? That will attract
the people.
Mr SHELL-It is funny that the honourable member for Frankston South should
mention that point because, as I said, tourism was the subject of 5 per cent of the response
and the next response was that the Government should give the submarine contract to
Geelong.
Three per cent of the electorate said that an improved train service should be provided;
3 per cent wanted increased project funding for Geelong; a further 3 per cent said we
should increase public housing; 2 per cent said we should continue with youth employment
support schemes; and 2 per cent wanted further spending in education. This response is a
reflection of the fact that the Government is taking specific action on education. No longer
are schools and individuals ringing up and complaining about the lack of cyclic
maintenance; the schools are in very good order now.
Two per cent recognized that the Government had established and was building the
north wing of the Geelong Hospital-which the previous Government promised in 1973,
1976 and 1979, but about which it did nothing. All the previous Government did was to
dig a hole that was not big enough and the present Government had to expand it to
commence construction. Two per cent of the people believe the work on the north wing of
the Geelong Hospital should be continued.

Mr Leigh-How much did it cost for the Morgan Gallup poll organization to get this
information?
Mr SHELL-I did not claim to be a professional pollster. I am not independent and
the people of Geelong recognize this. They know I am from the Labor Party, with a Labor
Party bias, and they also reco~nize that these questions were not asked as a pollster would
ask them and therefore I received a variety of responses.
Mr Leigh-Did you give them an ice-cream if they replied?
Mr SHELL-I did have difficulty gettin~ input from young people, so I visited three of
the schools in Geelong-St Joseph's Chnstian Brothers College, where I spoke to the
politics class; Bell Park High School; and the Gordon Technical College. This helped to
balance the survey with some young people's responses.
I put a number of recommendations to the Government following the res~nse of the
people of the Geelong electorate, The first was that the Government and pohtical parties
should take note of the fact that we have a poor public relations.image. Politicians are not
held in high esteem, and I am talking about politicians on both sides of the House.
I also recommended the Government should not promise what it cannot deliver, as
there is a feeling in the electorate that politicians cannot be trusted. This impression can
be changed by the Government keeping its promises. The survey was given to the Premier
and other Ministers on 17 September.
My inquiries make it clear that the electorate expects a continuation of the Youth
Guarantee Scheme and expects promises about hospital waiting lists and taxes and charges
to be kept. If these promises are not kept, the Government will be held accountable.

It is interesting to note that the Geelong electorate is more concerned about the Youth
Guarantee Scheme than other metropolitan surveys have indicated.
There is also a recognition in the community that the State Government has reversed
the downward trend of the economy, and there is an expectation that the Government
will continue this improvement.
The general view of the electorate after the survey had been conducted and people had
had more time to think about these issues was that there is a complete absence of criticism
of the Leader of the Opposition, which is contrary to the ill feeling that was expressed
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twelve months ago when I conducted a survey in 1984. I shall certainly table this document
for honourable members to peruse.
It should be noted that the electorate of Geelong is satisfied with the performance of the
Cain Government. It expects the Cain Government to serve its full four-year term and to
continue the economic progress that it has initiated. The electorate has seen that the Cain
Government can perform well against adverse opposition from the Upper House. The
Geelong electorate is proud to be part of the Cain Government's success.
Mr LEIGH (Malvem)-I address a significant issue affecting my electorate and small
business. Today is the 90th day of the dispute affecting the Dollar Sweets Co. Pty Ltd.
This company has done nothing wrong-according to the Prime Minister, it has acted
properly. The company has operated for 80 years and three generations of the family have
continued to run it. That suggests not only that the company supplies the market efficiently
but also that it serves its employees well and that is has served the community well.
The tragedy of today being the 90th day of the dispute is that the dispute is still
continuing. Apart from a few sparse words that the Premier was prepared to utter during
the Nunawading Province by-election, nothing more has been heard about this dispute
from the Premier. The dispute concerns the push by the Federated Confectioners
Association of Australia, whose secretary is Mr Carlo Frizziero, to reduce working hours
from a 38-hour week to a 36-hour week.
I point out that at present Japanese employees are arguing over a 48-hour week. That
says something about Australia's competitiveness in industry. As at 12 September the
dispute had cost the company $67 112 and over twelve months the loss to the company is
expected to be almost $450 000. This small company employs 27 people. What is occurring
to it now as a result of this dispute is disgraceful.
When the dispute began 90 days ago the company management told its employees that
it could not afford the union's demands to reduce working hours to a 36-hour week and
that it was not prepared to agree to the union's demand because the company would go
bankrupt. It asked its employees to tell the union that they would work a normal working
week in compliance with the principles of the Federal Government's prices and incomes
accord and with national guidelines. Forcing the company into a 36-hour working week is
completely unacceptable. It is the thin edge of the wedge for all small businesses in the
State.
I do not argue here so much about the multinationals or the larger corporations, but
small business is important.
At the beginning of the strike fifteen of the 27 employees decided they could not abide
by the request of the company and continue to work at the same rate and for the same
number of hours-38 hours a week. The union decided to picket the company. Those
fifteen employees did not remain on the picket; in fact the people who participated in the
picket were employed by the Federated Confectioners Association of Australia, not the
workers but employers of the union.
I shall quote a couple of significant articles which relate to this dispute. The Bulletin of
27 August states:
The union is run by Carlo Frizziero, a former employee at Cadburys. He has steered the formerly quiet
confectionery workforce into close association with the Socialist Left-affiliated Food Preservers' Union run by
Tom Ryan . . .

Tom Ryan was recently beaten by Gerry Hand for the position of President of the
Australian Labor Party. The article continues:
. . . one of the acknowledged leaders of the Old Guard of the Victorian ALP (or the "Tomato Left" as it is
known).
Ryan has been a regular visitor to Libya over the years, as has Socialist Left organiser Bill Hartley, who also
runs the Iraqi News Agency from the FPU's North Melbourne office.
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Like the preservers' union, the confectioners' association draws on a largely migrant workforce for its
membership. Often the two unions draw members from the same plants and their policies and strategy are
remarkably similar.

The article goes on to say that Mr Frizziero won the 36-hour week in some of the larger
companies such as Cadbury Schweppes Pty Ltd. Dollar Sweets Co. Pty Ltd is one of the
smaller companies in the industry. The article continues:
Business analyst Merv Lincoln calculates that a two-hour reduction in the working week at Dollar Sweets will
increase Stauder's labour costs by about 6 per cent. Stauder says he cannot afford that and he is worried that
Frizziero does not know how to negotiate.

He is saying that Mr Frizziero does not care whether the 27 employees have a job. The

Australian editorial of 18 July 1985 stated that the company offered to show the union its
books to prove it could not afford the shorter hours but the offer was refused.
I find it incredible that a party to a dispute is not prepared to sit down and negotiate
with the company, especially when the company is prepared to open its books so that the
union may see the real story. That is where we stand today; the dispute goes on.
My involvement in this issue came about when the company asked me to encourage the
Premier to provide police protection as occurred during the Melbourne Cricket Ground
dispute with the Builders Labourers Federation. On 5 September I wrote to the Premier
asking whether he would be prepared to provide security fot the company as security was
costing it many thousands of dollars. I received a reply from the Premier which consisted
of three and a halflines. I quote from the Premier's letter of9 September which was signed
by his secretary.
The Premier has asked me to acknowledge receipt of your personal representations of 5 September 1985
received today on behalf of the Dollar Sweets Company.
A reply will be sent as soon as practicable.

Since then I have sent telegrams and I have rung the Premier's office once, but I have
received no response.
The Premier appears to be interested in many things but he is obviously not interested
in the events that are affecting Dollar Sweets Co. Pty Ltd.
It is interesting to note the response of people such as the Federal Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations, Mr Ralph Willis, and the Prime Minister, Mr
Hawke, both of whom agree with the stand taken by the company. Indeed, the Prime
Minister sent a telex to the company stating:
My Government strongly supports the wage fixing principles and is concerned that the claim by the Federated
Confectioners Association of Australia be dealt with in accordance with those principles. In saying that, I note
that the principles do not provide for reductions in weekly hours of work below 38 hours.

The Australian Council of Trade Unions has broken the wages and prices accord by siding
with the union. Indeed, the Secretary of the ACTU, Mr Kelty, supports the stand taken by
the union. On previous occasions in the House both the honourable member for Balwyn
and I have referred to the problems faced by the company but have received no response
from the Premier other than the comment that he would instruct the Minister for
Employment and Industrial Affairs to intervene.
To date neither the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs nor officers from
his department have approached the company. That is deplorable! The Premier has misled
the House by informing it that the Minister would approach the company, but he has
failed to do so.
The Premier is not prepared to act to assist a small business that has operated not only
in the interests of its employees but also the interests of the community. Like Pontius
Pilot, the Premier has wiped his hands of the matter.
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Not only has the Government actively assisted the union by doing nothing but it has
also subsidized the operations of the union to the tune of $37000, which the union has
used to provide members to picket the company. In addition, the Ethnic Affairs
Commission has provided a further $5000 to the union, for what purpose I do not know.
A large sum of money has been given to the union to assist it in the destruction of a small
business.
Is it any wonder that the company is questioning the viability of its operations in this
State and looking elsewhere to relocate its operations. Under the guise of a supposedly
lawful picket, what action did the union engage in? Telephone lines were cut, arson was
committed and two union members, including Mr Frizziero, were charged with assault. I
have since discovered that one of those two union members has since been employed by
the State Insurance Office as a driver. I should like to know whether the State Insurance
Office realizes that this gentleman is facing criminal charges and he is on bail. Did the
office inquire whether this gentleman had satisfied the requirements of the Conciliation
and Arbitration Commission under which an employee must give three months' notice of
termination of services? Obviously the State Insurance Office did not satisfy itself on those
issues because it did not care.
The Government is assisting a group of thugs. I do not wish to besmirch the good name
of the trade union movement because there are many responsible trade unionists in the
community, but here one has a group of people who have indulged in arson, telephone
wire cutting and so on and generally acted outside the law; yet the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services has had the gall to say that he will not interfere in setting guidelines
for the conduct of the Police Force.
What happened at the Melbourne Cricket Ground? Who instructed the police to guard
the workers on the site against that bunch of thugs known as the Builders Labourers
Federation, Norm Gallagher and company? It was the Government. Who instructed the
police at the picket line at Portland to stop trucks, allow the union to conduct its lawful
picket and tell the truck drivers why they should not cross the picket line? It was the
Minister-or certainly one of his lackeys from the Ministry.
The Dollar Sweets Co. Pty Ltd could go down the drain. As at ID o'clock this morning,
the company was involved in negotiations with representatives of the Queensland
Government to ascertain whether it could set up a subsidiary company in that State.
The Government oUght to reflect on the stand that it takes. On 25 July 1985, Mr
Frizziero, the State Secretary of the Federated Confectioners Association of Australia,
released a notice headed, "What's Behind the Hysteria at Dollar Sweets", which contained
allegations that the company was backed by Murdoch International, the multinationals
and so on. It also contained the words, "We will not tolerate scabs".
Yet, as of today, the association has accepted all the 27 employees-that is, the original
twelve, two of whom were replaced, plus all the new employees who were hired as
members. Therefore, outside there are pickets supposedly involving people from the union
and yet inside, supposedly, there were scabs whom, as of today, Mr Frizziero recognizes
as members of his union. After all that has occurred, he is now prepared to say, "I am
sorry there has been a dispute; we will back off now; we should like you to rehire everybody.
Therefore, you can sack all those new employees and re-employ all those who were there
previously". If that were to occur-and it will not-there would no doubt be sabotage of
the company; it has happened before and it will happen again.
In answer to a question that I asked of him in this House some weeks ago, the Premier
actually admitted that he would like to see all those people rehired. Therefore, the Premier
indicated that he certainly agreed with the dispute. The Minister for Police and Emergency
Services seems incapable of carrying out his responsibilities in that capacity.
The company is facing costs of thousands of dollars for its own security; if it does not
have security, its insurance will be cancelled. The company has been forced to sell offits
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buildings and lease them back so that it can meet the costs it has incurred. Where does the
Government stand? Where does the Minister for Police and Emergency Services stand?
The Minister does not wish to say where he stands on this matter because, if he stepped
in, he would have to assist the 44tomato" left again.
Mr Sidiropoulos-Why?
Mr LEIGH-Because of people such as Mr Frizziero who have had free trips to Libya
to meet with Colonel Gaddaffi to discuss the people's revolution-and that is a fact. Mr
Frizziero has admitted it; I have transcripts of interviews in which he has admitted that
fact. He thinks it is a big joke to be invited to Libya by Colonel Gaddaffi to discuss the
people~s revolution.
To some extent, the Minister for Police and Emergency Services is responsible for what
is occurring to the Dollar Sweets Co. Pty Ltd. When it suits him politically, as did the
situation of the MCG light towers, he is happy to help. When no votes are involved and
when something may affect some of his union buddies who control some important parts
of his electorate, he adopts another stand. Victoria has a Government that is not acting in
the interests of the community.
What has happened in the Mudginberri abattoir dispute in the Northern Territory could
happen in Victoria if small business does not have the guts or the feeling for the future to
put their money where their mouth is.
I do not say that the Government of the day should be thrown out. However, I call for
a fund to be established to help the company with its legal expenses in opposing the
Government in the court system. In its own interests, the small business community must
stand up for itself, otherwise it is finished. I think the Government is finished in any case.
Ifsmall business defends itself the Government will be forced to act.
This is the first inroad into the 36-hour week, not only in this industry but in a whole
range of industries. Do we want our country to become so uncompetitive that it will
become the white trash of Asia? That is where Australia is currently heading. I am proud
to be an Australian and I do not want to see that happen.
It is time that the community stood up against the thuggery and ratbags that this
Government has been prepared to support. Government members sit there and smile like
Cheshire cats-and the honourable member for Richmond is one of them.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The honourable member for Malvern
should ignore the honourable member for Richmond.
Mr LEIGH-I shall, Sir. The community should stand up for its interests and, if it
does, the Government will face consequences which will return it to the opposition side
of the House for many years to come.
Miss CALLISTER (Morwell)-I have listened in amazement to the dissertation of the
honourable member for Malvern because I recall it was a Liberal Government that was
monumentally unsuccessful, especially in its latter years in office, in achieving economic
growth and the confidence of the private sector to invest and create jobs in Victoria.
I well remember the concern of Latrobe Valley residents about the dismal performance
of the Liberal Government when it floundered and ultimately caused the Alcoa project to
be put on ice. That had massive ramifications for the economic cycle of the Latrobe
Valley. I remind the honourable member for Malvern that his Government had no proud
record in its dealings with the private sector or in the economic growth of this State.
I wish to canvass ideas about waste water disposal in Gippsland. As honourable members
realize, this issue is one of longstanding contention in the Latrobe Valley, especially in
relation to waste water disposal by APM Ltd at Maryvale.
For those not in the picture, currently APM Ltd has applied to dischar$e additional,
treated waste water into the lower reaches of the Latrobe River, which ultimately flows
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into the Gippsland Lakes system. I can understand the anxiety expressed about the longterm impact of such discharge into that river system and the impact on the quality of
water in the Gippsland Lakes.
I have given much thou~t to this issue and I have not raced off and made any old
statement about it because It is too important to be treated in an off-hand way. My role is
to listen to people and to evaluate arguments and ideas and ultimately to come to a
considered conclusion about the best action that could be taken by the Government on
such a difficult issue.
People want leadership, not a constant barrage of criticism and negativism which does
not help to cultivate positive ideas in the community.
The honourable member for Gippsland South, who is a member of the National Party,
has contributed a lot of negative input and not much by way of positive suggestions.
Negativism only makes people feel helpless when it comes to making decisions on current
matters.
My role as a member of Parliament is to listen and then to make some considered
suggestions to the Government. I would adopt that attitude irrespective of which political
party was in power. I have had long discussions with officers of the Latrobe Valley Water
and Sewerage Board and various other people who are concerned about the quality of
water in the Latrobe River.
I have listened to the views expressed by water groups and local water boards and, as a
result, I have come to the firm view that the Government should request the Latrobe
Valley Water and Sewerage Board to evaluate in detail an ocean outfall proposal for the
Latrobe Valley waste waters. It goes without saying that such a proposal would involve
appropriate standards regarding the quality and treatment of water before it is discharged
to the ocean. This concept enjoys bipartisan support. The matter was addressed and
canvassed during the last State election campaign and both Opposition candidates, who
have a particular interest in the area, indicated that they would support such an ideaalthough they wc-re short of ideas on how to fund such a proposal. The funding question
would require input by industry and the Government.
In short, it is my opinion that notional proposals developed by the Latrobe Valley
Water and Sewerage Board for an ocean outfall should proceed to a more detailed
examination and negotiations should be carried out with APM Ltd and other relevant
bodies. I believe such a proposal would be widely accepted because everyone is conscious
that waste water has to be disposed of somewhere. We cannot stick our heads in the sand
and hope these problems will blast out into space or somewhere else, because that is not
practicable. We must loo~ for the most desirable option which is available and affordable.
We do not have the oPti~p of wishing the problem would just go away.
The National Party thinks that words are a substitute for doing something. I look
forward to the appropriate member giving serious consideration to this whole issue and
providing positive suggestions on the most desirable way to deal with this difficult problem
which affects the area.
I also suggest that the Government examines the establishment of a long-term plan for
the disposal of waste in the region. People would feel far more confident if they were
secure in the knowledge that long-term waste disposal was being addressed.
The annual reports of the Environment Protection Authority, reveal that difficulties
arise if industrial wastes are not disposed of in the appropriate fashion. It is not realistic
or responsible to simply poke the wastes in a corner and hope that the problem will go
away.
I shall now refer to youth services in the City of Traralgon. As honourable members
associated with the area are aW2.re, the Traralgon City Council plays a posh lve role through
its contribution to youth services. Traralgon, Sale and some other provincial centres have
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established a special Youth Council, which is elected by' young people in the area. The
Youth Council provides advisory input to the city counctllors on the spendin$ of valuable
resources for youth. A Youth Development Committee has also been estabhshed, and it
was that committee which convened the meeting to which I referred during the debate on
the motion for the adjournment of the sitting a few nights ago. The meeting dealt with the
school bus policy affecting the Latrobe Valley and the areas that need to be serviced.
The city council has developed a proposal for bringing together all the youth services in
one centre at the Traralgon showgrounds. A submission has been sent to the Youth
Services Development Program, which is a Commonwealth program. This year it is
intended that the program will fund a variety of projects in the States and Territories on a
pilot basis.
The city council has made contact with the appropriate officers at the Federal level and
it has hosted a visit by them and the local Federal member. At that time, the proposal for
bringing together the youth services was examined. The Commonwealth Government will
consult the State Government on which projects should receive funding priority, and,
therefore, I urge that close consideration be given to the good idea proposed by the City of
Traralgon.
The Traralgon Community Youth Support Scheme is highly supportive of the proposal.
I am a member of the management committee so I have a lot of contact with the
development of youth services. It is one of my priorities.
The Traralgon community youth centre proposal would be a good project for
International Youth Year and, furthermore, it would make wise use of existing resources
and expand both the recreational and eductional opportunities that are available to school
leavers and to continuing students as well as to other young members of the community.
The proposed centre will be well located. It is to be placed in an area where there is a lot
of open space and opportunity for recreational activities. It could bring together such
activities as local youth services, indoor soccer, accommodation workers, counselling and
referral, work pool opportunities and others.
I commend and support the proposal put forward by the City ofTraralgon and welcome
a visit from appropriate officers at the State level to take an on-the-ground look at what is
being done in the area and why the proposal has much to commend it in terms of State
priorities for youth services.

Mr HEFFERNAN (Ivanhoe)-I refer to the remarks made by the honourable member
for Werribee on 30 May, as reported in Hansard, and to his remarks today, which took
the same direction. The honourable member for Werribee made a strong attack on the
Liberal Party and its so-called "new right" label. I have never heard so much rubbish in
all my life. The honourable member for Werribee is saying that if one does not agree with
the socialist Labor Government, one is automatically labelled a member of the new right.
The same label is also applied to anyone of our major business captains. As soon as
people like Sir Arvi Parbo, Hugh Morgan or John Elliott express their genuine concern
about the direction in which the Labor Government is taking us, they are branded as
members of the new right. In effect, those men are expressing their concern at the onsoing
and increasing debt that the taxpayers of the State have to bear because of the poliCies of
the Labor Government.
The current trend of our foreign debt alone ought to be a matter of concern. In three
years' time the estimated total forei~n debt for Australia will be $100 billion. Fifteen years
ago our overseas debt was $35 billion; today the foreign debt stands at $65 billion.
Combined State and Federal overseas borrowings amount to $45 million.
I emphazise to the Government that these problems will not go away. When the
Government receives clear warnings from the private business community, with all its
associated expertise, those warnings should not be passed over lightly and dismissed by
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members of the Government back bench who are totally unqualified to make such
judgments.
The honourable member for Werribee voiced his objection to a stronger private sector
being the only means of economic growth.
Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-On a point of order, Mr Deputy Speaker, I find the manner
in which the honourable member for Ivanhoe has misrepresented my views and my
statements offensive. I ask him to withdraw those comments.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The honourable member for Werribee
has found the remarks of the honourable member for Ivanhoe offensive and he has asked
that they be withdrawn.

Mr HEFFERNAN (lvanhoe)-I withdraw whichever remarks are deemed by the
honourable member for Werribee to be offensive. The honourable member on the
Government side of the House failed to realize that any economic downturn is carried
completely by the private sector. Some members of the Government have been unaffected
by such economic downturns because they have received the protection of Government
employment to secure their jobs during a recession. I refer in particular to the honourable
member for Werribee, who has received a Government cheque all his life and who has
lived within the protection of this House and Parliament. He is not qualified to comment
on the private sector because he has no experience in that area.
Mr Gavin-What is your experience?
Mr HEFFERNAN-If the honourable member for Coburg has the time I shall show
him my achievements. His achievements could be listed on a cigarette paper. Not one
Government worker has lost his or her job during a recession in this country. So be it! I
accept that, but the Government and the public sector should realize the private sector is
affected severely. I am disturbed by the remarks I have heard today, yet I listen to the
rubbish of the "new right".
The honourable member for Werribee wishes to see the private sector stand by while
these people who are frustrated by their failure and lack of achievement in the private
sector spend the taxpayers' money in an irresponsible manner. If the business sector does
not reflect its anxiety on Government spending, the long-term problems of the
Government's share of the gross domestic product shall increase. The private sector looks
at these figures: in 1953-54 the Government's share was 27 per cent; in 1963-64 it was 29
per cent; in 1973-74 it was 32 per cent; and in 1983-84 it was 42 per cent. The tax burden
on the individual has soared to finance the increase in Government spending.
The honourable member for Werribee should realize that any further increase in the
gross domestic product'must be financed by the taxpayers and those people who can least
afford it. To think that I heard members of the Government support the spending of$IOO
million on the proposed National Tennis Centre when housing in the electorate I represent
is sub-standard! Those people should be answerable for such Government expenditure.
Through the Budget the private sector is now being asked by the Government to take the
initiative while at the same time it is being asked to carry the burden of high Government
charges and taxes. The business sector received the Budget with caution. As soon as the
private sector says that it is concerned, one hears the common ignorant cry from the
Government that it is moving to the right. The Federal and State Governments admitted
that the only way to achieve wealth for everyone is through private sector recovery.
I am pleased that the honourable member for Werribee mentioned our earlier Leaders.
In the early days both political parties encouraged the right of the individual to create
wealth not only for himself or herself but also to promote the development of the State
and the country.
Today a former great Labor Party is twisted and is forever concerned about the rights
of individuals to succeed. The honourable member for Werribee has constantly knocked
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anyone in the private sector who has achieved something. The honourable member should
examine his own backyard and recognize the problems with some members of the Labor
Party.
The Opposition makes no apologies for having a direction to follow. The honourable
member has suggested that my party is moving to the right, but I have been unable to
discover in which direction his party is heading.
The Labor Partl and the Victorian Government are full of splinter groups, hanging
onto the banner 0 a Labor Party to install as policy their separate, unwanted ideologies.
Professional academics who have failed to achieve in the private sector, and could not
gain any identity, have now featherbedded their lifestyles at the expense of the rank and
file.
One could not help but support the Minister for Health when he stated recently that his
party had morons in it. I am grateful that the Minister has woken up to the fact that the
Labor Party has problems because of some of its members. I could continue quoting leftwingers and morons because there are many of them.
Another matter I raise is the recent trip overseas of Mr John Halfpenny, Secretary of
the Amalgamated Metal Workers Union, at the taxpayers' expense. Mr Halfpenny is a
former member of the Communist Party and is now a Labor Party member of the socialist
left, not hard line. He has moved a little because he wants to present a more conservative
image. He is now featherbedding his lifestyle in the trade union movement by looking to
a pay-off from State or Federal Parliament, in attempting to establish a Parliamentary
career.
The pattern is so clear, but one must first examine the record of the man.
An Honourable Member-It is a great record.
Mr HEFFERNAN-I agree, it is a great record. No one in this country has achieved
what John Halfpenny has achieved. He totally dismantled the Australian manufacturing
industry .He and his cohorts, such as Mr Carmichael, achieved tremendous success in
dismantling the manufacturing industry and should be acknowledged for it. I am sure Mr
Halfpenny would look at that record and be proud of it.
In a recent booklet produced by the metal trades, it is admitted that 250 000 jobs have
been lost mainly because of two factors. Firstly, the private sector failed to see that
automation was required in the manufacturing industry. Secondly, it failed to have available
the necessary funds to update its equipment to be able to compete in the market-place,
because of the demands of the Halfpenny's of this world.
Mr Halfpenny should be accredited with a title because no one has created more
unemployment. He has been recognized by the State Government for his achievements
and has been sent overseas to sell Victoria. I am sure the Government underestimates
people living overseas. It is a joke for Mr Halfpenny to attempt to sell Victoria. He could
not even sell lollies to children.
This man has been sent overseas to assure business organizations that peace will rei$D
in the union movement when the contract is let for the construction of submarines In
Australia.
Mr Halfpenny is also anti-war and anti-nuclear weapons, but all that is pushed aside as
he goes on his Jaunt overseas at the expense of the taxpayers. On the same page of the
booklet the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources is reported as saying that
Mr Halfpenny must be sent overseas to assure people there would be no industrial disputes,
it is reported that:
Australia's biggest blue collar union, the Amalgamated Metal Workers' Union, said discounting would not be
tolerated under any circumstances.
The union's state secretary, Mr John Halfpenny, scoffed at a Government offer to discount now ...
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Since then Mr Halfpenny has once again sold out the workers. He has changed direction
and he says he has ambitions to enter Parliament. The man has changed, but a leopard
never changes its spots. On 31 July 1985 he attacked the Prime Minister over discounting.
Once again he said there will be no peace if the Prime Minister tries to sell discounting to
the trade union movement. After that, metal workers were fighting for a $12 a week
superannuation bid. This occurred prior to Mr Halfpenny's going overseas.
I do not know what the Minister thinks of people overseas. I assure him they are not
stupid. An article in the Sun of 21 August 1985 concerning Mr Dolan stated:
The Amalgamated Metal Workers Union last night said it would immediately seek agreements from individual
employers to pay full wage indexation.

That is part of the history of this matter. The Minister has been trying to tell the taxpayers
of this State that Mr Halfpenny would be required to go overseas to promote industrial
peace. This is a typical example of how the Government operates. It cannot move without
the support of the trade union movement. The unions make the decisions. The Government
negotiated a deal for new buses and trams to be built on contract in this State and before
the matter was finalised a letter had to be written on behalf of a union indicating that it
would allow the items to be constructed in this country.

Mr GAVIN (Cobur~)-I wish to grieve about a shocking superannuation scheme. The
so-called superannuation disability plan is run by Ford pay-roll retirement plan of the
Ford Motor Co. of Australia Ltd. I understand that similar superannuation schemes are
operating as well. One of my constituents paid $7 a fortnight for a couple of years to the
Ford pay-roll retirement plan but when he became disabled he found that he was eligible
for a payment of only $850. He is unable to work, but was simply paid back his
contributions.
I shall make a couple of points about the scheme. Firstly, payments are compulsorily
deducted each fortnight from employee's wages. Employees do not have the option of not
participating in the scheme. Secondly, the scheme is reasonable for people who happen to
reach the age of 65 years and people who are not sick and never suffer disabilities. As a
simple superannuation scheme it is reasonably adequate. However, as a disability scheme
it is unacceptable. To qualify for benefits under the scheme on disability grounds, a person
must be totally and permanently disabled.
My constituent is in a wheelchair and must use crutches to move around. He believes
he will be in that situation for the rest of his life, and yet was not regarded by the trustees
of the retirement plan as being totally and permanentl)' disabled. Therefore, he received
only his contributions back from the scheme. He received nothing as compensation for
his disability. He cannot work, is confined to a wheelchair and must use a pair of crutches
to move around, but the trustees of the scheme do not consider he is totally and permanently
disabled.
The decision of the trustees of the Ford pay-roll retirement plan is final. There is no
redress or appeal to a court of law. No employees are represented on the board and all
representatives are nominated by employers and insurance companies. The scheme
virtually amounts to institutional fraud and misleads the employees of the company.
The scheme can be improved in a number of ways. Employees never see the deed
establishing the scheme, but payments to the scheme are compulsory. Payments should
be optional, but if they are compulsory a copy of the deed should be made available to
each employee who should sign a statement noting that he or she has read and understood
the scheme.

Mr Delzoppo-Mr Deputy Speaker, the eloquence of the honourable member for Coburg
has been wasted. I direct your attention to the state of the House.
A quorum was formed.
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Mr GAVIN-Mr Deputy Speaker, a number of Opposition members, including the
honourable member for Brighton, who bored honourable members in a speech he made
some weeks ago lasting some three and a half hours, left the Chamber even though a
member of the Opposition called for a quorum of the House. The appointment of trustees
to the Ford pay-roll retirement plan is not satisfactory. Either a union or employee
representative-I favour an employee representative-should be elected as a trustee.
Trustees are appointed by insurance companies and the Ford company itself; that is not
acceptable. A right of appeal should exist against the decisions of the trustees. Although I
am not impressed with the law, nevertheless, employees should be able to appeal to a
court if a decision of the trustees is not satisfactory.
The structure of the scheme is scandalous and I am instructed that dozens of such
schemes are operating in the community in such a way that persons with major or
permanent disabilities are receiving only their own contributions from the scheme on
forced retirement.
Therefore, I support the campaign by the Australian Council of Trade Unions to improve
superannuation in the private sector and I hope vigorous efforts will be made to achieve
that-in fact, I hope it sets up its own scheme in competition to the private schemes that
are fraudulent. However, if it is not able to accomplish that, I hope it makes a serious
examination of the various schemes run by many companies in Victoria that are being
covered up.
These schemes are fraudulent because they do not bring about the benefits that they
promise and because the employers are saying that they are superannuation and disability
retirement plans when so far as the disability part is concerned, there is nothin~ in it for
the employees. The Ford Motor Co. of Australia Ltd should do something to tIdy up its
own act and the dozens of other schemes run by other private companies should be looked
into and rectified in the next few months.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-My grievance relates to the failure of the Labor
Governments in Canberra and in Melbourne to protect the workers of this country.
We are now in the midst of one of the most incredible stock exchange booms in the
history of Australia. One would have to go back to the gold rush days to see anything like
it. In my opinion, a clique of monied people-tax avoiders and the like-are making not
hundreds of millions but thousands of millions of dollars through takeover bids because
of the weaknesses of Federal and State corporate affairs legislation.
Largely because of this type of takeover, the Coles-Myer organization now controls 70
per cent of the discount store market, the stores used by the workers. Once a firm controls
70 per cent of the market, it is easy to imagine what will happen to the little suppliers of
that firm; they will be squeezed into the ground. What will happen to the workers that go
into these stores to buy items, especially as we are now entering an overseas exchange
crisis where the prices of imports are going sky high? What hope does the worker have?
Labor Governments have done this. Twenty companies now control 40 per cent of
Australia's grocery manufacturing. In most cases, market leadership is shared by no more
than two manufacturers. Three retail giants G. J. Coles Co. Ltd, Woolworths (Vic.) Ltd
and the Davids Holdings Pty Ltd chain in Sydney, which includes wholesalers, now
control 70 per cent or more of the retail grocery trade. Every time a housewife steps into a
supermarket anywhere throughout Australia, she is paying tribute to Coles, Woolworths
and Davids.
Not only are the retail stores monopolized but also the distribution and transport of
goods to these stores has landed, increasingly, in the hands of one giant transport firm, the
Linfox Transport Group. Such is the influence of Lindsay Fox, the chief executive of
Linfox, over unions such as the Transport Workers Union and the Federated Storemen
and Packers Union of Australia, if a supplier does not use Linfox, its wholesale warehouses
are shut down. In Sydney, a $20 million warehouse owned by Woolworths was virtually
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shut down because of the activities of the Storemen and Packers Union, and, 10 and
behold, who is taking over the warehouse? The Linfox organization.
We are now in the robber baron era where multi-millionaires are exploiting not only the
Australian worker but also the Australian housewife; it is about time it stopped!
The firm of Davids, jointly with Elders IXL, owns Consolidated Liquor, the biggest
liquor distributor in New South Wales and Victoria. This joint enterprise has only one
real competitor in Victoria, Composite Buyers. In New South Wales it has only one
competitor and who owns that competitor? The notorious corporate raiders-the Bond
corporation and Adelaide Steamship company.
Virtually the whole liquor distribution network throughout the country is in the hands
of corporate raiders and, again, the Lindsay Fox empire carts the majority of the liquor
and soft drink.
These are some of the enormous gains that these people have made: $1000 invested in
the Adelaide Steamship group in 1975 is now worth $70 000; $1000 invested in the Bond
corporation in 1975 now is worth $40000; and the big daddy of them all, with Robert
Holmes a Court now trying to take over BHP, the Melbourne Herald and Lord knows
what, $1000 invested in the Bell group in 1975 now is worth $112000. The Bell group,
run by Robert Holmes a Court, now ranks in the top 30 companies of Australia with a
market value of$l000 million of which Robert Holmes a Court owns half-$500 million.
In January 1970, Robert Holmes a Court invested $75000 to take over a small wool
textile company; that investment has grown now to $1000 million. He now wants the
Melbourne Herald and BHP. How does he do it? He does it by access to off-shore tax
havens where he operates not in hundreds of millions of dollars but in thousands of
millions of dollars. I am gravely suspicious about where the thousands of millions of
dollars are coming from.
I understand that Robert Holmes a Court last year made $135 million tax free profit in
this country by these operations. It is about time the Prime Minister and Federal Treasurer
paid out on Robert Holmes a Court, not on the workers who want a few fringe benefits.
The so-called capital gains tax is a joke. Robert Holmes a Court will not pay capital gains
tax because he will have all his share ownership registered in the Bahamas or Vanuatu or
like places. He will not pay any tax.
The stock exchange has become a casino. Behaviour at the stock exchange today is
similar to the behaviour in the United States of America last century of the rapacious
robber barons. The Bond take over of CastIemaine Tooheys Ltd was one of the most
notorious takeovers in the history of this country. With a market capitalization of $280
million, the Bond corp~tion acquired Australia's ninth largest company. CastIemaine
Tooheys Ltd market value was $1200 million and was led by one of the finest brewers; Mr
Zampatti.
All that these men are interested in is their own shuffling around of paper. I doubt very
much whether workers will benefit from it. Instead, many will lose their jobs. I know that
some top management has been put on the scrap heap. The workers and the housewives
of the country will not receive any benefits through lowering of prices.
All this influx of overseas borrowing, and so on, is placing heavy pressure on interest
rates at the expense of those who wish to buy homes or who wish to borrow money to
invest in genuine businesses to create genuine wealth, perhaps to operate factories to give
people jobs. These sort of businesses do not place terrible pressure on the exchange rate by
making huge additions to the country's foreign debts.
According to the Institute of Applied Economic and Social Research, University of
Melbourne, 35 per cent of the nation's gross domestic product will be owed to foreigners
in the bi-centennial year 1988. One dollar in every $3 earned by us will be paid to people
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overseas and 20 per cent of Australia's export income will be needed to pay the interest on
this debt.
The great tragedy of these takeovers is that businessmen are diverted from production
and risk taking and become obsessed with defensive measures and tax avoidance schemes
practised by these predators.
According to the Chairman of the National Companies and Securities Commission, the
carnivorous exploits of local takeover barons may have retarded Australia's economic
growth and caused considerable hardship. People who have given their lives to companies
are frequently swept aside for no better purpose than the aggrandizement of paper
entrepreneurs such as the Bonds, the Holmes a Court, the Brierleys and so forth.
Senator John Button, the Federal Minister for Industry, Technology and Commerce
recently criticized the Coles-Myer merger as part of a series of mergers which did nothing
to add to the wealth creation process. I hope he stirs up the Hawke Labor Government so
that it gives teeth to the Trade Practices Commission, which is a big joke at present.
A very worrying aspect of this take over activity is that so much of it is financed by what
are called "junk bonds". The takeover company issues securities and then repays them at
high interest rates with cash from the merged companies. Those companies are often run
by old, conservative, ultra-cautious people-those who have too much money in the bank
and whose assets are considerably undervalued. Some companies do not push their share
prices up on the market and so takeover merchants are able to pick up those companies
for a fraction of their worth and they use the funds of the target companies to pay off their
debts, and the fortunate shareholders of the prime mover in the takeover reap the enormous
riches and capital gains to which I referred earlier.
Dr Henry Kaufman, the chief economist of Solomon Bros, which is one of the most
prestigious brokerage firms on Wall Street, says that the integrity of the American market
is being threatened by a rapidly rising domestic debt because of increased short-term
borrowing by these predators on a shrinking equity base. He says this financial revolution
is being conducted in a casino-like atmosphere. It will be ironic if the great capitalist
system in which all honourable members on this side of the House believes, is brought to
its knees by these people who, in my opinion, are money-grabbing financiers in its worst
aspect. They are not producers, they are only gamblers shuffling papers around and who
are quite heedless of the lives they destroy and who are also heedless of the interests of
people whose interests they are there to serve, the customers of these enterprises.

Mrs HIRSH (Wantirna)-I shall speak today about the situation facing women and
girls when they seek to join the work force and establish themselves in a career. These
days close to 100 per cent of girls and boys participate in the education system within the
compulsory school age range, and the retention rate for females to the final year of school
has increased dramatically in the past decade.
In 1971, 27 per cent of girls and 34 per cent of boys went through to the final school
year. By 1983, 44 per cent of girls and 38 per cent of boys completed their secondary
education. Furthermore, these days equal numbers of males and females make the transition
from schools to universities and colleges of advanced education.
It is interesting to note that the increase in female participation in education coincides
with the severe loss of jobs for teenage girls which was first noticed in the early 1970s
before the more general deterioration of the labour market took place in the mid 1970's.
It is misleading only to examine the participation of girls in formal education when one
should examine what is really happening with young women and girls. Even in formal
education there are differences between men and women. As the level of postgraduate and
university education increases, the participation rate of women decreases dramatically, so
t~at a much smaller percentage of women are doing doctorates than are men.
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The status of courses is derived through questionnaires, surveys and so on. As the
perceived status of a course increases, the participation rate of young women and girls
decreases dramatically.
With regard to the other aspects of education, when work based vocational education,
such as apprenticeships and cadetships is considered and taken into account, it can be
seen that the over-all participation in education by females is well below that of males.
In 1983, 65 per cent of fifteen to nineteen year-old females were in full-time or part-time
educational training compared with 75 per cent of males in this age group. The difference
is especially marked in apprenticeships in Victoria where, at the end of June this year,
only 10·4 per cent of apprentices and probationers in training were women.
By occupation a majority of women are clerical, sales and services workers, and are
found primarily in the lower paid industries.
An example of the lack of opportunity for women lies in the group apprenticeship
scheme in Victoria where there are only seventeen women out of 700 apprentices. This
situation has existed for many years because of the attitude towards women and work
adopted by the previous Liberal Government.
The honourable member for Caul field stated clearly his belief that women should get
out of the work force so that more men can get jobs. The honourable member claimed
that the increase of women in the work force had caused unemployment in Victoria, and
that the Government is forcing women into work.
Approximately twenty years ago, under the previous Liberal Government, women were
forced out of the work force. In those days women were forced to choose between marriage
or a career. A woman was unable to work if she wanted to marry. Women were forced
into becoming an important part of the unpaid work force. Women were not allowed to
work.
Under a conservative Government, women would be forced out of the work force and
back into the home to support men in their jobs. It appears the Opposition believes this
would solve the problems of unemployment.
The Labor Government is attempting to improve the access of young women to
vocational work and training, especially apprenticeships. A grant of approximately $49 500
has been made to enable the Outer Eastern Municipalities Association to employ a project
worker for one year to encourage young women to take part in the Victorian group
apprenticeship scheme. The project worker, who is a woman, has commenced working
closely with the group apprenticeship scheme in the outer eastern suburbs in an effort to
increase the number of female apprentices.
Other areas where there needs to be a change in attitude towards women and work are
in the school and the home. Attitudes towards young women are gradually changing and
they are being encouraged both at home and at school to look for suitable careers.
However, although women represent 38 per cent of the work force, there are still far
fewer women in the work force than men. The women who are in the work force are still
placed in the much lower-paid jobs and are usually not up in the hierarchy of industry.
There are still no women in the top few positions of the Education Department, and the
majority of departments still do not have many women.
Through affirmative action programs, the Government is attempting, somewhat
successfully, to address this issue. Women are now beginning to be placed in jobs according
to their ability and their suitability, and it is hoped that, under this Government, more
and more women will be able to participate in the work force in this State over the next
few years.
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That situation did not exist under the conservative Governments because their attitude
was to keep women at home, without pay, to look after families and children, and to refuse
to allow them to join in the work in which everyone is entitled to be involved.
The question was agreed to.

INTERPRETATION OF LEGISLATION (FURTHER
AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

PURPOSE OF BILL
The purpose of this Bill is to simplify the format and language oflegislation in accordance
with the Governmenfs plain English policy. The Bill implements some of the changes to
legislation referred to in the Attorney-General's statement on plain English legislation of
7 May 1985.
BACKGROUND
In the Attorney-General's statement, he referred to the plain English movement which
has developed in the United States of America, Canada and parts of Europe. The movement
developed as an outgrowth of the consumer movement. Its aim is to improve the
accessibility of citizens to goods and services by pushing for a simplification of the language
used in consumer contracts, leases, insurance policies and the like.
There has also been increasing concern in Australia in recent years about the language
used in legal forms and documents. The Federal Government is conducting a plain English
review of all its forms. The Senate Standing Committee on Education and the Arts Report
on National Language Policy of October 1984 suggested that a national task force be
established to make recommendations on the reform of legal language. Recently the New
Zealand Attorney-General announced that one of the functions of the newly-established
New Zealand Law Reform Commission would be to reform legal language.
It is the policy of this Government that legislation be written in clear, comprehensible
English. Legal language need not be obscure. This policy is consistent with the initiatives
taken by this Government to simplify the law and to increase its accessibility. Simplification
of the law leads to a better understanding of one's legal rights and remedIes. Equal
protection of the law and equal access to it are essential elements ofa democratic society.
Some improvements have already been made with the encouragement of the Legal and
Constitutional Committee in its report on the Interpretation of Legislation Bill 1982.
Clear rules of interpretation are now set out in the Interpretation of Legislation Act. The
format of Acts has been simplified, with a clear table of provisions and bold headings.
In the Attorney-General's statement, he announced ten changes that would be made to
the format of spring sessional period Bills. Some of these changes have already been
adopted by Parliamentary Counsel. These are:
Regnal years have been deleted.
The use of Latin and Roman numerals has been discontinued.
The enacting words have been simplified.
All Bills start with a purpose clause.
Wherever possible, set commencement dates are used.
The term "Definitions" has replaced "Interpretation" as a heading and the introductory
words of the definition section have been shortened.
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"Must'~ has replaced "shall" wherever an obligation is imposed. "If' has replaced
"where" in circumstances where they are synonymous.

"And" or "or" are used where a set of criteria or conditions are set out in successive
paragraphs so that it is clear whether the criteria or conditions are cumulative or alternative.
Unnecessary qualifying phrases have been removed.
Steps are also being taken to simplify amendment and repeal provisions.
CONTENTS OF BILL
Three of the changes to Bills referred to in the Attorney-General's statement require an
amendment to the Interpretation of Legislation Act before they can take effect. These
changes are the deletion of long and short titles from Acts, a new system of numbering
Acts and a short form of commencement clause. The Bill makes the necessary amendments
to the Interpretation of Leglislation Act. The details are as follows.
NUMBERING OF ACTS
The Bill provides for a simplified Act numbering system. From 1 January 1986, Acts
will be numbered in annual and numerical order and by year, for example, No. 10 of 1986.
This will bring Victoria into line with Commonwealth practice.
TITLES OF ACTS
The Bill will allow for the abolition from Acts of both the long title and the usual
opening provision which cites the short title. In future there will simply be a concise title
at the top of the Act. The information previously contained in the long title will now be
provided in the purpose clause.
However, Titles will be retained in Bills as they are important aids in deciding whether:
The Houses will give approval for a Bill to be presented.
The contents of a Bill go beyond its title.
A committee may consider matters which are not strictly covered by a Bill but which
are relevant to its general purposes.
House amendments are relevant to the subject-matter of a Bill.
Existing Acts and those Bills which have a short title and have already been introduced
will retain a long title.
TIME OF COMMENCEMENT OF ACTS
Wherever possible, there will be a set commencement date. If this is not possible, the
Bill allows for a new short form of commencement clause to be used.
OTHER CHANGES
The opportunity has been taken to make two other changes which will help simplify
legislation language. The Bill will enable a short form of delegation clause to be used and
provides that a power to make an instrument will include a power to amend or repeal it
without an express statement to that effect.
CONCLUSION
This Bill is part of the Government's program to simplify legislative format and language.
In 1986, a plain English expert will be appointed to the Office of Parliamentary Counsel
as part of the team working on legislation. This will ensure that the art of plain English is
developed in legislation drafting.
The scope for the development of plain English in the law is enormous. Legal documents
of all kinds need to be redrafted on plain English principles. Law students need to be
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taught good drafting practices instead of copying pompous legalese. I hope that all these
areas will receive attention in the future. Both Parliament and the community will benefit
from any steps which are taken to simplify legal language. I commend the Bill to the
House.
On the motion of Mr JOHN (Bendigo East), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Thursday, October 17.

DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC PROSECUTIONS (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The Director of Public Prosecutions Act 1982 established the Office of the Director of
Public Prosecutions as an independent prosecuting authority, removed from the political
process and responsible for the preparation and conduct of all prosecutions in indictable
offences including the more serious committal proceedings and also the more serious
summary prosecutions.
Following the coming into operation of the Act all prosecutions for indictable offences
are made by the Director of Public Prosecutions or by a prosecutor for the Queen in the
name of the Director of Public Prosecutions.
In a recent Supreme Court criminal trial counsel for the defendant objected to the
presentment because, he argued, it was unfair and contrary to the appearance of justice
that the defendant should be presented for trial in the name of the Director of Public
Prosecutions when the director had, prior to his appointment, represented the accused.
Counsel argued that the Director of Public Prosecutions, Mr John Coldrey, QC, was in
a position to obtain-whether or not he actually did so-information from the accused
which ought not to be known to the Crown and in respect of which complete privilege
would apply. Counsel submitted that the presentment should be quashed, a submission
which· if acceded to would have meant that the defendant could never have been tried as
there is no alternative mode of prosecution under the Director of Public Prosecutions Act.
The submission was dismissed by the trial judge but he has rightly brought to the
attention of the Government the important principle that neither the defendant nor any
member of the public oUght reasonably to entertain any doubt about the fairness of a
criminal trial merely because the prosecution has been brought in the name of the Director
of Public Prosecutions. The judge pointed out that the office is a public office and the
name of the director does not appear on the presentment, that neither the defendant nor
any member of the public would regard it as thinkable that a person holding the office
would by commission or omission do anything which would prejudice a fair trial. The
director would, he had no doubt, stand completely aside from all considerations of the
preparation for and the conduct of the trial. The learned judge su~ested that the authorities
give the matter urgent consideration so that no doubt would anse in the future as to the
fairness of any proceedings brought in the Supreme Court or County Court.
This Bill seeks to amend the Director of Public Prosecutions Act 1982 to overcome the
difficulties identified in the case I have mentioned. The Bill will also cover other situations
where an apparent conflict of interest might arise, for example, where the director has
acted for a defendant in a civil case or where the defendant in a criminal trial has had
business dealings with or is a friend or close relative of the director. The Bill will allow the
director to formally withdraw from any prosecution in which it is in the interests ofjustice
for him to do so whether or not the conflict of interest is real.
The Bill provides that in any case in which the Director of Public Prosecutions considers
it desirable in the interests of justice that he not perform functions under the Act, he may
request the Attorney-General to perform those functions or exercise those powers. If the
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Attorney-General consents, then the Attorney-General may exercise the functions and
powers to which the request relates.
The establishment of the Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions has been a major
innovation of this Government. This technical amendment to the Act will ensure that it
continues to maintain its hi~ standing and important role in the system of the
administration of criminal justIce. I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr JOHN (Bendigo East), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Thursday, October 17.

NATIONAL PARKS (ALPINE NATIONAL PARK) BILL
The debate (adjourned from September 25) on the motion of Mr Cathie (Minister for
Education) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr McNAMARA (Benalla)-The Bill is an example of the Government making a
serious mistake. From time to time all Governments make mistakes, and the proposed
legislation exemplifies the fact that the Government has been guided by' ideology rather
than common sense. Unfortunately, the philosophy contained in the BIll is to create an
alpine national park which has been promoted by various pressure groups within the
community. I shall endeavour to explain to Parliament the reasons why the Government
should seriously reconsider its proposal.
The long-term interest of the conservation of the alps will not be protected by the Bill.
The National Party will advise the House that the Bill does not have significant community
support and that it will cause major problems for the management of the parks. The
National Party believes the areas currently provided for national parks are sufficient.
A number of problems will be caused through loss of revenue and massive increases in
administration costs. The National Party is concerned that Victoria retains its heritage; it
is also concerned that, if the Bill is allowed to pass in its present form, so called nonconformin~ uses, as identified by the conservation groups and the Land Conservation
Council, WIll be placed under threat.
Some of the so-called non-conformin$ uses are the use by Victoria's timber industry,
which provides much revenue for the VIctorian economy and is a substantial employer,
and the grazing of cattle by the mountain cattlemen who will be driven from the alpine
areas. The Minister for Education may suggest that, initially, the mountain cattlemen may
not be affected, but honourable members know that the extremist conservation groups
will not settle for that; they will not settle until they get every mountain cattleman out of
the alpine areas.
I shall also point out the problems that were created when this type of policy was
introduced in New South Wales, and to its disastrous effect not only on the livelihood of
many country communities but also on the environment of the alpine areas.
The Bill is a prime example of members of the Government examining a case with
blinkered vision. They have not properly consulted with the various interest groups and
they have not adopted a proper attitude to what is required and to the desires and
aspirations of the Victorian community.
A recent survey indicated that approximately 70 per cent of the people who responded
to the survey were against the proposal to enlarge the alpine national park area. Strong
community support for ~oups such as the Mountain District Cattlemen's Association of
Victoria and the timber Industry to maintain the status quo has been clearly identified.
The test of that support was gauged in the recent Nunawading by-election, in which the
Mountain District Cattlemen's Association of Victoria played an active, up-front role. If
ever the people of Melbourne had an opportunity of VOIcing their concern about the
direction in which the Government is heading in preserving the alpine areas, that occurred
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at the Nunawading by-election. The cattlemen came down from the high country to invite
the constituents of Nunawading to consider the issue at the by-election. They received
wide media coverage and everyone was aware of the issues involving the proposed Alpine
National Park.
The result of the by-election was a massive swing to the Liberal Party candidate and an
endorsement of the stand that both the Liberal and National parties have taken with
respect to the proposed legislation. If any of us had any doubts about the issue, they were
quashed when Rosemary Varty won the Nunawading by-election.
The proposed Alpine National Park will have a disastrous effect on a number of
industries, not the least of which is the timber industry. I have a document entitled "A
Proposal for Employment and Industry Development in the Forest and Forests Products
Industry", which I understand has been presented to the Government. It is interesting to
read in the preface of the document the number of unions affiliated with the Trades Hall
Council, which presumably are affiliates of the Australian Labor Party, that have voiced
real concern at the direction in which the Government is headed. The preface to the
document states:
The Victorian forest products industry is now under extreme threat.

The submission makes it clear that it would like the Government to turn away from this
ridiculous proposal. The union asked the Government, as a Labor Government, that
presumably has the welfare of workers at heart, to consider the many country workers
who are dependent on the timber industry in alpine areas. The unions that have put their
names to the submission include the Amalgamated Metal Workers Union, the Australian
Timber Workers Union, the Electrical Trades Union of Australia, the Federated Engine
Drivers and Firemen's Association of Australia, the Federated Furnishing Trades Society
of Australasia, the Federated Ironworkers Association of Australia, the Federated Storemen
and Packers Union of Australia, the Pulp and Paper Workers Federation of Australia, the
Transport Workers Union of Australia and the Victorian forest products industries
organization.
A wide-ranging group of unions has said that we should have no more of thefroposed
national park and that the Government should think about the future 0 country
communities. With its blinkered attitude, the Government is hell-bent on attacking country
communities and leaving them to fend for themselves.
The electorates of Benambra, Gippsland East, Benalla and Evelyn rely on timber and
timber by-products from alpine areas. The viability of the communities in those electorates
depends on there being no change in the current situation.
The Shire of Alexandra, which has only 3000 residents, directly attributes some 500
jobs to the timber industry. The Bill will ultimately affect that industry and the surrounding
community if the rabid conservationists have their way and push out the non-conforming
uses for the alpine area, which is their avowed intention.
Honourable members should be aware of the cost to the Government of the
administration of an alpine national park, particularly when one takes into account the
additional costs that will be involved if it is properly administered. Honourable members
should also bear in mind that revenue might also be lost from existing industries that
operate in alpine areas. It will have a double-barrelled effect.
The Government has not clearly and logically thought through the proposal for an
alpine national park. There will be a reduction in and eventual loss of revenue from
renewable resources in the alpine area which include timber, grazing, beekeeping and
other activities. The National Party is stron$1y of the view that the alpine areas should be
open to multiple uses. The general communIty should be able to enjoy the benefits offered
by this beautiful section of the State.
I say without fear of contradiction that the alpine areas are among some of the most
scenic in the State. The alpine areas of today are a far cry from what they were like before

National Parks Bill

3 October 1985

ASSEMBLY

695

they came under the management of the Forests Commission. One has only to compare
them with the alpine national park in New South Wales to realize that. The only industries
that seem to thrive in the New South Wales alpine park are the blackbemes and the
rabbits. It is an absolute disgrace that the New South Wales Government has insufficient
funds to manage that area. One can attribute the lack of funds to the loss of revenue from
industries which once operated in the alpine areas and on which the Government has
turned its back.
The timber industry provides employment. Wood products and furniture come only
second in a list of industries which provide the most employment opportunities in the
State. I have a chart which is included in the submission to which I referred earlier that
states that wood products and furniture account for 26 842 employees. It provides more
employment than the clothing; meat, milk, fruit and vegetables; chemical, petroleum and
coal products; and the textile industries. The only industry that exceeds the timber industry
in importance is the motor vehicles and parts industry. Honourable members should
seriously consider that aspect before this industry's future is threatened.
It has been suggested that tourism in these alpine areas should be promoted by the
Government. At present no restriction has been placed on tourism and, in fact, in recent
years it has increased markedly. When the Government speaks about phasing out grazing
in alpine areas it should recognize that it is humans, not cattle, who pose the greatest
threat to the alpine environment. People who visit the alpine areas should have an
understanding of the delicacy of the environment. We all acknowledge that problems were
faced in the management of the alpine areas before the establishment of the Forests
Commission and that much of the alpine area was in a poor state.
For many decades the Forests Commission had tight control over the alpine areas
which ensured the continuation of beautifully forested areas of which any State or nation
can be proud. The National Party acknowledges that in the past there was a certain amount
of overgrazing in the alpine areas when sheep were allowed to graze there but since then
the Government has recognized the problem and acted on it. Cattle grazing should also be
restricted in alpine areas.
As the honourable member for Evelyn interjects, Victoria has had proper management
from the Soil Conservation Authority, the State Forests and Lands Service and other
authorities responsible for various areas. I pay tribute to those authorities, particularly the
former Forests Commission and the Soil Conservation Authority that are now under the
umbrella of the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands. Those authorities have
efficiently fulfilled their functions.
The extreme conservation groups have made it clear that they will not tolerate so-called
non-conforming uses. They say they will not rest until all the mountain cattle are off the
high country and timber and mining industries are severely curtailed. If one examines the
management of alpine areas, one must take the view that renewable resources should be
treated in a different light from the management of other uses in alpine areas.
The cattle must remain on the mountains to control the environment and to ensure that
fire prevention measures can easily be undertaken. The grass grazed in the spring and
summer periods reduces the risk of bush fires in alpine areas. Grass is a fully renewable
resource and will be there the following year.
Similarly, I hope the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands will be able to
efficiently manage forest areas so that the timber industry will not be restricted. I would
be happy to take any members of extreme conservation groups into alpine areas. I am sure
many of them have never been off the tram tracks. They fantasize about their vision of
the world from Melbourne and have not had practical experience in the areas with which
they are supposedly concerned. If conservationists were to travel to the alpine area, I am
sure many of them would not be able to distinguish between a native and regrowth forest.
The work undertaken by the Forests Commission over the past 40 years has ensured
that this valuable resource has been properly managed, that the reseeding process has been
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carried out in an appropriate fashion and that Victoria will continue to have a valuable
resource. If these conservationists are firmly committed to their principles, they should
remove all the timber from their houses in the same way that animal libbers should
discard their leather shoes, belts and other materials associated with animals.
Honourable members should recognize that we live in a real, not a fantasy, world. A
harvesting of resources must occur to ensure that society continues to grow. If
conservationists had their way, man would be still living in caves.
The Government has a responsibility not to pander to the extreme conservation groups
but to have a real understanding of the aims and aspirations of the community. I am sure
that the Minister for Education, who is at the table, will take that into account when he is
assisting the Government in determining its stance on the proposals put forward by the
National Party and the Opposition on the Bill.
The National Party is strongly of the view that no change should be made to the existing
system of alpine grazing. I say that for a number of reasons, including fire control and land
management. Another significant point is the living link with our heritage that the mountain
cattlemen provide. After the recent screening of The Man from Snowy River many people
developed an affinity with the mountain cattlemen, who are a great breed of Australians
and Victorians. I am disappointed that the Government or any Government would
consider placing those cattlemen under threat at any stage. I am sure I speak for the
honourable members for Benambra, Gippsland East and Evelyn who have portions of the
proposed national park in their electorates, in seeking to ensure that the mountain cattlemen
are allowed to continue to provide that living link with our heritage while also providing
a real contribution to land management.
On behalf of the National Party I strongly urge the Government to withdraw the
proposed legislation and introduce in its place a more appropriate Bill to allow for multiple
land use with an appropriate area to remain under the present management, with harvesting
of renewable resources to continue in the national park. At the same time the general
community could be educated on the vital role those industries play in the development
of this ~tate, and the public could enjoy the beauty and ma~nificent surroundings of the
alpine areas. As indicated by the honourable member for GIppsland East, I reiterate that
the National Party is strongly opposed to the Bill in its present form and will vote against
it.
Miss CALLISTER (Morwell)-Much of the contribution to the debate by members of
the opposition parties has been misinformed and politically mischievous.
Mr Lieberman interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! The honourable member will ignore
in terjections.
Miss CALLISTER-I shall now seek to elaborate on my opening statement. The
honourable member for Benambra is being impatient in interjecting.
Various Liberal and National Party members have sought to discredit the notion of an
Alpine National Park by, firstly, deliberately i$noring the facts and, secondly, having
convenient fits of amneSIa about various events In the past. On the latter matter I turn to
the history of grazing and the mountain cattlemen. Firstly, it was a Liberal Government
that resolved progressively to prohibit $fazing in 3·7 per cent on the relevant area. This
affected seventeen families. Secondly, In 1984 the Cain Labor Government added the
Howitt Plains on the recommendation of the Land Conservation Council, that is, 0·8 per
cent of the area affected by the former Liberal Government decision. It affected only one
licensee .. In other words a total of 4·5 per cent of the grazing area has been progressively
prohibited from use until 1991.
This has occurred predominantly under the Liberal Government and, to a minor extent,
the Labor Government. I refer honourable members to the second-reading notes that
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accompanied the Bill and to which Opposition members have not paid careful attention.
The second-reading speech states:
With regard to grazing, the areas currently excluded from grazing will remain so and decisions ofthe previous
Government to phase out grazing from certain areas by 1991 will not be altered. One further area, Howitt Plains,
will be added to those from which grazing will be excluded by 1991. It should be understood that this legislation
has very little effect on alpine grazing. Indeed, when the 1991 phase-outs come into operation, the mountain
cattlemen will have lost just 4·5 per cent of the area that was previously available to them, 95·5 per cent of the
high country will continue to be grazed.

This is a fact that has been systematically ignored by both the National Party and the
Liberal Party who, as I have said previously, have suffered fits of amnesia about their past
attitudes toward the Bill.
It is true that the alpine area is important for the Victorian hardwood timber industry,
providing approximately 30 per cent of total production. An independent assessment by
Professor Bachelard, whom the honourable member for Gippsland East quoted with such
respectful authority in a previous debate, and Dr K. Groves of the Department of Forestry,
Australian National University, was that:
The proposals have no significant effect on the mature timber resources available to any mill or group of mills.
The fact is the reduction in availability of mature timber resource, under the Bill's proposals, is less than 1·5 per
cent.

I again refer honourable members to the second-reading speech, in which the Minister for
Education said:
Socio-economic studies have shown that the timber industry contributes substantially to the economic well
being of many towns fringing the alps. An independent assessment of the impact of the recommendations on the
timber industry has been conducted by Professor Eric Bachelard of the school of Forestry at the Australian
National University. The r.esults indicate that over the next ten years the recommendations will have little effect
on the availability of mature sawlogs and, consequently, employment opportunities based on the use of this
resource will not be significantly affected.
Of course, that is not to say that there are no problems with the timber industry in that area-there are
problems, but not as a result of this proposal for the Alpine National Park.

The second-reading speech then outlined the measures the Government was putting in
place to move forward into the next decade and beyond to provide rational and sensible
planning of the timber industry for the benefit of those employed within it and those who
depend on employment from it.
The timber industry report has now been released and is subject to continuing
consultation among affected communities and with various interest groups who have
welcomed this decisive and methodical approach as compared to the ad hoc and irrational
approach pursued by the previous Liberal Government and their conservative partners.
I now move to some matters canvassed by the lead speaker on behalf of the Opposition,
the honourable member for Syndal. From the rambling contribution of the honourable
member for Syndal, I had some difficulty in identifying the substantive points upon which
the Liberal Party was opposing the Bill.
Apart from the two matters I have already raised, the honourable member made a
number of points, including a suggestion that the proposed park includes land that does
not meet i.nternationally recognized standards for a national park.
As honourable· members will realize, this claim is nonsense and is based on the
assumption that unless a park is absolutely untouched by people it cannot be a national
park. If this notion were taken to its logical conclusion, there would be no national parks
anywhere in the world because it would be impossible to find a national park that has not
been affected by the activities of man to one degree or another, whether it be by direct
interaction with the environment or by the indirect impact of man's activities on the
environment.
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The alpine area is an important one. It is especially environmentally signficant and it is
an area that the Government desires to protect for present and future generations. The
Government wishes to develop it in line with the idea that such assets should not be
locked"away but should be enjoyed by people engaging in a wide range of activities, and I
shall expound on those later on.
The second point on which the honourable member for Syndal expanded concerned a
suggestion that the Government had failed adequately to provide financial resources for
the management of the current national parks and to safeguard them against fire. Anyone
who has read the Budget documents knows that the Government has substantially increased
the resources available for the management of national parks. The Cain Government's
first Budget increased the allocation to the National Parks Service by 14 per cent. In
1983-84 there was another 20 per cent increase, and last year the increase was 7·2 per cent.
Therefore, evey year there have been real increases in the funds allocated for management
and maintenance of our national parks.
In the area of fire control, the responsible department has had an outstanding record
and it has an internationally acclaimed reputation in that field. Honourable members on
all sides of the House have shown a degree of pride in that record and I concur with those
sentiments.
The honourable member for Syndal also criticized the Government for failing to make
any commitment in the Bill to provide adequate resources for the proposed contiguous
Alpine National Park and for fire prevention therein.
As the Government has said, it proposes to make available an additional $600000 in
the next financial year for planning, development and management of the park.
The Government will be doubling the number of rangers who will be given responsibility
for the care and maintenance of the alps in addition to other human resources available to
work in the park.
I refer to the impact the park will have on tourism in districts close to its boundaries.
The honourable member for Syndal completely ignored the major impact that existing
national parks have on regional economies. Wilsons Promontory National Park near to
my electorate is enjoyed by many people, including those who work in Parliament. The
department has informed me that approximately 400 ()()() visitors a year go to that park.
Obviously, this massive number of tourists generates opportunities that would not
otherwise exist in the towns close to the park which caters for tourists as they pass through
them. This creates job opportunities in those communities.
The Kosciusko National Park is a multimillion dollar industry. It serves such towns as
Cooma and J indabyne. The infrastructure of those towns has developed as a result of the
tourist needs generated by the existence of the national park. The new Grampians National
Park also has generated tourism and that has impacted positively on job opportunities
and on the development oflocal areas.
The honourable member for Syndal criticized the Land Conservation Council by
asserting that the Government told the council what it should recommend. I have never
heard such a load of codswallop. It is simply not a fact. The Government used provisions
in section 8 of the Land Conservation Act for an investigation of the alpine area "bearing
in mind the Government's conservation policy for the region". There is nothing
unreasonable in asking the council to consider that. The previous Liberal Party Government
used similar provisions under that section of the Act when more land was needed in the
Ovens Valley for pine plantations. There is more than an element of a double standard in
the criticisms made by the honourable member for Syndal. Probably, he did not consider
the actions of the former Liberal Party Government.
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The honourable member for Syndal indicated the concern of the Liberal Party, which is
the concern also of the National Party, that the park area will be locked away, closed and
unavailable for people to use it in a variety of recreational ways and for other purposes.
It is necessary to emphasize that the Government is keen to ensure that there will be a
variety of uses in the alpine area includin~ activities such as cattle grazing, timber
harvesting, cross-country and downhill skiIng, hydro-electricity production, mining,
beekeeping, fishing, water production and a host of other uses. They are some examples to
illustrate the Government's intention to allow a range of uses of the alpine area by
Victorians and visitors to our State.
Finally, I turn to the issue of the planning of park uses. I refer honourable members to
Parknotes published by the National Parks Service of Victoria. It has issued a detailed
explanation of the planning processes that will be put in place in respect of the national
park.
Mr LIEBERMAN (Benambra)-On a point of order, I ask the honourable member to
identify the document from which she is reading.
Miss CALLISTER (Morwell)-I did endeavour to make it clear that I would be reading
from Parknotes which is published by the National Parks Service of Victoria. Under the
heading, "Planning the parks uses" it states:
All national parks require planning to investigate and resolve issues related to protecting their natural values
for future generations while providing recreation and education for current users. Management plans are produced
to guide the provision of access, visitor facilities and use and protection from fire, vermin, weeds and other
injurious agencies.
The Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands will establish a project team to prepare a management
plan for the Alpine National Park. This will be partly funded by a grant from the Australian National Parks aqd
Wildlife Service.

The document goes on to explain what the planning program will involve, indicating that
an office will be established at Bright and that use will be made of offices of the DepartO)ent
of Conservation, Forests and Lands situated in townships surroundin~ the alpine area.
The help of the department's staff in the regions covering the Alpine NatIonal Park will be
enlisted, and this element of the program will be completed by 1988.
The publication explains that the work will be undertaken in two stages. In the first
stage an issues and strategies statement will be completed, ~ving an overview of
management issues for the entire park. In the second stage, detaIled management plans
will be produced for five separate units within the park. The publication includes an
accompanying map to illustrate where those five areas are. It goes on to assure people that
public involvement will be a major aspect of the planning approach, and assures people
that the project team will welcome discussion and will actively seek information from
interested ,parties and individuals.
Such a process is'one of the key reasons for the Government's achievements in Victoria
because it is prepared to instruct its agencies to consult, to seek out opinions, to have
people put their ideas forward and then to come to a reasoned conclusion that is for the
benefit of all Victorians.
This is a different philosophy from that espoused by the opposition parties, which
believe in merely telling people what to do. The Opposition parties do not believe in
community consultation and in taking time to develop policies.
The National Parks Service has assured the community that it will publish regular
information bulletins to keep the public up to date on planning and other matters of
interest that affect the proposed Alpine National Park. That completely open, honest and
frank approach will maximize the opportunity for the community to make a positive
input into the way in which such areas are used. I should have thought that such a process
would have been welcomed by the opposition parties. Regrettably, the opposition parties
have chosen to malign that process by describing it as a hopeless notion.

700

ASSEMBLY

3 October 1985

National Parks Bill

Many people in the area I represent need to travel beyond their immediate environs to
pursue various recreational activities such as bush walking, ski-ing, fishing and so on. The
opportunities of those people, together with all other Victorians, will be greatly enhanced
through the establishment of an Alpine National Park. Unfortunately, rather than ar~ue
on facts, the opposition parties have resorted to hysteria and assertions. The oppositIOn
parties are content with making wide-sweeping statements of an hysterical nature without
paying due regard to the facts of the matter.
I hope that honourable members who speak on the Bill will demonstrate their careful
attention to the factual material which has been published on the Alpine National Park
and that their contributions will reflect a close reading of the Bill.
Thus far the contribution of opposition members has highlighted a lack of sincerity and
understanding of the issues because those honourable members expressed the belief that
they are on certain ground in their opposition to the Bill. That is not the case. The
opposition parties have misjudged the community.
Although the position of the National Party is, to a large de$fee, predictable in li~t of
the stand it took on national parks when the Liberal Party was tn government, the Ltberal
Party has done an about turn, which it will live to regret. The Liberal Party is opposing a
significant Bill which, when passed, will make a major contribution to present and future
generations of Australians.
It is the responsibility of the Government to closely examine ways in which it can
maximize the quality of life of present and future generations. I am proud to be a part ofa
Government which is taking such action. I feel only regret that the Liberal Party has
fundamentally changed its attitude towards national parks and commenced a downward
slide in its commitment to the notion of quality of life.

The Liberal Party once found that completely attractive and treasured it as a true notion
of what the party was about. However, that is no longer the case, because the Opposition
is no longer prepared to stand up for what it once so dearly believed in. That is indeed a
pity, and I am sure that would be the view of many members of that party and its
supporters-for example, many farmers, who have an understanding of the value of
looking after those resources and many of whom who are members of conservation
organizations.
Mr LIEBEQMAN (Benambra)-At the outset, in accordance with the traditions of this
House, I shoittd like honourable members to know that I am a member of the Mountain
District Cattlemen's Association of Victoria. I am also proud to say that my electorate
covers a substantial part of the area that is covered by the existing national parks area and
also a large portion of the area proposed to be added to it.
I have been a member of Parliament in this House for almost ten years and, in that
time,. the question of multiple land use in alpine national park areas has probably been
one of the most interesting and challenging issues to which I have had to address myselffirstly, as the local member, secondly, as a Minister of the former Government, and now
as a member of the Opposition.
I believe it is true that there are many different but valid viewpoints about land use in
this beautiful area of Australia. lam always interested to listen to and note the views of
others, even if those views do not correspond with mine.
It is a pity that the honourable member for Morwell has attempted to denigrate the
contributions of other honourable members in this place simply because they do not agree
with what she says. I say right now that I did not agree with a lot of the piffle she went on
with. It is interesting that most of her contribution to the debate was read. I know that the
honourable member is an assiduous worker, that she does much research and thinks about
issues, but I found it disappointing that, by and large, her speech was a rehash of some of
the generalized propaganda that had been put forward by the Government, unsuccessfully,
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to the people of Victoria-as was so vividly illustrated during the Nunawading by-election.
I shall talk about that in a moment, because it is relevant to the debate.
The honourable member for Morwell asserted that the Liberal Party does not take heed
of what the people say and that it does not favour the process of consultation and allowing
people to have their say. That was a stupid thing for the honourable member to say,
because the Government party, of which she is a member, is guilty of ignoring the wishes
of the majority of Victorians by its own action in introducing the Bill.
The results of Land Conservation Council studies that were put forward in the lead up
to some of the provisions of the Bill now before the House were the subject of consultation.
I do not have the figures readily at hand, but I well remember that the bulk of the
thousands of submissions to the Land Conservation Council on draft proposals for the
extension of the national park area were, in fact, against the proposal.

I am reminded by my colleague that 15 000 Victorians took the trouble to write and
express their views against the Government's proposal. That is an overwhelming number
of people against the proposal compared with those who took that trouble to write in
support of it.
In my travels, not only in my own electorate but throughout Victoria, I found that to be
a fair representation of the view of Victorians, whether from the city or the country, about
the proposal of the extreme conservation movement which was supported by the
Government.
At the Nunawading by-election the attitude of a cross-section of Victorians to the
proposal was demonstrated. I remind honourable members that the Australian Democrats
candidate and the Australian Democrats leaders made this issue of an extended national
park a front page headline issue of that election. The Labor Party was hanging on to the
coat-tails of the party for hire-in this case the Australian Democrats. The Labor Party
was keen to plug in to the support given the Australian Democrats and say, "There it is.
We're right!"
Electors at the Nunawading by-election considered the issue for themselves. They heard
the responsible proposals put forward by the shadow Minister, the honourable Bruce
Reid, and the Leader of the Opposition, and showed responsible reactions to those
proposals. Those electors spoke, in some cases for the first time, with ~ople who actually
live in the mountain country-the mountain cattlemen and their families.
It was a thrill to meto observe the people of my electorate, whom I know and respect,
expressing their views in a democratic way to the people ofNunawading who were handing
out cards in support of the Liberal Party. It was also ~ratifying to speak to city people on
polling day about their reactions to the way the famllies of the mountain cattlemen put
their case. I was proud of the way they were accepted because of their dignified and positive
demonstration to the other side of the coin.

The debate has proved very vividly to me that the present Government has no respect
for the opinion of the other side of the coin. The attitude is that if one does not agree with
what socialist Government and big Government say~ then one does not matter; one is a
second-class citizen.
One has evidence of that in interjections from senior members of the Government on
proposed legislation dealing with the rights of people who do not belong to unions. They
are referred to as scabs. Those honourable members do not have the slightest hesitation
nor the slightest guilt about denigrating those people. That is another example of what the
Government is all about.
The Bill is an indication of how a Government can ~et things wrong and how a
Government can believe, for political reasons, it is on a wmner and can ride roughshod
over other people's views because it thinks it should. The Government is asking honourable
members to accept an esoteric proposal that landscape across this part of Victoria should

702

ASSEMBLY

3 October 1985

National Parks Bill

be a continuous national park. It is an extremely beautiful part of Victoria of which we are
all proud and would like to see preserved and made safe.
However, the Government has no regard for the realities of the situation. First of all,
this part of Victoria is regarded as one of the most fire prone and dangerous parts of the
world. That is, unfortunately, a fact of life. It is not in the condition that it was when the
early alpine Aborigines lived in that region; it is not that unsettled today. This is 1985. It
is now an area that is extremely vibrant, progressive and contains a mixed economy of
urban and farming communities.
It is a dynamic area involving tourism, hydro-electricity, trade, commerce,
manufacturing, small businesses, medium sized businesses and lar~e businesses. The area
has a mixture of activity which includes timber resources and the tImber industry-it has
visual reso~rces·.
From my point of view-and I believe most Victorians would support me-in 1985 we
all have a responsibility to take all of those things into account and to make the Pest use
of them in the interest of all Australians. That involves the approach of ensuring that these
resources are used wisely for the benefit of all mankind-that includes conservation as
well as harvesting some of the timber and providing access to communities that have
become established in these areas and to visitors.
This is one 'of the most dangerous parts of the world as far as fire is concerned. If there
is not some:form of management that takes account of all those things and that brings
together all the resources and so minimize the risk of fire and at the same time take full
advantage of the resources to preserve them, then the potential for greater disaster exists.
The residents of towns in this area have had to be evacuated on some occasions and
some of the towns have been substantially destroyed by fire. Fire is a certainty in Australia
because of the climate and the nature of the country. It is inevitable that a serious fire will
occur in this are, in future.
During the bush fires that occurred last year I was involved as the local member and as
a member of the community in the fire area. We were lucky to contain the fires which were
extremely bad. Some fires in the Buffalo National Park were so well established that it was
impossible to put them out and it took 'weeks for them to go out. The fire had to be
contained by the fire 'fighters a's best they could, but it was due to luck with the wind and
the'dedication of the professional and volunteer fire fighters that the fire was contained.
The town ofWandiligQng was threatened and it appeared that the residents would have
to be evacuated. The fire' was so bad that people were telephoning to Bright to ask about
relatives who lived in:that town. Unfortunately, that is typical of what can happen in the
area. When I was there one night I talked with a group of people who had come from
Melbourne to help tight the fire. They told me that they were members of the conservation
movement and had been involved in promoting tRe concept of stopping any form of
loggin~ in this part of Victoria. They supported the Government with respect to the
extensIOn of the national park. Their view changed dramatically as a result of being
involved in some of the fire-fighting activities.
One of these people was particularly distressed, as I was when he described to me how
he had learned that the debris on the forest floor had accumulated and was six or seven
feet deep because insufficient control burning had been carried out. After the fire he had
found wildlife still alive which had been unable to run through the forest to escape the
flames because the debris was so hot and so thick. The legs of some of this wildlife had
been burnt off.
It is a serious matter. The animals had suffered because they could not escape. When
considering the issue of conservation, one should speak with people who are prepared to
put aside their prejudices to learn, listen and understand the implications of locking up
the country. Wildlife benefits from sensible management; and when man is brought in to
help out i.n many of the activities, that can assist the environment.
/.
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Being involved in fighting that fire was an experience I shall never forget. As a local
member, it helped me to be more resolved to do what I could to persuade Victorians to
visit the area to learn about it before they make judgments. Victorians should not believe
everything they hear. The speeches made by members of the Government have been
convincing and have referred to research and documents. However, Victorians should not
fall into the trap of making a judgment from an ivory tower. They should talk to the
people who have lived and worked in the area for many years. Only after doing that should
they .make a decision, and that is what is currently happening in Victoria. Many people
are Hstening. to the views of the mountain cattlemen and changing their own views about
what is right. I am glad that is the case.
I remember an occasion when I was travelling in the Bogong High Plains in a fourwheel drive vehicle with Mr Hamer, the then Premier of Victoria, later Sir Rupert Hamer,
a mountain cattleman and a distinguished botanist who was an adviser to the conservation
movement. I was in the back seat of the vehicle and it was a hot summers day. The issue
being discussed was the allegation made by conservationists that cattle grazing was
dangerous to certain species of rare plants on the high plains because cattle selectively
grazed the species of plants that were under threat of extinction. The botanist stated that
cattle did not graze on snow grass.
The mountain cattleman, who was driving the vehicle, almost had a stroke because he
was so upset to hear what the botanist had said. He indicated that cattle did, in fact, eat
snow grass. He was becoming extremely agitated because the botanist was putting forward
the opposite point of view. I was wondering what was going on and the then Premier was
concerned about what the truth really was.
At that time one of the beasts belonging to the cattleman crossed our path and stopped.
The mountain cattleman said. "Premier, I have had enough of this, I will get out, kill the
beast and rip its guts open, and I bet you it is full of snow grass!" That was a dramatic offer
and the mountain cattleman was fair dinkum about it. However, the then Premier, the
botanist and I did ,not want him to kill the beast. Fortunately, it stopped and started to
graze on snow grass right in front of us.
I remember the impression that that made on the then Premier, and I thought about it
later and began to understand a little better why problems exist between people who have
good intentions but who do not understand all the matters involved. Many Victorians
have had the view that the earlier experience of overgrazing is currently being repeated
when in fact, through the goodwill and acceptance by mountain cattlemen and others that
there is a better way of caring for the country, the damage caused many years ago is no
longer occurring. The mountain cattlemen, in my opinion, are more conservation minded
than the conservationists who hold executive positions with the Australian Conservation
Foundation and similar groups.
Mountain cattlemen have learned from experience and that is what we should do.
Similarly, I have seen the regrowth of mountain ash as a result of the excellent work of the
Victorian industry, aided by the then Forests Commission. I am especially proud of the
work done by foresters under successive Governments on behalf of the people of Victoria.
I have seen new mountain ash growth that makes one feel proud because of the healthy
vibrant forest that has resulted.
I have learned to understand-and I wish other honourable members would do sothat the beautiful timber in the mountain ash resources we have will be lost in the long
run unless regrowth takes place. The mountain ash needs a hot fire to regenerate and, if
this does not occur, the tree is eventually lost. The early alpine Aborigines knew and
understood that. Evidence exists that Aborigines started fires to promote regrowth because
they understood that a healthy vibrant forest would lead to more wildlife and better
hunting.
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Man, because of his responsibility to future generations, has learned from experience
and is using the knowledge gained for the benefit of Victoria, for the benefit of our forests
and for the benefit of conservation.
That is the tragedy of the debate; it has developed into a "them" and "us" situation.
The Gove(llment says that everyone is wrong and that its view is right. Because the
Governme'nt wants the esoteric landscape about which it has spoken, it is not prepared to
take account of the alternatives available to achieve better conservation, preservation and
a more vibrant, strengthened economy which will provide more jobs in the long run than
any other proposals. All the Government can talk about is extending the park.
When one examines some of the areas to be included in the extended park, there is no
way ofjustifying them as being important enough visually to be included. There are fingers
of land that should not be in any park and could not seriously be proposed, but because
the Government is committed to a continuous link up to the Kosciusko National Park, it
is locked in. One cannot plan the resources of the State and provide for the economy,
conservation and the strengthening of the State today and in the future by locking oneself
into a rather imaginative concept that, althou~ spawned with goodwill, has now gone out
of control and is no longer relevant to the pOSItion.
As a local member I must emphasize that the proposal puts at risk the livelihood and
jobs of many people. The honourable member for Morwell says that that is not so, and
she quoted documents that claimed that "there would not be any substantial effect" or
words to that effect.
Anyone whose job is threatened and any family whose livelihood is threatened is
entitled to the utmost respect. I do not go along with the ivory tower view that says, "The
effect will be minimal", or, "There will not be a substantial effecf'. If one looks behind
the words, one realizes that families will be affected and will have to be relocated.
In the grand order of things, maybe honourable members on the other side of the House
think the job of government is to pick up people and put them somewhere else because it
fits in with an esoteric view of the landscape about which they speak. That nonsense was
spawned and pushed forward on emotional basis; the Government has lost the argument,
and so it should. It is about time honourable members turned the debate into a positive
contribution towards resolving the situation rather than fostering the "them" and "us"
situation. The Government has failed to achieve its objectives; it should begin speaking
with and listening to the people involved.
I have spoken with and watched the work of the people involved in the National Parks
Service. They are doing a pretty good job. If the Government continues in this vein
inevitably more and more people will be employed at the public's expense in order to
maintain the extended Alpine National Park proposed by the Government.
Kosciusko National Park is across the border from the electorate I represent. That
national park is not being properly looked after and the assets that everyone hopes are
being preserved by the Government for future generations are at a greater risk than ever
before because the New South Wales Government is under-resourced. I do not want to
see that happen to an alpine national park in Victoria.
Dr Coghill interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! I shall give the honourable member
the next call.
Mr LIEBERMAN-Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. I hope the honourable member
for Werribee speaks. I invite him to speak with the widow of my predecessor, the
Honourable Tom Mitchell, rather than speaking to a politician. She is renowned and
respected throughout the world. She knows more about the alpine areas in Victoria, Mount
Kosciusko and the Snowy Mountains than any living Australian. She has done more to
educate people overseas about Australian alpine areas than any other person. The
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honourable member for Werribee should ask her what she thinks about the management
and shortfalls of the national parks system. She will soon give him an answer. He should
stop reading text-books and take a look at the mountain ranges for himself. That is my
only suggestion to those people who are opposed to what is being put forward by the
Opposition.
Regrettably no one has said anything about the achievements of the people employed
in the timber, and rural and cattle industries associated with the alpine regions of Victoria.
I have not heard one honourable member praise them for their contribution to that
environment. They have shown the qualities of leadership, enterprise and courage. They
do not expect subsidies or grants to do what they do naturally; they get on with the job.
They have helped to overcome times of adversity and bush fires.
When fires break out in those beautiful alpine areas of Victoria and in the national parks
that already exist those people are the first to help put them out. They volunteer to protect
the property of the residents and the tourists in the alpine regions. They have been doing
.so for years. Often those people do not get home for seven, eight or nine days. They just
fight the bush fires, putting their own lives at risk. Many times they have provided their
own equipment to fight the bush fires and to help protect those assets.
During the last bush fire in my electorate a constituent lost his bulldozer. He had spent
a fortune converting the bulldozer to do a particular job. It was a long time after the bush
fire before he received compensation from the Government and the insurance money for
the replacement of the bulldozer. It was a matter of particular embarrassment to me
because that person had volunteered his equipment and expertise to try to save the alpine
resources, life and property. I was ashamed that the Government has taken so long to
compensate this person.
One can learn much from this debate. I look forward to the Government continuing on
this stupid path, of espousing the idea that it must have this contiguous park, because the
more it does so the more it alienates itself from Australians and Victorians. That will
mean more votes for the alternative Government. That is fine from my point of view, but
is a hell of a pity for the system. This matter could be resolved by people of goodwill
putting aside their prejudices, hatred and commitment to the propaganda of past years
and sitting down, working together and learning from each other how to look after this
resource. They could work out together how to make the best of the proposed alpine
national park and how to provide jobs for Victorians. That is the potential of this debate.
Under a Kenllett Government that would happen; the issue would be resolved. The
matter would be dealt with sympathetically and in a way that would do credit to Parliament
and the community.
Much more could be said on this matter, but I shall leave it to other members of the
Opposition when they make their contributions. However, I reiterate: members of the
Government who have not been to the alpine area, should make an effort to visit them.
They should ask people who have lived for many years in the area to take them up to the
high country. Country people are generally hospitable and they will assist honourable
members in learning the true facts about the alpine area.
The mountain cattlemen's picnic, which will be held soon, would be a good occasion
for honourable members to take along their families and listen to, and speak with, people
who know something about the mountains. Honourable members could tell those people
about their worries and they would receive a satisfactory reply.
I am proud to represent people who will be affected by the proposed Alpine National
Park. I have represented them for nine years and it has been a tremendous learning
experience. However, the Labor Party has a great deal to learn. Perhaps if members of the
Government were to visit the area, they would return and persuade the Premier to do
something that I have been asking him to do for four years-to get out of his fortress and
have a look for himself.
Session 1985-23
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! The honourable member's time has
expired.
Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-I am intrigued by the assertions of the Opposition that no
member of the Government has any knowledge or understanding of, or has even visited,
the proposed Alpine National Park. It has been asserted that Labor Party members have
no knowledge of the many industries affected by the proposal.
I am not alone in saying that I have some knowledge of these areas. I am sure other
members of the Government have a certain knowledge, but I shall establish some of my
credentials relating to the proposed Alpine National Park.
My family lived for many years in the foothills of the area that will become a national
park. My great-grandmother lived there after she was widowed, my grandparents lived
there and I lived there with my parents until I reached sixteen years of age. During that
time my family saw, learned and understood much about the beauty, features, qualities
and characteristics not only of the alpine area but also of the people who have made their
homes there for the past 100 to 150 years.
I have learned much about the qualities and features of the areas through my family
and my own experience in living, working and visiting there. I attended school at Mansfield
with families of mountain cattlemen who were directly involved in the high country. I
was also a classmate of a person who was directly involved in that industry. In that time I
made many visits, particularly fishing trips with my late father, to the area affected by the
Bill. I spoke to many people and came to an understanding of the area.
I was privileged to have had an opportunity of working directly with these families
while I was a veterinary officer in the Wodonga district for the Department of Agriculture.
In that capacity, I was able to deal directly with the cattle herds of many of the people
involved in the industry. I was a guest of one of those families and was taken up to their
run on the high plains.
What I saw on that occasion confirmed what I knew and what I have heard from
honourable members on both sides of the House. It is truly a beautiful and magnificent
part of Victoria. I observed that the people involved in the mountain cattle industry have
a wonderful lifestyle. It is a hard life and I do not say it is a profitable exercise, but their
lifestyle offers a great deal of self-satisfaction and enjoyment.
The honourable member for Benambra in particular referred to the Mountain District
Cattlemen's Association of Victoria. I was bemused to find that he identified himself as a
member of that association. I am sure most people in Victoria, particularly people in
Nunawading, would have assumed that members of the Mountain District Cattlemen's
Association were people directly involved as cattle owners and holders of licences in the
mountain cattle grazing industry.
It is obvious from the comments of the honourable member for Benambra that that is
not the case. He, and no doubt other people who have nothing to do with the mountain
cattle industry apart from, in his case, representing them electorally, are members of the
association. Given his role in politics, this lends weight to the allegation against the
Mountain District Cattlemen's Association that they have been part of a political exercise,
rather than an exercise in defending personal interests. The assertion by the honourable
member for Benambra lends weight to that view. It is an interesting observation that he
has allowed us to make.

I point out that the mountain cattlemen's leases represent a minute part of the Victorian
cattle industry. They graze only a few thousand cattle out of millions of cattle in Victoria.
A small number of families is involved and a small number of cattle is involved, as a
percentage of the total Victorian cattle industry.
Mr Perrin-They have their rights.
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Dr COGHILL-They have their rights. The point I am making is that those rights are
being better protected by this Government than they were when the Liberal Party was in
government. For many years the industry has been contracting, due to decisions by people
involved in the mountain cattle industry and decisions of successive Governments going
back over many years. It is not just the impact of the former Liberal Government, but
years and years of concern in many quarters about the effects of grazing on the sensitive
environment. Earlier today reference was made to the fact that sheep were withdrawn
from the area a long time ago, although at one stage large numbers of sheep grazed in the
area.

Before describing some of the matters more fully, I refer briefly to a reference made by
the honourable member for Benambra to people not being subsidized. I challenge him to
produce evidence to prove that these licences have been attracting an economic or market
rent. The evidence is that for many years the licence holders have not been paying rent for
their licences, which reflects the economic value to them or to Victoria of grazing cattle on
those lands.
I shall return to my own experience in visiting the high plains as a guest of one of the
mountain cattlemen. During my visit I received extremely good hospitality. I could not
have been better looked after by the mountain cattleman. In fairness, I must say that when
he invited me to judge for myself whether any damage had been done to that sensitive
environment by the cattle he was grazing in the area, I had to say that damage had been
done to that sensitive environment, particularly around the mountain springs. Those who
have been to the area or that type of environment will know that when there is no
interference by an animal or other agency the water from springs seeps out through natural
vegetation. The springs are not muddy, pugged, or in any way disturbed, but the water
simply seeps out of the soil through the grass and to other vegetation and down the slope,
eventually to contribute to the streams and rivers.
What I saw was extensive pugging-holes made by the cattle feet that led to significant
damage to the vegetation and deterioration of the springs. That is in marked contrast to
what one finds in similar country where cattle have not grazed. This was a visit at the
invitation of a mountain cattleman who gave me the opportunity to judge for myself and
not just to rely on his beliefs about what was happening.
The honourable member for Syndal asks, by way of interjection, what time of year it
was and my recollection is that it was January, but that is not an exact recollection.
However, cattle had been grazing for some time. Opposition members have suggested that
drawing a line on a map effectively makes it very difficult to operate any leases because of
cattle straying across those lines. What those honourable members did not explain to the
House, perhaps through ignorance or because of some other motive, was that a well
developed and tested technique has been developed for maintaining cattle in specific areas
in that high plains country-a technique known as salting. The mountain cattlemen who
control cattle grazing on a particular lease regularly take out salt blocks that are placed
within their licensed areas. They have learned from managing that cattle country over
many decades that cattle will not drift very far from the salt, so the cattlemen have evolved
a successful management tool for the control and distribution of cattle in their area. By
judicious distribution of salt it is easily possible for mountain cattlemen to fix the limits
of where the cattle will graze. Obviously, there are extraordinary circumstances where an
animal may stray, but as a general rule this management technique is very successful in
placing limits on the area in which cattle graze.
Great play was made by members of the Opposition of the effect the proposed legislation
would have on the cattle industry. This proposed legislation will have less effect on the
mountain cattle industry than a decision taken by a previous Liberal Government. In fact,
the Bill will exclude only 1 per cent of the area from cattle grazing. A previous decision by
the Liberal Government would have ultimately excluded 4 per cent of that area from
cattle grazing.
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I direct honourable members' attention to examples of areas that will be phased out by
1989 as a result of a Liberal Government decision in 1981-the Wabonga Plateau, the
Snowy River and a number of other smaller areas.
This Bill will affect only one licensee on one of his runs. That licensee has three other
runs on public land as well as considerable land holdings. The effect of the Bill will be to
reduce the total number of cattle grazing in that area of the high plains-and that leaves
aside other grazin~ areas that he has-from 1100 head to 600 head by 1990. It will reduce
the grazing rights Involved in one lease.
The honourable member for Benambra appeared completely to overlook that matter in
his remarks on the Bill and refused to acknowledge that the effect on the mountain cattle
industry would be virtually insignificant. The honourable member was not prepared to
debate the issue fairly and properly. He wanted to make his point by pursuing his claim
that it would have disastrous effects on the mountain cattle industry.
I was amused to hear that, when challenged on the Kosciusko National Park, he was not
able to substantiate the claims made. He suggested that the declaration of the Kosciusko
National Park had somehow had deleterious effects on that valuable resource but when I
challenged him, by intetjection, he was unable to substantiate the point. He simply referred
me to someone else whom he had probably spoken to, but it was obvious from his response
that he had no personal knowledge of the point that he was seeking to make. He was
simply relying on second-hand information.
This is not good enough. A responsible member coming into this place ought to base his
information on sound observations that he can back up rather than hearsay information
obtained from some other authority.
The second major matter that the opposition parties sought to invoke in their opposition
to this Bill is the matter of forest fire control. The honourable member for Benambra made
a reference to forest fire control. The point that he seemed to overlook totally-and he
still has not caught up with it-is that there has been an inte$fation of the forest services
and the national park services in Victoria by the creatlOn of the Department of
Conservation, Forests and Lands so that no longer do we have the administrative structure
of the past in which some people were interested solely in forest affairs and other people
were interested solely in national parks. The two services were virtually at loggerheads
with each other rather than working together, which is what they ought to have been
doing.
If the honourable member had been paying attention to what has been happening in
Victoria over the past year or two, he would have been aware, firstly, of the Government's
decision to integrate those agencies within one new department; and, secondly, he would
have been aware of the actual implementation of that Government decision and that in
certain areas of Victoria the regional officers of this new, large department are former
forestry officers.
The honourable member for Syndal asks whether all officers have been appointed yet. I
am afraid I have not been following the Government Gazette to ascertain whether they
have, but a large number of them have been appointed in the area that is the subject of
this debate.
In those circumstances it is absolutely false for the Liberal and National parties to repeat
time and again their tired old allegation that, because this area is to become an alpine
national park, the people with forest fire-fighting experience will no longer be able to
contribute their considerable skills, expertise and resources to fire prevention and fire
control.
One would have hoped that in the time that has gone by since the establishment of the
new department, the opposition parties would have made just a small effort to try to
understand what is ~oing on instead of continually attacking the department in an attempt
to ridicule its activlties and undermine the authority of the chief administrator of that
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department, Professor Eddison. Instead of attempting to understand how the national
parks will be administered, the Liberal and National parties simply ignore all of the
evidence and run away from it, continually producing cliches about the national park not
having proper fire control.

It simply demonstrates that the National Party and the Liberal Party do not understand
the Bill and do not understand the administration that has been introduced in the
Department of Conservation, Forests and Land.
One would have thought that the lead speaker for the Opposition, the honourable
member for Syndal, would have done his homework, even though some of his lackeys did
not. That was not so. By interjection, the honourable member clearly indicates that neither
he nor his colleagues has done any homework on how the department will be administered
and, more importantly, what will be the effects of this administrative change on
management of fire prevention and fire control in the national park.
A further matter was raised by the honourable member for Gippsland East regarding
what was causing the damage in the park. He claimed there was no evidence of cattle
causing damage. Previously, I have made the point that I personally observed damage
caused in one area of the alpine national park and I know that other people have seen
evidence of damage in other areas. The honourable member suggested that the Government,
instead of turning its attention to cattle, should look to four-wheel drive vehicles and other
causes of damage to national parks. This is a matter of considerable concern to which the
Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs in the other place directed attention some time
ago.
Honourable members will recall that before the creation of the Department of
Conservation, Forests and Lands, the present Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs
had responsibility in the area of national parks and he went to considerable lengths to visit
the area, to meet with mountain cattlemen, to look for himself at what was ~oing on, what
the lifestyle was, and what the effect on the national park might be. One particular concern
that impressed him was the damage being caused by four-wheel drive vehicles and by trail
bikes. The Government is conscious of that, and I assure those honourable members who
raised this issue that the Government is examining ways of best controlling these things.
The flaw in the argument of the honourable member for Gippsland East is that, if the
land management is left unchanged, there will be no improvement in control over fourwheel drive vehicles and over trail bikes in this area. Without a change there will be
continuing deterioration of the environment simply and purely because there is not the
opportunity for control. With the conversion of this area to an alpine national park and
the appointment of rangers to go out into the area to control and to regulate access, it will
be a simpler matter to regulate the way in which these vehicles use this area.
The honourable member for Gippsland East suggested that the people who live in the
vicinity of the park-not in the park itself, of course, and not even limited to mountain
cattlemen-had some special rights to determine what happens to the resources of this
part of Victoria. It is rather like the ar~ument used by people in Gippsland that they
should have prior rights to the Bass Strait oil. Indeed, sometimes one has the impression
that only those in east Gippsland have those rights, not even those in western Gippsland.
That is the underlining theme of the honourable member's remarks, a theme that IS quite
opposed to the principle on which this Chamber operates. Everyone, including the
honourable member for Gippsland East, is in Parliament to represent the interests of the
whole of Victoria and not purely and simply his own constituents. This applies to me and
to other honourable members, and it should apply to every member of the National Party.
Similarly, in his comments as lead speaker for the National Party, the honourable
member for Gippsland East implied that timber production was about to be stopped
forthwith upon the declaration of the Bill. If he had studied not only the second-reading
speech but the other information that has been made available by the Minister for
Conservation, Forests and Lands in another place, which has also been available from
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Government members who have spoken in the debate, he would be aware that it is not
the Government's intention to close up the park forthwith and stpp all timber extraction
immediately. That has never been the intention of the Government, yet members of the
Opposition referred to the policies of the Government in the same breath as they referred
to the views of those whom they described as extremist conservationists and foreshadowed
doom and gloom at the prospect of the national park being totally closed, especially for
timber production, immediately upon the commencement of the Bill. That is simply not
true.
It is the Government's intention that timber production will continue for some time,
and that will give the industry more than ample time to phase out its operation and to
adjust to the changed circumstances.
As I have pointed out, the adverse effects of the proposed legislation will be minimal;
and the measure will be of benefit to the people of Victoria, to tourism and to employment
in Victoria.
On the motion of Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing), the de"ate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until next day.

MINISTERIAL STATEMENT
RESIGNATION OF GOVERNOR

Mr CAIN (Premier)-I desire to make a Ministerial statement. There are some copies
available.
'
,
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-On a point of order, I undertstand that
the situation is rushed and I further understand that many honourable members will not
be given copies of the Ministerial statement as it is made. Thl'S is an important matter we
are going into. I understand that other copies are coming but'that sufficient copies of the
statement are not yet available. However, copies have been handed out to the media and
surely members of Parliament have a right to copies of the document first. If the necessary
papers are not available, I suggest that the sitting be suspe~ded for dinner and that we
return when copies will be available.
'
,
A Ministerial statement of this nature should not be made without members of
Parliament having the same right to copies as do the media.

Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-It is not the first time that the House has entered
into a debate when there have not been sufficient copies of material available for all
honourable members. Speakers in the past have ruled that the debate could continue and
that copies be circulated when they become available. On this occasion copies will become
available during the course of the debate. I suggest that the debate should continue.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the National Party)-The point that should be made
clear is that we have continued with honourable members not having copies but masses
of copies have been handed to the media in preference to honourable members. I believe
this is an important point, and every honourable member has a right to a copy of the
statement.
The SPEAKER-Order! I am not aware of what has been handed out to the media. At
approximately 5 p.m. today I was handed a copy of the Ministerial statement, and I have
approved that statement, as the Leader of the Opposition would be aware.
I have been advised that there are sufficient copies of that statement in the House for all
parties to examine.

Honourable members interjecting.
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The SPEAKER-Order! Could the Leader of the Opposition advise me whether he has
a copy of the Ministerial statement?
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-Mr Speaker, I have a copy. However, my
colleagues, who are equally elected with me, do not have copies of the Ministerial statement,
even though the media does. This is not a simple Ministerial statement. I beg you, Mr
Speaker, to think about the rights of honourable members. It is only 15 minutes until the
suspension of the sitting for dinner. Why does the House not break now for dinner? Let
us have a bit of fair play, please!
The SPEAKER-Order! I am attempting to rule on the point of order.
Mr Ross-Edwards-The National Party has two copies!
The SPEAKER-Order! I have been advised that more copies of the Ministerial
statement will arrive in the House in the immediate few minutes.
Order! I do not uphold the point of order. I call the Premier.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr CAIN (Premier)-Mr Speaker, I desire to make a statement to the House on a
matter of public importance relating to His Excellency, the Governor of Victoria, RearAdmiral Sir Brian Murray.
Members are aware that investigations have been continuing related to the discounting
of overseas airline tickets.
As a rule, ongoing investigations of the kind currently under way are not the subject of
comment by the Government.
However, exceptional circumstances can arise from time to time when it is considered
appropriate, even necessary, for the Government to express a view on an investigation or
aspects of it.
Such circumstances have arisen during the investigation of the discount airline tickets.
There is evidence that a number of police and public officeholders may be involved in
matters under investigation.
Criminal charges have already been laid; others may follow.
There is also the possibility of persons in public office being involved in activities which
fall short of a criminal offence but which may constitute a compromise of office or position
and this is a matter of serious concern to the Government.
On August 17, when questioned by journalists about alleged police involvement in
ticket discounting, I said:
". . . when anything like this occurs . . . it concerns the Government and we'll ensure that a proper and
adequate investigation takes place, not just inside the police force but outside it as well."

On a later occasion I was required to consider and comment upon claims that a Government
Minister had been interviewed by police conducting the airline discounting investigation.
That claim was of concern because there are guidelines quite clearly setting out standards
of behaviour for Ministers in relation to receiving gifts in general, and accommodation
and travel in particular.
The Ministers Handbook updated in July 1985 states:
"Ministers should avoid circumstances in which the acceptance of any gifts could give even the appearance of
a conflict of interest-past, present or future-with their public duty, or in which the offer of such could be
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interpreted as having been made with the objective of securing, or in return for, favour or preferment . . . In
no circumstances are Ministers to accept money or gifts in kind by way of free accommodation or air travel."

When the possibility of a Minister's involvement in the discount ticket matter was first
drawn to my attention, I immediately asked for further information from police, and for
advice.
When that was available, I spoke to the Minister concerned and he satisfied me-as he
satisfied the police-that there was no ticket issued to him and no conflict of interest with
public duty.
In response to media inquiries, I issued a statement to that effect on 4 September.
Mr Speaker, since then I have had it drawn to my attention that the investigation into
the airhne ticket discounts has raised matters involving His Excellency the Governor, Sir
Brian Murray.
That association was made public by the Governor himself earlier this week when Sir
Brian chose to make a statement to the media about an Uinaugural flight" taken recently
by himself and Lady Murray.
Until now, I have made little comment on this matter.
I have always believed it is proper that the office of Governor in this State should not
be a source or subject of controversy.
I have tried to maintain the integrity of the office by refusing to comment-often under
considerable pressure to do so-on matters relating to the office of Governor.
Nevertheless, I am sure honourable members will understand my concern about the
matter and the extensive currency it has received in the media.
Mr Speaker, it is destructive of the integrity of this high office to allow such matters to
be the subject of public notoriety.
The office of the Governor ought not to be the subject of public gossip or media probe
followed by sensational headlines.
In the circumstances, I believe it is appropriate for me to put before the House the
information and advice I felt obliged to ask for when this matter first came to my attention.
As a preliminary I should state that, as there are guidelines for Ministers on receipt of
gifts-and I outlined these earlier-there are also standards set for Governors appointed
by the Queen.
The Colonial Regulations, reissued by' the Foreign and Commonwealth Office, London,
as recently as 1977, specifically prohIbit colonial Governors from receiving valuable
presents in the form of U... money, goods, free passage or other personal benefits".
Any convention or extension of these principles are properly applicable to the Governor
of a State of the Commonwealth of Australia.
Halsbury's Laws ofEngland, the acknowledged legal authority on matters of this kind,
states in its 1974 edition:
Governors and their families are prohibited from receiving valuable presents (other than the ordinary gifts of
personal friends) whether in the shape of money, goods, free passages, or other personal benefits, except, by
special permission ... upon a Governor's retirement from the public service.

Mr Speaker, on 2 August I had a meeting with the Governor on a number of matters.
The file note made of that meeting records that the Governor stated that he and Lady
Murray were going overseas and were taking an "inaugural flight".
No mention of the airline was made by Sir Brian; at that time I was not aware of any
investigation of Continental Airlines.
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The Governor did not provide me with his itinerary, nor was I given details of the
arrangements and the persons involved.
He offered no information as to the extent of this free travel.
Although it was not my position to be telling the Governor how he should conduct his
affairs-I told him that it was not my business-I cautioned Sir Brian about accepting free
travel and advised him that there was a code of conduct applicable to Ministers that would
prevent them accepting such gifts.
The Governor nevertheless decided to proceed with the visit, notwithstandin$ that
shortly before his departure, media publicity was given to the discount airline tickets
investigation.
During the Governor's absence overseas, I received formal advice that the investiption
had obtained evidence that indicated the Governor and Lady Murray had been ISSUed
with free airline tickets for overseas travel by Continental Airlines from Australia to
London via the United States of America.
The evidence indicated that there was an "inaugural flighf' component between Houston
and London.
I was sufficiently concerned about the information and advice I had received to call on
the Governor as soon as he returned on 20 September.
I was accompanied by the Secretary of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, Mr
George Brouwer.
Also present was Mr Charles Curwen, Secretary to the Governor.
I advised the Governor of the state of the investigation and the evidence drawn to my
attention.
I asked him to advise me on the basis on which he had travelled overseas.
Sir Brian then informed me that he had travelled from Sydney to London on tickets
paid for by Continental Airlines and that he believed his return journey from Frankfurt to
Melbourne was with Cathay Pacific and was probably funded by way of a reciprocal
arrangement between the airlines.
He said the "inaugural flight" was from Houston to London.
The Governor also stated that other flights in Europe were paid for by a third party, a
Melbourne businessman, Mr Lindsay Fox, who is on the adVISOry board of Continental
Airlines.
In response to further questions by me, the Governor stated that certain of his
accommodation costs overseas had been met by Mr Fox.
Sir Brian maintained that he could not see the relevance of the issues arising from the
discounted airlines inquiry to his acceptance of free air travel.
I referred to public perceptions that might be formed from his involvement with the
airline and the businessman concerned given the directions the inquiry was taking and
possible action that could be taken against police and public officeholders found to be
involved.
At Sir Brian's request, I again called on him on 23 September with Mr Brouwer.
Mr Curwen was again present with Mr Warwick Teasdale, a solicitor and Honorary
Aide to the Governor.
After discussin~ further points from our earlier meeting, I suggested to the Governor
that he might Wish to seek advice from an appropriate source about his position in
connection with these matters.
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I also advised Sir Brian that arising from the investigation being conducted by the police
and counsel, I believed a number of senior officeholders might be censured or have
disciplinary action taken against them for accepting free or subsidized travel.
I suggested to the Governor that he might reflect on this, given the circumstances of his
recent overseas travel arrangements.
Mr Speaker, given these circumstances, the Government has the following concerns.
Firstly, the Government cannot, and does not, accept differing standards for public
officeholders, when the guidelines for conduct are clearly stated and there is evidence that
circumstances exist contradicting those guidelines.
The point is that the outcome of this investigation into discounted airfares may involve
criminal charges.
It may also involve censure of, and disciplinary action against, officers whose conduct
falls short of offences against the criminal law but who can be said to have compromised
the integrity of the office they hold.
Secondly, there have been suggestions that this investigation should be widened to, for
instance, a Royal Commission or board of inquiry.
If the Government were to decide such a move was appropriate, letters patent would
need to be issued by the Governor who, in the present case, would himselfbe a subject of
investigation.
Thirdly, we are nearing the time of two visits by members of the Royal Family.
The Government does not wish to see them suffer any embarrassment if this issue
continued to be linked with the discount tickets investigation and any proceedings which
may flow from that investigation.
Mr Speaker, in all those circumstances I have felt it proper to inform the Secretary of
State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs of the situation as it developed in relation
to the Governor.
I did this on Tuesday evening of this week.
Having said that, I now inform the House that the Governor has asked me to make the
following statement on his behalf. It reads:
I have been concerned about developments that have involved me and the Office in the context ofthe current
enquiries being undertaken into discounted air fares and in connection with the overseas visit which Lady
Murrayand I recently undertook.
When the invitation for an inaugural flight was extended to me by the President of Continental Airlines, I
accepted this invitation regarding that and other travel arrangements in good faith and in the belief that there
was nothing untoward in doing so.
The recent media reports and the issues raised by the current enquiries have given rise to perceptions that the
Office of Governor may have been compromised.
My overriding concern is, and always has been, to preserve the integrity of the Office of Governor which is a
vital part of our cherished constitutional processes and heritage.
I would never wish to do anything that might or could be said to compromise the Office and it is my hope that
no one else in the community would ever wish by their words or actions to do otherwise.
In these circumstances I have decided that I should put the Office of Governor above my personal situation
and I will, therefore, be requesting the Premier to arrange for Her Majesty to be advised that I shall be vacating
the Office immediately. Upon my vacating the Office, the Lieutenant Governor will assume the administration
of the Government of Victoria.
I am particularly concerned that nothing should happen to embarrass the impending visit of the Prince and
Princess of Wales and I hope that all in the community will respect the decision I have taken and will ensure that
no embarrassment will befall the Royal visitors.

That concludes the statement which His Excellency has asked me to make.
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Mr Speaker, in conclusion, I should like to take this opportunity to express my admiration
for the position which the Governor has taken in this matter and I fully endorse his
sentiments that the office of Governor must at all times transcend the political and other
divisions that may exist in society.
The office of Governor, as His Excellency has pointed out, is an integral part of our
constitutional processes without which we would be the poorer. It should at all times be a
uni ting factor.
I understand the difficult situation in which the Governor finds himself, however
unwittingly, by virtue of the travel facilities which he accepted.
In this context I wish to advise that the Government has decided that His Excellency
should not suffer any detriment by virtue of the course of action which he has taken.
The Government has, therefore, informed His Excellency that it will offer him the
following benefits in recognition of the service he and Lady Murray have rendered to the
people of Victoria.
Specifically, the Government will ensure that Sir Brian will receive:
(a) (i) A full pension to start immediately from the date of resignation of sixtenths of the salary of the Chief Justice calculated on the basis and under
the terms of the Governor's pension entitlement set out in the Constitution
Act:
(ii) A lump sum payment of$30 000.
Those reasonable removal, resettlement and re-establishment costs to a total
ot$15ooo.
(c) Lastly, the usual privileges accorded retired Governors-namely, the use of a
motor car for official business in Victoria. In addition, provision will be made
for the use of a secretarial service from Canberra for a period of three months
from the date of his resignation.

(b)

On behalf of the people of Victoria, the Government also wishes to take this opportunity
to thank His Excellency the Governor and Lady Murray for their public service and to
wish them well in the years that lie ahead.
By leave, I move:
That this House takes note of the Ministerial statement.

The SPEAKER-I call on the Leader of the Opposition to address the House after
dinner. I intend to resume the chair at 7.30 p.m. or at such time as all honourable members
are provided with a copy of the Ministerial statement.
The sitting was suspended at 6.31 p.m. until 7.40 p.m.
The SPEAKER-Order! I should advise the House that I gave permission to the Sun
and the Age to photograph the Premier, the Leader of the Opposition and the Leader of
the National Party responding to the Ministerial statement.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-On behalf of the Liberal Party of Victoria
and the people of Victoria I express our deep gratitude for the work done by Sir Brian and
Lady Murray over their three and a half years as Governor and First Lady of this State.
No couple could have done more under increasingly difficult circumstances to fulfil the
duties that are expected of them than Sir Brian and Lady Murray; duties expected not only
by Her Majesty the Queen but also by the people of Victoria.
The losers of today's events will be the people of Victoria for, in Sir Brian and Lady
Murray, they had two of the warmest and most compassionate people I have had the
pleasure of meeting and, obviously, from time to time working with.
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Today is a tragedy for Victoria; it is a tragedy for the office of the Governor in this State;
it is a huge personal tragedy for Sir Brian and Lady Murray; and, it is a massive tragedy
for the Premier of this State, who, through his actions over three years, has brought this
situation to fruition tonight.
I shall deal with the Ministerial statement and point out areas where I believe the
Premier has not been full, frank and honest in his disclosures.
Right from the word "go", in the second paragraph of his statement, the Premier said:
Members are aware that investigations have been continuing related to the discounting of overseas airline
tickets.

That is the impression the Government and the Premier have been trying to convey ever
since the story broke-namely, that Sir Brian was linked with the discounting of overseas
airline tickets. They are two totally separate events. The Premier has tried-obviously
successfully now, by innuendo and direct comment-in his statement to accuse the
Governor or to suggest that what the Governor was doing was similar to the activities that
are currently being pursued with respect to overseas airline tickets.
The tickets on which Sir Brian and Lady Murray travelled were legal tickets. Inau~ural
flights are free and available to citizens throughout the world from time to time. The lssue
of such tickets is clearly allowed under the International Air Transport Association
regulations. There is absolutely no connection between the tickets accepted by Sir Brian
and Lady Murray and the current investigation. No one has suggested-not even the
Premier-that the Governor or Lady Murray did anything illegal or criminal. However,
all honourable members know that the investigation currently being pursued by the police
into the discounting of overseas airline tickets is about illegal behaviour and compromise.
That cannot be said of the tickets accepted by Sir Brian and Lady Murray. On page 2 of
the Ministerial statement the Premier stated:
There is also the possibility of persons in public office being involved in activities which fall short ofa criminal
offence but which may constitute a compromise of office or position and this is a matter of serious concern to the
Government.

What is the compromise about which we are talking? The Governor is not in a position to
influence legislation in this place. He is not involved in approvals for planning permits
and matters of that nature. The only sort of compromise the Governor could have been
involved in was that at some stage, perhaps, if a gift were given as an act of friendship, Sir
Brian and Lady Murray could have returned that gift with a meal at Government House.
There is no compromise yet the Premier wants to say there is a very serious compromise.
I remind honourable members again that the tickets that Sir Brian and Lady Murray
used were not a question of compromise; the tickets were allowed to be given under the
International Air Transport Association regulations. There was no compromise. On page
3 of the Ministerial statement the Premier drew attention to the standards that he expects
of his Ministers. I can understand the Premier setting standards for his Ministers, but
again that has nothing to do with the Governor. They are standards that the Premier has
set for the administration of his team, and quite rightly so. The Opposition does not argue
with that, but on page 3 of the statement the Premier tried to tar the Governor and Lady
Murray with a very wide brush in an effort to develop an argument on which grounds he
believes he could use for their dismissal.
Importantly, at the bottom of page 3 the Premier states:
... since then I have had it drawn to my attention that the investigation into the airline ticket discounts has
raised matters involving His Excellency the Governor, Sir Brian Murray.

Again one must ask why a ticket or the issuing of tickets that are legally regulated by the
International Air Transport Association would be caught up in an inquiry into the possible
criminal activities of some people concerning airline ticket discounts. One has to ask
oneself, "Why?" One has to ask oneself at this stage whether it was a set-up.
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There are more important questions relating to that paragraph. The Premier has been
meticulous throughout his address to indicate dates on which he did this and gave advice
on that.
Mr Wilkes-It is important.
Mr KENNETT -Yes, it is, and I am not knocking that. The interjection by the Minister
for Housing is important. Why is there no date here? On what date did the Premier first
have drawn to his attention that the inquiry had thrown up information concerning the
Governor and Lady Murray? Was it before they went away or was it after? Mr Premier,
you have to answer that question to the satisfaction of the community.
The SPEAKER-Order! The Leader of the Opposition will address the Chair.
Mr KENNETT-On page 4 of the Ministerial statement the Premier indicated that it
was the Governor himself who made public the incidents concerning the inaugural t1i~t.
The Governor reacted to inquiries by the media and, well aware of what was happening,
thought the most honourable and honest thing to do-because he had nothing to hidewas to tell the public exactly what he had done.
Nothing could be more open and honest than that. It is a pity the Government did not
adopt the same principles and philosophies. Honourable members should realize that the
Governor did not make those statements, as the Premier said in his Ministerial statement,
which implies that the Governor started the issue; that was not the case.
The Premier has misled Parliament. The Premier used the media to espouse his views
and the Governor responded. However, that is not the inference one gains from the
paragraph. The Premier continues, as if washing his hands of the matter, by stating:
Until now, I have made little comment on this matter.

That is not acceptable to the Opposition or to the people of Victoria. Since this matter
arose, the Premier has conducted himself in an aggressive, confrontationist way, without
any obvious desire to have the matter resolved. Only yesterday the Premier twice stagemanaged media events in which he made confrontationist statements which obviously
attracted headlines. The Premier had the opportunity when this story first broke earlier
this week to defend the Governor or to seek a solution in the interests of the Victorian
public, in the interests of the office of Governor and in the interest of the Murrays. The
Premier refused to take that opportunity. The Ministerial statement continued:
I have always believed it proper that the office of Governor in this State should not be a source or subject of
controversy.

One has only to read the public record of the past three and a half years to realize that
there has been enormous interference with that office. The Premier has not hesitated from
time to time to give specific instructions on the administration of that office and to those
who, up until today, occupied that office. The Premier continued:
... it is destructive of the integrity of this high office to allow such matters to be the subject of public notoriety.

The Premier could have put a stop to this issue on three separate occasions, but he chost:
not to do so. The Premier engaged in the controversy and did not at any stage choose to
resolve the issue as he claims to resolve industrial relations matters-by negotiations and
discussions to preserve the interests of both parties.
Not once did the Premier do that because he did not want to do so. The Opposition
accepts that the office of Governor ought not to be the subject of public gossip or media
probe, followed up by sensational headlines. However, if that has occurred in this instance,
as it has occurred over the past three and a half years, the Premier must accept his fair
share of the blame.
There is no doubt that since the Premier was elected to office, he has been motivated to
bring about the result that has been achieved today.
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In the middle of page 5 of the Ministerial statement the Premier referred to "colonial
regulations". It should be placed on the record that this, supposedly, was the Justification
for the action that the Premier forced on the Governor and Lady Murray tonIght. He has
grasped at this straw to justify the dismissal of the Governor.
Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER-Order! 1 advise the House that the Premier's Ministerial statement
was heard almost in silence. This is a serious matter; the House is debating a Ministerial
statement of some magnitude. 1 advise honourable members on the Government benches
to respect the fact that this is a serious matter and to remain silent.
Mr KEN NETT-Thank you, Mr Speaker. As I was saying, the third and last paragraphs
of that page basically say the same thing. We do not deny there are colonial regulations,
but the advice we have had today--

The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Springvale will come to order.
Mr KENNETT- I am sure the Premier will have had all those colonial regulations
properly applied only to functions and peoples that are part of colonies and exercise the
same sorts of responsibilities and administer the same sorts of programs that the Premier
would in the State of Victoria. They are guidelines and, if one checks them, one notes they
are not legally enforceable. That is not to say the spirit of what we are talking about could
not have been handled differently, but we are talking about fact and the Premier has
justified the dismissal tonight on these colonial regulations.

The Premier goes on to say that by convention or extension these principles are properly
applicable. Where are they properly applicable? It is easy to take out the regulations and
use convention or extension; it may be the convention or extension of the Premier's
principles. He may have receiv~d advice from the Solicitor-GeneraL I do not know
whether that is so, but if the Premier did give any advice or receive any advice, Parliament
has a right to see it.
We now come to what 1 think is the most damning part of the Premier's involvement
in this whole affair. Page 6 of the statement indicates that the Premier admitted, quite
correctly--

The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Bendigo West will come to order.
Mr KENNETT- The Premier admitted to havin$ a meeting with the Governor on 2
August on a number of matters. He made the point In the second paragraph that the file
note of that meeting records that Sir Brian and Lady Murray were going overseas and were
taking an inaugural flight. On 2 August the Premier knew the Governor would be out of
this country on an inaugural flight. I accept the next two paragraphs because I do not know
otherwise. 1 accept, wisely or not, the Premier's word that no mention was made of the
airline, that the Premier was not aware at that stage of investigations of Continental
Airlines and that the Governor did not provide an itinerary. 1 cannot justify approval or
disapproval, but 1 accept the Premier's words. The next paragraph stated, "He offered no
information as to the extent of this free traveL

Three events occurred on 2 August. Firstly, the Governor was requesting leave. By
precedent and practice, when a Governor of this State requires leave to travel out of the
State or overseas, he must get the permission of the Premier of the day in order to put into
place other administrative arrangements.
Mr Wilkes-No.
Mr KENNETT- Yes. On the same day, the Premier knew His Excellency was going
overseas, that he and Lady Murray were taking an inaugural flight and that it was at no
expense to the taxpayers. The honourable member for Bendigo West, by interjection, says
that is right.
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The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Bendigo West will be in serious
bother if he continues to interject.
Mr KENNETf- The point to be asked here is why, if the propriety that the Premier
has spoken of so highly here today and over the past few weeks and applied to his
Ministers, was not applied to the Governor, did the Premier not say there and then that it
was unacceptable? He could have said to the Governor, "I refuse you permission to leave,
to go on leave, under those circumstances". It is the responsibilIty of the Premier of the
day to authorize the Governor to travel overseas. The Premier has the right to refuse it.
That has been the precedent in this State and most other States in this country for years
and years and years.
The Premier then said:
Although it was not my position to be telling the Governor how he should conduct his affairs-and I told him
that-I cautioned Sir Brian about accepting free travel and advised him that there was a code of conduct
applicable to Ministers that would prevent them accepting such gifts.

One has to ask a further question-why did not the Premier then, as he has the right to
and as he has done in the past, instruct the Governor not to take the trip or refuse the
Governor permission to take the trip? The Premier has that power and he knows it. It is
an inconsistent action from a Premier who has not hesitated over the past three years to
instruct the Governor or Lady Murray over various matters to now say to the House that
he did not have the same opportunity in this case.
The Premier knew on 2 August that the Governor was in a situation of risk and the
Premier chose to do nothing about it.

Honourable members interjecting
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the Minister for Consumer Affairs to cease intetjecting.
Mr KENNETf-I can understand why members of the Government are upset because
the community will be upset over the whole affair. Why did the Premier not instruct or
deny permission to the Governor to travel on this flight, because that is within the range
of hIS responsibilities?
An Honourable Member-He cautioned him.
Mr KENNETf-Why did the Premier remain silent on these matters of principle that
were of such great concern to him? The statement continues:
The Governor nevertheless decided to proceed with the visit, notwithstanding that shortly before his departure
media publicity was given to the discount airline tickets investigation.

Again the Government is trying to tie in the two sets of circumstances. Given that the
Premier knew before the Governor went-not knowing which airline, I accept that-why
did he not, out of courtesy-I am not his keeper-inform the Governor of the facts and
inform the Governor that he had information that a major inquiry into potential fraud,
corruption or criminal activity was being undertaken? Why did he not say, "I know you
are going overseas on a free trip. I know you are going on an inaugural flight and, as
Premier, I advise you not to go"? The Premier could have instructed the Governor not to
go.
The Premier could have gone to the Governor and said, "Given all this information
which has blown up in the newspapers, you should be aware of certain matters". No such
action was taken.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr KENNETf- The Premier counselled the Governor on 2 August. Honourable
members must go back to the time when the Premier first became aware of these matters.
In the statement the Premier said:
Since then I have had it drawn to my attention that the investigation into the airline tickets discounts has
raised matters involving His Excellency the Governor, Sir Brian Murray.
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That statement is the only major statement in this document that is not publicized.
Honourable members cannot judge on that statement whether the Premier knew in advance
that the Governor was going overseas, but if the Premier did know that would certainly
not be acceptable to anyone and ifhe did not-let us assume that he did not-the question
arises, when the Premier had the documentation and the briefing from the police, why did
he not, out of courtesy and knowing that the Governor was going on this sort of travel,
advise the Governor against it to protect him? I suggest to the House that he did not want
to.
On page 7 of his Ministerial statement-in the middle of the page for those who cannot
follow it-the Premier said:
I was sufficiently concerned about the information and advice I had received to call on the Governor as soon
as he returned on September 20.

Ifhe had sufficient information on 20 September, why did he not have sufficient information
on 2 August, given that he knew that it was an inaugural flight.
I regret that Government members consider this to be such a laughing matter. They
have just removed from office, the highest office holder in this State and there are questions
that arise, as the Leader of the Government speaks here tonight, that must be answered.
If the Premier had sufficient information on 20 September, why did he not have sufficient
information on 2 August, knowing that he had the basic inquiry?
Mr Wilkes-Because the inquiry had not proceeded.
Mr KENNETT-From 2 August until 20 September, it is a fact that the Governor
intended to take a trip overseas, on an inaugural flight, at no cost to the taxpayers. The
Premier had that information.
The other question that must be asked at this stage is: why did not the Premier then try
to resolve the issue? Why did he not try to resolve it ifhe were genuinely concerned about
the Governor and Lady Murray contlnuing in office? If he had wanted to, the Premier
could have said, "Your Excellency, I have now had some information given to me; it is
not associated with criminal activities", or, "I am not alleging that or suggesting that"because he did not-"there has been any impropriety at this stage, but I am concerned
about the principle. Why do you not, Sir, pay the money back to the airline?" There is
nothing wrong with that.
I remember Government Ministers accepting money to make speeches, which was
a~ainst the sense of propriety of this Premier and against the guidelines established by
hIm, and it was all right for them to pay back the money. Surely there is justification. If
the Premier is prepared to apply those rules to his own Ministers, at least he could have
made the offer to the Governor; but there is no evidence that he did and I suggest that the
Premier had no intention of resolving the matter through conciliation. By this stage the
Premier and his advisers had decided that he was after the Governor.
One must ask oneself, "If this Premier is about conciliation, if this Premier is about
negotiations and fair play, why did he not suggest to the Governor that he repay the fares?"
If he had done that, it would have been all over before it even hit the media, because it
was different from the other cases being investigated.
Mr Cain interjected.
Mr KENNETT-Well, here we go again! What the Premier is now suggesting is that it
was not just the fares in that case, and so we turn to the next page of the Premier's address
because there he is talking about the fact that, for some reason, what Sir Brian did was
wrong and it was further wrong that he accepted the hospitality of other citizens either
from Victoria or around the world.
Mr Speaker, I hope we never get into the situation in this country where, if you or I
accepted hospitality from each other, we would be crucified in the way the Governor has
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been crucified. It is a sad indictment of the principles of friendship that just because one
holds public office, for some reason, one is not able to accept the company of others and
their hospitality. This page of the statement and the other matters to which the Premier
referred are not justification for dismissing a Governor.
An Honourable Member-He resigned!
Mr KENNETI-Page 8 states:
Sir Brian maintained that he could not see the relevance of the issues arising from the discounted airfares
inquiry to his acceptance offree air travel.

I must say, nor do we! They are two entirely different issues and there has been no fair
play administered by the Premier and the Government in dealing with this matter.
The Premier spoke about public perception. Public perceptions have been created. The
Premier has tried to link His Excellency the Governor with the other inquiry and that is
totally unfair. At page 9 of his statement the Premier said, inter alia:
... arising from the investigation being conducted by the police and counsel, I believed a number of senior officeholders might be censured or have disciplinary action taken against them for accepting free or subsidized travel.

Mr Speaker, I say again that this situation is not the same kettle of fish-like is not being
referred to like. The inquiry being referred to concerns the suggestion that some people
may have gone so far as to have posed as airline officials to corruptly ~et the benefit of
discounted airline tickets. His Excellency the Governor did not hide the Issue of his travel
arrangements. He told the Premier on 2 August. Why then does the Premier continually
try to smear both His Excellency the Governor and Lady Murray in an attempt to associate
them with this other inquiry?
The Premier refers to the question of propriety. Is he above any criticism? He sets
standards unmet by others. In the statement he said:
Firstly, the Government cannot, and does not, accept differing standards for public officeholders ...

I have already given one illustration where Ministers of the Crown under the Premier's set
of guidelines quite improperly accepted money in order to engage in public speaking. The
Premier did not sack those Ministers and he did not ask them to resign. Simply, he asked
them to repay those public speaking fees. There is the first difference in the Premier's
double standards. It is all right if one is a Labor Party Minister, but it is not all right if one
is the Governor of Victoria.
The second area is the question that was discussed in the House earlier involving the
inability and downright refusal of the Premier to direct Ministers and Ministerial officers
to co-operate with members of the Police Force in their investigations of misleading howto-vote cards that were distributed at the Nunawading by-election. It is not setting a very
high standard when the Premier of Victoria will not advise those relevant people to
co-operate with the investigation of the Police Force. It is unacceptable that the Australian
Labor Party can publicly state that it will not assist with the inquiry because its campaign
tactics are secret-it is above the law. In question is a major inquiry into potential electoral
fraud, but the Premier has said, "That is all right, we wash our hands of it".
The Governor of Victoria did nothing wrong by accepting a ticket on the inaugural
flight about which he had informed the Premier and, yet, the Governor is now out of
office. That is another double standard of the Premier. Again, the Premier talks of the
outcome of this investigation into discounted air fares and he has stated that it "may
involve criminal charges. "
The Premier has set about deliberately to create false illusions by making that remark
and again suggesting that this inquiry applies to His Excellency the Governor. It does not.
It never did. It never has. The Premier has never said that the Governor of Victoria has
acted illegally or criminally, so why does the Premier try to link the inaugural flight taken
by Sir Brian and Lady Murray with an investigation into those other activities? Why is he
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trying to put them together? The Premier needs justification for his actions. In his statement
the Premier said:
It may also involve censure of, and disciplinary action against, officers whose conduct falls short of offences
against the criminal law but who can be said to have compromised the integrity ofthe office they hold.

I put to Parliament on behalf of the Opposition and of the people of Victoria that the
Governor of the State has never done anything to compromise the integrity of that office.
For three and a half years both he and his wife have worked dili~ent1y, honourably and
honestly, and even on this particular issue that has led to the dismIssal of the Governor of
Victoria, at no time did Sir Brian ever hide from the Premier the fact that he was taking
an inaugural flight out of the country at no cost to the taxpayers of the State. The Premier
was told that on 2 August.

Mr Wilkes-He didn't say that at all.
Mr KENNE'IT-He did; the Premier has admitted it. I shall repeat that point again
because the Minister for Housing says that the Governor did not tell the Premier that, but
this is where the deliberate deception is creeping in. The Premier's own statement says
that he had a meeting with the Governor on 2 August and that the Governor and Lady
Murray were going overseas and were taking an ~~inaugural flight" but that no information
as to the extent of this free travel was given. The Premier knew on 2 August about those
aspects, and if the Minister for Housing wants more details he should read the second last
paragraph on page 6 of the Ministerial statement where it is stated:
Although it was not my position to tell the Governor how he should conduct his affairs-and I told him thatI told him that it was not my business-I cautioned Sir Brian about accepting free travel and advised him that
there was a code of conduct ...

The Government should not come in here and try to deceive Parliament and the people
of Victoria. On 2 August the Premier knew about the matter.
I shall return to the second paragraph of page 10 which refers to the compromising of
the integrity of the office. The Governor has not compromised the office; Lady Murray
has not compromised the office. Their very position indicates they have nothing to give
away of material value to anyone; nor can they influence financial or legislative matters or
social matters through legislation. Further on page 10 the Premier says:
If the Government were to decide such a move as appropriate ...

That is, the setting up of a Royal Commission or a board of inquiry .
. . . the Letters Patent would need to be issued by the Governor who, in the present case, would himself be a
subject of investigation.

There is no investigation involving the Governor. It was never suggested there would be
an investigation involving the Governor.
The Governor accepted tickets legally allowed to be given under lATA arrangements,
and the Premier has never suggested that the Governor was sacked because his activity
was under investigation.
The Minister for Housing has interjected that there was an investigation into every free
ticket that was ever issued. If that is the case the administration of the Government will
come to a halt because one has only to go to the free lists of Ansett Airlines of Australia,
Trans Australia Airlines or any major airline and there will be hundreds of people involved.
The Government has never told us that before. Is that what it is about-a witch-hunt?
Has the Governor been part of a witch-hunt? I suggest he has. When one looks at the lists,
if that is what this Government is about, I can see the names of the Labor Party members
of Parliament who have been involved, probably some in the highest places of office in
the land today. Honourable members should consider the Premier of Western Australia,
Mr Drian Burke, who admitted that he and his family accepted free trips to Fiji with EastWest Airlines. The Government should not come in here and talk about double standards.
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Mr Wilkes-We are talking about Victoria.
Mr KENNETT-We are talking about Victoria! We are talking about conducting an
inquiry into every free ticket issued.
Mr Wilkes-In Victoria.
Mr KENNETT-I think there will be a number of members of the Labor Party in both
Houses who will be very interested in that inquiry.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr KENNETT-There may be some Liberal Party members and we are not ashamed
of it. We are not ashamed of doing anything that is honourable and open and does not
involve the sorts of allegations the Premier has tried to raise today against the Governor.
If olle is talking about a need for an inquiry which needs the letters patent issued by the
Governor into all the tickets issued in this State for travel, as I said, the administration of
Government would come to a very sticky end because it would require all the resources of
the Government and probably more bureaucrats. The Governor was not part of that issue;
his issue was entirely different.
One then finds that the Premier had to inform the Secretary of State for Foreign and
Commonwealth Affairs. By this stage it was quite obvious that the Premier was not
prepared to allow himself or Sir Brian to find a compromise. It had gone too far. The
Premier was entrenched-he was absolutely entrenched.
Pages 11 and 12 of the Ministerial statement cover the comments by the Governor. The
very fa~t they are there is, without a doubt, a tragedy. However, as I said, Sir Brian and
Lady Murray have conducted themselves in an exemplary manner and, throughout this
statement, they have indicated quite clearly that they have put the people of this State and
the high office of Governor beyond their personal grief. Given that they are not in a
position to respond, they have paid the supreme sacrifice for serving the State.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr KENNETT- The Premier concludes that he would like to take the opportunity of
expressing his admiration for the service the Governor has given.
When the final options were put to him, the Governor had no alternative. The final
options are included at the end of page 13 of the Ministerial statement. All honourable
members WOUld know from the Acts of Parliament that the Governor is not in a position
to retire under normal circumstances. As the Premier proceeded, the Governor found
himself in a situation where he may have been entrapped. The Governor could have
toughed it out if he wished and he would h~ye won because the people of Victoria would
be behind an apolitical appointment rather than a Liberal or Labor politician.
However, the Governor decided to do the right thing. What was the right thing? After
the Premier indicated that he did not want a compromise-he did not want conciliation
and he was not interested in the public interest-he said that if he did not resign, this
financial arrangement could not be guaranteed. That was like holding a gun at a man's
head. There can be no dbubt about it. If the Governor had not resigned, I am quite sure
that he would riot, having toughed it out, have been able to receive some compensation
for his three and a half years' service to the State.
He was in an intolerable situation, given that he came to the job reluctantly, because it
is very difficult to fill the role of Governor in any State and it will be more so after this. He
came here at great personal, social and, of course, as we all know, financial cost. In the
Ministerial statement, the Premier states, inter alia:
I understand the difficult situation in which the Governor finds himself-

If the Governor found himself in a difficult situation, it was created by this Government
and this Premier who did not exercise any fair play and who made no attempt to genuinely
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resolve the issue. This, as I have said, is a very sorry day for the people of Victoria, this
Parliament, the office of Governor, but, more importantly, for HIS Excellency, Sir Brian
and Lady Murray.
In my opinion, it is not a cut and dried case at all. There were so many options that the
Premier could have taken, on the information provided to us, to resolve this issue, and he
chose not to do so.
I have said it before and I say it again: I am quite sure, given the continuing interference
in the activities of the office of the Governor, that the Premier today has achieved what he
set out to achieve when he was first elected in 1982. It is with deep regret that we on this
side of the House have seen what is nothing short of the dismissal from office of the
Queen's representative.
It will make it very difficult to replace an individual in that office, and the Premier of
this State will have to accept responsibility from this day on for what he has done to
destabilize that office, and, importantly, for what he has done to Sir Brian and Lady
Murray.
No person in a position from which he cannot defend himself deserves to be put through
what they have been put through over the past three and a half years. We in the Opposition
repeat yet again that we are extremely proud to have had Sir Brian and Lady Murray as
the vice-regal couple in this State; we are proud of the work that they have done.
If ever there were a situation that could have been resolved, this was it. If ever there was
a set-up, this was it. Woe betide the Premier if he comes into this House again and talks
about propriety, or if he ever comes into this House and talks about double standards,
because the Premier will never wash the stains from his hands as a result of his deeds
today.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the National Party)-I join this debate and, firstly,
on behalf of the National Party and the people of Victoria, I pay tribute to the services of
Sir Brian and Lady Murray to this State.
Honourable Members-Hear, hear!
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS-It is a very sad day for my party, as it is a very sad day for the
majority of Victorians. Victoria has lost the services of a very able and distinguished
Queen's representative who, together with his charming and hard-working wife, has served
this State with great distinction over the past three and a half years.
His Excellency the Governor has been put in an impossible position. He had two
choices: he could either resign $faciously, as he has done, or he could remain in office and
put the ball back in the PremIer's court, a course which might have led, finally, to his
dismissal. Quite frankly, I do not believe the powers that be would have done that. The
Governor would have remained in office. However, the publicity and the attention resulting
from such a course would have put a tremendous strain on the position of the Governor
in this State and could have weakened the status of the monarchy in Victoria and, of
course, would have created a very embarrassing situation during the impending visits to
Australia of Prince Phillip and of the Prince and the Princess of Wales.
Knowing the character of Sir Brian, I know why he chose the course of resigning. There
is no shadow of a doubt in my mind that the Governor was set up by the Premier.
I refer to the crux of this matter and to two pages of the Premier's Ministerial statement.
Mr Crabb-Fraud!
The SPEAKER-Order! The Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs has used
an unparliamentary expression and I ask him to withdraw it.
Mr CRABB (Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs)-Whatever the expression
was, I withdraw it.
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The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the Minister not to tax the patience of the Chair. I ask
him to withdraw the word "fraud".
Mr Crabb-I withdraw it.
Mr ROSS EDW ARDS (Leader of the National Party)-I refer firstly to page 6 of the
speech of the Premier. In that speech, we heard what took place between the Premier and
the Governor. At that time, the Premier had the opportunity of stopping that visit and
stopping all the trouble that went on today. He could have said to the Governor, "I will
not allow you to leave this State under those circumstances". The Premier of this State
must give the Governor the right to move out of the State. However, the Premier did not
do that. He knew that the Governor was getting a free trip on an inaugural flight. The
Premier knows that and he has not denied it. He knew the Governor was getting a free
flight. It was in his power to refuse the Governor leave to go. The Premier saw this as the
opportunity for which he had been waiting for three and a half years.
The Premier took a very different attitude, as one can see, on page 9 of his speech. At
that stage, he had His Excellency the Governor in the palm of his hand. If he had used
some of those words before the Governor went on the trip, this problem with which we
are now faced would not have arisen. However, the Premier did not want to help the
Governor. He was no friend of the Governor; he had been trying to get rid of the Governor
for three and a half years and this was his great opportunity.
Mr Remington-He cautioned him.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker. I ask the
honourable member for Melbourne to withdraw the word he has just directed at the
Leader of the National Party which I find totally offensive.
The SPEAKER-Order! Before ruling on the point of order, in the uproar in the House
I did not hear the word. Would the Leader of the Opposition advise the Chair of the word
that is offensive?
Mr KENNETT-I would rather not use the word, Sir.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr KENNETT- The word is "horseshit".
The SPEAKER-Order! I uphold the point of order. I ask the honourable member for
Melbourne to withdraw the word and to apologize to the House.
Mr REMINGTON (Melbourne)-I withdraw the remark that I made, Mr Speaker.
When I made the statement-The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member for Melbourne that he has
not been given the opportunity of making a speech. If he used the word, I ask him to
withdraw it and to apologize to the House.
Mr Remington-I withdraw.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the National Party)-Because of the pettiness and
power jealousy of the Premier towards Sir Brian and Lady Murray, it has been difficult
and almost impossible for Their Excellencies over the past three and a half years. I shall
give some examples of the things that have happened. A comment made by the Premier
to Lady Murray early this year was the height of bad manners and the Premier should be
ashamed of himself for what he said.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS-I am speaking about an incident six months ago. The Premier
referred to the wearing of uniform by the Governor. That did not suit the Premier so he
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put restrictions on when the Governor could wear his naval uniform. He did not advise
him; he instructed him.
Another example was the Premier's Address-in-Reply to the Governor's Speech. It
included no statement of loyalty to His Excellency the Governor or Her Majesty the
Queen. There was no expression of loyalty from the people of his electorate. That was an
insult to the Governor. The Premier also showed unwillingness from time to time to be in
the company of the Governor.
It is interesting to note the different attitude of the Prime Minister of Australia, Mr
Hawke, and the other Labor Premiers of Australia. They do not have this attitude towards
~heir Governors. They regard themselves as complementary to the Governors.
The Governor and the Premier should work together as a team in concert-but not the
Premier, he is too small a man to carry out that role. The Governor has done nothing
wrong. There has been no impropriety by His Excellency the Governor and there is no
suggestion of that in the Premier's speech.
Let us look back on some of the Premier's predecessors who went on inaugural flights:
the Honourable Clyde Holding enjoyed his inaugural flight. I do not know if he holds the
record, but he is a contender. The Premier of Western Australia made a statement the
other day, but he did not get sacked.
There is no way that the Governor can give any favours. As the Leader of the Opposition
stated, it is an entirely different situation from that of a Prime Minister, a Premier or a
Minister of the Crown.
We talk of holidays. I make no secret of the fact that I, together with my wife, have
accepted hospitality overseas-from time to time, generous hospitality overseas.
An Honourable Member-Did you declare it?
Mr ROS8-EDW ARDS-Of course I did not declare it, but the point is that it is my
custom, probably unlike most of the Government members, to extend hospitality to
overseas guests visiting Australia, and I like to think it is generous hospitality. I do not do
that for any reason other than by way of performance of my duties; I have entertained
members of Diplomatic Corps and their families from many countries. I do it because I
know they will go home having enjoyed some Australian hospitality and havin~ met some
of the ordinary, decent people of Australia. If I go overseas and enJoy hospitahty, is there
anything wrong in that? Of course, there is not. It is a lot of rubbish.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member for Mornington that I will
not caution him again.
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS-Obviously it is a natural thing for me to extend that hospitality,
and I ho~ it is natural to many other honourable members. It is obvious that my
background, m.y way of life and my sense of duty are different from that of the Premier. I
hold great store by the tried and tested institution of the monarchy-it has my strongest
support and the strongest support of each and every member of the National Party.
Victoria has been well served by viceregal representatives in the time I have been in
public life. I have known the last four Governors very well, Sir Dallas Brooks, Sir Rohan
Delacombe, Sir Henry Winneke and Sir Bri~m Murray. I have known the last three
Governors in my capacity as the Leader of my party. I nave had contact with those three
Governors on the basis of being Leader of one of the three political parties in Victoria.
I want to get this straight because there has been some misapprehension about this. I
was asked by those three Governors to confer with them on a regular basis and 1. did so on
a regular basis-two, three or four times a year, mostly at their request. That has been the
custom as long as I can remember, not only by me but by the Leader of the Opposition,
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whether the present Leader of the Opposition or the former Leader of the Opposition, the
present Minister for Housing. We were both in opposition at the time that he made many
visits to Sir Henry Winneke.

It is not a case of advising the Governor-there is a difference. The Premier advises the
Governor, but the Leader of the National Party and the Leader of the Opposition discuss
matters with the Governor and advise him of what is happening in the State. It is part of
democracy-a healthy exercise that has been going on since the beginning of selfgovernment in this State.
All this nonsense one reads from so-called political experts about it being quite wrong
for the Governor to talk to me or the Leader of the Opposition is poppycock.

Mr Cain-It has been at your request.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS-It has been at my request on some occasions, but, on many
occasions, it has been at the request of the Governor. I know what has gone on between
the Governor and myself; the Premier, who is interjecting, does not. If the Premier is
going to have a third-party conversation and throw a bit of dirt in, I will indicate that the
last time that I saw the Governor was at his request, and it was approximately two months
ago-before he went overseas. I did not request to see him yesterday. I read about it and
heard about it in the media.
With the problem we have faced in recent days, sections of the media have a lot to
answer for. Perhaps the greatest menace in this State is the Government Media Unit. That
unit can spread stories and filter information that cannot be traced. In the old days the
Premier and the Ministers each had press secretaries and, if information went out, it was
not hard to trace it. However, today it is virtually impossible to do so because there is an
organized band of professionals who are there to support the Government.
Over the past 48 hours the Premier had an opportunity of solving the problem. If he
had cared to use some charm, some common sense, some tact and some diplomacywhich he sadly lacks-the problem we have today would not have occurred. However, he
did not do that; he used a sledgehammer. The Premier was after the Governor and he got
him. The Premier made no attempt to mend fences; he made no attempt to be constructive;
he did nothing to help preserve the status of the office of Governor in Victoria.
In tonight's Herald there is an article by a political reporter about the "squeaky cleann
Premier. The article very nearly made me sick. All I can say is that the young reporter
cannot know the Premier very well. The Premier speaks righteously; he never stops telling
the world how righteous he is. However, he has a strong determination to win, and he will
use whatever tactics are the most suitable to win a particular battle. He is an expert in
what he does not say; he is an expert in what he reads out; he is an expert in refusing to
answer questions during question time.
All the Premier can talk about is the lazy, incompetent Government of four or five years
ago. His Government is lazy and incompetent! Today during question time we saw a good
example of the lack of integrity of the Premier when an allegation about a member of his
personal staff was brought to his attention. If that is squeaky clean, I do not know what
the expression means.
The Governor is not guilty of any offence; he is not guilty of any impropriety. The
Premier endorses that fact in his statement without reservation, and he does so in a
particular way. He has granted the Governor an extremely generous severance payment
and an extremely generous pension.
Does one do that to someone who has committed an impropriety? Of course not. The
Premier has been very generous indeed and he has been very generous only because he
knew he could not sack the Governor. It would not stick and it would have been the downfall of the Premier.
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What did the Premier do? He got halfway down the track, and he was very generous
indeed. The Premier now has a tiger by the tail and that tiger will destroy the Premier. Not
even the Premier will sleep comfortably tonight.
Today the Premier has achieved one of his major political objectives by getting rid of
the Governor of this State; he has got rid of Sir Brian and Lady Murray. It has been a
political crisis. The Premier dressed it up as a constitutional crisis, but it has never been a
constitutional crisis, it is a political crisis created by the Premier. This day will haunt-or
at least should haunt-the Premier for the rest of his life, and rightly so.
Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-I move:
That the debate be now adjourned.

The House divided on the motion (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).
Ayes
43
Noes
29
Majority for the motion
AYES
Mr Andrianopoulos
MrCain
Miss Callister
MrCathie
OrCoghill
MrCrabb
Mr Cunningham
MrFogarty
MrGavin
MrsGleeson
Mr Harrowfield
Mrs Hill
Mr Hill
Mrs Hirsh
MrHockley
Mr Jolly
MrKennedy
Mr Kirkwood
Mr McCutcheon
MrMcOonald
MrMathews
Mr Micallef
MrPope
Mrs Ray
Mr Remington
MrRoper
MrRowe
MrSeitz
Mrs Setches
MrSheehan
Mr Sidiropoulos
MrSimmonds
MrSimpson
MrSpyker
MrStirling
Mrs Toner
MrTrezise
OrVaughan
MrWalsh
MrWilkes
Mrs Wilson

Tellers

MrNorris
MrShell

14
NOES
Mr Austin
MrBrown
MrColeman
MrCooper
MrDelzoppo
Mr Oickinson
MrHann
Mr Heffernan
MrJasper
MrKennett
MrLeigh
Mr Lieberman
MrMcGrath

( Warrnamboo/)

MrMcNamara
Mr Pescott
MrPlowman
Mr Richardson
Mr Ross-Edwards
MsSibree
MrSmith

(Glen Waverley)

MrSteggall
Mr Stockdale
MrTanner
MrWallace
MrWeideman
Or Wells
MrWilliams

Tellers
MrLea
Mr Perrin
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PAIRS
Mr Evans
(Gipps/and East)
MrCrozier
MrSmith
(Po/warth)

MrCulpin
Mr Ernst
MrFordham

Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-I move:
That the remaining business be postponed.

The SPEAKER-I am advised by the Clerk that the correct procedure is that the
Minister should move that the debate on the Ministerial statement be adjourned to a date.
By leave, the motion was withdrawn.
Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-I move:
That the debate be adjourned until next day.

The motion was agreed to, and the debate was adjourned until next day.
Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-I move:
That the remaining business be postponed.

The SPEAKER-Order! I called the Minister for Housing. If the Leader of the National
Party has a point of order, I shall hear him.
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS (Leader of the National Party)-Mr Speaker, it is not a point of
order. I desire to move, by leave:
That Standing Orders and Sessional Orders be suspended so far as to allow the following motion to be now
moved:
"That this House no longer has confidence in the Premier due to the devious manner in which he has
undermined the Office of Governor and calls on the Premier to resign immediately."

The SPEAKER-Is leave granted?
Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-Leave is refused.

ADJOURNMENT
Allocation of roadwork funds to City of Doncaster and Templestowe-Safeway supermarket
trading stamps-New police station for South Barwon-Croydon Community SchoolYarra Glen Primary School-Illegal gun-running-Seaford brothel-Mount Martha
Caravan Park
Mr WILDS (Minister for Housing)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-I raise a matter with the Minister for Transport relating to
road funding of $1 70 000 allocated under the bicentennial road program for work to be
done on Church Road, Templestowe.
The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the House to come to order. Could the honourable
member advise the Chair whether the matter he raises is a responsibility of the Minister
for Transport?
Mr PERRIN-Yes, the Minister for Transport has allocated the money to the City of
Doncaster and Templestowe for roads in its municipality.
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The SPEAKER-I understood the honourable member to say that it was under the
bicentennial road program. The honourable member is in order.
Mr PERRIN-The Ministry of Transport has allocated $170 000 to the City of Doncaster
and Templestowe to assist In constructing a section of Church Road, Templestowe,
outside the Templestowe Park Primary School. I have been advised by the school council
that it believes the roadworks are urgently required for safety factors and that the money
should immediately be made available for those roadworks.
The City of Doncaster and Templestowe decided to reallocate the money for constructing
Church Road, Templestowe, near the primary school, to another area on the corner of
Blackburn and Reynolds Roads, Templestowe, where a Safeway supermarket is being
constructed. This reallocation of funds has attracted considerable interest in the local
media. The Templestowe Park Primary School council has requested me to urgently
contact the Minister for Transport.
The school council wrote a letter on 1 September 1985 to the Federal Minister for
Transport, Mr Morris, and then formed a deputation to see him. The Federal Minister
advised the deputation that, in his view, bicentennial road funds were not available for
controversial road programs. I assure the House that this program is controversial at the
moment.
The Federal Minister advised the deputation also that the only representation he could
receive would be through the State Minister for Transport. Subsequently the school council
approached me and I sent a letter on 13 September to the State Minister for Transport
asking him to receive a deputation of representatives of the school council led by me.
Telegrams have been sent to the Minister, to me and, I believe, to the Premier.
I request that an early date be fixed for this deputation to hear this urgent matter which
is of concern to the parents of the Templestowe Park Primary School because it involves
a major safety problem at that school.

Mr POPE (Monbulk)-I raise a matter of concern for the attention of the Minister for
Consumer Affairs and, in his absence, the Minister for Transport. It relates to a problem
caused by Safeway supermarket stores. The problem concerns the offer of trading stamps
which has been advertised by the supermarket chain since July. I understand the Safeway
supermarket chain has offered trading stamps for purchases valued at more than $5.
Peo~le were told that those who collected a full sheet of 40 stamps would be entitled to
receive a four-piece stoneware crockery set.
The stoneware crockery set consisted of a dinner plate, cup and saucer and dessert dish.
The back of the stamp sheet indicates that the offer is effective from Monday, 15 July until
Saturday, 2 November for people who will have collected 40 stamps or more. However,
because the supermarket chain may not have purchased enough stoneware crockery sets
or because it has decided it would never have enough stoneware crockery sets, the Safeway
supermarket chain has decided that it will conclude the offer on 5 October.
Consumers have been buying groceries at Safeway stores and accumulating stamps in
order to obtain a free crockery set. After a number of complaints had been received the
store or branch mana~ers were instructed to try, to the best of their ability, to stop
consumers from purSUing this offer until 2 November. I believe this involves a possible
breach of the Consumer Affairs Act. I have received a number of constituent inquiries not
only from my own electorate but also from other electorates about the fact that Safeway
has not honoured its initial promise, which was printed on the stamp sheet. I understand
the Ministry of Consumer Affairs is now receiving numerous telephone calls. It is not just
the issue of consumers who have collected stamps not being able to obtain the stoneware
crockery sets, but also the period between 5 October and 2 November that worries me.
It is the principle of the matter. I understand Safeway does not have a good record on
grocery prices. The results of the Knox Prices Action Group survey, which came out early
this morning, illustrated that Safeway is the most expensive supermarket, grocery store
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and red meat department in the outer eastern area. I am perturbed that Safeway has
reneged on "this offer as it does not have a good record with consumers. Although the
number of people affected may not be of considerable import, it is the principle of the
matter that counts. The legality of the matter is also important, and this is the aspect I
raise with the Minister. Is it possible that the Consumer Affairs Act has been breached by
the chain-store? I shall be interested to hear from the Minister whether investigations are
being pursued.
Mr DICKINSON (South Barwon)-I direct the attention of the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services to community concern at the location of a police site in Geelong in
compensation for the Geelong Haymarket site.:
For some time police have had inadequate facilities in the Barwon region and police, at
one stage, investigated a site near the civic centre at South Barwon. I understand
negotiatIons were conducted between the City of South Barwon and the Victoria Police
with a view to allocating land for the Barwon police headquarters.
I ask the Minister to examine the development in this area and, in particular, the
possibility of using the Glastonbury home site, which is presently being run by a board of
management. That site, located on the Princes Highway, has an uncertain future. However,
with a land area of some 30 acres and adequate buildings, it would be a suitable location
for police overseeing the Barwon region.
As the honourable member for South Barwon, it is of considerable concern to me that
at different times of the year police have difficulty in moving through the peak hour traffic
and looking:after the interests of people in Highton, Belmont, Grovedale and Torquay.
During the height of the holiday season hundreds of thousands of people holiday in the
Barwon region.
I hope my inquirY will be directed to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services so
that I can receive an early response.
Mr HILL (Warrandyte)-I direct the attentiog of the Minister for Education to concern
about conditions at the Croydon Community School. For some years that school has been
operating under what are clearly sub-standarCl conditions. Buildings are completely
inadequate and clearly below the standards set by the Education Department.
Last year, the former Minister of Education, now the Minister for Industry, Technology
and Resources inspected the school at the invitation of the honourable member for
Ringwood and myself. Thanks to a comprehensive ptesentation by the school community,
the Minister was clearly impressed by the school's programs, Its commitment and its
obvious need for proper school buildings.
The Minister was also impressed by the plan of a local youth support group to provide
a youth facility on that Education Department land. The same site inclpdes a regional
education centre, which well serves not only local teachers but also the whole community.
Having inspected these premises and heard the school community's comprehensive
submission, the Minister announced, firstly, that part of the site could be used to build a
youth facility; secondly, that funds would be made available in the next financial year to
enable work on the community school and the education centre to commence; and,
thirdly, the establishment of a committee to draw. up a master plan for the use of the
school Sl~. That plan was to incorporate further facilities for the Croydon Community
School, the requirements of the education centre, the provision of adequate parking and
the allocation of a portion of the site for a youth resource and learning ceptre.
The committee comprised a nominee of the regional director, a nominee of the Croydon
Community School, a nominee of the City of Croydon, a nominee of the Croydon education
centre and a nominee of the youth support group.
The committee was formed and has performed a great deal of work culminating in a
brief, for a new school complex, being delivered to the Minister for Education in August
this year. The committee is now waiting eagerly for the Minister's response.
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The committee appreciates the need for the Minister to seek advice before responding
to the brief, but it asks for an opportunity to meet with the Minister to amplify its brief
and to ensure that there is mutual understanding between the Minister and the committee.
I ask the Minister to indicate what response he can make to the brief, at this stage, and
whether he will meet with the committee before the matter is finalized.
Mr PLOWMAN (Evelyn)-I direct a matter to the attention of the Minister for
Education. It relates to the Yarra Glen Primary School. The Minister may be aware that
the Yarra Glen Primary School is in the midst of building works that have been proceeding
for some months, and which entail the contribution of a new administration block, staff
amenities, the upgrading of the old wooden class-rooms to brick veneer standard, and
general groundworks to upgrade the school surrounds.
Initially, the works were to have involved the demolition of the old school building,
which is over 100 years old. The construction work is almost complete, but the proposed
demolition has not commenced and the original building is still intact in the school
ground.
The initial proposal was that this old building would be either demolished or removed
by the Shire of Healesville and placed on another site for the use of the historical society.
However, cOijJSiderable doubt has been expressed by the Healesville Shire Council as to
whether the building is capable of standing up to the rigours of being moved and it is
thought that that sort of activity may, in fact, destroy what is left of that old building.
The historical society is keen to use the building and the Healesville Shire Council has
indicated that it would be prepared to undertake all necessary repairs, maintenance and
upgrading of that building so that it could be occupied by the historical society at Yarra
Glen. The historical society believes it can make a valuable contribution to the education
of local school students by offering a general history of Yarra Glen and the Yarra Valley.
What is more, from an historical point of view the building would be made available to
school groups visiting the Yarra Valley, particularly when they were visiting the historic
Gulf Station which is situated just out of Yarra Glen. That National Trust of Australia
property attracts many visitors and school groups. The Shire of Healesville has also
indicated that it is prepared to undertake the upgrading of the bitumen surface and kerbing
and channelling in the carpark adjacent to the proposed site for the building and claims
that such works would be of conslderable value to the school community and to visitors
to the historical society display.
I ask the Minister to give consideration to examining the original proposal concerning
the demolition or removal of the building, and to allow the historical society to be granted
a site within the school grounds so that the building can be moved and then used not only
by the Yarra Glen Primary School but also for historical education. In this way, the
building will serve the needs of the historical society in the Yarra Valley and it will also be
of considerable value to groups visiting the Yarra Valley Gulf Station.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-The Minister for Police and Emergency Services has
been walking in and out of the Chamber and I am disappointed that he is not now present,
because I raise a matter of grave public importance about a Commonwealth Police report
to the Special Minister of State, Mr Mick Young, about the alleged improper gun-running
activities of members of the Federal Police Force, alleged corrupt members of the Victoria
Police Force and other State police forces, the Customs Department and the armed
services of the Commonwealth of Australia. This report was delivered to Mr Young last
February. I have seen no public comment initiated either at the Federal Parliament or
anywhere else about what has happened to the report. I understand that in part of the
report the Commonwealth Police compiled profiles.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member has commenced his remarks but to
this point it appears to me that they relate to the responsibility of the Commonwealth
rather than the State Minister for Police and Emergency Services.
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Mr WILLIAMS-If the Minister for Police and Emergency Services were present, I
would seek his assurance that no State police were involved. The report states categorically
that State police are involved.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member is in order.
Mr WILLIAMS-I was most concerned to read a recent press article of a three-month
amnesty on guns. It ends on 31 December. The amnesty allows people to dispose of illegal
firearms without risking police action. Guns may be surrendered to the police or sold to
licensed gun dealers.
On 29 May I asked a number of questions on notice about the issuing of gun dealers'
licences. I asked how many public servants have gun dealers' licences. I cannot understand
why public servants have gun dealers' licences, and I want answers to those questions. I
have asked for the licence numbers and names of all persons issued with gun dealers'
licences.
Information given to me suggests that the IRA, the PLO, the Fretilin, the painters and
dockers and others down at the wharves are all engaged in this illegal activity. It is most
worrying to me that this activity has continued for many years, according to information
given to me, and that the State police know about it as do the Commonwealth police.
However, international gangsters are being given an amnesty to hand in the guns.
I am sick and tired of organized crime in this State and I want the Mr Bigs brought to
justice. It is all very well to put sacrificial lambs in the dock. I want the Mr Bigs who run
the docks brought to justice. One of the biggest gun dealers is a Mr Big. It is all very well
for Mr Big to operate internationally and to drag eminent persons into the mire, but it is
about time that the Victoria Police got the Mr Bigs and stopped being mugged.
Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston South)-I refer the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services to a massage parlour which is now a brothel. The honourable member for
Doncaster would say that it is being run by a Mr Big. The brothel is located in Wells Road,
Seaford, and, by referring to minutes of the Frankston council, it seems that debate has
occurred about this establishment obtaining a permit. Because it was not prepared to call
itself a brothel, a permit was refused.
I understand that the brothel has been operating without a permit for some time, and
that is a serious matter. Many residents are concerned about the operation of a brothel in
this area and they have telephoned everyone from the Premier to the local police sergeant
and they are disturbed that no action has been taken.
I understand after speaking with the police today that they feel somewhat hindered by
the Act as they do not believe they have any power to take action. The only action they
can suggest is action that has been taken by the local council against the owner for
operating a premises without a permit. This will take some time to come before the court
and I ask the Minister to take up with the Minister for Police and Emergency Services the
question of why the police have not the power to investigate the happenings at the
establishment concerned and take action under the Police Regulation Act or rather than
under the planning provisions. I ask the Minister to consider the matter quickly. Like the
Minister, I will not be going down to investigate the matter myself, but I ask him to ensure
that the proper authority can do so.
Dr WELLS (Dromana)-I refer the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands, to
the Mount Martha Caravan Park. Some time ago, a committee of inquiry was appointed
by the Minister to examine all aspects relative to the closing down of camping operations
at this park. The inquiry's terms of reference were to consider the appropriateness of
caravanning and camping uses; to investigate the condition of reserve facilities and report
on actions required to upgrade such facilities; to report on the capability of the camping
park to operate as a self-sustaining unit; and to examine options for alternative uses of the
reserve.
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The membership of the committee consisted of representatives of the Department of
Conservation, Forests and Lands, the Victorian Tourism Commission, the Minister for
Planning and Environment and the council of the Shire of Mornington. It is obvious from
those terms of reference and the membership that there has been no consideration scheduled
for economic aspects of this project. It has been a longstanding project in the Mount
Martha region, and there is no representative on that committee, other than perhaps the
Shire of Mornington, with any direct responsibility for economic matters' and that causes
me some concern.
The business people of the area wish the caravan park to continue to operate. It could
also be used as a public park in other ways. The Shire of Mornirigton was willing to lease
the park to a private entrepreneur without cost to the public purse, but that has not been
possible. Campers have petitioned me because they want to use the reserve's facilities as
they have done for fifteen years or more. We are at the start of summer and nothing has
happened. I realize that it takes time to do things but I would be grateful for a response
from the Minister as soon as possible as to what will happen to that caravan park and also
for an indication that the economic consideration will be added to the terms of reference
of the committee.
'
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-A n~mber of matters were raised concerning
transport and some which concerned the Minister for Police and Emergency Services. The
honourable member for Bulleen raised the question of what one might call a local "blue"
in his electorate about road work priorities. I am aware of the correspondence and I shall
seek to have a reply expedited to the honourable !llember and his community.
The honourable member for South Barwon raised the question of the Geelong police
site. I will bring that to the attention of the Minister for Police and Emergency Services.
The honourable member for Doncaster again refers to "Mr Big". I am not sure whether
that is the person with whom the honourable member used to lunch at the Hotel Windsor.
Mr Williams-Don't be facetious!
Mr ROPER-I shall bring that matter to the attention of the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services. However, one of the difflculties with allegations of this type is the
total lack of any specific information. I am sure the Minister would be happy to receive
specific infol1l1ation from the honourable member.
The honou:~ble member for Frankston South raised problems concerning a brothel and
massage parfOur in his area. I shall bring this matter to the attention of the Minister for
Police and ~mergency Services and ask him to ~ave it thoroughly investigated.
Mr SPYKE.R (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-The honourable member for Monbulk
referred to the advertisement for stoneware crockery by Safeway stores. I wish to
congratulate the honourable member on bringing the matter to the attention of the House.
It again de~o~strates his proven record in the area of consumer affairs. Indeed, as President
of the Knox Pricqs Action Group, the honourable member has performed an outstanding
job. I congratulate consumer price groups, such as the one in Knox, on the influence they
have had on the market-place. That influence has been reflected in various surveys on
consumer affairs. I am sure the large supermarket chains watch the activities of such
groups and accordingly monitor prices which affect the average family.
A large part of the average family'S budget is expended in supermarkets. It is important
that price competition be'maintained in the interests of the average family's food budget.
The honourable member for Monbulk referred to the Safeway advertisement regarding
stoneware crockery being exchanged for coupons. Safeway originally advertised the coupons
as being valid until 2: Nov~mber this year. However, those advertisements have been
changed to advertise the expiry date as 5 October this year. That is misleading. No doubt
honourable members, or their families, would be ~ware of the collection of Safeway
coupons, which can be exchanged for stoneware crockery. Many customers of Safeway
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would have .been planning their weekly shopping to ensure that, by the time 2 November
arrives, they would have enough coupons to exchange for stoneware crockery.
I am concerned that Safeway made little effort to notify consumers through direct
advertising of the earlier closing date for the expiry of coupons. Officers of my Ministry
have received a number of complaints about the Safeway offer. Those officers have had
discussions with representatives of Safeway and consumer groups and they have advised
the representatives of those consumer groups to approach their local Safeway branch
managers for an extension of the offer. At this sta~e I am not satisfied that sufficient action
has been taken and I have asked officers of my Ministry to further investigate the matter.
I should ask the honourable member for Monbulk to request the constituents in his
electorate to approach the branch managers of Safeway stores to ensure that the offer is
extended to the proper expiry date of 2 November. I am sure that a large supermarket
chain, such as Safeway, would want to maintain the goodwill of its clients. It would cost
the store very little to extend its initial offer, as promised, to 2 November.
Officers from my Ministry will continue discussions with Safeway in the hope of
convincing the company to extend its offer to the ori~nal deadline of 2 November. I
congratulate the honourable member for Monbulk on hiS diligence in bringing the matter
to my attention.
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-The honourable member for Warrandyte
referred to the problems faced by the Croydon Community School housed in Caulfield.
The honourable member referred to the poor standard of buildings and indicated that my
predecessor, the Deputy Premier, had indicated that money would be provided to rebuild
the school.
Subsequently a community committee was formed, a design brief prepared, and the
matter is now proceeding. The region has been requested to comment and I am awaiting
the response of the region. When I have that response I will be prepared to meet with that
committee.
The honourable member for Evelyn raised the problems being faced by the Yarra Glen
Primary School, which are rather unusual problems involving building and upgrading
work, the construction of a new administration block and the relocation of an original
building on the site.
The original intention was to remove and recycle that old building for use by the local
historical society. However, doubts now exist as to whether it would be feasible to move
the building. A proposal has been put to the Shire of Healesville that it might undertake
repairs so that the building could be used by the historical society and become a worthwhile adjunct that could be used for school purposes.
I believe the proposal is worth while and I am prepared to discuss it with the region to
ascertain whether that suggestion can be incorporated into its plans for the building.
The honourable member for Dromana raised a matter for the attention of the Minister
for Conservation, Forests and Lands concerning the study on the closure of the camping
operations of the Mount Martha caravan park. He indicated that that study gave no
consideration to economic matters, but that there was an urgent need for a decision on the
matter. I shall refer the matter to the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands.
The motion was agreed to.

The House adjourned at 9.32 p.m. until Tuesday, October 15.
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The following answers to questions on notice were circulated-

ARCHITECTS EMPLOYED BY MINISTRY OF TRANSPORT
(Question No. 165)

Mr GUDE (Hawthorn) asked the Minister for Transport:
How many Qualified architects were employed within the departments and agencies now under his control in
the years 1982-1984, inclusive, and in 1985 as at 16 April?

Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-The answer is:
QUALIFIED ARCHITECTS EMPLOYED WITHIN MINISTRY OF TRANSPORT AND AGENCIES
1982

1983

1984

16.4.85

Nil

Nil

Nil

Nil

I

6

6

6

Nil

Nil

Nil

Nil

3
Nil

3
Nil

3
Nil

3
Nil

3

2

3

Port of Portland Authority

Nil

Nil

3
Nil

Nil

Ministry of Transport Ports and Harbors
Division

Nil

Nil

Nil

Nil

2
Nil

2

2

2

Nil

16

16

Nil
14

Nil

Nil

Nil

Nil

Nil

Grain Elevators Board
Metropolitan Transit Authority
Marine Board of Victoria
Ministry of Transport Property Development
Division
Port of Gee long Authority
Port of Melbourne Authority

Road Construction Authority
Road Traffic Authority
State Transport Authority
Victoria Transport Borrowing Agency

IQ

HOUSING PROGRAMS
(Question No. 223)

Mr BROWN (Gippsland West) asked the Minister for Housing:
I. What is the number of rental units which could be provided for a given amount of$1 00 million under the
costs as currently incurred by the Ministry of Housing in the Rental Construction Program, including provision
for operational costs in one year, as compared to the number of units which could be provided under a home
purchase assistance program as currently operated through the Ministry and its agencies?
2. What is the average purchase price of the rental units obtained under the spot purchase program, as
compared to the average purchase price of units of accommodation as provided under the home purchase
assistance program, either directly through the Ministry or through co-operative housing societies?
3. What is the administration cost to the taxpayer of providing home purchase assistance through the Ministry?
4. How many persons are currently employed by the Ministry in providing home purchase assistance loans
and what are the estimated total wages to be paid this financial year?
5. What are details of all properties purchased under the spot purchase program between 30 June 1982 and
the present time, indicating-(a) location; (b) price paid; (c) date of commitment to purchase; (d) date of taking
possession; and (e) date property occupied?
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Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-The answer is:
I. The number of rental units is 1479.

The number under home purchase assistance is 2353.
2. (a) Average acquisition price (including upgrading) per unit under the spot purchase program during early
1985 was $65 600. For the above outlay. the Ministry acquired a dwelling for use for public rental housing in
perpetuity. in an area where public housing is needed.
2. (I» A verage purchase price per unit under home purchase assistance scheme is $45 922-this does not
include upgrading costs.

3. Administrative cost of providing home purchase assistance is estimated at $4·3 million for 1984-85. This
includes provision of financial assistance such as loans. mortgage relief. Iow cost housing. self-help schemes as
well as house sales.
4. The number of staff currently employed in processing loans under the home purchase assistance scheme
and their total estimated wages are:
81 persons-$1·65 million.
5. I consider that the time and resources necessary to answer this part of the question cannot be justified.
However. if the honourable member requires information on any specific property this will be supplied upon
request.

ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS EXPENDITURE BY DEPARTMENT OF

MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
(Question No. 257)

Mr BROWN (Gippsland West) asked the Treasurer:
I. What was the expenditure by departments. agencies and authorities within his administration in the
1984-85 financial year on matters directly related to Aboriginal affairs?
2. What is the estimated expenditure for the 1985-86 financial year in this area?
3. How many staff are employed in each organization. indicating whether full time or part time. and in relation
to part-time employees the number of hours devoted per week to work associated with Aboriginal affairs?
4. What are the costs of all overheads in each organization in connection with employment of staff in the area
of Aboriginal affairs?

Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-The answer is:
I. Nil

2. Nil.
3. Nil.
4. Nil.

FRANKSTON RAIL SERVICE
(Question No. 316)

Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston South) asked the Minister for Transport:
I. How many trains. which leave from the Frankston station. have been cancelled during the months of
February. March and April 1985. respectively?
2. How many trains have not kept to their scheduled time-table and arrival time in February, March and
April 1985. respectively. at the Frankston station?
3. On how many occasions in the past twelve months have passengers been bussed on the Frankston line
because of equipment failure?
4. Why are the plans for the rebuilding of the Frankston station available only for the honourable member for
Frankston North. and not the honourable member for Frankston South?
5. Whether he is aware that the Frankston station is in the electorate of Frankston South?
Session 1985-24
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Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-The answer is:
1. The number of trains cancelled from Frankston station for:
(a)

February 1985-12

(b) March 1985-40
(c) April 1985-12

Attention is drawn to the March figure which included thirteen cancellations on 13.3.85 and twelve cancellations
on 22.3.85, as a result of a 4-hour union stoppage on each occasion.
2. Trains which have not kept to their scheduled arrival and departure time at Frankston station for:

(a) February 1985
(b) March 1985
(c)

April 1985

No. Ran

No. late
Over 5 min.

% On-time

3058

127

95·85

3249

116

96·43

3306

138

95·83

3. During the period 1.5.84 to 30.4.85, buses have been utilized on nine occasions due to equipment failure.
On a further three occasions buses were used due to train delays on account oflevel crossing accidents.
It should also be noted that between 3.12.84 and 28.5.85 buses were regularly used after 7 p.m. on various
sections of the Frankston line, due to total track occupation on account ofthe overhead rehabilitation program.
4. It is accepted practice with the Metropolitan Transit Authority that plans are produced only on request.
The honourable member for Frankston North, Mrs J. Hill, MP made such a request to the MTA and was
provided with a copy of the plans for Frankston station reconstruction.
5. I am aware that the Frankston station is in the electorate of Frankston South.

FRANKSTON TO STONY POINT RAIL SERVICE
(Question No. 326)

Mr COOPER (Mornington) asked the Minister for Transport:
Since the introduction in 1984 of the present rail service between Frankston and Stony Point:
I. How many trips the train has made between the two points?
2. How many passengers the train has carried?
3. How many scheduled trips have been cancelled?
4. What were the dates and times of each of the cancelled trips?
5. What were the reasons for each of the cancelled scheduled trips?
6. How many hours, and/or days the present train has spent, since its introduction in 1984, being repaired
because of breakdown?

Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-The answer is:
Since the introduction ofthe current service, on 16.9.84 until 30.6.85, there have been:
I. (a) 2854 trips scheduled for the refurbished Tulloch railmotor up to and including 30.6.85, 2661 of these
trips were made by the railmotor or 93·24 per cent ofthe advertised service.
(h) 164 trips have been provided by a diesel locomotive hauled passenger train on Sundays.

2. 154423 passengers have been carried on the service-Mondays to Saturdays-an average of 54·11 passengers
per trip, or 45·48 per cent of the capacity of the railmotor.
3. 193 railmotor trips were cancelled and replaced by road buses.
4. Dates and times of cancelled trips appear in the table below.
5. Detailed records of cancellations and their causes are not kept. When the cause of a cancellation has been
identified, however, that cause is shown in the table below.
6. The number of hours spent in repairing faults is not recorded.
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Railmotor
Trips Cancelled/Suhs. Road huses
17'12(8522).16·10(8521).18·16(8525)
08·15 (8500). 09·10 (8501). ID-12 (8502)
06·25 (8500). 07·15 (8503)
06·25 (8500). 07·15 (8503). 08·07 (8506). 09·20
(8509). 1D-12 (8510).11·50 (8513)
13·48 (8517). 14·54 (8518)

Tolal

4

10.12.84

10·12 (8510). 11·50(8513). 12·52 (8514). 13·48
(8517)
06·25 (8500)

14.12.84
15.12.84

16'10(8521).17·18(822).18·16(8525)
08·15 (8500)

3
I

19.12.84
20.12.84

16'10(8521).17·18(8522).18·16(8525)
06·25 (8500). 07·15 (8503). 08·07 (8506). 09·20
(8509). 1D-12 (8510).11,50 (8513)
12·52(8514).13·48(8517).14·54(8518).16'10
(8521).17·12(8522).18·16(8525)
06·25 (8500). 07·15 (8503)
16·10 (8521) terminated Bittern. 18·16 (8525).
17·12 (8522)

3

Dale
12.10.84
13.10.84
24.10.84
19.11.84
30.11.84
5.12.84

14.1.85
31.1.85
7.2.85
8.2.85

to
16.2.85
18.2.85

No.

3
3
2
6

2

6

2
3

92
11

6.3.85
8.3.85
11.3.85
12.3.85

12'52(8514).13·48(8517)
13·12 (8504). 14·10 (8505)
07·15 (8503) terminated Baxter. 08·07 (8506)

2
2
2

13.3.85

11·50(8513).12'52(8514).13·48(8517).14'54
(8518)
18·16(8525)
06·25 (8500). 07·15 (8503). 08·07 (8506).09,20
(8509).1D-12(8510)
11,50(8513).12,52(8506).13·48(8507).14,54
(8508). 16·10 (8521). 17·12 (8520). 18·16 (8525)

4

1.4.85
2.4.85
3.4.85
13.6.85
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Cause
Diesel alternator and transmission
faults
Loss of gears-local repairs
Diesel alternator and battery terminal
post broken
Transmission fault (railmotor
changed over)
A.R.U. 4.00 stopwork meeting

Diesel alternator fault (railmotor
changed over)
Broken fuel line and defective
controller-returned to Spencer Street
for repairs
Radiator· damaged by debris on
track-parts ex Melbourne
Alternator-hot engine shut downtemperature 40° C to 42° C
No records
Battery cable burnt out-returned to
Spencer Street for repairs

All services provided by road bus. Derailment in Frankston Yard fouling exit to Stony Point
06·25 (8500). 07·15 (8503). 08·07 (8506). 09·20
(8509).1D-12(8510). 11,50(8513). 12·52(8514).
13·48 (8517). 14·54 (8518). 16·10 (8521). 17·12
(8520)
"'50(8513).12'52(8514)

14.3.85
15.3.85

ASSEMBLY

2

Defective starter motor-returned to
Spencer Street for repairs
Fire in junction box-returned to
Spencer Street for repairs
Hot engine shut down
Hot engine shut down
Hot engine shut down and directional
failures. returned to Spencer Street for
repairs
Hot engine shut down

I

All trains

5

No record offault

7

Reverse arm No. 2 gear box

12
6

06·25 (8500). 07·15 (8503). 08·07 (8506).09·20
(8509). I D-12 (8510). 11·50 (8513)
09·20 (8509). I D-12 (8510)

2

No record of defects-rail motor
changed over
Brake defects-returned to Spencer
Street for repairs

I-------i

Total

193

TRAIN PUNCTUALITY ASSESSMENT
(Question No. 331)

Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth) asked the Minister for Transport:
In respect to the team of private consultants engaged by the former Minister of Transport, the Honourable
S. M. Crabb. to advise the Ministry on methods of improving train punctuality following the study by the Public
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Transport Users' Association revealing that, in 1984, 90 per cent of suburban trains ran late. 5 per cent were
cancelled and only 5 per cent ran on time daily:
I. What is the name of the firm of consultants engaged?
2. What was-(a) their expertise in transport matters; (b) the total cost of the exercise; and (c) the content of
the report and recommendations of the consultants?
3. What action. ifany, has been taken to implement those recommendations?
4. How many ofthe recommendations. if any. have been implemented to date?
5. What has been the success of any such implementation?

Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-The answer is:
1. P.A. Management Consultants.

2. (a) The consultancy team members obtained the necessary railway experience with both the State Rail
Authority of New South Wales and British Rail.
(b)

$65000.

(c) The consultants were primarily involved in analysing causes of delays. assisting in establishing corrective

procedures, and developing alternative strategies to problems. However. they did not produce specific
recom mendations.
3. Following the consultants' involvement. projects and operating strategies were introduced into the
organization which gave a different emphasis to on-time train performance problems and addressed train delays
from different viewpoints. such as the following:
(i) improved reliability of equipment. brought about by higher quality maintenance. more preventive
maintenance and better initial equipment design.
(ii) earlier detection of problems and improved responsiveness to failures. through better communication.
relocated staff and better mobility.
(iii) less restrictive operational arrangements to lessen the impact that one train failure would have on all
services.
4. At the beginning of July 1985. 90 problems areas were identified. covering engineering. operations and
personnel areas. These problem areas are being corrected by making alterations to formal procedures.
5. The consultants' activities led to structuring systems for identifying causes of delay, assisted in developing
different approaches to train delays and developed new maintenance and operating strategies.

USE OF VEHICLES BY DEPARTMENT OF MANAGEMENT AND
BUDGET
(Question No. 344)

Mr BROWN (Gippsland West) asked the Treasurer:
In respect of motor vehicles operated by each department. agency or authority within his administration. how
many travelled on either the South Gippsland or Bass Highway. or both. on Saturday. I June 1985. indicating(a) the registration number of each vehicle; (b) how many officers travelled in each vehicle; and (c) the purpose
of the trip in each case?

Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-The answer is:
The State Bank does not maintain records from which the information sought could be obtained. This would
involve additional costs which could not be justified as it would impose an unnecessary cost burden on State
Bank customers.
For all other departments, agencies and authorities within my administration the answer is, "Nil".

USE OF VEHICLES BY ETHNIC AFFAIRS COMMISSION
(Question No. 352)

Mr BROWN (Gippsland West) asked the Minister for Ethnic Affairs:
In respect of motor vehicles operated by each department. agency or authority within his administration. how
many travelled on either the South Gippsland or Bass Highway. or both. on Saturday, 1 June 1985. indicating(a) the registration number of each vehicle; (b) how many officers travelled in each vehicle; and (c) the purpose
of the trip in each case?
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Mr SPYKER (Minister for Ethnic Affairs)-The answer is:
Motor transport records held by the commission indicate that there were no commission vehicles travelling
on the South Gippsland and/or the Bass highways on I June 1985.

PUBLICATIONS BY ETHNIC AFFAIRS COMMISSION
(Question No. 375)

Mr BROWN (Gippsland West) asked the Minister for Ethnic Affairs:
I. What is the name of each book, brochure, pamphlet or publication produced by each department, agency
or authority within his administration in the three-year period ended 2 March 1985?
2. What was the approximate date of publication of each book, brochure, pamphlet or publication?

Mr SPYKER (Minister for Ethnic Affairs)-The answer is:
The time and resources necessary to answer this question cannot be justified. However, the information may
be gained in part by reference to the commission's annual reports and freedom of information statements.

PUBLICATIONS BY DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION,
FORESTS AND LANDS
(Question No. 382)

Mr BROWN (Gippsland West) asked the Minister for Education, for the Minister for
Conservation, Forests and Lands:
I. What is the name of each book, brochure, pamphlet or publication produced by each department, agency
or authority within her administration in the three-year period ended 2 March 1985?
2. What was the approximate date of publication of each book, brochure. pamphlet or publication?

Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-The answer supplied by the Minister for
Conservation, Forests and Lands is:
I. The time and resources necessary to answer this question cannot be justified. However, a first draft of a
catalogue listing all publications available from the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands has recently
been produced and can be inspected at either of the department's information centres, located at ground floor,
240 Victoria Parade. East Melbourne. and ground floor, 601 Bourkc Street, Melbourne.
Publications listed in the catalogue are available from and

can be inspected at onc or other of these locations.

2. The time and resources necessary to answer this question cannot be justified. However a first draft of a
catalogue listing all publications available from the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands has recently
been produced and can be inspected at either of the department's information centres, located at ground floor,
240 Victoria Parade. East Melbourne. and ground floor, 601 Bourkc Street, Melbourne.
Publications listed in the catalogue are available from and can be inspected at one or other of these locations.
The approximate date of publication of each item can be ascertained by reference to each individual publication.

ASH WEDNESDAY BUSH FIRES
(Question No. 386)

Mr A. T. EVANS (Ballarat North) asked the Treasurer:
I. What was the total amount collected by public appeal for victims of the Ash Wednesday 1983 bush fires?
2. What amount remains undistributed?
3. How and where the Government intends to use the undistributed funds?

Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-The answer is:
I. $23 144280.
2. and 3. At 30 June 1985 an amount of $240452 was available for distribution by the Bushfire Appeal
Trustees from moneys recovered by way of compensation paid by the State Electricity Commission of Victoria
to fire victims in the Macedon and Cudgee areas.
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These funds have been committed for distribution on a needs basis to those victims of the Ash Wednesday
fires who are still suffering significant losses and are not eligible for compensation from the State Electricity
Commission of Victoria.

PROPERTY OWNED OR LEASED BY ETHNIC AFFAIRS
COMMISSION
(Question No. 409)

Mr GUDE (Hawthorn) asked the Minister for Ethnic Affairs:
In respect of departments. agencies or authorities within his administration:
I. Which buildings are-raj owned by such bodies; and (b) leased. indicating in respect of those leased the
name of the lessor. the length of the lease. the cost and the use being made of each building?
2. What land is-raj owned by such bodies; and (b) leased. indicating in respect ofland leased the name of the
lessor. the length of the lease. the cost and use of such land?

Mr SPYKER (Minister for Ethnic Affairs)-The answer is:
The Ethnic Affairs Commission does not own any buildings or lease any land.

REPLACEMENT OF RAILWAY FENCE AT BURNLEY
(Question No. 429)

Mr DICKINSON (South Barwon) asked the Minister for Transport:
I. What action is being taken by VJLine in replacing the missing sections of railway fence along Madden
Grove. Burnley'?
2. Whether he will ensure the fence is erected to protect people from accidentally walking on to the main
suburban railway tracks?

Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-The answer is:
1. The picket fencing was removed from Madden Grove at the request of the local residents and in consultation
with the City of Richmond. The fencing was not required for railway purposes and the land between the railway
track and the original fencing line has been beautified by council.
2. The provision of boundary fencing along a railway is not generally considered a deterrent to people gaining
access to the line. The Transport Act 1983. section 249 (2). exempts the Metropolitan Transit Authority from
providing boundary fencing to its property. except where the authority considers it necessary for specific safety
or railway purposes.
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Tuesday, 15 October 1985
The SPEAKER (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds) took the chair at 2.6 p.m. and read the
prayer.

ABSENCE OF MINISTER
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the House that the Minister for Housing will be absent
during questions without notice.

BROADCASTING OF PROCEEDINGS
The SPEAKER-Order! I also advise the House that I have given approval for the
broadcasting of question time and the Budget debate by television and radio.
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

TRA VEL AND ACCOMMODATION CONCESSIONS
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I address my question without notice to
the Premier. Given the standards of propriety laid down by the Premier that holders of
public office must not accept travel or accommodation concessions and recalling that the
Premier used those standards and circumstances to force the Governor's resignation, will
the Premier now confirm that the Alcoa company paid for two days' accommodation for
the Premier and Mrs Cain at a five-star hotel in Pittsburgh? Will the Premier now apply
to himself the same standards he demanded of the Governor when he forced him from
office?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-The desperation of the Leader of the Opposition for headlines is
well known. I shall not dignify his attempts to hang on to his job by lending any legitimacy
to the question he asks.
I undertook a job on behalf of this State and I made clear the circumstances of my travel
on that occasion. I stopped at that hotel which is owned by Alcoa. I paid for my own
expenses over and above the room, as I recall it. I shall check the details of all the
arrangements during that stay and I shall advise the Leader of the Opposition in due
course.
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS (Leader of the National Party)-I refer to the Premier's recent
announcement that public office holders must not accept travel, accommodation or other
concessions from companies or individuals. Is the Premier aware of any Parliamentary
members of his party who have accepted such benefits in the past year and, if so, what
action has he taken or will he take against them?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-No such matter has been brought to my attention. If the Leader
of the National Party brings it to my attention, I shall investigate the matter.

PORTLAND ALUMINIUM SMELTER
Miss CALLISTER (Morwell)-Can the Premier provide the House with details of the
potential involvement of the Chinese Government in the Portland aluminium smelter?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-This week has brought a significant new announcement concerning
the progress of the State's most important international development, the Portland
aluminium smelter project. CITIC, the Chinese International Trust Investment
Corporation, has signed heads of agreement to take a 10 per cent share in the smelter. The
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signing took place in Beijing on Tuesday last week. A delegation from Cl TIC arrived in
Melbourne this morning and they will be reviewing the financial and legal arrangements
over the next few weeks.
I plan to show the Chinese visitors progress on the construction of the smelter later this
week. There is a great deal to see, as I have advised the House before. Great progress has
been made and, if CITIC takes up the 10 per cent share, the interests in the joint venture
will be: Alcoa of Australia Ltd, 50 per cent; the Government of Victoria, 30 per cent; the
First National Resource Trust, 10 per cent; and CITIC, 10 per cent. The completion of
this project will be a landmark in the development of this State.

TRAVEL AND ACCOMMODATION CONCESSIONS
Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-I refer to the question asked by the Leader of the
Opposition about the Premier's breach of his own standards of propriety and now ask
further: Did the Premier and Mrs Cain travel in the first-class compartment of a PanAm
jet to America on 1 May 1985? If so, were the full, first-class passenger fares paid; if not,
why not?
The SPEAKER-Did the Premier hear the question?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-Yes, I did. I left this State on 1 May, a day late. The custom and
the practice, so far as travel is concerned, of Ministers and Government officers, is to
travel business class. On that occasion, I travelled first class because I was required to
undertake a 17-hour flight and address a meeting on my arrival at Los Angeles. That was
the arrangement made. It is the only occasion I can recall when I have ever travelled first
class. The arrangements were made by the department.
The rules I have endeavoured to lay down are that Ministers and others travel economy
class, and first class if they are to undertake an engagement on the same day at the end of
that travel if the journey is more than 2 hours. That is the rule that has been observed. I
believe it is being kept, and properly kept. That has been the situation.
The Government has endeavoured to observe reasonable standards and to be concerned
to protect the public purse. Apparently it is not the concern of those opposite. I do not see
anything wrong with requiring people to be circumspect in the use of public funds. We
have been, and will continue to be so.
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS (Leader of the National Party)-Is it a fact that the honourable
members for Boronia Province and Templestowe Province have each accepted free overseas
trips in recent months and, if so, what action does the Premier propose to take in relation
to those trips?
The SPEAKER-Order! Is the question directed at the Premier?
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS-Yes.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I have no knowledge of such trips. If the Leader of the National
Party wishes to provide me with the information, I will consider the matter. If the Leader
of the National Party is saying that back-bench members of this House have some
obligations with respect to travel, for which I am responsible, then let me hear what he is
saying.
Mr Ross-Edwards-Answer the question.
Mr CAIN-I have given the answer; I have no advice or information.

TRADE BETWEEN VICTORIA AND CHINA
Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-Will the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources
advise the House of progress being made in arrangements for trade between Victoria and
China?
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Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I thank the
honourable member for Werribee for the question and his ongoing interest in the
development of trade with countries in the Pacific region. The Government is providing
new horizons for Victorian business by promoting market opportunities in China and
Japan. The Department of Industry, Technology and Resources has recently appointed a
senior trade officer, with some sixteen years' experience in foreign affairs, to head up the
office of China projects.
Mr Colin Heseltine will provide Victorian firms with expert advice on trade and joint
ventures with China. The China projects office will explore opportunities offered to Victoria
by the current restructuring and modernization of the Chinese economy, and itsgrowing
open-door policy for trade and economic co-operation with specified countries, including
Australia. This initiative will build on the existing links between Victoria and Jiangsu,
established through the sister State relationship and the sister city link between Melbourne
and Tianjin.
In addition, through the China projects office, Victorian firms interested in doing business
in China's major industrial and agricultural region of Jiangsu will have access to detailed
information about their commercial prospects.
As a further development in the western Pacific region and in order to promote trade
links with Japan, Victoria has on secondment to the department a trade officer with some
seven years' experience in Tokyo and has arranged a two-month exchange of industrial
officers with the Aichi Prefecture. There is no doubt that Victoria's continued economic
growth depends on Victorian business expanding its horizons into such new ventures and
competing on world markets. The Government is facilitating that by providing international
expertise and knowledge of new markets.
The Government has been delighted with the response from Victorian industry and
employer organizations. Most of the key firms in this State realize the significance offuture
trade with China and Japan if the economy is to grow and if further employment
opportunities are to be provided. I am certain the Government has the overwhelming
support of Victorian communities in these major initiatives.
I contrast important issues of this type in dealing with the economic development of
Victoria in China and Japan with the puerile rubbish honourable members have heard
this afternoon. When will the Opposition begin to be concerned about the real economic
and social issues in this State? No wonder the Opposition is in its present position!

DISCOUNT AIR TICKETS
Mr PESCOTT (Bennettswood)-I ask the Premier: on exactly what day was he first
advised by members of the Police Force or the Minister for Police and Emergency Services
about police investigations into discount air fares?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-To the best of my knowledge, it was some time around the
middle of August that I was advised that charges were to be laid against a senior police
officer.

NURSING DISPUTE
Mrs RAY (Box Hill)-Will the Premier inform the House of the details of the
Government's offer to nurses and whether the offer conforms to the wage fixing guidelines?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-The Government has made an offer to the nurses which it
believes is consistent with wage fixing guidelines. It has been widely accepted as a generous
offer. The $22 million package provides a new career structure for nurses to encourage
them to stay in their chosen profession. It recognizes the responsibility and complexity of
nursing in the 1980s and takes into account increases in work value.
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Today the Industrial Relations Commission of Victoria decided to conduct a private
conference at 2.15 p.m. with the Royal Australian Nursing Federation. The Trades Hall
Council, private employers and the Victorian Government will meet tomorrow at 10.30
a.m. The Full Bench of the Industrial Relations Commission will begin to hear the nurses'
wage claim. The Royal Australian Nursing Federation will be asked to respond by 10.30
a.m.
I now make an appeal to the common sense of nurses on behalf of the public of Victoria;
surely the nurses must realize that further industrial action win not assist in the presentation
of their claim. Last Friday at a mass meeting the federation decided that nurses should go
on an indefinite Statewide stoppage from next Thursday. I regret that at the mass meeting
the officials of the federation did not explain the wage fixing guidelines or the detail of the
offer before them. As a Government, we are continuing to be firmly committed to the
accord and the wage fixing guidelines, which have brought wage stability and economic
growth to the community in a way that we have not seen before.

ALLEGED MISLEADING HOW-TO-VOTE CARDS
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-Over the week-end the Premier has had
the opportunity of considering the ramifications of the confusing answers he gave last
week to questions concerning the Nunawading by-election scandal. Will the honourable
gentleman now tell the House when he first heard about the scam; the date he knew that
Labor Party people were involved; the date he knew that Mr Batchelor was involved; and,
finally, the date he knew that Ministerial staff were involved?
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member used a word with which I am not
familiar. I think the honourable member used the word "scam". Will the honourable
member explain?
Mr KENNETT-In deference to you, Mr Speaker, I shall withdraw the word "scam"
and include the word "scandal".
Mr CAIN (Premier)-As I said before, the desire of the Leader of the Opposition to
make headlines seems to know no bounds. Last week the Leader of the Opposition made
statement after statement, and he was wrong five out of five times. He had a different story
every day. Today the Leader of the Opposition seeks to try to blow up the Nunawading
situation because he is under threat from the destabilizing twins on his front bench, the
honourable members for Polwarth and Hawthorn, and there are probably others.
Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the Premier to resume his seat. I ask that the House come
to order and that honourable members on the Government benches restrain their
enthusiasm for continuous interjections.
Mr CAIN-The Leader of the Opposition knows, as does everybody else, that an
investigation is being conducted by the Chief Electoral Officer. That is the proper course.
Apparently, implicit in this question, is the suggestion that I should take on some concurrent
investigative responsibility in this whole matter. That is a role I reject; it is a role I will not
take on.
Mr Ross-Edwards-You are not game to!
Mr CAIN-I shall not intrude on the properly constituted investigative role of the
Chief Electoral Officer. It is the proper course to protect the integrity of that process. An
obligation rests on all of us to keep out of that process. I thought possums had some sense
of danger. The Leader of the National Party has a selective memory. Let us talk about
him for a moment. The Leader of the National Party became Leader in 1970 because his
party knocked off George Moss-Honourable members interjecting.
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Mr CAIN-The Leader of the National Party has the gall to make comments about
election cards, yet he became Leader because the National Party knocked offGeorge Moss
for doing a private deal on a how-to-vote card with the then State Australian Labor Party
Secretary, Mr Bill Hartley. That is what happened. I have not finished and I have not yet
finished with the Leader of the National Party either. Those how-to-vote cards were
printed for George Moss by Industrial Printing and Publicity Co. Ltd for the Australian
Labor Party. The Honourable John Galbally delivered those cards to the bush in his car.
The deal involved swapping preferences and using unofficial how-to-vote cards to
increase the votes for the National Party at the expense of the Liberal Party. The Leader
of the National Party knows that because he benefited from the deal.

Mr KENNETI (Leader of the Opposition)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, the
Premier has not even attempted to answer the question about his cover-up. All honourable
members are interested in the other matters to which he has referred, but if the Premier
does not have the confidence or the honesty to tell Parliament about his involvement in
the cover-up, he is not fit to be Premier of the State.
The SPEAKER-Order! That is not a point of order; that is an explanation.

Mr CAIN (Premier)-The deal came unstuck and, instead, the Labor Party won three
seats. The Leader of the National Party waltzes into this Chamber expressing his moral
outrage, yet the National Party wrote the book on dodgy electoral practices.
As I have said on several occasions, and will say again, the Chief Electoral Officer has a
job to do. I intend to see that he does his job without interference. The Leader of the
Opposition is hypocritical in assigning to me a role that he has not adopted. Did the
Leader of the Opposition investigate what his mates in South Gippsland were doing? Is
he investigating what the Liberal Party was doing when it printed and paid for how-tovote cards that shifted Labor Party preferences to the Liberal Party? Has he investigated
the role that members of the Liberal Party and some members of the front bench, as I
understand it, played with the mountain cattlemen in Nunawading? What about that one?

Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the National Party)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker,
you have ruled in the past that there must be some relevance between the Question asked
and the way in which the Minister answers the Question. However, for the past 5 minutes
honourable members have listened to some interesting but inaccurate details of historical
incidents.
The SPEAKER-Order! I am not aware that I have made such a ruling. However, I
advise the Leader of the National Party that I am about to ask the Premier to return to the
Question and to answer it.

Mr CAIN (Premier)-It is recognized that these incidents occur in election campaigns.
Complaints have always been made about the conduct of elections. The Opposition is
suggesting that somehow I should be held responsible for every incident involving members
of the Labor Party. That comes as a hollow call from the Opposition; its Leader is not
even responsible for what comes out of his own mouth, let alone for what his colleagues
do during election campaigns.
Implicit in all of this is an assumption that I have a special guardian or watchdog role
concerning the actions of members of the Labor Party. I have never undertaken nor shall
I undertake such a role. My role is as head ofGovemment and Leader of the Parliamentary
Party. I am not a party official or a functionary; and I have never been one. I have not
been involved in detailed party organization, and I shall not assume that guardian role.
I shall not take on that role because I have more to do with my time than to play those
games. I am sure no one believes what happened in Gippsland South and Nunawading
Province elections is clever or desirable. It is total arrogance for the Leader of the Opposition
to make self-righteous assertions about this matter when the Liberal Party has a spectacular
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. record of having been involved in similar actions over a long time. Members of the Liberal
Party are past masters at actions of this kind during election campaigns.
I shall put the matter into perspective. Honourable members know that this has gone
on at all levels of politics. Can any honourable member say that he or she does not know
of any incident or any time when this has occurred? Of course, honourable members know
about such things. It is humbug to suggest otherwise.
The task now facin~ the Government is to put in place some system that will make
future election campaIgns better than they have been. Five years a~o I suggested to the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition, when he was Minister of PublIc Works, that some
process of vetting how-to-vote cards should be introduced, but my suggestion was rejected.
The Labor Government will introduce legislation in an attempt to minimize the prospect
of ""clever" electoral tactics that have always been apparent; it IS certainly time something
was done about this situation.
Mr Austin interjected.
Mr CAIN-I suggested it to the Deputy Leader of the Opposition five years ago, but he
would not be in it. The Opposition will have the opportunity of showing how fair dinkum
it is by its support of the proposed legislation. The Chief Electoral Officer has a job to do
in investigating the conduct of the Nunawading Province by-election. He should be allowed
to perform that task without the politically motivated urgings of the Leader of the
Opposition, together with those of the Leader of the National Party. The Leader of the
Opposition has gone over the top, as usual, to protect his own political head. He knows
that his members are out to get him-that is all he is concerned about-so he has gone
over the top again.
The Government will not intrude on, or interfere with, the job that the Chief Electoral
Officer should be doing.

GRAIN FREIGHT RATES
Mr w. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-In view of the recent statement of the Minister for
Transport that the 6 per cent increase in charges for rail freight of grain was reasonable
and just, will the Minister demonstrate his own confidence in that statement by now
allowing freedom of competition between road and rail transport of grain?
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I thank the honourable member for the Question
of which he gave notice in the Wimmera Mail Times last Friday. Over the past three and
half years the Government has adopted an extremely cautious and careful attitude towards
the setting of grain freight rates because it is aware of the huge increases that occurred in
the 1979-82 period. In the space of those three years grain rates increased by more than
50 per cent. My predecessor ensured that increases in those rates came down to the
inflation rate and made commitments that, as improvements were made in the delivery
and organization of grain, the benefits would be passed on to the farming community.
Those benefits have now started to be passed on.
This is the first occasion in the past seven years on which the increase in grain frei~ht
rates has been below the consumer price index movement. No one on the Opposition SIde
of the House could point to a performance in recent times anywhere near that record. The
increase in grain freight rates has been significantly less than the cost to V/Line of providing
those services this year.
As the Government said that the benefits would be passed on to the farming community,
a number of meetings have been held with the Victorian Farmers and Graziers Association
to discuss the arrangements for this year and for the future. Those discussions also
involved the Canac report and overloaded trucks. Although we did not reach agreement,
we have reached a basis for continuing discussions about the appropriate level for costings
of grain freight in this State.
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We have also discussed with the Grain Elevators Board its rates for this year. They will
also be increased by significantly less than the movement in the consumer price index.
The evidence is on the board. We are providing much lower increases in rates than those
that occurred previously. We will continue to do so and to improve the way in which this
major freight is carried to Portland and Geelong.

PROPOSED SUBMARINE CONTRACT
Mr SIMPSON (Niddrie)-Will the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources
provide the House with details of the result of his visit to West Germany and Sweden in
relation to the proposed submarine contract?
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I thank the
honourable member for Niddrie for the question. It is an important issue, and I hope his
interest is shared by honourable members from both sides of the House. The mission
included representatives of the Australian Chamber of Manufactures. 'Mr Brian Powell
accompanied me, together with a senior representative from the State Bank of Victoria
and industry representatives. It included people from Dunlop Olympic Ltd, Siemens Ltd,
the Commonwealth Aircraft Corporation Ltd and Olex Cables. We endeavoured to show
the two contractors-Kockums-AB of Sweden and IKL/HDW of West Germany-the
close co-operation that exists between the Victorian Government and Victorian industry
on this important project.
I remind the House that the project involves $2·5 billion for the six submarines. The
Government has been endeavouring to maximize Victorian industry participation in the
provision of equipment and components for the submarines and to put forward the case
for Victoria, particularly Corio, being the assembly site for the submarines.
After an exhaustive study across the State the Government is of the view that Geelong
is the most desirable location. Geelong has the appropriate deepwater port and the location
is surrounded by almost 30 acres of available land. There is a ready supply of skilled
labour within Geelong and the western suburbs of Melbourne.
Of course, Geelong is the pioneer of Australian site agreements. For more than ten years
now negotiations have been taking place between employers and the Victorian Trades
Hall Council for site agreements in the Geelong area. Both contractors regard this as an
extremely important component for the development of stable industrial relations.
I was able to take to the contractors a document signed by Mr Peter Marsh, Mr John
Halfpenny, Mr Brian Powell and Mr Bob Herbert, who represented the Labor movement
and industry in the State, setting out the structures and processes that would be followed
were an assembly site to be established within Victoria. My delegation was well received
in both Germany and Sweden and it was acknowledged by both contractors that Victoria
is very much in the forefront of their considerations for this important project.
The Government anticipates that recommendations on the final tendering and the
proposed assembly site from each of the contractors will go to the Commonwealth
Government between March and May of 1986. It is extremely important that Victoria
becomes involved for both the sake of employment and the potential for technological
transfer for industry.
I am delighted with the response that I am receiving from employers, employer
organizations and the Labor movement right across the State. I look forward to VIctoria
receiving the lion's share of this project in the months and years ahead.

OVERSEAS TRAVEL BY PREMIER
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I refer the Premier to his evasive answer
given to the honourable member for Westernport and I ask the Premier whether he is
aware of his edict that Ministers and other senior officers of the Government, when

I,
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travelling overseas, should travel only business class. In that context I ask the Premier if
he can remember whether the tickets he held for a flight that he took on Pan American
Airways in early May were business-class or first-class tickets.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-On that occasion I was travelling as head of the State Government
on behalf of the Government and the trip vvas 'paid for by the State. I make that very clear.
The arrangements were made by departmental officers. Part of the itinerary of the trip was
to visit the Alcoa plant, but there were a number of other engagements.
The Leader of the Opposition is prepared to lower himself to any depth. Let us be frank
about this, I provided all details of the trip to a member of the Opposition in response to
a freedom of information request. By interjection an honourable member makes reference
to the La Jolla Tennis Club. I spent four days there in a private capacity and I paid for it
myself. The cost was $1200. I am not sure how many other honourable members do that.
'When I travel interstate or overseas I am repeatedly pressed to upgrade and I resist at
all times. In fact, I have been at airports where people have issued me with first-class seats
and I have asked them to give me tourist seats. That has ha~pened on many occasions.
I believe I have set what I regard to be proper standards for travel. I have said that the
trip overseas was at State expense. The payment of expenses was arranged for by the
people who travelled with me; I had no part of it. I told the House what happened.

Honourable Inembers interjecting.
Mr CAIN-I am not blaming anyone; I am saying that I travelled overseas business
class and that on the long leg from Sydney to Los Angeles I travelled first-class, as I was
asked to do. It was a 17-hour flight and I had been delayed in Melbourne.
Mr Ross-Edwards-Who paid for it?
Mr CAIN-It was paid for by the department. Payment is a matter for the department.
Apart from the $1200--

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CAIN-I went out of my way to pay for that part of the trip that was private; the
rest is an expense of the State, as it properly should be.

TEACHERS' STRIKE
Mr SHELL (Geelong)-Will the Minister for Education inform the House of the action
that he proposes to take on the proposed work stoppage by three teacher unions?
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-There is particular public interest in this issue.
The teacher unions have inflicted considerable suffering and damage upon Government
schools and upon the students enrolled in those schools. Indeed, for teacher unions to take
this strike action-in my belief without any proper cause-and to decide to do this in the
vital third term, when higher school certificate students are coming into their final month
of preparation for important examinations at the end of their twelve years of schooling, is
extremely irresponsible.
The teacher unions have claimed that the Government was about to worsen teaching
conditions in this State. Nothing could be further from the truth. Victoria has the best
conditions that exist anywhere in Australia and possibly anywhere in the world. I have
spent considerable time in taking out advertisements, in appearing on television, in
speaking to the media, and in writing to school councils and to teachers setting out the
facts of this issue. I have been able to disprove completely the claim that the Government
was about to worsen teacher conditions.
Looking at every way in which one can measure teacher conditions, it is obvious that
Victoria has the best pupil-teacher ratio of anywhere in Australia. The Government has a
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commitment to continue to improve those ratios under the present Budget. Victoria has
the best class sizes of anywhere in Australia. In the term of the Cain Government, class
sizes in secondary schools have been reduced. When the Labor Party first came to office
only 65 per cent of class sizes in high schools was below 25. That figure is now 90 per cent.
The Government will continue to improve that ratio this year under the Budget that the
Treasurer has introduced.
As a result, if one considers the per capita expenditure on secondary education in
Victoria and compares it with the rest of Australia, the Government is funding at the rate
of 17 per cent higher than the national average. By every means that one can measure the
success of the Government in improving considerably the quality and the standards of
education in Victoria, it shows a magnificent record. As a result, teacher unions have
completely changed the basis of their strike. They told the Government that it was because
the Government wanted to worsen teachers' conditions. The Government has been able
to disprove that contention but now the unions say that the Government has broken both
the existing agreement and its promises to the unions.
They refer to clause 11 (6) in the current agreement which states that the parties to the
agreement recognize that there is a strong expectation that total enrolments in secondary
schools will begin to decline in the latter part of the decade. However, that decline is
taking place earlier than expected.
As there will be 12 000 fewer students next year there is simply no case-as the teachers
are arguing-for the same number of teachers. Clause 11 (6) indicated that the deployment
of teachers in the context of such a decline will be the subject of further negotiations. I
have always been prepared to enter into negotiations with teacher unions, so no promises
have been broken in that respect.
The agreement goes on to say that it is agreed that such negotiations will proceed on the
basis of retaining positions in order to at least maintain existing conditions of work for
teachers. That is exactly what the Government is doing so how can it be accused of
breaking any agreement it has entered into with the teacher unions. The agreement goes
on to say-An honourable member interjected.
Mr CA THIE.-The honourable members from the Opposition benches can draw their
own conclusions. I am putting forward the facts.
Clause 11 (6) goes on to say that there ought to be a staffing ratio of extendin~ the
curricula options and the provision of specialist staff should be considered. That IS an
offer that I am prepared to make to teacher unions and it is an offer that was made to them
yesterday when it was put in writing that the Government is prepared to allocate a
designated number of additional positions to high schools in the year 1987 as part of a
two-year agreement for the purpose of assisting Years 11 and 12 thereby increasing the
curricula offerings and facilitating the implementation of the Blackburn report. In other
words, the Government is prepared to tell the Victorian Secondary Teachers Association
that, in light of the Blackburn report and introducing the new Victorian Certificate of
Education in 1987, and in light of adopting a much broader curricula and a new organization
for schools, especially for Years 11 and 12, it is prepared to consider the staffing ratios and
to adopt a new staffing ratio to deal with that situation.
What happens? The teacher unions rejected that proposition which was tabled in writing
yesterday. Unless the teaching unions come back to negotiating on the basis of reality,
there can be no solution to this strike.

STATEMENT IN DEBATE
The SPEAKER-Order! During the debate on the Ministerial statement on Thursday,
3 October, the Leader of the Opposition took a point of order asking that the honourable
member for Melbourne withdraw a word which he found to be offensive.
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After the word was identified, I ruled that it was an unparliamentary expression and
asked the honourable member to withdraw the word and apologize to the House, which
he duly did.
I have listened to the official tapes of the debate and I am satisfied that the honourable
member for Melbourne did not use the word to which the Leader of the Opposition
objected.

PETITIONS
The Clerk-I have received the following petitions for presentation to Parliament:

Rural schools
TOTHE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OFTHE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:

The humble petition of the Mcrrijig Primary School, and the undersigned citizens of the State of Victoria,
sheweth petition against the proposed closing of rural schools in Victoria.
Your petitioners therefore pray that rural schools in Victoria should not be closed.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr McNamara (228 signatures)

Rye-Blairgowrie secondary school
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:

The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the State of Victoria sheweth that Rosebud High School
will be unable to reasonably accommodate its student population in 1986 due to lack of essential facilities and
crucial shortage of ground space. As the high school containing the largest student population in the State of
Victoria, 1295, and with an anticipated intake of 300 students at Year 7 in 1986 making a total enrolment of
nearly 1400, it is of utmost concern to the undersigned citizens that educational opportunities for all students
will be minimized because of overcrowding.
Your petitioners therefore pray that a further high school be developed in the Rye-Blairgowrie area without
delay to alleviate the pressures that will be unendurable at Rosebud High School in 1986.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Dr Wells (946 signatures)

Melba Avenue-Anderson Street by-pass, Lilydale
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:

The petition of the undersigned citizens of Australia respectfully showeth the concern of the members of the
Lilydale Chamber of Commerce and Industry together with other traders of the township of Lilydale and citizens
of the Shire of Lillydale and outlying areas at the extreme delay of proceeding with construction of the Melba
A venue-Anderson Street bypass (a copy whereof is hereunto annexed) understood to have been first mooted in
1958 and approved in principle in 1978. The concern of the aforementioned is because of the current volume of
traffic using Main Street, Lilydale, and the consequent difficulties of parking and shopping in and around the said
Main Street together with the added dangers and delays of crossing the said street, (it being noted that there are
significantly more parking facilities on the south side of the said street than on the north side thereof).
The delay in proceeding with the said bypass therefore serves to discriminate against labour intensive small
retail outlets who mainly employ junior staff at casual rates but who are able to provide on-site car park facilities
and other service firms and companies outside of the Township of Lilydale and generally to present unnecessary
inconvenience to shoppers, citizens and visitors to the Township of Lilydale.
Respectfully request that construction of the said Melba Avenue-Anderson Street bypass proceed with priority.
Respectively submit that to allow further delay in construction of the said bypass will seriously impact the quality
oflife of the small retail business owner-manager and proprietors of firms ofa service type nature and the quality
of work life of employees thereof in the Township of Lilydale in particular and of the residents of the Shire of
Lillydale and visitors to the Township of Lilydale in general.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.
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By Mr Plowman (328 signatures)
It was ordered that the petitions be laid on the table.

PAPERS
The following papers, pursuant to the directions of several Acts of Parliament, were laid
on the table by the Clerk:
Adult Education Council-Report for the year 1984-85.
Auditor-General's Office-Report for the year 1984-85.
Crimes Compensation Tribunal-Report for the year 1984-85.
Education Act I958-Resumption of Land at Carrum Downs-Certificate of the Minister.
Environment Protection Authority-Report for the year 1984-85-0rdered to be printed.
Ethnic Affairs Commission-Report for the year 1984-85.
Land Conservation Council-Report for the year I 984-85-0rdered to be printed.
Law Department-Report for the year 1984-85.
Legal Aid Commission-Report for the year 1984-85.
Local Government Department-Report for the year 1984-85.
Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works-Report for the year 1984-85.
Museum of Victoria Council-Report for the year 1983-84.
National Gallery of Victoria-Report for the year 1983-84.
Police Regulation Act I 958-Determination Nos 414, 417, 419, 420, 422, 423, and 439 of the Police Service
Board.
River Improvement Act 1958-Notice of intention to unite La Trobe River improvement district and the
Thomson River improvement district.
Sport and Recreation-Report of the department for the year I 984-85-0rdered to be printed.
State Bank of Victoria-Reports, Statements, Returns etcetera for the year I 984-85-0rdered to be printed.
State Electricity Commission-Report for the year I 984-85-0rdered to be printed.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts:
Land Tax Act 1958-Nos 315, 320.
Lotteries Gaming and Betting Act I 966-No. 316.
Post-Secondary Education Act I 978-No. 325.
Private Agents Act 1966-No. 319.
Probate Duty Act 1962-No. 318.
Second-hand Dealers Act 1958-No. 312.
Transport Act 1983-No. 313.
Victorian Dairy Industry Authority-Report for the year 1984-85.

*

*

*

*

*

*

The following proclamations, fixing operative dates for various Acts, were laid on the
table by the Clerk, pursuant to an Order of the House dated 3 April 1985:
Accident Compensation Act I 985-Part VII-I September 1985. (Government Gazette No. 92, 30 August 1985).
Firearms (General Amendment) Act I 984-section 8 (2)-14 May 1985. (Government Gazelle No. 47,14 May
1985).
Infertility (Medical Procedures) Act I 984-sections ),2 and 29-14 May) 985. (Government Gazette No. 47, 14
May 1985).
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APPROPRIATION (1985-86, No. I) BILL
(Budget Debate)
The debate (adjourned from September 24) on the motion of Mr Jolly (Treasurer) for
the second reading of this Bill was resumed.

Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-The 1985-86 Victorian Budget sharply distinguishes
the two major political parties in Victoria. In sharp contrast to Liberal policies, the Budget
confirms Labor as a high-taxing and high-spending Government. Yet, again, for the fourth
year in a row, the Budget provides for an increase in Government spending in real termsthat is, after allowing for inflation. On a national accounting basis, total net outlays are
projected to increase by 10·8 per cent in money terms and by 2·6 per cent in real terms.
What Victoria needed in 1985-86 was a change of direction-a change away from the
high spending and the savage increases in taxes and charges which marked the first term
of the Cain Government. Victoria needed real tax cuts for two main reasons.
Firstly, after three years of Labor's high taxes, Victorians are entitled to real tax relief.
Victorians, Victorian families and Victorian businesses are entitled to expect that the
Government will not simply go on taking more and more of their income.
Secondly, the Victorian economy needed real tax cuts. The private sector of the State
economy has been labouring under excessive Government taxes and charges. Real tax
relief would have provided a non-inflationary stimulus to the economy. Moreover, Victoria
needs to attract new industries to invest in this State. Victoria is a high-tax State compared
with virtually all other States. High taxes are an impediment to attracting new investment
to Victoria and creating new jobs for Victorians.
That is why the Liberal Party went into the 1985 State election with a policy of real tax
cuts. We undertook to freeze all State taxes and charges for one year and to freeze energy
charges until June 1986. That policy was a genuine commitment to tax relief for Victoria.
The basis of that policy was that the Australian economy was growing again. We saw that
growth as desirable and we saw it as an opportunity. An opportunity to cut taxes in real
terms and get government off Victorians' backs.
Victoria had an opportunity. Labor has missed that opportunity.
The 1985-86 Budget confirms the Cain-Labor Government as a high-spending and
high-taxing Government. The Treasurer has tried to project this Budget as one of restraint
and tax relief but, in reality, this Budget further builds upon the high base established in
the first term of the Labor Government. For the fourth year in a row, Labor has increased
Government spending in real terms.
Mr Speaker, I seek leave to have incorporated in Hansard at the end of my speech the
tables and the graphs that I have discussed with you and with the Treasurer.
The SPEAKER-Order! The course suggested by the honourable member is in order.

Mr STOCKDALE-Table 1 sets out, year by year, the increases in real terms of total
Government outlays over the previous year. In 1982-83, over the previous year, it was
9·4 per cent. In 1983-84 the change was 3·6 per cent. In 1984-85 it was 6·2 per cent and
in 1985-86 it is budgeted to be 2·6 per cent. The cumulative increase over the four years
is 23·5 per cent in real terms and the average annual increase is 5·4 per cent.
Labor has continued its profligate spending. On a national accounting basis, in 1981-82,
the Liberal Government spent just over $6000 million. This year the Labor Government
will spend more than $10 000 million. That is an increase of $4000 million a year-an
increase of 66 per cent over the four Labor Budgets. Put another way, that is an extra
$1000 for every man, woman and child in Victoria that this Government will spend this
year compared with what the last Liberal Government spent in 1982.
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The Cain Labor Government has been an extravagant spender. If during the Labor
years total net outlays had increased at the same rate as the consumer price index, outlays
in 1985-86 would have been $7139 million. In fact, this year the Labor Government wIll
spend nearly $1800 million more than that. So much for restraint in spending.
All this raises two questions: Where. has the money come from and what have Victorians
got for all this money?
First, where has the money come from? Apart from grants from the Commonwealth,
money spent by the Victorian Government comes basically from two sources. First, from
taxes and charges for Government services and, second, from borrowings.
Under the Labor Government Victorians have been subjected to increases in taxes and
charges at record levels. Over the four Labor Budgets total taxation revenue has been
increased by a huge 72·9 per cent.
Victorians have come to expect that this Government will find new ways each year to
increase the tax burden. It is indicative of the attitude of Victorians to this Government
that generally the public reaction to the 1985-86 Budget has been marked by faint praise.
It serves only to emphasize the disastrous tax-slug that Labor imposed on Victorians
between 1982 and 1985 that this Budget has been regarded as a "moderate" one simply
because it has not hit Victorians with still further new taxes.
It is said that a man whose head is being banged against a wall feels relief when the
banging stops. This is not that sort of relief. Our heads are still being assaulted by this
Treasurer. The most we can say is that no new taxes have been imposed in this Budget.

As I have said, over its four Budgets, Labor has increased the level of State taxation by
72·9 per cent. By contrast, the level of prices, as measured by the implicit deflator of State
non-farm product, has risen by 36·3 per cent including the 7·8 per cent increase forecast
for the 1985-86 financial year.
This next point is important and the honourable member for Melbourne should listen
to it as it will answer his interjections.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! Ignore the interjections.
Mr STOCKDALE-In other words, by the end of this financial year, this Government
will have presided over an increase in total taxation revenue of exactly twice the rate of
inflation.
The 1985-86 Budget provides no real tax relief for Victorians, Victorian families or
Victorian businesses. The Budget does not take even a first step towards making Victoria
a more attractive place for investment.
The picture is less clear with respect to borrowings. Despite criticism by the AuditorGeneral, the Treasurer has still not fully disclosed in the Budget Papers the extent of the
State debt. But even the "official" figures give cause for alarm. The Budget Papers show
that at 30 June 1982, the last year of Liberal Government, the net State debt stood at
$11 088 million. By the end of the 1985-86 year the State's net debt is projected to be
$17 249 million. This is an increase of 55·6 per cent in three years.
So Labor's record is one of hitting Victorians hard with taxes and charges and excessive
borrowing which mortgage the future of our children and, perhaps, even our grandchildren.
I shall return to these matters later
Secondly, what have Victorians got for all this money. We have certainly got record
levels of State taxes and charges. We have also got a massive increase in bureaucracy.
Labor has established wasteful regional structures in many departments and exploded the
Victorian public sector work force. Comprehensive and reliable statistics are not available
in a single series for the whole of the present Government's period in office. Figures from
the Australian Bureau of Statistics Series ""Employed Wage and Salary Earners, Australia"ABS Catalogue No. 6248. O-show that between the June quarter 1983 and the June
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quarter 1985 public sector employment increased by 13 500. There is no real evidence
that this explosion in public sector employment has made any contribution to improving
the quality oflife of Victorians generally.
Labor's massive spending spree has proven, beyond any doubt, that money and
bureaucrats will not solve Victoria's problems. In virtually every area of Government
activity Victoria faces a crisis situation. Despite record spending we face a crisis in
education, a crisis in transport, a crisis in housing, a crisis in health and a crisis in personal
security for Victorians. In all the areas that affect people directly, Labor has thrown money
and bureaucrats at the problems but the situation is worse, not better.
In the education area, Victorian State schools are being crippled by disputes and strikes.
The quality of education offered is being questioned by the community. Despite falling
enrolments we have surplus teachers in some disciplines and severe teacher shortages in
others. School buildings are in a dilapidated state and a recent teacher union survey shows
that Victoria's school buildings are not being properly maintained.
Victorian parents are alarmed at the standard of education offered in State schools.
Nothing illustrates their concern more than the flood of children away from State schools.
Government school enrolments have been falling for a long time. In the past ten years
enrolments in Victorian Government schools have fallen by more than 57 000. In the
same time enrolments in non-Government schools have actually increased by more than
41 000. That is a net movement of 98 000 students over the past ten years.
Mr Cathie interjected.
Mr STOCKDALE-As the Minister interjects, one of the effects is that the number of
private schools in Victoria has increased by 113 in the past ten years, while the number of
State schools has fallen. This reflects the shift of students from Government schools to
non-Government schools.
The problem has become worse under Labor. Nearly 50 per cent of that movement has
occurred since Labor came to office. Since the end of 1981-the last year of Liberal
Government-Government school enrolments have reduced by 26 100 while nonGovernment school enrolments have increased by 20 770. These figures simply show that
many parents are reacting to the crisis in our State schools created by this Government.
In the transport area there has been a massive increase in bureaucracy. During the past
three years and projected into the year of the Budget currently under discussion, two
Labor transport Ministers have increased the cost of the central administration of the
transport system by an unbelievable 645 per cent.
That is not the cost of running the trains or of the staff to provide the service; that is the
cost of running the central bureaucracy or administration. It has increased by 645 per cent
in four years.
Labor's first transport Minister squandered a fortune on consultants, new structures
and highly paid bureaucrats; who could forget, week after week, those double-page
newspaper advertisements for $65 000 a year bureaucrats for the transport network? Now
the dream has come unstuck: the commuters are not happy, the farmers are livid, the
unions are rebelling and the transport chief is leaving. Now Labor's second Minister for
Transport can think of nothing better than to disband the lot and go back to where we
started.
We have some new trains but many of those were actually ordered by the previous
Liberal Government. Despite the increased spending we have precious little in new services,
trains are still cancelled due to shortages of running staff and the trains still run late. Losses
on the transport system are still increasing at alarming rates.
In four Labor Budgets, total expenditure in the Ministry of Housing has increased by
more than 150 per cent, but public resources have been squandered on bureaucracy at the
expense of provision of community services.
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Mr Cathie-A great record!
Mr STOCKDALE-I shall refer the House to the record of which the Minister is so
proud. Honourable members should focus their attention on facts, not rhetoric.
In the past four years waiting lists for public rental accommodation have increased from
approximately 17 000 to 24 000. Outstanding Ministry of Housing home loan applications
increased by 50 per cent between 1984 and 1985. The Government's housing purchase
policies have contributed to overheating of the housing market. By the end of the current
year the Ministry will have purchased 10215 homes, pushing prices up by as much as 50
per cent.
Despite desperate shortages of accommodation, many Ministry homes, especially new
stock, sit empty for six months or longer, and units under the granny flat scheme are
vacant for an average of twelve months pending relocation. This has all occurred while
24 000 people are on the waiting lists. Houses are sitting vacant while 24 000 people are
waiting for accommodation.
There should be bipartisan support in this House about concern for the current health
crisis. In health, Victoria faces perhaps the greatest crisis of all. Again Labor has directed
money at bureaucracy and not at meeting the health needs of the Victorian community.
We have huge new bureaucracies in regional offices and still more are proposed in new
district health councils. But the health system itself is a disaster area. Even nurses and
medical officers have been driven to industrial action.
The Minister for Health, David White, has described hospital waiting lists as the measure
of his success or failure. Labor fails his own test. Under Liberal Governments waiting lists
reached a high of about 11 000. The former Minister of Health, Mr Roper, regarded as a
human catastrophe for health, increased them to about 16000. The current Minister has
increased them to a record 25 700.
Victorians can now wait up to three years for pain-relieving surgery. This includes such
important operations as hip replacements. For repair of a cleft palate a child can wait
more than a year. That is the human misery behind the dismal record that the Minister
for Education boasts about.
There are 91 intensive care beds in Melbourne. Only 63 are open today. A recent survey
disclosed that nearly 1000 other hospital beds are closed. Absolutely essential resources
are being affected. Recently, the Royal Melbourne Hospital had to close its casualty clinic
twice in only ten days.
The Labor Government has found millions of dollars for expensive new bureaucrats.
Now further waste is planned on new district health councils. But money is not available
to open empty hospital beds or to restore intensive care services.
What sorts of priorities are these? These priorities are simply crazy. It is an obscenity
that new bureaucracies are being established while thousands of Victorians wait in pain
for basic medical care.
Nor is this Government properly providing Victorians with basic security in their own
homes. Domestic crime is rife while promises of increased resources for police are being
broken again and again. Victoria is blessed with the best Police Force in Australia. So
frustrated have our police become with this Government that before the Nunawading
election they embarked on a fierce campaign of media advertisements condemning the
Government.
'
The answer to these problems is not more and more spending and more and more taxes.
Victoria requires imaginative policy responses, a commitment to basic values and a
reordering of Government priorities. The Labor Government has got its basic priorities
all wrong. Our taxes have been squandered on bureaucracy instead of being devoted to
improving services in our schools, on our buses and trains, in housing, in our hospitals
and other areas of Government responsibility.
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Even those who are usually regarded as Labor's friends are repudiating this Government's
priorities. Public sector unions in essential public services are in near universal revolt.
Other community organizations are alarmed. The Victorian Council of School
Organizations is certainly no toady of the Liberal Party but in its journal School Bell for
October 1985 it criticized Federal and State Governments for what it described as
" . . . their extravagance in funding politically motivated programs" in schools.
This year, 1985 was an opportunity for Victoria to change the direction of the past three
years. A chance to return to people-oriented Government; to redirect resources away from
burgeoning bureaucracy and towards people's needs in schools, hospitals and other
Government services.

Mr Cathie-What about the Youth Guarantee Scheme?
Mr STOCKDALE-I shall come to the Youth Guarantee Scheme. That opportunity to
change direction has been missed. Labor has failed to meet either of the fundamental
needs of Victoria, on the one hand, real tax reductions and, on the other, improved
services.
I turn now to a review of the Victorian economy and to a more detailed analysis of the
1985-86 Budget.
THE VICTORIAN ECONOMY
Before turning to review the State economy, I refer to the content of the Budget Papers.
A great deal offactual material is presented in the Victorian Budget Papers, perhaps more
than in the Budget Papers of any other State. For that I commend the Treasurer and his
officers. However, two important qualifications must be placed on that commendation.
First, as to the way in which economic data are marshalled and presented in the Budget
Papers. The Victorian Budget documents have become essentially a vehicle for the
Government's self-congratulation, its self-promotion and answers to its critics. The Budget
Papers are essentially an exercise in advocacy. We do not endorse the self-serving
conclusions drawn from the highly selective presentation of data.
Second, the Budget Papers, and indeed the general conduct of the Government in
financial management, is highly secretive. Hence, the Auditor-General has been moved to
criticize the accounting standards and lack of information in relation to such critical
matters as the State debt, the Alcoa Portland project and the establishment of the Capital
Works Authority. I shall come back to these and other matters later. We present now an
alternative analysis of the Victorian economy. We have prepared a series of charts which
will assist in expounding the Opposition's view of the economy.
As usual, the Treasurer asserts that Victoria is leading Australia's economic recovery. If
that were unambiguously true, I would be congratulating the Treasurer on a fine
performance and moving on to the next part of my speech. The Opposition firmly believes
sustained economic growth, while it will not solve all our problems, will certainly do more
than anything else to reduce unemployment and poverty and to raise the living standards
of Victorians. The Opposition is unashamedly pro-growth and pro-policies which foster
growth.
Unfortunately, however, the available statistics on the Victorian economy are not all
good news. Some of them are indeed very favourable. I instance last Thursdafs September
employment figures when looked at ih over-all terms. Other indicators are not good news.
For example, retail sales of goods-which accounts for about one-quarter of gross
domestic product, rose by only 7·5 per cent in Victoria over the year to the three months
ended July-the latest three-month period for which figures are available. In real terms
that represents an increase of less than 0·5 per cent. However, in the rest of Australia,
retail sales rose by 12·1 per cent over the year to the three months ended July: in real
terms, an increase of around 5 per cent. In other words, the divergence between retail sales
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in Victoria and in the rest of Australia-to which the Treasurer alludes in pages 48-9 of
Budget Paper No. 2-is in fact getting worse, not better.
A similar picture is presented by data on motor vehicle registrations, the other major
partial indicator of consumer demand. Over the year to the three months ended August,
the latest period for which figures are available, motor vehicle registrations declined by
1·9 per cent in Victoria, as against an increase of 3·4 per cent in the rest of Australia. In
seasonally adjusted terms, motor vehicle registrations fell by 17·5 per cent in the three
months ended August-compared with the three months ended May-while the decline
in the rest of Australia was only 7·3 per cent.
I turn now to the building sector. Over the years to the three months ended August
1985, private sector residential building approvals declined by 6 per cent in Victoria as
against a decline of only 3·1 in the rest of Australia. Over the same period, private sector
non-residential building approvals rose by 34·2 per cent compared with a 62·1 per cent
increase in the rest of Australia. That is dealt with in graphs 3 and 4.
It is certainly true that the latest Australian Bureau of Statistics survey of private
business investment expenditure indicates stronger growth in Victoria than in the rest of
Australia over the year to the March quarter. However, the explanatory notes accompanying
the survey point out that the allocation of capital expenditure between the States, especially
for enterprises with operations in more than one State and for expenditure on leased
equipment, is essentially arbitrary. In that context I draw attention to the statement in
this year's South Australian Budget Papers that "'there may be something of a head office
bias in favour of New South Wales and Victoria in the investment levels recorded". That
appears in the document The South Australian Economy at page 22.
It is also interesting that over the year to the three months ended July, lending by the
major trading banks-an important measure of funds available for investment-rose by
18· 7 per cent in Victoria, compared with an increase of 24·7 per cent in the rest of
Australia.

I turn now to the labour market. Earlier I acknowledged that the latest figures for
aggregate employment derived from the labour force survey show a greater increase for
Victoria over the year to September than for the rest of Australia. In so far as that means
more Victorians have jobs and fewer Victorians are unemployed, we, of course, welcome
that result. However, from a broader perspective there are a number of aspects which give
cause for concern, especially regarding the composition of employment growth in Victoria.
The latest figures for wage and salary earner employment, which were released this
month, show that over the year to the June quarter, State public sector employment rose
by 3·7 per cent in Victoria, as against an increase of only 1·7 per cent in the rest of
Australia-and that is dealt with in graph 5. I emphasize the fact that by comparing the
same quarter of each year, the effect of within-year seasonal variations in public sector
employment is eliminated, while comparisons between States are not affected by the equal
counting of full and part-time jobs-so that is a legitimate comparison. Reflecting the fact
that the State public sector employment rose more than twice as rapidly in Victoria as in
the rest of Australia, the State public sector accounted for 12·1 per cent of the increase in
total wage and salary earner employment, as against 7·7 per cent of the increase in the rest
of Australia.
This analysis can be confirmed from the opposite perspective using the industry
dissection of total employment produced by the Australian Bureau of Statistics labour
force survey every three months. Although national figures are available for August, the
latest available Victorian data relate to May. Market sector employment might be defined
as total employment excluding those sectors where employment is either within the public
sector or largely determined by the level of public sector outlays, such as public
administration, community services, electricity, gas and water, recreation and personal
services, and other matters of that kind. In those terms, market sector employment rose
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by 1·7 per cent in Victoria over the year to May, compared with an increase of2·6 per cent
for the rest of Australia. This is illustrated in graph 6.
In other words, while employment growth in Victoria has been stronger than in the rest
of Australia, it has relied disproportionately on growth in public sector employment-that
is, the Government's own employees and those of its authorities. The further strengthening
in employment which has occurred in the September Quarter appears to owe more to the
improved competitiveness of the trade exposed sector in the wake of the devaluation of
the Australian dollar than to any actions on the part of the Victorian Government.
Finally, I want to direct some attention to the rural sector. Rural producers Australiawide have been caught in a cost-price squeeze. Nowhere has this been more apparent than
in Victoria. According to the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, the index of average
prices received by Victorian farmers declined by 21 per cent in real terms between 1980
and 1984, while the index of prices paid for inputs has risen by 5 per cent in real terms.
Apart from interest, the greatest increases have occurred in areas controlled by
Governments-rates and taxes up by 38 per cent in real terms; electricity up by 29 per
cent~ and freight charges up by 11 per cent between 1980 and 1984. Because farmers are
price-takers, they are unable to recoup these increases from the international markets in
which they have to compete with subsidized European Economic Community producers.
As a result, Victorian farm incomes have declined significantly. The Bureau of
Agricultural Economics estimates that income per work year offamily labour in Victorian
broadacre farms will decline to $2289 in the current financial year compared with a
national average of$7490. Two years ago this figure was $10710. For the Victorian dairy
industry, the estimated income per work year is even lower, at $1234, compared with the
Australian average of $4653. Farmers have it tough. However, Victorian farmers have it
toughest of all under this high-taxing Government.
Despite this calamitous situation the Victorian Government continues to burden primary
producers with penal taxation, including the tax on the Grain Elevators Board and its
policy of full cost recovery from rural freight services, to which most farmers have no
legally available alternative, as against only 50 per cent cost recovery from passenger
services, whose clients it sees as having greater electoral significance than farmers.
I turn now to the outlook for the Victorian economy generally in 1985-86. It is notable
that the Budget Papers forecast a small increase in real non-farm product for the nation as
a whole than does the Federal Government-4 per cent as against the 5 per cent expected
by the Federal Treasury. The basic reason for this difference appears to lie in the fact that
the Victorian Government expects a net contribution to gross domestic product growth
from the external sector of only 0·7 percentage points, whereas the Federal Government
expects a net contribution of 1·25 percentage points.
Despite this more sanguine assessment of the impact of the devaluation, the Victorian
Government nevertheless expects Victorian non-farm product to grow more rapidly than
the national average, primarily because of the disproportionate benefit that the devaluation
is expected to bring to the Victorian trade-exposed sector. No evidence is produced to
support this assertion. All we are told is the NIEIR which is the Government's advisory
body, the National Institute of Economic Industry Research, says so. It is a highly selective
Quotation. I might add that NIEIR also says that national non-farm product will grow by
only 2·6 per cent in 1985-86, but that piece of advice appears to have been rejected by the
Government.
There are some other curious aspects to the forecasts in the Budget Papers. For example,
it seems unlikely that real private consumption expenditure will grow by more in Victoria
than in Australia as a whole when, as I demonstrated earlier, the major partial indicators
of consumer spending are both pointing in the opposite direction.
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Similarly, it seems unlikely that private dwelling investment will grow by 2 per cent in
Victoria and yet fall by 4 per cent in Australia as a whole when new dwelling approvals
are declining in Victoria at nearly twice the rate of the rest of the country.
The Budget strategy is based on an assumption of high economic growth, higher here
than in the rest of Australia. If that growth is not achieved, the Budget strategy will be in
serious trouble. The expenditure side of the Budget is not significantly related to the level
of growth in the economy. Once the Government embarks upon its spending program
there will be little flexibility to adjust outlays to any shortfall in revenues. On the other
hand, the receipts side ofthe Budget is potentially sensitive to the rate of economic growth.
Ifrevenues fall short of the Budget Estimates the Government will find itselfin deficit and
Victorians will face a new round of tax increases, increased borrowings or both.
Of course, to the extent that Victoria's relative gain in economic growth flows from our
disproportionate gain from devaluation of the dollar, the Victorian Government can
hardly claim any credit. That is, unless the Government wants to suggest that its massive
overseas borrowings contributed to the collapse of the Australian dollar earlier this year.
I turn now to examine the Budget in more detail. I shall deal, firstly, with revenue,
secondly, with outlays and finally, with the deficit and debt management.
TAXA TION REVENUE
I have already referred to the fact that the Government has increased Victorian tax
revenue by a massive 72·9 per cent over its four Budgets.
I scarcely need say that one can find no admission of this atrocious record anywhere in
the Budget documents. The Treasurer continues to resort to every conceivable device to
conceal his performance. He continues to pretend that a range of imposts, including those
which in his first Budget speech he introduced under the heading "Resource Based Taxes",
are somehow not taxes when it comes to adding up the Government's record. Throughout
the Budget documents, the Treasurer compares 1985-86 revenues with 1982-83, thereby
glossing over the enormous increase in taxation which he imposed in his first Budget in
1982-83.
Let me remind the House of what the Government did in its first term of office. To
quote directly from the Treasurer's first Budget, it "engaged in an extensive search for
creative revenue measures". It permanently increased the rate of pay-roll tax and extended
the pay-roll tax base. It increased stamp duties on land transfers in two hits by as much as
90 per cent, and imposed stamp duty on chattels. It dramatically increased land tax, and
imposed a 1 per cent surcharge on holdings in excess of$936 000. It increased petrol tax,
tobacco tax and, for a year, introduced a wine tax. It imposed new taxes on the Board of
Works and the Grain Elevators Board and drastically increased taxes on the State Electricity
Commission and the Gas and Fuel Corporation. It increased the tax on brown coal more
than fivefold and imposed a new tax on gas consumption. For two years it imposed a tax
on health insurance premiums until its Canberra brethren replaced it with an income tax
surcharge. It imposed a new tax on financial transactions which more than offset the
abolition of credit duty and stamp duties on cheques and marketable securities.
After all that, the Treasurer has the gall to include, at page 73 of Budget Document No.
2, a table purporting to represent the growth in the "taxation base" but which excludes
"the revenue effects of policy initiatives"-that is, tax increases-Hin the 1982-83 Budget
and subsequent Budgets". The Treasurer then compounds this misuse of statistics by
citing on page 4 of his Budget speech and on pages 73 and 166 of Budget Document No. 2
the relatively low increase in the State and local government charges component of the
consumer price index as "evidence" of the Government's restraint-when he knows, or
ought to know, that that measure excludes all of the taxes I listed a moment ago-except
the health insurance levy-and in fact includes only those charges paid directly by
consumers.
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I reiterate that the Budget brings the total increase in taxation under the present
Government to 72·9 per cent. Table 2 sets out the way in which this figure is calculated. It
accepts the subtractions for Tattersall's revenue on-passed to other States and for stamp
duties on corporate reconstructions offset by ex gratia refunds as made in the Budget
Papers. However, it adds those items which properly ought to be considered as taxes but
which the Treasurer continues to categorize as something else.

Let me deal with those items. As I mentioned previously, when the Treasurer increased
the energy consumption levy and raised the brown coal royalty by 428 per cent in his first
Budget, he did so under the heading, ""Resource Based Taxes". The clear intention in each
case was to bring about an increase in the price of gas and brown coal so as to equate it to
their so-called opportunity cost. Similarly, $179 million of the $210 million which the
Government will extract from the Gas and Fuel Corporation in 1985-86 is explicitly
directed at raising the price of natural gas to end-users. As such, like the energy consumption
levy and the brown coal royalty, it is unambiguously and unarguably a tax and must be
included as a tax in any analysis of taxation.
The purpose of public authority dividends has never been quite so explicitly stated. The
fact is, however, that as a result of the public authority dividend policy, every tap, power
point and gas cock has been turned into a branch of the State Taxation Office. The
Treasurer continues to assert that pricin~ decisions of public utilities are guided by the
rate of return requirement and that the dIvidend policy is quite separate. However, table
10.3 on page 183 of Budget Paper No. 2 provides two clear illustrations of the fact that the
two are related.
This table shows that in 1984-85 the State Electricity Commission earned a real return
on equity of$136·6 million, equivalent to a rate of return on the value of assets in service
of 5·2 per cent. This is in excess of the Government's target of 4 per cent, indicating that,
notwithstanding the comparatively moderate increase in tariffs last year, electricity charges
could have been a lot lower without breaching the Government's rate of return target. But
if the State Electricity Commission's real rate of return on assets had been 4 per cent in
1984-85, its return of equity would have been only $48 million. This would have been
insufficient to pay the $70 million dividend demanded of it by the Government without
dipping into its depreciation provisions. Similarly, if the Gas and Fuel Corporation's rate
of return on assets had been 4 per cent in 1984-85, rather than the 5·4 per cent actually
obtained, then its real return on equity would have been $32·1 million rather than $48·1
million and only just enough to pay the Hpublic authority dividend" of$27·6 million.
It follows from these examples that the requirement imposed by the Government to pay
a "dividend" to the Government does influence the rate of return sought by each of the
authorities and, therefore, that prices charged by them would be lower in the absence of
the '"dividend" requirement.
It is also clear from the discussion in chapter 10 of Budget Paper No. 2 that, for all the
verbiage about a Hdividend" target of 5 per cent of equity, the amounts actually extracted
from the authorities, is determined quite arbitrarily, with the primary consideration being
the revenue needs of the Government and the ability of the authorities to pay these taxes
coming a poor second.

The continued refusal of the Treasurer to acknowledge that these imposts are, in fact,
taxes assumes even greater importance in the context of his Hundertaking" that total
taxation revenue, on his definition, will not exceed 5·1 per cent of State non-farm gross
domestic product over the next four years. While that undertaking represents relief of a
sort after the performance of the previous three years, it is still open to the Government
to evade the spirit of that commitment by increasing these other forms of taxationresource taxes and the so-called Hdividends". Of course, even that "undertaking" is an
attempt to redefine the Government's election commitments on taxation.
As it is, total taxation revenue-defined to include all forms of taxation that can be
properly considered as such-now stands at 5·5 per cent of State non-farm product,
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compared with 5·1 per cent in 1981-82, the last year of Liberal Government, reflecting the
26·9 per cent real increase in taxation which has occurred under this Government, as
against an increase of only 15·8 per cent in real State non-farm gross domestic product.
That component of taxation which the Treasurer likes to pretend is something else has
more than doubled as a percentage of State non-farm gross domestic product between
1981-82 and 1985-86, from 0·3 per cent to O· 7 per cent.
The record of the Victorian Government in raising State taxation over the past four
years is also unsurpassed by any other State, although the South Australian Government,
which will be defeated at that State's elections later this year, comes close.
Tables 3 and 4 and graph 7 set out the facts. I direct particular attention to the fact that
New South Wales State taxation has risen by 56·3 per cent over the four years to 1985-86
whereas Victorian State taxation has risen by 72·9 per cent. I also direct attention to the
fact that the States with the smallest increases in State taxation over the past four years
are Queensland and Tasmania, the only States with non-socialist Governments.
The 1985-86 Budget Papers for Western Australia were not available for inclusion in
these tables. However, I note that the Western Australian Budget, brought down last
Thursday, includes reductions in the rate of pay-roll tax for the second year in succession
to as low as 4 per cent, and reductions in the rate of financial institutions duty to 0·02 per
cent. These measures are in stark contrast to the trifling concessions offered in the Victorian
Budget.
Let me therefore turn to the individual taxation measures contained in this Budget. At
the outset, let me say that the Opposition welcomes each of the tax relief measures
announced by the Treasurer. However, apart from the abolition of stamp duties on
workers compensation premiums-which is a significant measure but which was promised
last year-the other concessions are essentially trifling and can hardly be argued to represent
a major boost to economic activity, however justified each might be in isolation.
The net effect of the Government's initiatives will be to reduce total taxation by 1·3 per
cent of what it would otherwise have been in 1985-86, or by less than 0·05 per cent of
State non-farm gross domestic product. The net cost of the Government's initiatives in
1985-86 will be less than the amount it has sitting in the Cash Management Account.
Furthermore, the Government could hardly index, to its benefit, a whole range of
departmental fees and charges, the energy consumption levy, the brown coal royalty and,
in non-revaluation years, land values for land tax purposes without commensurately
indexing the pay-roll and land tax thresholds. As for the other measures, the increase in
the exemption level for rental duty in 1985-86 will cost less than the Government will
spend on purchasing a habitat for the helmeted honeyeater-however important that
might be; the abolition of the stamp duty on residential tenancies will cost less than the
Government will spend on the International Year of Peace; the abolition of the ad valorem
portion of the vigneron's licence fee will cost less than the Ministry of Consumer Affairs
will spend on the purchase and operation of motor vehicles; while the changes to stamp
duties on various agreements and financial instruments will be less expensive in 1985-86
than keeping the Victorian Football League grand final at the Melbourne Cricket Ground
by making grants to the Melbourne Cricket Club.
In sum, the Government has missed the opportunity presented by what it expects will
be a year of strong growth in economic activity as a result of the devaluation of the

Australian dollar, to embark on a program of substantial tax reductions which would
stimulate further growth in private sector activity; for example, real reductions in pay-roll
tax or in some of the more burdensome stamp duties such as those on land transfer.
Instead, the Government has chosen to cash in on growth by maintaining its "take" from
economic activity at a high level, compared with that which obtained before it took office.
The Government needs to be reminded again and again that it has raised total taxation
by 72·9 per cent-twice the rate of increase in prices- in its four Budgets so far. How on
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earth can a Government which has raised taxation by 72·9 per cent in four years-and
which on present trends will have raised taxation by 100 per cent before the expiry of its
current term of office-claim with any credibility that it ~~does not subscribe to a policy of
high taxation"? The answer is that it cannot make any such claim.
OUTLAYS
I refer now to outlays. The major reason for the Government's atrocious record of
raising State taxation is its profligate approach to public sector spending. While we recognize
that the rate of growth in outlays has been reduced from that in the three previous Labor
Budgets, I shall show that in a number of areas the Government's profligacy continues
unabated.
.
The Government's priorities as between increasing expenditure and reducing taxation
are starkly illustrated by the fact that the "recurrent expenditure policy initiatives"
contained in the Budget will cost more than three times as much as the so-called "tax
initiatives" .
Let us examine the record of this Government in the area of public sector expenditure.
Because the Government has moved a number of trust accounts into the Consolidated
Fund and has buried a number of recurrent items, such as interest, in the Works and
Services Account, the only:.consistent data on Budget outlays over a period of years is
contained in the national accounting presentation of the Budget aggregates in Budget
Paper No. 2.
These figures show that between 1981-82 and 1985-86, total outlays, excluding
Commonwealth grants for on-passing but including expenditure under the major initiatives
program in 1985-86, rose by 68·3 per cent. In real terms this represents an increase of23·5
per cent, while as a proportion of State non-farm product, it represents an increase from
13· 7 per cent to 14·6 per cent. Within that total, current outlays rose by 65· 7 per cent in
nominal terms, or by 21·6 per cent in real terms, over the four years to 1985-86.
Even in the current financial year, which is supposed to be a year of restraint, current
outlays on a national accounting basis will rise by 1·6 per cent in real terms while total
outlays will rise by 2·6 per cent in real terms. These trends are depicted in graph 8.
To illustrate that point another way, I present again a comparison of consumer price
index movements and increases in State Government outlays on a national accounting
statement basis. On the previous occasion I referred to total outlays as stated in the Budget
Papers. Of course, some adjustments could be made to more accurately reflect State
expenditure as determined by the Victorian Government itself. This can be done by
deducting from total net outlays the item "Commonwealth Grants for On-passing" but
adding back expenditure under the "Major Initiatives Program"-$64·8 million.
If outlays, on that basis, had increased by no more that the rate of movement in the
consumer price index between the June quarter, 1982 and the June quarter, 1986, those
outlays would have been $7139 million in 1985-86. In fact, those outlays are budgeted to
be $8961 million-an excess of more than $1800 million.
Recurrent outlays on a national accounts basis would have been only $5716 million in
1985-86 if they had increased by no more than the consumer price index. Instead they
will be $7115 million-an excess of$1400 million, more than the Government will raise
from pay-roll tax this year.
Victorians are entitled to ask how much better off are they as a result of all this massive
increase in expenditure. In posing this question I do not dispute that new schools have
been built, new trams and trains provided, police stations and hospitals upgraded, and so
on, as a result of capital works expenditure. Rather, I seek to focus attention on the
recurrent side of the Budget, where the Treasurer claims to have exercised real restraint.
Tables 5 and 6 set out the increase in the recurrent Budget outlays to two key areas.
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Table 5 shows that Budget allocations to meet the operating costs of public transport
have increased by 66·3 per cent over the four years to 1985-86, an increase in real terms
of 22 per cent, while recurrent allocations to the health portfolio-adjusted for
administrative changes-have risen by 69 per cent over the four years to 1985-86, or by
24 per cent in real terms.
I simply pose the question to the House and to the people of Victoria: have we made
any gain commensurate with those increases in expenditure-or, even, at all? I merely
refer back to the various crisis situations to which I referred in opening.
Let us then go to the other end of the expenditure spectrum. Over the four years to
1985-86, the recurrent allocation to the Consumer Affairs Ministry has risen by 261·8 per
cent, or by 165·5 per cent in real terms, while that for the Ethnic Affairs Ministry has risen
by 163·6 per cent, or 105·5 per cent in real terms. Most of these increases have gone into
expanding the bureaucracies of those two Ministries-wages and salaries have risen by
230 per cent in consumer affairs and by 92 per cent in ethnic affairs-into propagandaor "community awareness" as the Minister calls it; into the hiring of consultants and into
handouts to what are for the most part left-leaning "'community groups".
The 1985-86 Budget continues this approach. The Budget contribution to the operating
expenses of the State Transport Authority and the Metropolitan Transit Authority will
rise by 23· 7 per cent or by 14·5 per cent in real terms, notwithstanding the increase in fares
which is to be announced soon. In addition, MT A and ST A financing charges which are
funded from the works and services appropriation, will rise by 46·1 per cent, to over $105
million, to cover the cost of leasing back the $390 million of rolling-stock which the
authorities have sold off and the other debts which they have incurred.
On the other hand, the provision for wages and salaries in the Consumer Affairs Ministry
will rise by 14·5 per cent, twice the forecast increase in average weekly earnings; expenditure
on postage and telephones will rise by nearly 50 per cent; expenditure on "consultants and
special projects", whatever that means, will rise more than tenfold.
The Government will provide $11 million under its much-vaunted "Youth Guarantee
Scheme" for 1250 so-called "Work/study positions" in the public sector. Other than
providing short-term incomes for the persons concerned, it is difficult to see what benefit
there will be either for the ·'trainee" or for Victorians generally. It would be interesting,
for example, to evaluate the ··study" component of the program for railway station
attendants, which is one of the occupations covered by the scheme. I hardly need add that,
if the Government were prepared to take a more flexible approach to wage determination
for young people, expenditures of this sort would not be necessary.
The Budget allocates $225000 for the so-called International Year of Peace, funded
from, of all places, the Department of Industry, Technology and Resources, whose
connection with the anti-American and for that matter anti-Australian propaganda that
emanates from what is euphemistically described as the peace movement, is anything but
clear. I note, however, that, despite the Government's supposed identification of youth as
priority one, it will, in this and the next Budget, allocate $50000 more for the International
Year of Peace than it has in this and the previous Budget for International Youth Year.
So much for youth as ··priority one".
Let me highlight some other items in the Budget which do not sit well with the Treasurer's
claim to have reallocated resources from low to high priority areas: a 22 per cent increase
in rents for public offices, bringing the increase since 1981-82 to 128 per cent; an increase
of over $1·25 million, or 1700 per cent, in the provision for consultants and special
projects of the Public Service Board; an increase of more than $200 000, or 600 per cent,
in the provision for consultants and special projects in the Department of Conservation,
Forests and Lands; and an increase of $140 000, or 80 per cent, in that department's
allocation for publicity; provision of $1·85 million for the purchase of the Dalgety wool
store site in Geelong for "possible future development" of a transport museum; a 115 per
cent increase in incidental expenses in the Local Government Department; and an increase
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of $321 000, or 100 per cent, in the provision for the purchase and running of motor
vehicles for the Ministry for Planning and Environment, together with a $200 000 or 297
per cent increase in that Ministry's allocation for publicity; a $450 000 or 180 per cent
increase in its allocation for incidental expenses and a $620 000 or 140 per cent increase
in its provision for consultants and special projects.
Before concluding this discussion of the outlays side of the Budget, I want to refer to the
Treasurer's concept of productivity savings. The Treasurer indicates that this means that,
in determining the base allocation to each department or agency in the Budget, allowance
has been made for an assumed I per cent saving in costs as a result of increased productivity.
In future years this is to be 1·5 per cent.
The Opposition welcomes the objective of productivity savings. However, an important
difference between the Opposition and the Government is that the Opposition would give
first priority, in allocating any productivity savings, to reducing taxation. The Government,
by contrast, gives first priority to increasing spending.
This in turn gives rise to an important question. What happens if assumed productivity
gains, having already been allocated to increased spending, are, in fact, not realized?
In his Budget speech the Treasurer gives as his only example of this new approach the
statement thatInvestment in a new computer system must yield productivity gains for use in the delivery of high priority
services.

That is the theory. However, when one turns to the Auditor-General's report one gets a
totally different picture of the practice. I refer to the shemozzle surrounding the introduction
of the new computerized State Management Accounting and Financial Information System
or SMAFIS. The Auditor-General states that SMAFIS requires "substantially more
resources" than the $4·55 million originally estimated. No allowance has been made for
departmental administration of SMAFIS, even though these additional costs are being
incurred. Provision of the central processing service under SMAFIS for departments
without their own equipment will, according to the Auditor-General, "cost substantially
more than the $25 000 per department allowed". Data interfacing between departments
and central agencies is still being done manually. Nearly $500 000 has been spent on
consultants to evaluate departmental requirements because the Treasurer's department
was unable to provide these services as originally intended.
In the light of this performance, one is entitled to be sceptical as to whether the assumed
"productivity savings" will actually be realized in all cases.
In summary, the outlays side of this Budget, as with the revenue side, represents a
missed opportunity. This is a year in which, according to the Treasurer's forecasts, the
Victorian economy will grow by up to 5 per cent in real ,terms. It is a year in which,
according to the Treasurer, there is no longer a need for the fiscal stimulus he says was his
objective hitherto. It is a year following three in which total outlays on a national accounting
basis rose at an average annual rate of 6·4 per cent in real terms. Yet in a year which
presented such a golden opportunity to wind back and reduce the role of the public sector,
this Budget increases total outlays by a further 2·6 per cent in real terms.
THE DEFICIT AND DEBT MANAGEl\1ENT
This Budget continues the inexorable rise in the future financial obligations facing
Victorians, our children and grandchildren-something which has been almost as much a
feature of the Cain Government's term in office as have the massive increases in
Government spending and in State taxation.
The "deficit" of a Government in any year represents the extent to which outlays are
not matched by revenues or receipts. That is what Paul Keating means when he claims
that the Federal Budget deficit has been reduced from $6·7 billion to $4·9 billion. The
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amount of$4·9 billion represents the amount of Federal Budget outlays that is not covered
by taxation revenue or by other receipts such as interest, royalties, and the like.
In thf Victorian context, the position of the Consolidated Fund or of the Current
Account of that fund at the end of the financial year does not represent the "deficit" in this
sense. Indeed, by law, the Consolidated Fund cannot be in deficit at the end of a financial
year. Furthermore, as the Treasurer has amply demonstrated since he has been in office,
the balance in the Current Account can be readily manipulated by transferring funds into
or out of the Cash Management Account or other accounts.
The Treasurer himself recognized this when, at page 75 of Budget Document No. 5
accompanying his 1982-83 Budget, he introduced the concept of an "effective deficit",
defining it as the sum of two items in the national accounting presentation, "Advances
from the Commonwealth" plus "other financing items". Since this Government came
into office, however, it has been necessary to add a third category of financing transactions,
sale of assets, in order to obtain a measure of the extent to which outlays are financed
other than by revenues.
Table 7 sets out the calculation of the effective deficit on this basis for the years 1981-82
to 1985-86.
Table 7 shows that the total deficit on budgetary transactions has increased by 130·6 per
cent over the four years to 1985-86: the State deficit has really increased by 69·2 per cent
in real terms. As a percentage of non-farm gross domestic product, the deficit has risen
from 1·1 per cent to 1·8 per cent.
In the current year alone, the total deficit will increase by 27·6 per cent in real terms, or
by 35·6 per cent if the borrowings required to finance the Major Initiatives Program are
included. Within this total, sale of assets continues to be fairly low by comparison with
the first two Budgets of this Government, but that is only because, as the Auditor-General
points out on page 37 of his report, there are hardly any assets left to sell.
The new gold mine for deficit financing is the Capital Works Authority established in
May this year in order to circumvent the provisions of the financial agreement prohibiting
State Governments borrowing directly from the public. This authority will borrow at least
$254 million and possibly $278 million in 1985-86. I shall say more about the Capital
Works Authority shortly.
The impact of this huge increase in the deficit on budgetary transactions in 1985-86 is
highlighted in the table on page 115 of Budget Paper No. 2. This table shows that the net
debt of the Budget sector will increase by over $1 billion in the current financial year, an
increase of 14·4 per cent or 6 per cent in real terms. It will even rise as a percentage of
State non-farm product. So much for a counter-cyclical Budget policy!
Of even greater importance than the ever-increasing volume of debt is the mounting
burden of servicing it. Table 6.4 in Budget Paper No. 2 shows that net Budget debt service
costs will rise by 21 per cent or 12 per cent in real terms in 1985-86. This is the largest real
increase since this Government came to office and brings the total increase in net Budget
debt service charges since 1981-82 to 35· 7 per cent in real terms. Net Budget debt servicing
charges will take up 7·6 per cent of revenues this year, compared with 6·7 per cent in
1981-82. It is not clear from table 6.4 whether these figures include leasing charges on
assets sold and leased back, which for the public transport authorities alone will, according
to the Auditor-General's report, total nearly $75 million this year.
Budget sector debt is, of course, not the end of the story. There has been a huge increase
in borrowings by public bodies outside the Budget, so much so that the disclosed total net
debt of the Victorian public sector has risen by 14·1 per cent, in real terms, whilst this
Government has been in office, including a 3·1 per cent increase in the current financial
year.
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What is of particular concern to the Opposition is the extent to which the exposure of
public bodies, and hence the exposure of consumers of those bodies' services, to exchange
rate fluctuations has risen since the Government came to office, as a result of the massive
overseas borrowing programs which have been undertaken. In this way, Victorian public
bodies have added to the enormous external debt problem facing Australia.
It is true that a large proportion of the increase in external debt since 1978 has come
about as a result of private sector borrowings, especially for resource projects. However,
unlike most of those private sector borrowers, Victorian public bodies are not producing
output which will be exported. They do not have, and do not expect to have, foreign
currency receivables. They do not, therefore, have a natural hedge against exchange rate
fluctuations ..

In his public statements and in the Budget Papers, the Treasurer has exaggerated the
significance of interest rate differentials in relation to those overseas borrowings.
To the extent that the borrowing authorities purchase a hedge through the forward
forei~n exchange market, the pricing arrangements which apply in those markets will tend
to wipe out the apparent interest rate differential of overseas compared with domestic
borrowings. To the extent that forward cover is not obtained, either through the hedge
market or through currency swaps, the borrowing authorities are at risk in the event of
large exchange rate movements. Ultimately Victorian taxpayers and the consumers of
public bodies' services assume those risks.
In 1984-85, Victorian public bodies suffered exchange losses totalling $373 million,
according to the Auditor-General, of which $63 million were realized. Some of the
unrealized losses may, of course, be reduced if the Australian dollar appreciates in the
future.
The Treasurer claims in the Budget Papers that ··in most cases" interest savings have
still been obtained compared with relevant domestic interest rates. However, no
substantiation of this assertion has been provided. We do not know what is the average
effective interest rate on foreign currency borrowings.
It is possible that foreign currency losses have increased further since the end of the last
financial year. Compared with the exchange rates for 30 June 1985 implicit in table 6.8 on
page 120 of Budget Paper No. 2, by last Friday the Australian dollar had appreciated by
5·8 per cent against the $US. However, it had declined by 8·6 per cent against the yen, by
7·9 per cent against the deutschmark, by 10 per cent against the Swiss franc, and by 1·9
per cent against sterling. Those four countries account for a greater proportion of the
overseas debt of Victorian public bodies than does the $US, so that without knowing
precisely what hedging arrangements have been entered into, it is possible that the position
has deteriorated during this financial year.
The Treasurer boldly asserts that foreign borrowings have conferred a net benefit on
Victorian taxpayers and consumers. But like so much of his hmodem money management"
the final accounting will be in the future. What is clear is that, in I 984-85-and probably
in 1985-86-substantial foreign exchange losses have been incurred by the Victorian
public sector. The Treasurer has gambled with the financial security of Victoria and its
statutory authorities. It is highly doubtful whether a Government which, of itself has no
capacity to generate export income, should enter upon such a ~amble. As the likely next
Government in Victoria, the Liberal Party and the people of Victoria can only hope that
as his bets fall due the Treasurer wins more often than he loses. His results to date give no
cause for comfort.
MISCELLANEOUS MATTERS-MORTGAGING THE FUTURE
I turn now to a number of miscellaneous matters generally raising issues of inadequate
financial accountability and potentially significant deferred lIabilities.
First, I refer to the Government's failure to fulfil the potential of program budgeting.
The previous Liberal Government commenced the introduction of program budgeting
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and the present Government has continued that development. The object was to present
information in a format which was more readily comprehensible and more directly related
to the goals of Government policies. This objective is being frustrated. The Government
frequently changes the format from year to year so that comparisons are made hazardous.
Moreover, the Budget has ceased to be a control document. Ministers are entitled to divert
resources from one program to another and often the actual expenditure pattern has been
markedly different from the budgeted pattern.
Second, I refer to the inadequate reporting of the State debt. Again, this year, in his first
report for the year ended 30 June 1985, the Auditor-General has stated that the long-term
liabilities of the State, both as to the Budget and non-Budget sectors, should be disclosed
in the Treasurer's statement. The Auditor-General lists various categories of long-term
liabilities totalling $18 484 million but, again, he points out that the statement does not
disclose:
(a) the total public debt of the State covering both inner and outer Budget sectors;
(b) the total annual debt servicing charges of the State comprising both interest
and loan redemption; and
(c) the extent to which various State revenues are applied to debt servicing.
The Auditor-General is moved to reiterate his view that greater accountability to the
Parliament is required. He concludes in these terms:
3.4.5

I must emphasize that the presentation in my report of additional and consolidated information on the longterm liabilities of the State must be viewed as being in the nature of an interim measure. I remain of the view
that immediate action must be taken to consolidate the reporting of all long-term liabilities of the inner and outer
Budget sectors. to provide Parliament with the means of monitoring the financial viability of the State.

That is quoted from the Auditor-General's first report for the year ended 30 June 1985 at
page 57. For four years the Auditor-General has made the same demand and for four years
the Treasurer has failed to properly disclose the debt of the State. Why is that? Why, when
the Auditor-General is so concerned to establish the level of State debt that he has
expressed the same view for four years, has the Treasurer failed to do so? We can only
conclude that he has something to hide.
The Auditor-General has also been strongly critical of the inadequate provision for
accountability to the Parliament in respect of two other important Government activities.
I refer to the investment in the Portland aluminium smelter project and the establishment
and operation of the Capital Works Authority. In relation to these matters, the AuditorGeneral cited the third report of the Public Bodies Review Committee and his own earlier
observations about a breakdown of accountability processes. This is highly significant. At
page 4 of the Auditor-General's report, the following statements appear:
2.1.5 It is therefore with regret that I find it necessary to make the following comments relating to two recent
undertakings by the Government. These are the State's participation as from 31 July 1984 in a joint venture for
the development ofthe Portland aluminium smelter and the formation of the Capital Works Authority by Order
in Council on 28 May 1985.
2.1.6 The arrangements for the State's participation in the Portland aluminium joint venture and the Order in
Council creating the Capital Works Authority did not meet the criteria agreed by the Public Bodies Review
Committee in that the accountability processes were circumvented by not having the operations of these two
undertakings subject to the scrutiny of Parliament."

These are matters of grave concern to the Opposition, the Parliament and the people of
Victoria. Proper public disclosure of the activities of the Executive is central to the
effective operation of the Westminster system of responsible government. Where the
Executive employs an excess of secrecy, the Parliament and the people can only conclude
that the Government is engaged in activities which, in the full light of day, would not be
acceptable to the people.
No doubt there are matters involved in the operation of the Portland aluminium smelter
project which might properly be kept confidential to the parties. Matters such as the price
Session 1985-25
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of materials and the technology involved, if publicly exposed, could tend to put the joint
venturers at a commercial disadvantage in an intensively competitive world market. But
such considerations are not relevant to and, in any case, should not override the right of
the Parliament and the people of Victoria to know the extent and the nature of their
involvement in this venture. The Victorian Government has provided extensive guarantees
of financial liabilities and has otherwise undertaken contingent liabilities for the
construction and operation of the smelter. Some of those arrangements have not been
disclosed. The Victorian people are entitled to an accurate and comprehensive statement
of their potential liabilities.
The circumstances surrounding the establishment of the Capital Works Authority
disclose that the Treasurer is engaged in illegal and secret activities inconsistent with the
constitutional basis of the relationship between the Executive and Parliament. In his
report, the Auditor-General has criticized the total absence of any reporting process to
ensure accountability of the authority. Apparently, perhaps by his fiat alone, the Treasurer
now proposes to establish reporting and auditing processes for the authority.
It remains to be seen whether they satisfy the Auditor-General. But even more important
questions are raised by the establishment of this authority. The authority was not established
under any legislation or subject to the scrutiny of Parliament. The Treasurer purported to
establish the authority by secret Order in Council-secret because the order was not
published in the Government Gazette nor was there any other public disclosure of the
establishment of the authority. Indeed, the existence of the authority was acknowledged
by the Treasurer only when the Opposition raised the matter in another place.

The course followed was not lawful. The Treasurer claims a prerogative to raise moneys
by a body established by the Executive without recourse to Parliament. No such prerogative
exists. The Treasurer should be warned that one English king lost his head for asserting
just such a right. For centuries Parliament has been the supreme authority in financial
matters. The Capital Works Authority was nothing more than a device to borrow money
without the approval of Parliament. No such approval or warrant existed. The Treasurer
purported to establish the authority as a means of improperly transferring to his own
control the unused borrowing capacity of State statutory and semi-Government authorities.
In addition, the Treasurer has himself sought to excuse this patent device by arguing
that, but for the authority, the State would have been prevented by the financial agreement
from borrowing directly from the public. In other words, the authority is admitted to be a
fraud on the Commonwealth and the other States, a device to circumvent the State's
agreements and the legislation giving effect to those agreements. No tax avoider ever
undertook a more heinous transgression. No more lasting proof of the Treasurer's
culpability in this impropriety could exist than the very secrecy with which the deed was
carried out. The Capital Works Authority was an illegal body, secretly constituted to carry
out illegal, improper and fraudulent purposes. It stands as stark evidence of the depths to
which this Government will go to get its hands on the money necessary to maintain its
high spending policies and practices.
Finally, I refer to four other issues involving substantial future liabilities of the State
and its authorities: firstly, recent publicity suggests that public sector superannuation
schemes in New South Wales might have total unfunded liabilities as high as $4000
million. There is every reason to suspect that a similar situation exists in Victoria. The
recent report of the Economic and Budget Review Committee drew attention to the fact
that the State Superannuation Fund and many other important public sector funds operate
on a pay-as-you-go or partially funded basis. Others, intended to be funded schemes, have
substantial deficits. The committee did not attempt to quantify the unfunded liability but
it did draw attention to the expected rapid rate of increase in the cost of the schemes even
on an unfunded basis. The Government has indicated its intention to make changes to
public sector superannuation schemes. Attention should be directed to the extent of
unfunded liabilities and the Government should avoid changes which will aggravate the
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problems of liabilities being postponed so that they will fall on future generations of
Victorian taxpayers.
Secondly, the Treasurer recently made a public statement that, by the end of the 1984-85
financial year, the State Insurance Office accumulated losses in respect of compulsory
third-party insurance will be of the order of $1600 million. That suggests that on the
accounting methods favoured by the Auditor-General, the accumulated losses will actually
be in excess of$2oo0 million. Despite the Treasurer's statements to the contrary, these are
not "paper losses", they are the best available actuarial assessment of the actual cost of
meeting third-party claims which have already been incurred. The Treasurer has flagged
the possibility of changing third-party insurance to a pay-as-you-go basis. It should be
appreciated that any such change is no more than an accounting change and that if other
reforms are not made to reduce the cost of claims the mammoth losses will continue. The
Treasurer will have succeeded in no more than further mortgaging the future of our
children and their children.
Thirdly, similar chickens will shortly come home to roost in the area of Government
workers compensation. Over the past three years the Government has required the State
Insurance Office to conduct Government workers compensation insurance on a pay-asyou-go basis. As at 30 June 1984 the office had accumulated unfunded liabilities in this
area of at least $341 million. The figure to June 1985 is not yet available but is likely to
exceed $500 million. With the establishment of Work Care those liabilities will have been
transferred to the Accident Compensation Commission or run-off by the State Insurance
Office. Either way, those liabilities will have to be met progressively by Victorian taxpayers
or become a drain on the general workers compensation system.
Fourthly, the establishment of WorkCare has become the shambles the opposition
parties feared. The new workers compensation scheme· is marked by low registration
levels, confusion about liabilities and obligations and maladministration. The financial
viability of the scheme depends heavily upon reductions in the cost of claims. In turn,
those reductions are predicated upon a new system of rehabilitation of injured workers.
There is no sign yet that new rehabilitation facilities will be properly established and still
less that they will provide those increases in effective rehabilitation which have been
assumed by the Government. The Opposition remains fearful that the new scheme will
rapidly accumulate substantial unfunded liabilities.
If the Treasurer's hatchetman in the Accident Compensation Commission spent more
time trying to sort out the shambles in WorkCare and less time handing out bogus howto-vote cards in Nunawading, the State might benefit.

These are further examples of ways in which the Treasurer's "modern money
management" techniques have failed the Victorian community.
In conclusion the real increase in Government outlays in the 1985-86 Victorian Budget
is the lowest of the four years during which the present Government has been in office.
The Opposition welcomes that fact but deplores the failure of the Government to seize
the opportunity of providing genuine tax relief this year. The selective presentation of
economic indicators cannot hide the fact that in areas like retail sales, motor vehicle
registrations and the level of inflation, Victoria is performing poorly relative to other
States.
Reliance upon continued domination by public sector inputs is not an option for the
Victorian economy. The recent devaluation of the Australia dollar has benefited Victorian
trade-exposed industries but in the longer-term Victoria needs to attract new industries
and promote new investment. Continued relatively high tax levels-that is relative to
other States-are an inhibition on achieving those objectives.
The most important requirement for Victoria is strong growth in the private sector.
That much is agreed between the Government and the opposition parties. The Treasurer
has challenged the private sector to produce that growth. By maintaining the real burden
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of State taxes and charges the Government has failed to provide the breathing room the
private sector needs. It is ironic that the Budget strategy is so strongly related to that
central failure of Government.
The Budget strategy is highly dependent upon Victoria's growth being faster than that
of the rest of Australia. It is to be hoped we achieve the 4·5 per cent to 5 per cent growth
assumed. Ifwe do not, Victorians face a surge in the State deficit triggering a new round of
tax increases, still higher borrowings or both. If we do achieve the projected growth rate,
1985-86 will go down as the year Victoria missed its opportunity. If we do not achieve
that growth rate, Victoria might not have another opportunity for many years to come.
The tables and graphs. for which leave was granted to incorporate in Hansard. are as
follows:
TABLE 1: VICTORIAN GOVERNMENT BUDGET OUTLA YS (NATIONAL ACCOUNTING BASIS) IN
CONSTANT 1979-80 PRICES
Outlays In
Current Prices (a)

Year

Outlays In
Constant 1979-80 Prices (b)

% Change

1981-82

5363·8

4403·1

n.a.

1982-83

6512·6

4817·0

9·4

1983-84

7218·6

498·7

3·6

1984-85

8150·6

5298·0

6·2

1985-86

9026·O(c)

5437·3

2·6

Cumulative increases over four years to 1985-86:

23·5

A verage annual increase over four years to 1985-86:

5·4

Notes: (a) Excludes Commonwealth grants for on-passing to tertiary institutions, non-Government schools
and local governments.
(b) Deflated by the implicit deflator of State non-farm product, inferred from Table 6.3 on p. 112 of 1985-86
Budget Paper No. 2.
(c) Includes expenditure under the Major Initiatives Program.

Source: 1985-86 Budget Paper No. 2. Table 1A: I; p. 30
TABLE 2: TAXATION REVENUE ($ MILLION)

State taxation (as defined in Budget Papers)

Less Tattersalls revenue for on-passing to other States
Ex gratia refunds of stamp duties on corporate reconstructions

Pipelines licence fee (b)

1981-82

1985-86

1945·9

3025·3

47·0

19·9

(a)

13·6

30·0

Plus Taxation not defined as such by the Government
Public Authorities (incl. State Bank)

110·2

Energy consumption levy
Brown Coal royalty
Total Taxation Revenue

410·9
12·2

0·9

8·3

1980·0

3423·2

1625·6

2062·2

Percentage change, 1981-82 to 1985-86
Total taxation revenue in constant 1979-80 Prices (c)
Percentage change 1981-82 to 1985-86
Total Taxation Revenue as a percentage of State non-farm product (d)

26·9
5·1

5·5

Notes: (a) Data not available for 1981-82; to the extent that there should be a subtraction for this item in
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1981-82, the percentage increase in total taxation revenue between 1981-82 and 1985-86 would be accordingly
greater.
(b)

Subsequently declared unconstitutional.

Deflated by the implicit deflator of State non-farm product, inferred from Table 6.3 of 1985-86 Budget
Paper No. 2 p. 113.
(c)

(d) Estimates of State non-farm product derived from the same source as in note (c).

TABLE 3: STATE TAXA TION REVENUE BY STATE 1981-82 TO 1985-86 ($ MILLION)
1985-86 (e)

1981-82

1984-85

2282·3

3284·9

356()'0

76·5

89·5

11()'5

32·5

71·8

66·3

2391·3

3446·2

3736·8

730·3

941·4

1009·2

4·3

32·8

31·0

8·6

9·2

9·5

743·2

983·4

1049·7

495·5

813·5
()'6

852·2
().7

494·5

814·1

852·9

153·5

211·3

233·8

New South Wales
State taxation (as defined in Budget Papers)

Plus Public authorities contributions
Lotteries revenue

Queensland
State taxation (as defined in Budget Papers)

Plus Lotteries revenue
SGIO tax in lieu of income tax

South Australia
State taxation (including Electricity Trust contribution
and tax on State Bank in lieu of income tax)
Pipeline licence fee

Tasmania
State taxation (including Hydro-Electricity Commission
levy)

TABLE 4: CHANGES IN STATE TAXA TION REVENUE, 1981-82 TO 1985-86
Percentage
increase
South Australia

72·9
72·1

New South Wales

56·3

Victoria

Tasmania

53·3

Queensland

41·2

Source: State Budget Papers of the various States for 1982-83 and 1985-86. Western Australia Budget Papers
for 1985-86 were not available in the Parliamentary Library at the time of compilation of these tables.
TABLE 5: TRANSPORT AUTHORITIES OPERA TlNG EXPENDITURE ($ MILLION)
1981-82
Vic-Rail

Budget appropriation (a)
less income paid to Consolidated Fund

458·2
264·1
194·1
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48'()

allocation from Budget for tram and bus services

242·1
1985-86
Contributions toward operating expenses (a):
MTA

224-7

STA-corporate services
passenger services

53·2
7()'1

freight services

54-5
402·5

P.e.lncrease, 1981-82 to 1985-86
P.e. Increase in constant prices

66-3
22'()

P.e. Increase, 1985-86 c.f. 1984-85 (current prices)

23·7

Note: (a) excludes contributions to MURLA and subsidies in lieu offreight rate increases.
Sources: 1982-83 Budget Document No. 2 pp. 6, 155 and 163; 1985-86 Budget Paper No. 3, pp. 265-269.
TABLE 6: HEALTH: RECURRENT EXPENDITURES ($ MILLION)
1981-82
Budget appropriation for health

819·9

Plus special appropriations to Hospitals and Charities Fund and Mental
Hospitals Fund

235·2

Less expenditures no longer included in health budget:
Kindergarten and pre-school subsidies
Creche and day care nursery subsidies

35·2
2·2
1017·7

1985-86
Budget appropriation for health (recurrent expenditure)

1428·2
301·9

Plus special appropriations as in 1981-82
Less expenditure not in 1981-82 from Trust Fund

4.()

Aids for disabled persons
Pharmaceutical benefits-State Nursing homes
Drug education campaigns

1·2
5·4
1719·6
69'()

P.e. increase, 1981-82 to 1985-86
P.e. increase in constant prices

24-0

TABLE 7: DEFICIT FINANCING-VICTORIAN BUDGET SECTOR

Item
Financing Transactions
Net Advances from Commonwealth
Sale of Assets
Deficit

1981-2
216·8
199·1
29·1

1982-3
292·8
236·9
161·2

1983-4
147·3
231·0
32()'4

1984-5
493·3
181·4
69·9

1985-6
763·7
179·6
82·7

445'()

69().9

698·7

744·6

1026-0

1·4

1·7

8·2

1()'2

Deficit as % of State Non-Farm Product (b)
1·1
1·6
1·4
Deficit as % of Total Net Receipts (National
Accounting Statement basis) (a)
7·4
9·4
8·6
Sources (a) Items as per 1985-86 Budget Paper No. 2, Table lA. I
(b) State Non-Farm Product inferred from 1985-86 Budget Paper No. 2, Table 6.3
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Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the National Party)-The 1985-86 Budget, which is
the fourth Budget to be introduced by the Cain Labor Government, does nothing substantial
to dispel the Labor Party's reputation for being a big spending, big borrowing and big
taxing Government. This year the Government, through its own propaganda and fanfare
on the economic front, would have led us all to believe it could have done something
positive and constructive to tone down its reputation; however, the Budget does nothing
to dispel the reputation that Labor Governments have worn, and this Government will be
long remembered for introducing a Budget oflost opportunity.
I say '"lost opportunity" because the Government has thrown away its chance to provide
significant cuts in taxation or to tackle the growing State debt by reining in spending and
taking advantage of the 1984-85 Budget surplus and expected increase in revenue of$859
million for 1985-86. In general terms the 1985-86 Budget offers a sprinkling of tax cuts,
which, in net terms, represents $34·9 million; an increase in total Government expenditure
of 10 per cent or $885 million; an estimated increase in Government revenue of $859
million or 9· 7 per cent of the actual figures for 1984-85; an increase in the net debt level
of 11·1 per cent and an increase of 3·3 per cent in new borrowing programs by the
Victorian public sector.
Comments from the general public and from political commentators suggested that the
speech by the Treasurer indicated that the Budget was one of moderation and restraint.
Those people must be naively beginning to believe the Treasurer's mutterings and his
attempt to paint a picture in the Budget Papers, which he does consistently, that there is
moderation and restraint in Government expenditure. For example in Budget Paper No.
2 at page 5 the following appears:
This recurrent expenditure restraint remains a key feature of the 1985-86 Budget.

I should hardly call a 10 per cent increase in total Government expenditure a restraint or,
for that matter, a 9·5 per cent increase in recurrent expenditure anything that resembles
real restraint, in the strictest sense of the word. The use of the words "moderation" and
""restraint" in describing the Budget may seem naively reasonable on the surface but
certainly it does not portray the underlying facts of the matter.
The words ""moderation" and "restraint" must be put in their rightful perspective. If
this year's figures are compared with those for last year, the outcome may be construed as
moderate, but if one compares those figures in an historic sense, that is, if one compares
the powers and the methods selectively adopted and scattered through the Budget Papers,
one does not see any real moderation.
For example, in the first three years of the Cain Labor Government taxes increased by
55 per cent. In the first year of the Cain Labor Government taxes increased by 17·8 per
cent. In the context of these tax increases it may be considered that the tax increase of7·1
per cent projected in the 1985-86 Budget is moderate, but I do not think so.
Another example is that total Government expenditure is up 10 per cent compared with
last year. From 1981-82 total expenditure in Victoria has increased by 79·6 per cent or
$4305 million. One could suggest that the Government is restraining expenditure in thjs
Budget, if one compares the estimated increase for 1985-86 with the 13·7 per cent in the
previous Budget. However, the massive accumulated blow-out in expenditure and taxation
reven ue was excessive in the first place.
The base on which one should compare the Budget figures is for the first two years of
the Labor Government. The base level on which comparisons should be made, and
increases in taxation and expenditure assessed, was exorbitant and unacceptable in the
first place. Because the taxation base has grown under the Labor Government and
unacceptably high levels of Government expenditure have occurred, the Cain Government
will never shake off the tag of being big spending and big taxing.
The Government has told us in the past, and continues to tell us, that the Victorian
economy is on the move. We were told that last year in the Budget speech, and we are now
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told that Victoria is leading in the economic recovery stakes. The Government stated also
that Victoria is now on a solid financial footing.
Page I of Budget Paper No. 2 suggests that the 1985-86 Budget is brought down in a
context dominated by two factors. The first of which is the restored financial situation of
the Victorian Budget sector. On page 2 of the Budget speech the Treasurer stated that the
viability of the Budget had been restored.
In view of these claims, why does the Government not bite the bullet and rein in
Government spending to provide real, meaningful and widespread tax relief? I suggest
that it is because the Government neither wants nor intends ever to do so. So long as that
is the attitude of the Cain Government, small business and individual taxpayers will
continue to pay for the excesses of the Government. To suggest moderation and restraint
in the 1985-86 Bud~et is to have accepted, or considered reasonable, the excessive and
high levels of spendmg in taxation over the past three Labor Budgets. I, for one, do not
accept them.
The economic policies of the Cain Government which underpin the Budget must be
challenged. The myth that this Budget restores restraint and illustrates moderation must
be exposed, and I intend to do just that.
I refer the House to taxation revenue. Figures from the Consolidated Fund show that
revenue from State taxation will increase from $2826·25 million in 1984-85 to $3025
million in 1985-86. This represents an increase in taxation revenue of $199 million or 7
per cent since last year.
To put it in perspective, this year's increase, together with taxation increases since the
Cain Government came to office, represents accumulated increases of more than 60 per
cent in four years. The Government, conveniently, does not classify imposts such as the
public authority dividend tax or the energy consumption levy as taxes and, therefore, it
may dispute that claim.
The fact that there is no real increase in estimated tax revenue is welcomed. Another
welcome feature is the announcement of no new taxes. That is a pleasant change. One
issue on which I take the Government to task is its election commitment not to increase
taxes and charges beyond the consumer price index over the life of the present Parliament.
In the opening speech of the election campaign on 11 February, 1985 the Premier said:
The key feature of our tax package announced last week does just that: it gives a firm pledge that the rate of
State taxes and charges will not increase in the next four years beyond increases in the Consumer Price Index.

He also said:
The same applies to gas, electricity, and Board 'of Works charges: they will not rise in real terms during the
next four years.

This seemed at the time, and would still appear to be, a straightforward commitment.
Every person of voting age would take the statement for what it is and interpret it to mean
that char~es for electricity, gas and water and other individual taxes would not rise beyond
the inflatIOn rate.
That is a reasonable interpretation, but not according to the Budget Papers. Page 8 of
Budget Paper No. 2 expands on this commitment. It states that the central election
commitment was that there would be no over-all increase in the real tax burden for
Victorians over the four-year life of the present Parliament. That is double talk by the
Premier. That statement indicates what the commitment really means. It refers to the
over-all increase in the real burden. We are starting to get the picture, but there is still
more to the interpretation. The explanation of the commitment also states:
The appropriate measure of this real tax burden is the level of total taxation revenues in the Consolidated
Fund (excluding revenues directly offset by expenditure) expressed as a percentage of Victorian non-farm GDP.

Therefore, it is suggested that on the basis oflast year's outcome the appropriate quantitative
measure or yardstick to assess the fulfilment of the commitment is a percentage level of
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5·1 per cent. The estimated figure in 1985-86 is 4·8 per cent. Therefore, the Government
claims it is honouring its commitment.
I do not argue with that claim, but I argue with the means adopted to measure or
interpret the commitment. One of the two variables in the equation is the Victorian nonfarm gross domestic product. So long as the non-farm gross domestic product continues
to increase at a rate that is either equal to or better than the existing rate, the Government
can increase over-all taxes at a rate more than the consumer price index in order to
maintain the ratio below 5·1 per cent. Therefore, the Government can reap equal benefitsthrough taxation revenues-from non-farm gross domestic product growth.
Based on the Government's philosophy it has to have its hands in the pocket of all
growth. Another interesting point is that, based on the Government's rationale and
interpretation of ""real tax increases", the Government could have increased tax revenue
further to bring the ratio of taxes to Victorian non-farm gross domestic product from 4·8
per cent to 5·1 per cent. Had the Government done so I doubt whether the Victorian
public would have accepted and would now accept that far-reaching definition. Page 9 of
Budget Paper No. 2 states:
In spite of the fact that the election commitment is a global one, rather than referring to movements in
individual taxes. the Budget also contains no increases in real rates of tax.

The statement seems to suggest that the Government believes it is doing the individual
taxpayer a favour. I doubt whether any individual feels that any favours have been
forthcoming. I strongly refute any claim that Victorians elected the Government on a
commitment on taxes that meant any more than a straightforward pledge referring to
inflationary adjusted rises in individual taxes and charges.
This claim would be supported by those ratepayers who were informed earlier this year
that they were facing Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works rate increases of up to
25 per cent. I am sure those ratepayers do not believe the Government has fulfilled its
election commitments. Equally, Victorians have seen this increase in Board of Works
rates as a blatant broken election promise.
Current Account expenditure to be met by the Consolidated Fund in 1985-86 is projected
to be $7861 million. According to Budget Paper No. 2, at page 5, where this fJgure was
adjusted to a comparable basis with previous years, it represents an increase in expenditure
of9·5 per cent from the previous year-an increase in expenditure beyond the increase in
the consumer price index and one that could not be classified as portraying Government
restraint. To put that increase in recurrent expenditure into what I classify as its right
perspective, the growth in expenditure needs to be looked at over the three and a half
years that the Cain Government has been in office. In 1981-82 recurrent expenditure
amounted to $5053 million. In four years Victorians have seen this figure blowout to
$ 7861 million-a blow-out that represents a total increase of 55·6 per cent.
The fact that the Government's recurrent expenditure has continued to increase at
unreasonable rates does not illustrate restraint-far from it! In fact, in the Labor
Government's first Budget it increased recurrent expenditure by approximately 18 per
cent. Comparing the present figure with that first increase, it may be possible to suggest
restraint, but the fact is that the increase in expenditure was unacceptably high in the first
place.
With regard to total Government expenditure, as illustrated in the Consolidated Fund,
expenditure has been estimated to increase by 10 per cent or $885·8 million. Victorians
should not be fooled. This increase does not reflect restraints on Government expenditure.
If one puts this rise in total expenditure into its rightful perspective, it can be seen that
since 1981-82 total expenditure has increased from around $5408 million to $9713 million
in 1985-86. This represents an increase of 79 per cent. In its first year alone, the Cain
Government increased total expenditure by 28 per cent.
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I repeat what I said earlier-these rises are unacceptably high and to compare only this
year's increase with last year's and then suggest that the increase in expenditure is moderate
is very short sighted.
This Labor Government is a big spending Government. All Victorians pay for it in one
way or another. The escalation in expenditure must stop. When the Labor Party first came
to government, it would excuse its massive increases in spending by referring to the
difficult economic conditions at the time. Now, according to the Government, those
difficult times have passed, yet the increase in expenditure continues. I suggest that this
Labor Government will never-nor does it ever want to-rein in expenditure.
I now turn to the State debt and borrowings. The level of the State debt has grown
alarmingly under the Cain Government. Budget Paper No. 2 at page 113, shows that the
net debt of Victorian Government and State authorities is estimated to rise to $17 249
million in 1986.
This is an increase of$1727 million over the 1985 figure, or an increase of 11·1 per cent.
Since 1982, the net debt has risen from $11 088 million to $1 7 249 million, an increase in
the State's debt over four years of 55·5 per cent. Everyone will have to pay this debt. The
Government has no regard for the fact that it is saddling every taxpayer in Victoria with a
massive burden.
An important consideration is the impact oflevels of borrowing and debt on the Budget
sector. Table No. 1.6, Budget Paper No. 2 at page 23 shows recent trends in borrowing
and net debt as a proportion of Victorian non-farm gross domestic product. This ratio is
expected to be 14 per cent in 1985-86 and compares with a ratio of 13·8 per cent in
1984-85. The simple fact is that in 1985-86 the ratio is estimated to increase. While
explaining the trend, it is stated at page 23 of Budget Paper No. 2 that the increase has
been modest and that this conclusion has been based-very conveniently-on an historical
perspective.
The years used for this historical perspective are 1964 and 1974. In 1964 the ratio was
30 per cent, whereas in 1974 the ratio was 20 per cent; therefore, the conclusion in this
context is that the increase has been modest. I take exception to this blatant, simplistic
and convenient use of selectively choosing the historical perspective. The explanation
gives no regard to the fact that economic conditions and variables were different. Even
given the improved economic conditions of today, the net debt is increasing and, as a
proportion of the non-farm gross domestic product, it has increased from last year.
I turn to taxation measures. The Government has announced a sprinkling of tax cuts
which in total amount to $46·5 million in a full year. Taking into account the 7 per cent
increase in motor registration fees, the net effect of the taxation measures amounts to
$34·9 million in a full year. While the tax cuts are welcome, they do not go far enoughthey are only a drop in the ocean when considering that 1985-86 revenue from State
taxation is expected to increase by $199 million. The $46·5 million is only a mere fraction
of the estimated increase in all Government receipts of$858 million.
The abolition of stamp duty on workers compensation premiums, which was effected
on 1 July 1985, is a welcome and overdue move. On the issue of workers compensation,
or what is now known as WorkCare, I shall make a point quite clear. Although the
Government claims, firstly, that WorkCare will save employers $600 million in its first
year compared to the old system and, secondly, that the system will be fully funded over
five years, I point out that there is strong evidence to suggest that the system cannot pay
its way in the long term. In the years ahead we will all have to pay one way or another for
a potentially massive unfunded liability.
The tax measures in the Budget also provide for an increase of 7 per cent in the
exemption level for pay-roll tax from $215 000 to $230 000. This so-called "tax initiative"
merely keeps the exemption level in line with inflation. The increase of 7 per cent is no
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favour to small business-it is merel¥ expected of the Government. The so-called "cost"
of increasing the exemption level is $5·9 million in a full year but it is not a cost to the
Government.
The employer's pay-roll is increasing with inflation and the employer will not be receiving
any money in his pocket from the supposed tax cut. In a broader context, the Government
receipts from pay-roll tax will increase by over $100 million on the previous year. This
represents an increase of 9·9 per cent. In this context, the Government is certainly taking
more than it is handing back.
In general, the Treasurer and the Government will claim that the Budget provides overall tax relief. They will also attempt-and I emphasize the word "attempt"-to lead us to
believe that the "relief' is significant and substantial. We should not be fooled. The "tax
cuts" are only a small portion of increase in the revenue grab by the Government. The tax
measures are only a token gesture when the Government could have done much more.
The Budget Papers make bold and possibly optimistic forecasts about crucial economic
indicators which underpin the Budget. Two of the major economic indicators-which
significantly determine the outcome of 1985-86 Budget-are the rate of growth in business
investment and the rate of growth in Victoria's non-farm gross domestic product.
The 1985-86 Budget has been based on the assumption that the rate of real growth in
Victoria's non-farm gross domestic product will be in the vicinity of 4·5 per cent to 5 per
cent. Inherent in this estimate is the forecast that real business investment will increase by
12 per cent-I emphasize this point. This is twice the forecast rate for the rest of Australia.
If Victoria, and private industry especially, can achieve these growth rates, then the
expected outcome can be achieved. If, however, for a number of reasons the forecast is
not realized, there will be some major problems on the revenue side of the Budget.
I turn to one of the most serious problems facing the State and I refer to the pressure on
agriculture in Victoria. When the Treasurer introduced the 1985-86 Budget in Parliament
on 24 September, my initial and immediate response to the Budget as it relates to agriculture
was to say, "The Budget would be remembered as the occasion when Victoria's struggling
rural economy was cut adrift and country Victorians were left to fend for themselves by
the Cain Labor Government". They are tough words but accurate words and they are
becoming more true every day.
I also said, 44Country people would never forgive the Cain Government for neglecting
their economic crisis in framing the 1985-86 Budget. Since I made those initial comments
I have had time to reflect on my assessment and to absorb in more detail what effect the
Budget will have on agriculture.
Having done that, I can now say without reservation, that I would not, in any way,
change my initial reaction.
The past financial year, 1984-85, has not been a good one for the agricultural sector. In
1984-85 the gross value of Victorian rural production declined by 8 per cent compared
with an increase for Australia of 0·7 per cent.
In 1984-85 the Bureau of Agricultural Economics index of prices received by the rural
sector rose by only 2·7 per cent in nominal terms. This is in contrast with the bureau's
index of prices paid by the rural sector, which increased by 6 per cent.
Despite the fact that the volume of Victorian rural exports increased by 19·5 per cent in
1984-85, farm incomes are estimated to have declined by a massive 47 per cent. The
forecasts for 1985-86 are not much brighter. In 1985-86 gross farm product is expected to
decrease by approximately 5 per cent. As a consequence of the devaluation of the Australian
dollar, prices received by farmers are expected to increase by 7 per cent. However, despite
this and other factors, it is stated that cost pressures are likely to remain severe, particularly
growth in debt service charges. In total, farm incomes in 1985-86 are expected to decline
by a further 12 per cent.
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All honourable members should realize from these figures that the rural economy still
remains in a state of decline and crisis. The 1985-86 Budget does nothing to attempt to
arrest the declining rural economy. In fact, the Department of Agriculture and Rural
Affairs has been singled out for excessively harsh treatment.
The department's Budget allocation rises by only 2· 7 per cent compared with an increase
across all departments of8 per cent. Is that what the Government thinks of the Department
of Agriculture and Rural Affairs? The National Party and the Opposition used to blame
the former Minister of Agriculture in another place, who was the most hated Minister in
Cabinet. However, the current Minister, the Leader of the Government in another place,
is now treated in a worse manner than was the former Minister of Agriculture. I believe
the state of agriculture is not the fault of the former Minister but rather is a result of the
policy of the Government, which is not interested in agriculture and country people. That
is clear from the increase in the Budget allocation for Government departments overall of
8 per cent but an increase of only 2· 7 per cent for the Department of Agriculture and Rural
Affairs.
The honourable member for Werribee, who formerly earned his bread and butter as an
employee of what was known as the Department of Agriculture, should be ashamed of
being a member of a Government that has treated country people in such a manner. It is
about time the Government spent some money on country people. That would be preferable
to wasting money on festivals that never take place.
For the second year in succession the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs must
suffer such iniquitous treatment. Last year, it was announced in the Budget that the
department's staff numbers would be cut by 120.
This year's Budget Papers do not make a similar announcement but it is obvious that
staff numbers in the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs will be cut even further.
More staff members will be thrown out of the department-and it is a pity that that did
not occur when the honourable member for Werribee was employed by it. Last year, staff
numbers in that department were cut by 120 persons, and they will again be cut in the
1985-86 Budget year.
It is blatantly obvious that the rural sector is being neglected and singled out for harsh
treatment by this Labor Government. While most other departments will increase their
spending in real terms, the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs must cope with a
cut in spending in real terms of about 5 per cent-and that is at a time when its role could
not be more critical. The Government does not realize that a serious situation exists in
the rural sector.
Another example of the Government's iniquitous treatment of the farm community,
and grain growers in particular, is the imposition of the public authority dividend tax on
the Grain Elevators Board. There is no doubt that that tax on the board is a sectional tax
on Victorian grain growers. There is no justification for its imposition, and the Government
has failed to remove it. Perhaps the Treasurer does not realize that the capital of the Grain
Elevators Board was put there by the grain growers of Victoria, and this Government has
seen fit, during a time of very real problems for grain growers, to impose a tax on the
board.
The Government has taken some $9 million from grain growers in the past two years
through that tax and, through this Budget, it will take a further $4·5 million. That is a
reduction of $500000 from 1984-85. However, that reduction is not a gesture by the
Government signalling a degree of relief. It portrays no favours.
The reason that the tax has been reduced by that small amount is as a result of one
factor only-and that is that the volume of grain receivals is expected to be down. I assure
honourable members that if receivals were forecast to be increased, the tax on the Grain
Elevators Board would also have been increased.
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This Labor Government must stand condemned for its lack of interest in the problems
of the rural sector. Only last week the Government again showed its true colours when it
comes to agriculture. The Minister for Transport, Mr Roper, announced that grain rail
freight rates would increase by 6 per cent.
Negotiations regarding freight rates have been taking place for a long time. The industry
representative, namely, the Grains Group of the Victorian Farmers and Graziers
Association, has spent much time, resources and money involving itself in negotiations
with the Government. These so-called negotiations were supposed to result in reasoned,
warranted and justified movement in grain freight rates.
However, that is not the case. Instead, after months of talks and more talks, the
Government makes yet another blatant political decision. The industry must now be
wondering why it should become involved in costly and time-consuming negotiations
when the Government uses the negotiations only as a charade. The industry must surely
believe it has been kicked in the teeth.
As I understand it, V/Line recommended that the rate increase should be 3 per cent at
the most. That figure was obviously not acceptable to the Government, which wants to
take more money from the grain growers. Therefore, it announced a 6 per cent increase.
In my view, such an increase cannot be justified. Let us get this quite straight: this
Government's philosophy towards the agncultural sector is, "When it is down, kick it
down further."
Those recent examples of the Government's blatant disregard for the farm sector,
especially when it is in crisis, makes a complete mockery of the "soft shoe pedalling" of
the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs on the steps ofParliamel)t House not many
months ago in front of 40 000 angry and frustrated farmers and c~untry people.
The Minister suggested that the Government understands their problems. He said the
Government was sympathetic. The rural sector and the community generally must now
surely be convinced that Labor Governments will continue consistently to single out
farmers and country people for harsh treatment.
In conclusion, I repeat what I said at the outset of my speech in the Budget debate-the
Cain Labor Government has failed in the 1985-86 Budget to offer any substantial or
widespread tax relief. The Budget does not portray restraint or moderation-far from it!
The level of Government expenditure continues to increase at unacceptably high levels
and the State's debt also continues to climb alarmingly.
In an historical perspective, the Cain Labor Government continues to illustrate that it
is a big spending and big taxing Government. Finally, the Government has graphically
shown that it has no regard whatsoever for the rural sector of Victoria.
Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-The Opposition has failed to honour the tradition in this
Parliament of using the Budget to present a credible alternative economic strategy. All
that honourable members have heard from the honourable member for Brighton, who is
the Opposition lead speaker in the Budget debate, is an absolute fizz. After seven months
in Parliament, coming here with high hopes held for him by the Liberal Opposition, and I
might say by the media, he' has shown himself to be a fizzer; already, after only seven
months, he is a "yesterday's" man.
The analysis put forward by the honourable member for Brighton has included a lot of
broad, wide-ranging assertions and a lot of quite false analyses and analogies. The basic
tenet on which he has relied and relied heavily and repeated time and again during his
speech is his view that the increase in expenditure by the Government is synonymous
with an increase in the rate of tax.
As the Leader of the National Party pointed out, that is simply not true. The Budget
Papers show that that is an absolute falsehood; in fact, if one compares the rate of tax
increase with the rate of increase in the non-farm gross domestic product, one finds that
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the rate of tax increase is falling. Taxes are increasing at a rate lower than the rate at which
the economy is expanding.
At least the Leader of the National Party was honest enough to concede that, but the
spokesman for the Liberal Party did not. It is a case where either he did not understand
the issue-and I do not accept that-or he quite deliberately misrepresented the situation
and I believe, on the evidence, that he deliberately misrepresented the situation.
The Leader of the National Party continued at some len$th about what he saw as the
deficiencies of the Budget concerning the rural sector, partlcularly the agricultural area,
but it was fascinating that, with the sole exception of his suggestlon about grain freight
rates, he did not put forward a single proposition as to what ought to be done to assist the
sector of the community to which he and his members pay respect. He also referred to the
Grain Elevators Board, but those were the only two items that he mentioned.

Mr Ross-Edwards interjected.
Dr COGHILL-The Leader of the National Party is suggesting that the staffing levels
in the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs are a prime determination in the
welfare of the agricultural community. I am sure the officers of the department would be
flattered, but I think the honourable member would find that very few people support that
assertion.
One would have thought, by his comments on grain freight rates, that if the National
Party were serious in the view put forward by its Leader, that it would have been its stated
policy both in the past and today that there be a freeze on such grain freight rates.
However, it has not been part of the National Party's stated policy. Perhaps in response
to my comments the National Party will suddenly formulate such a policy, but it has not
been its policy to date.
If what has been said by the opposition parties today is an indication of the concerted
attack which they intend to make over the next three weeks, this Parliament will be asleep
at the end of that three weeks. The Opposition does not have material ready, it has no
policy and it does not have the capacity to mount that sustained attack. That is obvious
from what has happened in the Parliament today.
Bereft as it is of any substantive and credible positive alternative policies, the Liberal
Party has had no alternative but to rely on fear mongering, distortion, assertions and
economic fantasies based on the dogmas of the "new right" ideologues. Their dogmas
appeal to simple minds. They appeal to an Opposition which makes no effort to formulate
policies with any depth or any substance. So bereft is the Opposition that it has sold itself
to faceless men in order to buy policies, to buy brain power and to start a think-tank of
some sort of draft policies because Liberal Party members are unable themselves to
prepare and develop policies.
In that context, it is worth remembering the age-old truth: he who pays the piper calls
the tune. Perhaps next year these puppets will have some policies to put before Parliament,
but they will not be their policies-they will be the policies of their masters, those who are
supporting them financially.
The simple formulas on which the Opposition currently depends are not new. They are
certainly not the result of any analysis, any economic strategy or indeed any substantive
thought. It is only a short time since the Leader of the Liberal Party spoke about putting
meat on the bones of the party's policies. What are those bones? The Llberal Party, on the
evidence today and previously, has relied on what are the dried-out bones of a moribund
economic theory which was thrown out on the rubbish dump of history 50 years ago. It is
resorting to a fossilized dogma which it is attempting to pohsh up in the hope that it will
rise from the deal half a century after it was discredited, destroyed and discarded.
The Liberal Party has often spoken of its admiration for Adam Smith and the views
which he put forward. The Liberal Party has sought to establish credibility in the twentieth
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century from the views that he put forward in the nineteenth century. Adam Smith's
theory was discredited at that time. It was discredited in the Georgian and Victorian eras.
It is even less relevant to the 1980s. His theory was developed and based on small
government, small business, unorganized labour, an undemocratic economy, no freedom
of association for workers or others and no universal suffrage. That was the context in
which it was developed. We all know that that is no longer true.
If Adam Smith's work is still the standard economic text of the Liberal Party, we can
only assume that the Liberal Party is prepared to inflict the consequences of that text on
the community. These consequences lead to confrontation and to conflict within the
community and are a direct attack on the living standards of Victorians. We can only
conclude from it that the Liberal Party wants a Victorian Victoria, and a return to the
sweatshop and Dickensian social and economic conditions of that period.
Despite the fact that both past and recent historical evidence shows the opposite, we
find that the Opposition is putting forward a view that Governments should not intervene
in the economy, that issues of equity and social justice impede economic growth and that
the cost of government is the cause of economic decline.
This level of debate is not only an absolute insult to the public of Victoria but particularly
to this Chamber where honourable members are expected to debate such issues in a
considered manner. The Opposition insults us by the inadequacies of the totally unfounded
case that it puts forward.
One need only refer to the views of one of the senior conservative statesmen of Australia
to see just how out of touch the Liberal Party in Victoria has become. I refer to Mr
Anthony who has been reported on as follows:
he shook his head in despair when he heard some academics, politicians and farm leaders pontificating on the
virtues of macro economics as the cure for the ills of Australia's export industries.

That statement appeared in the Weekly Times on 18 September 1985.
In the Opposition's scheme of things, there is no comprehensive analysis of the economy
or of anything for that matter that needs to be done. The central idea is of Government
failure. Given the performance of the Liberal Party up until 1982, one can understand
why the Liberal Party adopts that view, because up to 1982 when the Liberal Party was in
government it did fail because of its own incompetence and neglect based upon its own
ideology.
The Liberal Party is intent on one thing and one thing only; that is, to regain power for
its own sake and not for social benefits but for the sake of exercising power. To achieve
that aim, the Liberal Party is prepared to resort to any means to obtain that end, including
means which distort reality and which deliberately mislead the public.
The Liberal Party refuses to acknowledge the self-evident truth that market failure is
inevitable in the competitive system and it has no perception of difficulties which are
inherent in the market-place, factors which occur within both the domestic and international
markets. The reason for that is clear to see-the Opposition wants to blame government
for whatever problems are occurring in the community and is not interested in Fresenting
any coherent alternatives but is only interested in obtaining political mileage 0 the worst
kind.
It is worth examining the international context to see what has happened over the past
two or three decades. I wish to refer to the Organization for Economic Co-operation and
Development economic studies publication of 1985 on the role of the public sector. The
introduction to that publication states that the last two decades have been characterized
by Government involvement in all OECD countries. For example, in 1960 there were
only two countries where total general Government expenditure exceeded one-third of the
gross domestic product yet by 1982 this level had been surpassed in all countries for which
data was available. In support of this I seek leave to have incorporated in Hansard two
tables which I have already shown to Hansard.
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The SPEAKER-Order! The tables are suitable for reproduction.

Leave was granted, and the tables were as/ollows:
GENERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE
1982

1980

Revenue

Expenditure

Revenue

Expenditure

%

%

%

%

Australia

22·1

25·4

34·2

Austria

32·1

31·0

36·3
5Q.3

46·7

Belgium

30.3

27·5

56·6

45·4

Canada

28·9

26·0

Denmark

24·8

50.7

Finland

28·7

27·3
3Q.0

45·5
6Q.7
41·3

39·7

39·0

France

34·8

34·9

50.7

48·9

West Germany

32·5

35·1

48·4

45·3

Greece

17·4

21-1

37·0

31·3

Iceland ( 1960-1980)

28·2

36·4

34·4

38·0

Ireland (1960-1980)

28·0
3Q.l

24·8

57·1

42·3

28·8

53·7

41·5

20.7

34·2

30.2

Luxembourg

18·3
3Q.5

32·5

54·3

51·5

Netherlands

33·7

33·9

63·7

55·8

Norway

29·9

33·1

48·8

52·8

Portugal

17·0

17·8

42·7

33·2

Spain (1964-1981)

18·8

18·8

34·1

30.6

Sweden

31-1

32·2

59·7

Switzerland

17·2

23·3

67·3
3Q.0

Italy
Japan

33·2

Turkey

18·0

19·1

NA

NA

United Kingdom

32·6

3Q.3

47·4

43·7

United States

27·6

27·3

37·5

32·0

Mean (unweighted)

25·3

27·7

47·0

41·9

Source: OECD publication Tax Role ofthe Public Sector 1985.

Social Expenditure as % ojGDP

Growth in real GDP per capita

Country

Tran. (I)

Educ.

Total (2)

1982

Average
1960-1982

Sweden

18·6

7·6

33·5

Q.4

2·5

Netherlands

28·3

7·2

36·1

(2·0)

2·5

Norway

15·0

8·0

27·1

(1·0)

3·4

Luxembourg

22·8

8·6

(1·4)

2·2

Denmark

17·9

6·6

29·0

3·6

2·7

0.3

3·5

Austria

19·8

5·9

27·9

Belgium

22·8

6·1

38·0

1-1

3·4

Germany

17·6

4·7

31·5

(1·0)

2·8

Italy

18·1

5·0

29·1

(0.6)

3·4
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Tran. (I)

Educ.
3·4

793

ASSEMBLY

Growth in real GDP per capita

Total (2)

1982

Average
1960-1982

J.l

3·4

()'I

3·0

France

25·8

Ireland

14·3

6·3

27·1

U.K.

13·9

5·6

24·9

2·3

1·8

Canada

11·8

7·7

21·7

(5·2)

2·7

Finland

10·1

Portugal

5·5

2·0

3·6

4·5

2·9

4·8

19·6

(2·6)
()'6

3·0

4·9
9·2

5·8

18·5

(2·5)

2·3

U.S.A.

12·1

5·8

21·0

(3·3)

2·0

Japan

11·3

5·1

17·5

2·3

6·2

Switzerland

13·0

5·2

14·9

( 1·8)

1·8

Greece

11·6

2·2

12·8

«()'6)

4·8

()'5

4·0

(l·0)

3·1

Iceland

11·1

New Zealand
Australia

Spain
OECD Average

2·6

1·3

(1) 1981

(2) 1982 or nearest year
Prepared by: Hugh McBride, 24th July 1985.
Source: OECD Statistics

Dr COGHILL-The first table shows levels of general Government expenditure in
1960 and 1982 for each of those countries listed and also the levels of revenue for those
years as a percentage of gross domestic product.
The second table has the countries rearranged in order of the level of Government
expenditure as percentages of the gross domestic product and shows the level of social
expenditure for the transport and education areas in total, and growth in real gross
domestic product per capita during that period.
During the 1960s the expansion which occurred in the economy took place within an
unusually stable international economic environment and against a background of
historically unprecedented rates of economic growth.
In the 1970s economic performance declined relative to the levels which had been
previously experienced. The international context had changed because of the collapse of
the fixed exchange rate system, the unparallelled peacetime commodity and food prices
boom and the first oil shock which occurred in 1973.
In the 1970s the macro-econqmic performance of all Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development countries deteriorated and remained relatively poor in the
following decade. This aspect is relevant to the claim of the Opposition that economic
decline is caused by ~ig government.
Between 1960 and 1982, which is a long period, Government spending in Australia was
low compared with OECD standards. Despite that, Australia's relative position worsened
during that period. If the contention of the Opposition were correct, Australia's position
should have been relatively better in 1982, rather than relatively worse.
In 1962, Australia was ranked seventeenth out of 23 countries with a Government
spending share of 22 per cent, some five-sixths of the average for all OECD countries. By
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1982 the share of Government spending had risen to just more than 36 per cent; only
three-quarters of the over-all average, and Australia's ranking had fallen one place.
The rapid growth which had occurred in Government spending since the end of the
second world war and the economic decline which has occurred in all countries over the
past decade has created a climate for public debate about the size of public sector spending
and the role it should play. However, no evidence exists to suggest that countries with
high or rapidly increasing Government spending or tax shares have performed any worse
during that time in economic growth, inflation or employment. Indeed, evidence now
suggests that countries, such as the United Kin~dom, which have followed macro-economic
theories-which are supported by the Opposition-have not shown an improvement in
economic growth rates.
The evidence goes further to suggest that arguments based on the assertion that a choice
is to be made by Governments between equity and efficiency are false. Those Western
nations, especially Scandinavian countries, which have pursued equity and efficiency
together have recorded consistently higher rates of economic growth than Western nations
with poorly developed welfare structures and inadequate redistributive social policies.
I shall now refer to WaIter Korpi, an eminent Swedish economist, who recently visited
Australia. He conducted a comparative study of eighteen Western countries and divided
the countries into two groups. The views of the countries in the first group may be seen as
akin to the views of the Opposition-they claim that the private market and the family
are the natural and central ways to provide for the needs of citizens. The second group
comprised countries with the view that social policy is an integrated part of society on a
par with markets, and which offer public services and aid on the criterion of need outside
the markets.
When one examines the relationship between these divergent approaches and economic
growth, one finds that States with significant public sector involvement in the economy
and Governments which have a comparable approach to economic policy consistently
outperform the so-called free market economies. The higher economic growth rates, lower
unemployment rates and lower inflation rates of the interventionist economies are evident
in the high-growth period of 1945 to 1973 and in the economic recession which commenced
in 1973.
Further evidence can be found in the report of an Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development conference on social policy which was held in 1980. It was
found that there was no uniform relationship between the costs oflabour and social policy
on the one hand and economic performance on the other hand.
At the conference Dr Harold Wilensky of the University of California said:
By any measure of economic performance, the heavy spending corporatist democracies ... have done as well
as or better than the welfare state laggards.

Statistics from the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development from 1960
to 1982 demonstrate that there is no relationship between the size of Government
expenditure and economic growth, which is in direct contradiction of the unsubstantiated
assertions made by the 'Opposition. I refer again to the two tables that I have had
incorporated in Hansard.
The Victorian Government bases its economic policies on sound economic theory and
factual data such as that to which I have referred. It does not believe in intervention for
the sake of intervention but sees it as a necessary tool which can help Governments
provide the environment that is necessary for private sector growth as well as the delivery
of social goods.
As the Treasurer said in his Budget speech, it has been the policy of the Government to
use its economic tools in a counter-cyclical fashion that involves a proper and considered
examination of all the relevant variables and a proper examination of the short and longterm strategies that are necessary to improve Victoria's economic prospects.
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No such .examination was evident in the disappointing contribution of the Opposition
today, and previously. The success of the Government's economic strategy is based on its
having clear objectives to encourage Victoria's competitive advantages as well as to develop
new markets for Victoria's products. This is necessarily linked into employment and
industrial relations policies.
The main economic indicators are showing how successful the Government's strategy
is. In September this year the unemployment rate for Victoria was 6·6 per cent compared
with 8·1 per cent for the remainder of Australia. Employment levels over the year to
August 1985 rose by 62 700 or about 3·6 per cent with only 2·55 per cent for the rest of
Australia.
Business expectations of new fixed capital expenditure show that over the coming year
Victoria expects to perform significantly better than other States. Australian Bureau of
Statistics figures have shown that the planned fixed capital spending by Victorian firms in
the current financial year will increase by 38 per cent, which is well above the expected
national increase of 24 per cent.
That gives the lie to the assertion made by the honourable member for Brighton, who
claims that the environment created by this and previous Budgets is discouraging new
investment in Victoria. If anything, they are responsible for attracting added investment
to Victoria. The Opposition's assertion that Government expenditure is to blame for
problems in the economy is simply the reverse of the hard facts. Government intervention
in the economy is leading to improvements in the Victorian economy, according to the
accepted measures.
The Opposition is deliberately mounting an argument that is misleading the community.
It is entering into some form of fantasy land of economic theory that has no concrete or

factual basis. The Opposition has no facts to substantiate its assertions.
The Opposition refers to Governments that have implemented policies similar to its
policies. However, the Opposition can draw cold comfort from those examples. I refer
especially to the United Kingdom where the bedraggled British lion is in decline with no
sign of restoration. One has only to read the major feature article in today's Age to realize
that Britain has been in enormous trouble over the period of the policies of the Thatcher
Government and that there is no prospect that its policies will improve the situation for
the long queues of the unemployed in Britain.
The British Government espouses rhetoric which is virtually identical to that espoused
by members of the Opposition. That Government implemented policies which it claimed
would increase the economic growth rate and maximize individual freedom. The same
Government came into office determined to cut Government spending.
Certainly public services have been cut in an effort to achieve that end, but the British
Government has not made a cut in public sector spending, which under the Thatcher
Government has increased by 15 per cent in real terms. Britain's business leaders are
saying the Conservative Government is no nearer to curbing the high level of public
spending or reducing taxation than it was before its re-election in 1983. Those facts are
backed up by recent reviews by the Oxford Economic Forecasting Groups and the British
National Institute of Economic -and Social Research, both of which are gloomy about the
prospects of economic growth and employment growth in the United Kingdom.
It is expected that unemployment in Britain will rise above its present rate of 13·4 per
cent to more than 3 million people and will remain at that figure until 1987 before
declining slowly. Only a few years ago the horrendous news was that Britain's
unemployment rate had reached 1 million, yet now the rate is not expected to fall below 3
million before 1987.

The Reagan Government in the United States of America has run into exactly the same
situation. It came into office with grand theories for cutting Government expenditure. It
appointed the Grace Commission, which was supposed to identify areas of Government
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waste. It was an exercise to reduce the American deficit. Many of the most celebrated cases
of so-called Government waste published by the Grace Commission were identified as
containing major errors. The Grace Commission was misleading in its capacity and
potential to cut the American Budget deficit.
Dr Wells-Nonsense!
Dr COGHILL-I encourage the honourable member for Dromana to examine the
evidence, which states these facts very clearly. The Reagan Government came into office
promising to reduce the Budget deficit, which has now more than doubled and which has
created all sons of problems for the international economy. More significantly, President
Reagan has effectively abandoned his non-interventionist stand which he had adopted
before coming into office years ago. Now he is a convert to intervention in the international
arena by his actions in working with other major Western economies to reduce the value
of the American dollar and to assist in the problems of the Third World.
There was a dramatic turn in the policies adopted by the Reagan Administration; this
was in response to the policies originally adopted by President Reagan which were not
effective in turning around the economic conditions at the time he was elected.
Government intervention is imperative to ensure that the necessary conditions for
economic growth here and elsewhere in the world are achieved. Conversely, it has been
demonstrated that the policies advocated by the Federal Opposition, which were
implemented by John Howard when he was the Federal Treasurer in the Fraser
Government and which are mirrored by the Victorian Opposition, have failed in Australia
and internationally. One can only wonder why the Opposition so deliberately persists with
policies which, on all of the hard evidence, have been shown to fail in Australia and in
other countries.
The Victorian Government has introduced policies that provide the necessary ingredients
to get the economy moving. Education, research and social services and various
infrastructures have been provided to contribute to the forward development of a nation
such as ours. Without these ingredients, it is not possible to have an educated work force
where people are truly free and able to participate in the economy.

If the services were not provided and if massive reductions in Government spending
occurred, as advocated by the Liberal Party, people would have to pay for those services,
and that would cause enormous wage pressures as people tried to obtain more money on
a deregulated labour market. Members of the community would have to compete and
claw-away to try to attain reasonable health, education and social services.
The Government is committed to a proper, decent and rational approach to economic
development and to Budget strategies in Victoria. By contrast, the Liberal Party is out of
date in its approach. It has not accepted the lessons learnt in Europe and now being
applied successfully in Australia. If the Opposition persists with its policies, the conservative
parties will become isola~ed and irrelevant.

Mr AUSTIN (Ripon)-The sad thing about the comments made by the honourable
member for Werribee is not only that he believes in them but also that they are inaccurate.
The Treasurer, in his second-reading speech, stated:
Victoria can look to the second half of the decade with a great deal of optimism.
The 1985-86 Budget is framed to sustain the new wave of growth and prosperity in the State.
The past few years have seen a massive turnaround in the fortunes of this State.
In the early 1980s Victoria lagged behind the rest of the nation.

I advise the Treasurer to stay well and truly entrenched within the confines of the Melbourne
metropolitan area. If the Treasurer believes he received a rough time, when he went to
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Bendigo to speak to grain growers, he should recognize that their reaction would be
chicken feed to what would happen today if he spoke to-Mr Jolly interjected.
Mr AUSTIN-It was the Treasurer's own perception of what happened in Bendigo that
he thought was rough. The Opposition said at that time that it was not rough, and I still
believe that is so. However, that reaction would be chicken feed to what would happen if
the Treasurer faced grain growers, dairy farmers, sheep producers, particularly lamb
producers, and many people involved in the horticultural industry.

It is frightening that the honourable member for Werribee and the Treasurer believe
what they have been saying. They believe if they say something often enough, other people
will also believe it, irrespective of the facts. The Treasurer and the Premier have often said
in the House that the Government inherited a $400 million deficit when it came to office.
That statement is untrue, and the first Budget Papers of the Treasurer demonstrated that
the Government inherited a $6·1 million surplus. Despite the beneficial effects the
appreciation of the Australian dollar has had on Australian export industries-although
the opposite is the case with commodities that are imported-why does the Treasurer not
say that the real net value of rural production will fall by 24 per cent in 1985-86?

Those figures have been published in the estimates of the Bureau of Agricultural
Economics and ought to be well known to the Treasurer. It is an insult to the intelligence
of farmers and people throughout rural Victoria to suggest that they are facing a bright
economic future. If the Treasurer visited country areas, he would realize that that is not
true. Perhaps he should take the Minister for Transport with him. The Minister for
Agriculture and Rural Affairs does not visit the country often either. If that occurred, the
Premier may have to look for some new Ministers.
To highli5ht the insult to rural people and the farming community, I indicate that one
must study the Budget extremely closely to find any reference to rural matters. There is a
small reference to salinity but, other than that, the Budget does not refer to rural matters.
That point demonstrates the Government's lack of understanding, care and concern for
country Victoria. The Budget indicates a 2·7 per cent increase in money terms to rural
areas, but in real terms it is a decrease of 5 per cent.
On top of that, extra responsibilities will be taken on by the Department of Agriculture
and Rural Affairs, as announced by the Minister recently. The new Rural Affairs Office
will ultimately cost approximately $400 000. Commercial fisheries has been added to the
responsibilities of the department. Despite those added responsibilities, in a recent
statement the Minister said that, although 2600 people are employed in agriculture at
present, there will be cutbacks in the following year of only about 100 people. He went on
to say that the establishment of the Rural Affairs Office is only one of25 new policy areas.
The Opposition welcomes new initiatives, and it welcomes any streamlining within the
department. It appreciates that it is necessary to move with the times and that changes are
necessary. However, the Opposition will be nervous about the way in which those cutbacks
are undertaken. It will be nervous about whether the services that already exist and which
are essential to rural and farming communities will be retained. Nothing more clearly
demonstrates the Government's lack of concern for the farming community than the 6
per cent increase in the cost of grain movement in Victoria recently announced by the
Minister for Transport.
It is well known that, in the past few years, costs have increased by 42 per cent at the
same time as returns have increased by only 14 per cent for agriculture generally. Farmers
throughout Victoria are desperately trying to hang on to their farms. They are trying to
hold the line because they are facing savage increases in costs in most industries, a decline
in prices and an approaching season that may have serious consequences.

798

ASSEMBLY

15 October 1985

Appropriation (1985-86, No. 1) Bill

The 6 per cent increase announced by the Minister for Transport will result in an extra
$600 expenditure for each grain grower. Grain growers are already contributing one crop
in three to the storage and movement of their products.
The threat is that, if farmers are faced with those sorts of increases, they will seek other
means by which they can have their grain moved. There is already talk of the possibility,
under section- 92 of the Constitution, of Victorian grain growers moving their wheat by
road to the South Australian border and having it trucked to the seaboard from there.
That would be serious for the Grain Elevators Board and the economy of this country
generally. As the situation is so desperate at the moment, the Minister, Cabinet and the
Government should have seriously considered not increasing rail freight rates this year.
Much has been said about the fact that banks have announced that they intend to be
generous to the farming community. That means little when interest rates are as high as
the current rates. Farmers do not need to be able to borrow money from banks, they need
a Government that is sympathetic to their problems.
I refer now to a town that was unheard of a few months ago, Mudginberri. If the State
and Federal Governments had had their way the community at large would never have
heard of it, but it has now become well known to Victorians and to the whole of Australia.
Mudginberri is the site of a remote abattoir in the Northern Territory where the owner,
Mr Jay Pendarvis, was offered a $2 million contract for buffalo meat. He decided to come
to an arrangement with his employees that was suitable both to himself and to those who
worked for him. The two parties worked out a contract that was in the interests of both of
them. The employees were delighted because they would make more money than they
otherwise would have working under the rule of the Australasian Meat Industry Employees
Union.
The Full Bench of the Arbitration and Conciliation Commission approved the
arrangement between Mr Pendarvis and his employees, but the Australasian Meat Industry
Employees Union disputed that decision. Pickets were put in place. Meat inspectors from
the Department of Primary Industry would not cross those picket lines, so meat could not
be inspected and could not be supplied to its destination. The union was subsequently
fined $144 000 in all. Of course, Mr Pendarvis lost his contract and was not able to supply
the $2 million worth of buffalo meat.
The Transport Workers Union of Australia put bans into effect which placed millions
of dollars worth of chilled meat at risk. At that time an important new contract had been
won for the hard-pressed Victorian lamb industry, and that contract was put in jeopardy.
One cannot estimate just how serious that could be for the long-term future of the meat
industry, but it does have far-reaching and long-term serious effects.
The bans were introduced because the Transport Workers Union of Australia was
displeased at the successful action taken by the National Farmers Federation and the
employees at the Mudginberri abattoir against the Australasian Meat Industry Employees
Union. Those bans were just the first step taken against farmers.
On 18 September a meeting took place between the leaders of the Transport Workers
Union of Australia, the Waterside Workers Federation of Australia, the Seamen's Union
of Australia, the Federated Storemen and Packers Union of Australia and those white
collar unions responsible for the administration of the rural sector. That meeting was coordinated by the Australian Council of Trade Unions, which is an important factor. The
ACTU supported the meeting and the Government shut up and hoped the situation would
go away. Governments abrogated their responsibilities. That meeting was called to warn
employers about the action they had been taking under section 45D of the Trade Practices
Act and to warn them off taking such action in the future.
The unions I have just mentioned are able to hold up activities in transit, on the
waterfront and in warehouses. The last of four lightning strikes cost the processing works
on average $30000 each. The crucial factor is that the ACTU and Simon Crean are
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terrified that the action taken at Mudginberri could be successful elsewhere, so that farmers
and employers could deregulate the present system and negotiate a contract system.
It is seen by them as a threat to their union power and to the central wage fixing system.
It is very noticeable that the Ministers for industrial relations at both State and Federal
levels made no attempt to overcome the problems to assist those who were sticking to the
law, or to deal with those who were breaking it. Mr Simon Crean is frightened that his
ailing prices and income accord is under some sort of threat because he believes that is his
most powerful weapon in negotiating with the Government.

This is the first time there has been successful action against union power, so successful
that farmers and small businessmen-do not forget that small businessmen regard this
issue as extremely important-have made considerable contributions to the fighting fund
being organized by Mr Ian McLaughlin, the President of the National Farmers Federation,
and his industrial relations officer, Mr Paul Houlihan. Already, there is more than $1
million in the fighting fund.
Mr Wally Curran has said that he intends to disrupt the sale and killing of stock in the
spring ofthis year and that he will aim most of his action against people who are members
of the Victorian Farmers and Graziers Association. That is a disgraceful attitude.

Mr MicaUef- What do you expect him to do-take it lying down?
Mr AUSTIN-Take what lying down? The honourable member for Springvale is
admitting that he supports this action. In Victoria, sheep are being sold in sale-yards at 20
cents a head, whereas it costs more than that simply to round them up, let alone to
transport them, yard them, and so on. There certainly would not be much commission on
their sale. This situation has resulted from the industrial action of Mr Wally Curran and
his union, action that is supported by the honourable member for Springvale. The end
result will be that the stock will have to remain on farms to die of old age or lack of feed.
I refer to another vital area where decisions of the Government will prove to be disastrous
for the State. It is proposed to hand over to the Commonwealth Government
responsibilities for meat inspection services. The previous Minister of Agriculture, Mr
Kent, initiated that course which, for some reason or another, he decided was good, and I
am disappointed that the present Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs is continuing
that policy. Either he is badly advised-and I cannot believe that, knowing the
department-or he has been too busy to examine, to identify and to understand the
repercussions of this policy. The carrot offered originally was the fact that the removal of
that responsibility from the State to the Commonwealth would save the State some $2
million in meat inspection services.
The Country Abattoirs and Wholesalers Association of Victoria has already offered to
meet half that cost so that the total all-up cost to the State would be only $1 million. A
confidence trick has been put in place and we must pay dearly if the transfer occurs.
To give honourable members an idea of the extent to which Victorians are being misled
or being tricked, I refer them to a telex press release of 22 August 1985 which referred to
the cost-saving which would be brought about by removing the duplication of meat
inspection. The truth is that dual inspection was eliminated on 6 December 1984. However,
nobody, especially the rural media, picked this up and as a result of this misleading
statement the Minister has gained sympathy in handing over an area of State responsibility
to the Commonwealth.
This current move has absolutely nothing to do with dual meat inspection but it has
much to do with inefficiency, increased costs and undoubtedly it has something to do with
putting a smile on Wally Curran's face because he would be delighted. The facts are that
88 per cent of all meat is killed in local sheds and only 12 per cent of all meat is killed in
export sheds. State inspectors ought to contract to inspect meat that is killed for export in
export licence sheds. There are many unknowns in this complicated area. It is a complicated
industry and before it is known what is happening we will have lost control of the
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inspection of our industry to the Commonwealth and the cost will be enormous. Victorians
will then find that the Federal Department of Primary Industry will withdraw from some
of its responsibilities. There will be a more damaging industrial disputation and meat
costs for the consumer will rise.
If one considers the recent disputation over the Mudginberri affair, when the meatworkers
went out on strike, and if that had occurred after the hand-over to the Commonwealth,
then all Australian abattoirs would have been out on strike. However, it was only those
inspectors who came under the auspices of the Commonwealth department who were
affected.
What is to happen to the agricultural officers who are currently branding in the bigger
works, and when they are not there to do that work who will meet the costs? I hope the
Treasurer, who is the spokesman for agriculture in this place, will answer that question at
a later time.
What will happen about the manning levels; and what is the situation with the excess
staff which currently exists within the export inspection service? Because of the small
proportion of stock that is exported, there is an overhang of those who have worked in
this area who have not been put off or moved sideways. At present there is a ridiculous
situation in which they work half an hour on and half an hour off.
What is the situation with the standards in Victorian abattoirs? Victoria was forced to
upgrade the facilities and standards in its export works because of the demands put upon
it by the United States of America. Unreal standards were placed on the industry because
the United States of America wanted to discourage Australia from exporting meat.
Under a Federal export inspection service the number of small abattoirs would diminish.
If a Federal inspection system were adopted, what would be the cost of superannuation?
It has been estimated that the cost oflong service and sick leave would be $600 000. What
safeguard would there be for country abattoirs?
It is well known that Wally Curran wants to get rid of the remote country abattoirs,
starting with the most remote and gradually working inwards. He does not want his union
members scattered across Victoria. Naturally, from his point of view, he wants his union
members where he has control over them. It has always annoyed him that he has not had
enough control over his union members who are scattered around Victoria.

The worst aspect is the cost of the meat export inspection service. No honourable
member could deny that, if the Federal system were adopted, the Victorian taxpayer
would face a much more expensive system. At present the Federal Government subsidizes
the mammoth cost of the meat export inspection service. What guarantee does Victoria
have that such a subsidy would continue?
Judging from the record of the Federal Labor Government, there is little likelihood that
that subsidy would continue at its present level. However, it could be used as a lever to
close down some country. abattoirs. The Voumard report, which was handed down at the
time of the meat industry scandal, clearly stated that the Commonwealth Department of
Primary Industry's export inspection service was inefficient and expensive. The inspection
cost per unit for Victoria is 50 cents. The cost per unit at the Federal level is $1.60. The
Federal cost is three times as expensive as the State system. The cost to the Department
of Primary Industry in the twelve months to March 1985 was $13· 7 million to inspect 8·6
million units in Victoria. The cost to the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs was
$8·5 million to inspect twice as many units-16·4 million-in the same period.
I refer now to the Federal and State debt level. Both Governments have claimed that
they are running the country well, creating new jobs and so on. However, when one
examines both the State and Federal debt levels one wonders what will happen to those
jobs in the not-too-distant future and what will happen to future generations.
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At the Federal level, the Australian currency debt outstanding as at 30 June 1985 was
$46 000 million~ the foreign currency debt was $9800 million, making a total of$55 889
million in Australian currency, with an estimated interest expense of $6724 million. The
interest now accounts for 9· 7 per cent of the total Budget outlays as against 6·9 per cent in
the last year of the Fraser Government.
The net Victorian Government debt outstanding as at 30 June 1985 was $7565 million,
attracting an interest charge of $598·4 million. The total State public sector debt as at 30
June 1985 was $15 522 million.
I refer honourable members to those figures because they illustrate the disastrous situation
of both the State and Federal economies. They also ""blow up" any claims that have been
made by either the Victorian Treasurer or the Federal Treasurer, Mr Keating. It was
interesting to hear the Federal Treasurer say, when asked about how the proposed tax
chan~es would affect the farming commumty, that they would have no effect on the
genume farmer.
What will occur in future-and it already has occurred to some extent-is that a farmer
whose farm is in jeopardy, who has a substantial debt and is stru~ling to survive, will
take the initiative of getting himself a job such as shearing, fenCing or even driving a
truck-any job at all, because he is desperate-as a means of keeping his farm. However,
when he has earned about $15 000, he will find that anything he earns above that amount
will be taxed at 46 cents in the $1.
The hop growers of Victoria are in exactly that situation at present; they have been
forced out of business. A specific example is that of a hop grower whose capital of some
$800 000 decreased to some $200 000 or less. He wants to become involved in an earth
moving business, but he finds that he will be taxed at the rate of 46 cents in the $1 on any
earnings that exceed $15 000 because of the Keating tax system.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The honourable member's time has
expired.
.
The sitting was suspended at 6.22 p.m. until 8.7 p.m.

Mr SHELL (Geelong)-I am pleased to be able to support the Budget. There is no
doubt that the previous Budget proved to be good for Geelong and, as a matter of fact, the
Cain Government has been good for Geelong during its first term in office. If this were not
the case, Victorians would still be in the run-down situation in which they found themselves
in 1982. Everybody knew that in 1982 the economy was in a slump. At the time, the
Liberals said that there was a world recession and that there was nothing they could do
about it, especially at a State level; but in the 1982 election, under the leadership of John
Cain and Rob Jolly, there was a swing towards Labor that gave confidence to the people,
who were shifting away from the rejected, dejected and defunct Liberal Government of
the day.
The clearest indicator of the state of the economy back in 1982 was the unemployment
rate in Geelong, which was 13·5 per cent. After three years of Labor Government, the
trend was reversed and the unemployment rate was reduced by 5 per cent to 8·5 per cent.
In 1982, in its dying throes, the Liberal Government could not make a decision. It did
not know what to do or how to do it; it did not know where it was going, except into
opposition.
.
In 1982, as in 1973, 1976 and 1979, the Liberal Government promised Geelong that it
would build the north wing of the Geelong Hospital. It did not do so, but in its last throes
it decided to dig a hole at the site. That hole was not big enough and when the Labor Party
came to office in 1982 it had to enlarge the hole before construction could begin.
The Labor Party did not promise the north wing of the Geelong Hospital to the people
of Geelong. It did not promise anything to Geelong in the 1982 election except that, as
Session 1985-26
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Victoria progressed with the economic revival that the Labor Government would provide,
Geelong would progress with it and that has been the case. Geelong has risen along with
Victoria.
The previous Liberal Administration promised improvements to the Geelong railway
service. It added a few tangerine cars, but when it did that it did not consider that the cars
had to be maintained. The Liberal Party forgot that it would be necessary to build a
maintenance depot for the new tangerine cars. The Cain Government has now undertaken
to build the depot so that the cars can be maintained. The Liberal Government promised
the duplication of the rail track. It had been promising that since 1956. It promised
electrification of the Geelong line from 1956 onwards.
When the electric locomotives were introduced to Victoria, the electrification system at
Geelong had not been completed and the locomotives were transferred to the Glppsland
line. It took from 1956 to the early 1980s to complete the final 10 kilometres of the
duplication of the rail track.
The public transport service in the centre of Geelong was in tatters. The Government of
the day was providing subsidies to private bus companies in an attempt to provide a bus
service in Geelong. Time-tables were irregular and few people travelled on the buses
because they were unattractive.
The Cain Government, with Mr Jolly as Treasurer, introduced a new bus service to
Geelong known as the Geelong Transit System. The buses were repainted blue and whitethe colours of the football team-and a single base fare system was introduced as well as
the 2 hour travel limit. A regular half-hour bus service was provided. That brought to the
bus companies in Geelong a 30 per cent increase in commuter travel.
Because of the efforts of the Cain Government, the Geelong-Melbourne line has all
tangerine cars and a patronage increase of 10 per cent. So many people are using the trains
from Geelong to Melbourne that car parking facilities in Geelong and north Geelong are
overcrowded and cars are overflowing on to the nature strips. The Cain Government has
revolutionized the transport system, not only in Geelong but in the State.
The provision of the discount disabled taxi service has been another win for the
Government. In Geelong, pensioners who previously were confined to their homes because
they could not afford buses are able to get a taxi at half cost to take them shopping or to a
doctor's appointment.
There have been many achievements in Geelong through the Budgets of previous years.
To remind the House of the development of Geelong and the necessity of the Budget
being framed as it is, I list some occurrences in the city's history. In 1802 Matthew Flinders
climbed the You Yangs just outside Geelong. That was about the time that William
Buckley escaped with five other convicts, travelled around Port Phillip Bay and eventually
settled in Geelong.
In 1838 Geelong was declared a town; in 1840 the first shipment of wool was sent to
London from Point Henry; in 1857 Australia's first country rail line was established in
Geelong; in 1868 the first woollen cloth in Victoria was spun at Geelong; in 1890 the
Cheetham saltworks was established in Geelong; in 1912 the Geelong telephone exchange
was established; in 1916 the first sewerage connection was made; in 1919 the Phosphate
Co-operative Co. of Australia Ltd was founded; in 1925 the Ford Motor Co. of Australia
Ltd was established in Geelong and in 1930 radio station 3GL came on the air.
In 1937 the Pilkington glass company opened and in 1939 International Harvester Aust.
Ltd began operations in Geelong; in 1940 the grain terminal was completed; in 1946 the
CSIRO wool research complex was established; in 1954 the Shell refinery in Geelong was
established, and in 1962 the Marcus Oldham Agricultural College opened.
In 1963 Alcoa of Australia Ltd commenced operations at Point Henry; in 1977 Deakin
University was opened and the Geelong Regional Commission was established. In 1980
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the Marine Science Laboratories at Queenscliff were established and in 1983 construction
of the Elders IXL complex at Lara was commenced.
In 1984 the world four-cylinder engine commenced manufacture at Ford Motor Co. of
Australia Ltd, Geelong.
Geelong has long been established as a manufacturing centre but it is necessary_ for
Geelong to diversify its structure so that when unemployment or bad times hit the effects
will not be felt so deeply. The usual state of affairs is that the unemployment level in
Geelong is higher than anywhere else in the State or the Commonwealth. The current
unemployment rate is 8-5 per cent, which is approximately 2 per cent higher than for the
rest of the State. The Government has taken steps to make Geelong an edu.cational centre,
which is helping to diversify the infrastructure of the city.
Australian Portland Cement Ltd which had to retire some of its employees early is now
enjoying an increase in demand to the extent that the company cannot meet the demand.
The plant is operating at such capacity that it has to import both clinker and cement to
meet the needs of its customers and it expects to do so for the next eighteen months. This
will maintain the viability of the Geelong cement works which are anxious to make the
cement rather than to import it and thus assist the economic well-being of the city. Two
major expenses in the production of cement are the cost oflabour and the cost of power. I
ask the Government to ensure that the cost of power is not so excessive that this company
is forced out of business.
In the early Budgets of this Government it was necessary to take action to overcome the
deficiencies of the past. The emphasis was on capital expenditure and on the restriction of
current expenditure. Because the economy is now flowing well, the 1985-86 Budget was
designed to reduce capital expenditure to restrain current expenditure.
When the Cain Government came to power, everyone realized that the State was in
economic recession and that the Government had to do something about it. Victoria
suffered an economic downturn which meant that less revenue was coming into the State
coffers and more expenditure was needed for social support schemes. In addition to the
economic downturn, Victoria experienced disastrous bush fires. This also decreased the
amount of revenue to the State and increased the payments that had to be made to farmers
to assist them during difficult times. Victoria also experienced a severe drought which
reduced the income to the State and increased expenditure. Through the Treasurer's good
budgetary measures the State has been able to recover from that drought and Victoria is
now leading the Commonwealth in its recovery.
The Government's major thrust for Geelong is to have the contract for the building of
submarines awarded to Victoria. Not only would Geelong benefit from that contract but
also Bendigo and the rest of the State. If the submarines are to be nuclear submarines, they
will not be built in Victoria, but will be imported. Australia will not then benefit from the
manufacture. It is not necessary to build nuclear submarines.
The north wing of the Geelong Hospital is now nearing completion and nurses, staff and
patients are ready to move into the new wing. The opening should take place either later
this year or early next year.
Through its Budget strategy, the Cain Government has been extremely good for both
Victoria and Geelong. Geelong is returning to the prosperous position which it once
enjoyed. When travelling around Geelong, one can see cranes being used, which indicates
that building and construction work is proceeding. The Bellarine shire has issued more
building permits than any other municipality in Victoria. Geelong is prospering under the
administration of the Labor Government, and it will continue to do so under the economic
strategy put forward by the Treasurer.
Mr LIEBERMAN (Benambra)-As Opposition spokesman in this House on education,
I must speak about the largest spending department of the State's Budget expenditurealmost $2500 million, which is an enormous amount of money. Regardless of what
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political party one belongs to, all honourable members would expect that money to be
spent in a way that would benefit young Victorians and those participating in retraining at
TAFE colleges and other institutions to help develop the State and the nation. No one
would argue with those objectives.
When examining the Budget outlays, one is entitled to ask whether this massive
expenditure on education is likely to achieve the objectives for which we all strive.
Regrettably, we are witnessing unprecedented industrial strife in all levels of education
except in the technical and further education area and in the universities. One wonders
how long it will be before strife occurs in those areas.
Honourable members should take time to reflect on the present situation. One of the
reasons a Budget is produced each year is so a stock take can be undertaken; the Budget
represents in part a stocktake of the results of the past year. The Budget should provide a
stocktake whereby people can measure performance and look ahead to ascertain how the
objectives that are mapped out are likely to be achieved.
I would like to speak about the deficiencies the Opposition believes exist in the mode of
presentation of the Budget expenditure for the Education Department, if time permits. In
doing so, I hope to make a positive contribution to improve the presentation of the Budget
documents for future Parliaments. I acknowledge that, in the past the presentation of the
Budget under the Liberal Government was also deficient. I am not advancing the theory
that the Budget was presented in a better manner in the past and that it is worse now; I am
simply indicating that there is a better way to'present the Budget. The Opposition believes
education is vital to the future of the State, especially to young Victorians and, therefore,
it is absolutely essential that ways are found to improve the performance of the Education
Department, the Minister for Education and the Government when the expenditure of
this massive amount of money is proposed.
My concern and that of my colleagues is about the direction in which education is
heading. That concern can be more vividly illustrated by producing copies of current
newspaper articles containing releases from teacher unions rather than through any words
I can utter. I have the newspaper articles available for honourable members to examine,
and I intend to read from parts of them. I ask honourable members to reflect on the words
that are used and the strength of opposition advanced by the three teacher unions to the
present policies of the Government.
I am glad that the Minister for Education is at the table and I thank him for being in the
Chamber. The Minister asked, by way of interjection, whether the Opposition supports
the teacher unions.
I have found the answers given by the Minister for Education and the statements he has
made in recent days, and today, on the industrial strife and the lack of responsibility by
certain Victorian teachers to be correct and sound, and I commend the Minister for that.
The Opposition will support the Minister in every way possible to try to achieve
harmony in the education system so that the students do not suffer, as honourable members
know they are suffering at present and will suffer in the future, through continued strife,
especially in the last term of the school year. I do not excuse for one moment the fact that
teachers have gone on strike and that they are threatening further industrial action.
However, it is important that in the Budget debate honourable members ask themselves
questions about why the teachers are so alienated from the Government, the causes of the
industrial problems and the way in which we are heading.
Vol. 4 of The Tech Teacher of 7 October is headed "More stop-works to come". As
honourable members would know, today 50 per cent of technical teachers were at work
and 50 per cent of them were on strike.
I remind honourable members that the Education Department absorbs more money
than any other department in the State. The nearest department in expenditure terms is
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the Department of Health, which spends $1000 million less than the Education Department.
Let me put it straight; I am speaking about the lar~est spending department in the State,
which, for some reason, is unable to achieve industnal harmony and continuity of teaching
in the final school term. The Minister should not laugh because I shall produce some
"ghosts that walk". Under the heading "More stop.:.works to some", The Tech Teacher
states:
Members endorse call for action on Secondary Log of Claims
The Secondary Council plan to hold half day stoppages followed by a one-day Statewide Stopwork on 23
October was overwhelmingly endorsed by the 2 October, Dallas Brooks' Hall Stopwork meeting.
About 1500 members were in attendance. The plan was also overwhelmingly endorsed at a meeting oflrymple
TS and Mildura TS members at Mildura.
Each

112

day stoppage will involve at least half the branches in the State.

Organization of the stoppages is in the hands of Executive and Secondary Council.

On the same page under the heading ""Horrendous Budget-Government slashes
Education" it states:
As a result of the recent State Budget, the existing activities of the Education Department face a cut of $16
million in 1985-86. Further cuts are promised for future years.
The outlook for T AFE is brighter, with some real resource improvements. Higher education has, somewhat
surprisingly, also received a boost from the State Budget.
These increases are presented as part of the priority being given to post-compulsory education and the Youth
Guarantee.
The Budget provides a clear message that, post-compulsory education aside, school education is very low on
the Government's agenda.

This is the view of the spokes people for technical teachers. The article continues:
The Budget Overall
According to the Treasurer in his Budget speech, the 1985-86 State Budget is designed 'to facilitate economic
growth and to support the Economic Strategy, whilst also addressing the major social needs of the Victorian
community.'
The basic framework for the Government's budget strategy is provided by the continuing high priority given
to private sector growth.
As a result, the major shift to budgeting direction is in capital works.

The article speaks about productivity savings. This is an Orwellian expression that the
Treasurer has introduced. I understand it is "Jollyspeak". Perhaps the Treasurer is longing
for earlier days.

The Tech Teacher states:
The Government has made a magnificent contribution to "New Speak" with the introduction of ,productivity
savings'.
All Departments face a I % cut to their recurrent basic costs in 1985-6 (i.e. to the estimated cost of providing
ongoing commitments in the budget year).
The cut is not one-off In future years, there will be further cuts of 1·5% each year.
No time limit is mentioned in the budget so, theoretically, the process of annual cuts could continue until the
public sector disappears up its own productivity saving.

I shall leave it to honourable members to work out what the technical teachers were trying
to convey in that sentence. The article continues:
The actual intention is, apparently, a four per cent cut over three years.

That provides honourable members with an idea of what the technical teachers are saying.
The VTU Journal of 9 October 1985 has an article headlined, "Budget axes jobs-stop
work likely-". That is a very prophetic headline. The article states:
The Education Department has told the VTU that the State Budget has cut teacher jobs. The Budget has
provided insufficient funds for more support services and for improvements in VTU members' working conditions
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as outlined in the VTU's Log of Claims. A special meeting of State Council has been called for this Friday (11
October 1985) to consider stopwork action.
President J im Young told The Journal that the Government had ignored the need for more resources to
support integration, discipline changes, collaborative decision making and other time consuming Government
initiatives.
'The Government, through budget cuts, has failed to take responsibility for increased teacher stress and
workloads,' he said.

The article continues under the sub-heading, "$16 million cut":
The $16 million cut means a loss of some 425 teaching positions in primary schools and a halt to any
improvements in class sizes, special education, study leave or integration support.
Department officials have indicated that 40 English as a Second Language teachers will also be lost.

Mr Cathie-They are funded by the Commonwealth Government.
Mr LIEBERMAN-The Participation and Equity Program and placement in
universities are also controlled by the Commonwealth Government. Therefore, the Minister
for Education, who is interjectIng that it is not a Victorian Government responsibility,
should-The ACTING SPEAKER (Miss Callister)-Order! I have already informed the
honourable member that interjections are disorderly. I ask the Minister for Education to
cease interjecting and ask the honourable me~ber for Benambra to ignore interjections.
Mr LIEBERMAN-Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. Through the Budget the
Government has agreed to provide 1500 tertiary placements because the Commonwealth
Government has not provided adequate funds for tertiary positions in Victorian
universities. The Victorian Government cannot have it both ways. It is saying that the
Participation and Equity Program and a reduction in the number of additional En~lish
teachers are matters of responsibility for the Commonwealth Government. The Mimster
does not want the Opposition to raise these matters or to criticize the State Government
about these areas of education because these problems should be dealt with by the Prime
Minister and the Federal Minister for Education, Senator Susan Ryan, yet the State
Government will provide funds for 1500 tertiary placements. That is also a responsibility
for the Federal Minister for Education and the Prime Minister. Where is the consistency?
Obviously the State Government is in disarray and its colleagues in Canberra have let
it down. Its track record in negotiations with the Prime Minister at the Premiers conferences
has proven the Victorian Government to be inept. The Government has failed to obtain a
better deal for Victorians in the Medicare scheme and has committed Victoria to
horrendous programs that are now impacting on its public hospitals. The same is happening
in the field of education.
The State Government is saying that, if the heat is on and cuts in education expenditure
must be made, it is the fault of the Commonwealth and not of the State Government.
However, the State Government then in an unprecedented move miraculously finds
money in the bin to provide for 1500 tertiary places. This allows the Commonwealth
Government off the hook and it can laugh all the way to the bank. The inept Victorian
Government has put the Commonwealth Government in the position of saying to the
other Australian States, ··You know we cannot provide all the tertiary places for students
who will graduate this year, but you should do what Victoria has done and find the money
yourselves". The Victorian Government has made a mockery of the Federal-State
education system, and the Commonwealth Government is the winner.
The Commonwealth Government has also reduced the Participation and Equity Program
by 50 per cent. Is that good leadership? The result of the State Government spending
money in these areas-important though they are-is that it must find this additional
money from somewhere else. It has led the unions to believe those funds must be found
from the primary, secondary and technical education areas. Why else would a 4 per cent
cut in education expenditure be in the pipeline for Victorian primary, secondary and

I

Appropriation (1985-86, No. 1) Bill

15 October 1985

ASSEMBLY

807

technical schools? The reason is that the Government is unable to manage the financial
situation. It is unable to get its Federal colleagues to do the right thin~, so it is now seeking
hi~h-flying headlines to finance important educational areas by takmg funds from other
pnority areas. It is obvious why the teacher unions are concerned about what the
Government is doing.
The VTU Journal of 9 September, contains an article under the heading "Budget axes
jobs". The VSTA News of 27 September carried an article headed "Budget: Government
fails education", which stated:
For the first time in decades education's share of the Victorian Budget has fallen below thirty per cent.
Significant cuts in capital works for schools (7 per cent), and likely cuts in overall school staffing in 1986
indicate a weakening commitment to education from the Victorian Labor Government.
Important areas such as integration and occupational health and safety have received quite inadequate additional
funding (less than half a million additional dollars for integration; only $120000 for a new Health Welfare and
Safety U nit. and no indication that the other crucial areas of welfare, health and safety will be funded).
1986-$24 million slash
In 1986 education will have roughly $24 million slashed as part of the Treasurer's so-called 'productivity' cut
of one per cent across the public sector.
While increases in productivity in some areas of the public sector are possible (and certainly desirable) with
the introduction of new technology and better management. in education such a notion is largely inappropriate.
Cutting classroom teachers can only be detrimental to quality education; cutting other areas means drastic
reductions in needed services.
One quarter of the slashed $24 million would meet the barely minimal recommendations for funding integration
in 1985-86 made by the Report of the Ministerial Review, for recurrent costs (capital requirements would need
an additional amount). Other obviously needy areas could well do with some ofthe lost $24 million.
In future years further cuts of an additional 1·5 per cent will be disruptive and make it even more impossible
to fund essential services.
The lunacy . . .

Those are the words of the VST A. . . of these 'productivity' cuts in education (and other areas) must be exposed. They are simply crude,
indiscriminate cuts, with a label of'productivity' to make them more politically saleable.
Budget summary
The total Budget allocations are $8 337686030. up 12 per cent on 1984-85. Education is allocated $2470209882
which is 29·5 per cent of the total (compared with 36 per cent in 1980-81) and an increase of 5· 7 per cent.

The Treasurer indicated in the Budget speech that the Government anticipated that the
consumer price index would increase by 8 per cent in the current financial year. The
allocation to education was increased by 5·7 per cent, but the total cost of education in
Victoria is expected to be affected by an 8 per cent inflation rate. An article in the VSTA
News of 7 October 1985 was headed, ··Strike 1 We're out! More than 5000 teachers meet.
Strike 2 Thursday, October 10 Festival Hall, 10.30 a.m. Be there, Stopwork October 10,
1985" .
That publication referred to the outcome of the meeting. It indicated that the Budget is
worse on examination than was indicated in the journal's first response, of which I gave
some details. It also dealt with future industrial action.
Mr Cathie-Are you supporting that?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Miss Callister)-Order! The Minister should cease
interjecting. I advise the honourable member for Benambra not to answer interjections.
Mr LIEBERMAN-This Budget can fairly be described as an enormous omen for
education in this State. It reaps the harvest of the administration of the Cain Government
since 1982. The results that are briefly described in the union journals and the disputation
and strikes that have occurred throughout the State indicate tragically, in my view, that
the Government has raised the expectations of people who work in class-rooms, but that
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it cannot control the situation. The Government's manpower planning and management
of industrial relations indicate its dismal failure. I do not direct that as an attack on the
current Minister. I made that clear when I started to speak.
It is appropriate to go back in time. A saying in the Westminster system is that ghosts
walk when one reads old editions of Hansard. I refer to a question answered by the former
Minister of Education, who is now the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources,
on 12 October 1983. The honourable member for Warrandyte, Mr Hill, asked the Minister
what progress had been made in negotiating agreement wIth the three teacher unions on
their log of claims. I remember that request clearly because the former Minister was
obviously excited about what he had done in negotiating industrial agreements with the
teacher unions. I wondered whether the rhetoric of the former Minister would be fulfilled.
Unfortunately, it has not been.

At page 934 of Hansard of 12 October 1983, the then Minister of Education said:
I am delighted to be able to inform members of the House that significant progress has been made in negotiating
that log of claims.

He said that an agreed statement would be issued and available to all honourable members.
He also said that, under the existing arrangements inherited from the previous Government,
teachers could return from maternity leave at any time. He referred to some aspects of the
log of claims included in the historical agreement and continued:
These are but three of a dozen or so issues that have been long outstanding in Victoria. Under our predecessors,
accord could not be reached. We have now reached acc()rd. It is an historic breakthrough in the interests not just
of the Education Department and the Teaching Service but, more importantly, in the interests of our schools
and the children in them.

I began my contribution to the Budget debate by reminding honourable members that
education ought to be for the welfare and advancement of young Victorians so that they
can contribute to their own well-being and that of the State and the nation. Yet they are
being deprived of continuous teaching in the last term of the school year, the most crucial
term.
The then Minister of Education, the Deputy Premier, went on to say:
I cannot stress too highly the goodwill that has been demonstrated on the part of all parties-

Meaning the unions... and the assistance of the Industrial Relations Task Force in yet again bringing agreement between the
Government and another group of public sector employees in the interests of the community at large. This
Government stands for industrial peace: for a fair deal for all concerned. We believe we have been able to achieve
that in education.

Two years later I am entitled to ask on behalf of the people of Victoria, as the Opposition's
spokesman on this matter, do the newspapers reveal that? They do not. If this Government,
which was re-elected partly on its performance in industrial relations, particularly in the
education system, was telling the truth, why is it, in the first year since the Cain
Government's re-election, that the education system-primary, secondary and technicalis almost paralysed in the last term of the school year when the children need their teachers
most? Why is it that those streams of education are almost paralysed? Even now the
community has been told that there will be ongoing rolling disruption and strikes until the
Government backs off. I find those words rather strange and in stark contrast to what the
former Minister of Education, the Deputy Premier, constantly told the House and the
people of Victoria right through the last election period.
Let me now finish what the former Minister of Education said in that answer to the
honourable member for Warrandyte on 12 October 1983. He paid tribute to the task force
in bringing about agreement between the Government and another group of public sector
employees in the interests of the community at large. He then went on to say:
Our record on this matter is outstanding. Under our predecessors, our schools were bedevilled by industrial
disputes and we have been able to turn that around to great effect.
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As they say in the Westminster system, "The ghost does walk". It is evident that two
different languages have been spoken by the unions and the Cain Government on education.
As an honourable member said today when the Minister for Education was replying to an
interjection whilst answering a question, "Are they lying?" What he meant was were the
unions lying about the log of claims and negotiations or was the Minister lying. The
Minister responded, "That is a construction you will have to put on yourself."
The Opposition accepts the challenge from the Minister regarding individuals putting
their own construction on the position. My conclusion is that the Government's industrial
relations system on education is in disarray and that when the Deputy Premier told the
House in 1983 of the progress of negotiations and during the 1985 election went on to
indicate that the Government had achieved permanent industrial peace and harmony in
the education system, was not telling the truth. It was a grave error of judgment. It was a
misrepresentation of the facts and now Victorian schoolchildren are suffering as a result
of it-this is in the biggest spending area of the State Budget.
I have more examples of why the manpower planning of the Government is wrong.
There are schools in Victoria that have an excess of teachers and schools that have a
shortage of teachers but the Government ha's committed itself to an agreement that
paralyses the Government and does not allow to transfer teachers to where they are
needed.
There are excesses in some areas and shortages in others and, as a result, the children
are suffering. There are shortages in the western suburbs and excesses in the eastern
suburbs of Melbourne. Really, this is a crisis. I also refer to the emergency teacher agreement
that the Government is negotiating. Under this Government's administration there are
now thousands of emergency teachers. They are paid $104 for turning up to teach four 50minute periods in a day. The agreement says that they cannot teach any more than that.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Miss Callister)-Order! The honourable member's time has
expired.
Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-I have, as have most honourable members, carefully
examined the Budget documents presented by the Treasurer. The Budget could easily be
described as a very smooth and clever public relations exercise. The Treasurer spoke of
this Budget reducing the impact of taxation upon people but has failed to explain the huge
increases that he has enshrined in the forms of indexation with which all honourable
members are now familiar and which this Budget confirms. It enshrines 73 per cent
increases in taxes and charges made since the Labor Party came to office-increases across
the board-and assumes, and has sold to the media and to many of the public who do not
understand these matters, that this is very prudent management. Of course, the impact is
not obvious immediately.
The honourable member for Melbourne may well interject and question my logic.
Outside his political salary, the honourable member for Melbourne would be bankrupt;
therefore, his expertise in financial matters can be discounted completely.
Indexation of high taxation simply ensures that the stealth of socialism more rapidly
overtakes this State and in no figures is that more patently obvious than in the shift during
the past three and a half years in the gross domestic product consumed by Government
from approximately 36 per cent to 46 per cent. This Budget gives no glimmer of hope that
that trend will not continue; it will continue to accelerate with the enshrining of indexed
taxation in the Budget.
One of the problems of the Budget is that it accepts that the Government is a pace setter
in salaries, superannuation, working hours and, particularly, in administrative costs and
the number of staff put on at the top end of administration. It appears to any reasonable
person examining the Budget documents-although some are still not easy to followthat the trend and the stage is set for even greater increases in the public sector further
down the track.
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The Bud~et also illustrates some of the extent of public borrowings. Apparently it has a
table that mdicates that the State and its immediate authorities-it is qualified by an
estimate-have borrowed to the extent of about $17·5 billion on behalf of the citizens of
this State.
But then, much of the borrowing incurred by the Government is in an unguaranteed
form, which is not accounted for in the Budget. For example, much of the borrowing of
water authorities is not guaranteed and, certainly, municipal borrowings are not guaranteed,
although, historically, bankrupted municipalities have entered into negotiations with the
Government to bail them out.
In my view the liability of borrowings is grossly understated in the $17·5 billion; it is
probably about $25 billion or equating to the order of $6000 per man, woman and child
in Victoria. That may not sound much to some but the alarming fact is that it has increased
by approximately 50 per cent since the Labor Party came to office. It is easy to make a
good fellow of oneself and go out into the market-place to borrow but the problem occurs
when one must refinance that money at high interest-which is the case at present-or
when one must repay the loan. That is when the problem becomes obvious. I shall say
more later on about the matter when I discuss the transport area.
The Labor Government has deliberately gone out and borrowed to make a good fellow
of itself and to set a pace in the state which it constantly crows about, despite being
besieged by crisis on practically every front. I do not expect the Government to recognize
the crisis in the a$ricultural area about which the honourable member for Ripon spoke of
earlier or the CriSIS in the health field, which will be obvious to many because of the long
waiting lists mentioned by the honourable member for Brighton, who led the debate for
the Opposition.
Housing waiting lists have increased and if ever a tremendous opportunity was lost it is
in the area of education. There must be some recognition in the eyes of the socialists that
we still live in a capitalist society, and its fundamentals are not being taught in schools.
Children are cast out on to the labour market who are unemployable-not worth a week's
wage demanded for them by a system of arbitration and awards which fails to recognize
that they lack the skills they ought to have acquired whilst they were at school.
Mr Jolly interjected.
Mr I. W. SMITH-No, quite the contrary. I much prefer a scheme which trains young
people, equipping them with a commercial capacity so that when they leave school they
can make a profit for employers; it is only by doing that that they will be employable in
the long term.
An area of pace setting which causes me some alarm is outside the accord which is
trumpeted from Canberra and heralded here in Melbourne, and that is the area in which
State instrumentalities are saying to potential contractors that either they will allow an
additional $11 a week for superannuation-the Road Construction Authority is saying
that as is the State Electricity Commission and probably many other authorities-in their
prices or they will not receive the contracts. It is a form of blackmail used by the
instrumentalities under the control of the Government, and no doubt at the Government's
behest, which ensures a new pace setting in the wages and cost spiral that ultimately will
lead to further pressure on interest rates and overseas exchange rates for our currency and
it will certainly mean a decline in productivity.
The Government should examine ways and means of utilizing the money and manpower
resources at its disposal. It is ludicrous that, at a time of supposed stringency, capital
equipment is not used on more than one shift. Rather than pay people unemployment
benefits, such persons should be used on road building programs. No one could claim that
Victoria's roads are not deteriorating rapidly.
Reforestation is an aggravated problem, due to the lack of public and private tree
plantings. Australia is now importing approximately $1 billion worth of timber each year.
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That timber could and should be grown in Australia. The import cost is increasing at twice
the rate of inflation, and the problem is becoming worse rather than better.
Some of the resources of the State should go into those sorts of productive areas rather
than into non-productive areas, such as enforced superannuation arrangements negotiated
outside the wages accord, and handouts by way of social security benefits, when work is
available for able-bodied people.
Another area of major expenditure is transport. This financial year the total operating
expenditure of public transport authorities is estimated to increase by 9 per cent.
At page 185 of Budget Paper No. 4 it is stated that:
The net result is an estimated 18·8 per cent rise in the call on the Budget for recurrent purposes.

That is a large increase brought about mainly by additional administrative costs, and
certainly not by the addition of extra services at the point of delivery. At page 184 of
Budget Paper No. 4, under Program No. 682, "Central Corporate Services", expenditure
is increased by 18·7 per cent. That is an increase upon increases in the previous three years
of approximately 360 per cent in the area of administration.
One should have thought that, with that sort of increase, all of the systems in the area of
public transport would be pretty well spot-on by now. However, that is not the case. The
former Minister of Transport, the great financial guru, nutted out things such as the early
retirement package for railway workers, which cost the Victorian taxpayer close to $80
million. That honourable gentleman had to re-employ 2000 people who took advantage
of that program. There was a simple waste of $80 million, but, worse than that, some of
the guards from the three-man train crews were lost and the Government did not have the
wit to realize that this would cause the other two members of the three-man crews to lie
idle due to the three-man crewing policy. That sort of fundamental issue was not foreseen
and, rather than single out people for special treatment in special areas, the Government
provided a blanket provision with no proper regard to its effect.
The effect has been a costly disaster, causing train cancellations, disruptions, passengers
disenchantment. It has also been a double disaster.
However, I turn now to compare some figures on what is happening with the city and
the country services.
When one examines Program No. 684, one finds that country, provincial and interstate
corporate services obtained an increase of only 4· 5 per cent, compared with central
corporate services and metropolitan passenger services, which each obtained a 10·4 per
cent increase. Those are just a couple of figures that are typical of the emphasis that the
Government places in its priorities: city people versus country people, thereby creating
two distinct classes of people in this State.
That emphasis is further exaggerated when one examines instrumentalities such as the
Grain Elevators Board. That board has never had a single cent of Government money put
into it. All moneys borrowed on account of the board have been paid for in interest and
amortization by the grain s.rowers themselves. To add to that cost the public authority
dividend payment of$5 mIllion simply adds approximately $1 .30 per tonne or 0·75 per
cent, to the gross price of a tonne of wheat, thus helping to price growers out of what is
now becoming an increasingly competitive market. What absolute financial madness for
the future!
One would have thought that a Government that would not want to subsidize something
as commercial as the grain growing industry would at least keep out of its way so that that
industry could be legitimately competitive on the world market.
However, that is not where the injury stops. Once the grain grower takes his grain out
of the paddock, he has no choice but to deliver his grain, compulsorily, to the nearest rail
receival centre from where his grain is transported by rail. He does not have freedom to
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use his own transport or a hired contractor to cart his grain by road, unless he effectively
gets around the law by going interstate, thereby coming under the protection of section 92
of the Constitution. Most growers would not want to do anything like that. However,
faced with an incredible cost price squeeze, they are forced to consider mechanisms to
reduce their costs.
If the 6 per cent increase in grain freight rates is correct-which the Minister has just
announced, and I admit that the increase is less than the consumer price index-but the
freight increase is more than the increase received in grain prices, which have fallen rather
than increased, and bears no relativity to the grain growers' capacity to pay. One of the
telling factors is that when these cost price pressures force the grain grower to examine his
operation, he will choose, in many instances, to seek to avoid paying the Grain Elevators
Board double charges for the receival of the grain at the grain receival centre as well as rail
transport and deliver his grain direct to the port grain terminal himself.
In the areas of transport that it considers to be important, the Opposition believes,
philosophically, that, when returned to government, it would head down the track of
providing a far better road system than is now available for the community. It would want
to encourage, within the public ·sector, the maximum amount of contractural work that
could be made available to private enterprise.
That is quite the opposite to what is currently occurring, where the Government is
deliberately setting out to shackle private business companies in ·order to reduce their
profitability and soften them up for a selling and purchasing operation, which the
Government is undertaking. That is nationalization by stealth and by the most sinister
means.
Mr Shell-Tell the House what you did about the railways.
Mr I. W. SMITH-I should like the honourable member for Geelong, who ought to be
very concerned-The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! The honourable member for Polwarth
should ignore the interjections of the honourable member for Geelong, who is out of
order; he knows quite well he is out of order.
Mr I. W. SMITH-Yes, Mr Acting Speaker. The problems in the area of Geelong that
the honourable member has to overcome will soon be obvious to this House. Creeping
socialism within the Ministry of Transport will divest the citizens of Geelong of the
independence and control of their port, but that is foreshadowing other proposed legislation
and I do not want to involve myself in that debate at this stage, except to say that I will be
interested to see how the honourable member for Geelong, who has expressed himself to
cabinet colleagues as being concerned about this problem, tries to escape the political
difficulties with which he will be confronted.
As I said earlier, this Budget has appeared as a smooth and clever public relations
document, which has been sold on the basis of no increases in taxes and charges; but it
enshrines indexation, which might suit the majority of the community whose wages and
salaries are indexed, but the productive sector, especially those dependent on the export
market-place, simply find that indexation will shift more and more of the capacity within
the economy from the private sector, necessarily, to the public sector and I gave figures to
indicate that already, since the Labor Government came into office we have seen a shift in
the gross domestic product from 36 per cent to 46 per cent, now being a figure contained
in the public sector.
The charges levied by instrumentalities such as the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board
of Works and the State Electricity Commission, which have to pay the State institutional
duties tax and levy, are passed on to the productive sector when they too index their
charges. This has the multiplier effect of aggravating this pricing out of the market factor.
While I have no doubt that the Government will, on this occasion, have the Budget passed
and that it has sold the concept to the public reasonably well, I am sure that the public will
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ultimately see that indexation is a con trick for which they have fallen and for which they
will ultimately resent this Government.
Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-The thinking that the Government can continually
fool some of the people all of the time and all of the people some of the time is about at a
halt because the community is waking up to the rotten things being imposed on the
community by this high taxing, high scheming, high flying Government. The fools who
are advising the Government-the people whom they call their advisers, their mindersare indeed leading them down the path to self destruction and whereas that suits me and
the party I represent, the fact is that Victoria can no longer afford a continuing onslaught
of increased taxes and charges such as it has suffered in the past three and a half years.
Mr Cain-Who paid for the last increase?
Mr BROWN-I would not have a clue. The situation is that it is about time the Premier
looked at changing the name of Victoria from the Garden State to the State not only with
the highest taxes and charges, but the "Continuous strike State".
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! The honourable member will address
the Chair.
Mr BROWN-I shall certainly do that, Mr Acting Speaker. The situation is that Victoria
at this very moment is in turmoil. One needs only to examine the Government Ministries.
In the health area, nurses are on the brink of a major strike which is unprecedented in the
history of this State. The Government has always claimed to have a special, ongoing, close
working relationship with teachers. The Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources,
the former Minister of Education, saw fit to buy teachers off over a three-year period.
However, teachers are now embarking on major strikes to an extent unprecedented in the
history of the State.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! I call on the honourable member for
Gippsland West, who is addressing the Premier most of the time, to address the Chair.
Mr BROWN-Certainly, Mr Acting Speaker. Transport, one of the major areas of
expenditure in the Budget, is also in turmoil. When one realizes that the present Minister
for Transport was the former Minister of Health, one does not have to look far to understand
why there are continuing problems in the transport area.
The State Electricity Commission, as a result of unrest in the Latrobe Valley, is on the
brink of strike action.
Mr Fordham-Rubbish!
Mr BROWN-We will find out this week ifit is rubbish.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! I ask the honourable member for
Gippsland West, without the assistance of the Minister for Industry, Technology and
Resources or any other members on the Government side of the House, to address the
Chair.
Mr BROWN-Mr Acting Speaker, I certainly hope it is rubbish because this State can
no longer afford to be in turmoil-and it is a public fact that Victoria is in turmoil.
The two major issues I wish to address tonight are housing and resources. In the
financial allocations to housing, not just in the Budget being debated this evening but over
the past four years, there has been a significant increase of taxpayers' funds being spent in
this area. In the Budget, a sum of$324 million has been provided for housing, which is an
increase of 13·2 per cent over the figure for the last financial year. The obvious comment
is that the Government is fixing up the housing problem. However, as you, Mr Acting
Speaker, and the community are well aware, there is a housing crisis in the State which is
daily getting worse. The waiting list for public housing has increased by 7000. Because
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each of those applicants for housing has a wife or husband and family, the actual number
of people seeking housing is much more than 7000. The waiting list of applicants for
public housing currently stands at 23 000. That is 23 000 families who have been waiting
for up to six years to obtain accommodation in a State where houses owned by the
Government regularly stand empty for twelve months. If that is wise and sensible economic
management of resources, I have yet to understand it.
During the term of offic~ of this Government, the waiting list for home loan applications
has increased in a twelve month period from 19 000 to 28 500. That is a 50 per cent
increase in the number of people waiting for home loans. The wise financial gurus in the
Government have bOught, on average, 3000 houses a year since the Labor Government
has been in office. The prices of those houses in that time have jumped from $50 000 three
years ago to $75000 today. Houses of the same standard, for instance, three-bedroom
brick veneers and in the same suburb have jumped in price from $50 000 to $75000.
That is far above the inflationary rate for that same period. The fact is the Government
is not getting value for money because of its own policy decisions. If one considers the
options available to the Government, undoubtedly home ownership is the No. I priority
that the Government should be aiming its activities and policies towards.
The Opposition notes from the Budget Papers that the cost of managing the 47 000
units of public rental stock in this State is $126 million for this financial year. I repeat; it
will cost $126 million of the taxpayers' money just to manage 47000 units of public rental
stock. If the Government were to divert some of the hundreds of millions of dollars it is
pouring into public rental stock-The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! I ask the honourable member to address
the Chair. He should not direct his remarks to the honourable member for Bendigo West
who is out of his place.
Mr BROWN-Mr Acting Speaker, I would be obliged if you would kick him out.
The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! I ask the honourable member to address the Chair.
Mr BROWN-The Government should wake up to reality and undertake some
programs which would save the Crown large amounts of money, would help more people
and would be in the interests of all Victorians.
I refer to the Budget submission to the Government by the Federation of Housing
Societies of Victoria, which is known to most Victorians as the organization that manages
co-operative housing societies throughout Victoria. That federation submitted to the
Government well researched proposafs. that would transform the large number of people
waiting for accommodation to a much lesser figure. The federation put forward policies
that would influence the investment criteria of large investment bodies that have
traditionally been prepared to lend money for housing in this State.
For example, the federation suggested the creation of a special housing bond issue to
increase the pool of available finance and suggested that something ought to be done to
reduce the high cost of running the Ministry of Housin$. That Ministry lends more money
to people than does the co-operative housing SOCIeties. In other words, the State
Government uses its own instrumentality to lend money when a private enterprise structure
is fully capable of doing the job throughout Victoria.
What is the cost to the Crown of administering such schemes? The costs of administration
of public housing by having public servants distribute tens of millions of dollars to people
to buy a home is twice that of what it costs the co-operative movement. Of course, It does
not worry these economic geniuses, these fools who are running the State, that a number
of income earners and families are being deprived of a roof over their heads. It does not
worry the Government that thousands more families could be helped simply by the
Government changing some of its policy directions. Indeed, the Government has forced
up the cost of housing in Victoria through its very large purchasing program. In the time
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that the Government has been in office, available statistics show that the medium price of
a house in the electorate ofSyndal has risen from $46609 to $75 571.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr BROWN-I hope I will get an extension of time in this debate. Honourable members
opposite do not like to hear the facts about housing.
The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! I ask the honourable member to address the Chair
and to ignore interjections.
The Ministry of Housing has been without a permanent administrative head for nine
months. The Government got rid of the former Director of Housing, Dr Roy Gilbert,
because he did not suit the party hacks. Dr Gilbert was well versed in housing but espoused
policies that did not suit the philosophies of some of the party hacks of the Government.
He was prepared to see policies such as I am espousing implemented, therefore, the
Government got rid of him and has not replaced him. For the past nine months there has
been no permanent Director of Housing in Victoria.
The position was advertised with a salary package totalling $80000 a year and the
Government received some excellent applications, two of which were from impeccably
qualified people. However, because they did not carry membership cards of the Australian
Labor Party, they were not given the job, and the position has not been filled. It is a
disgrace and should be rectified forthwith.
An historic terrace, known as Glass Terrace, exists in Melbourne. The Government,
together with its Federal counterpart, is spending almost $3 million on that property and
the five adjoining properties.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! I ask the honourable member for
Gippsland West to address the Chair as he is taking too much time in answering
interjections.
Mr BROWN-I am not replying to interjections.
The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Gippsland West is not
looking at me.
Mr BROWN-I cannot look at you, Mr Acting Speaker, and at my notes.
The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! I ask the honourable member to address the Chair
and to ignore interjections.
Mr BROWN-The Government is squandering almost $3 million of taxpayers' funds
to house a handful of tenants in an historic property known as Glass Terrace. There are
other terraces in Melbourne that are also well suited to be upgraded. In some cases,
incentives were given to private individuals to start developments, and they have done
that.
The Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources has asked me, by interjection, to
refer to resources.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! The Minister for Industry, Technology
and Resources is out of order; I have indicated that on many occasions and I ask him to
cease interjecting. I ask the honourable member for Gippsland West to address the Chair.
Mr BROWN-Before I refer to resources, I shall quote some further debacles that have
occurred in housing in the State. Recently I was contacted by the honourable member for
Bennettswood who asked me whether it was right and proper for three houses in one block
in the electorate he represents to remain empty for nine months. I indicated that not only
was it not right and proper but also that it was not possible as the Government would not
let that happen. He asked me to visit his electorate, which I did last week, and I indicate
to the House that it is a fact that, only seven days ago, three houses had been sitting empty
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for nine months. Today, two of them still remain empty. That shows a scandalous lack of
competence by the Administration of this State. The Government is grossly incompetent
and inefficient.
One can ask what should be done to help people who urgently and desperately require
housing. It may come as a surprise to some Victorians to learn that the Ministry of
Housin~ owns 142 shops, 70 vacant shop sites, 70 shops with dwellings attached, 22
vacant mdustrial sites, 90 offices, 3 storage yards, service stations, a police station, a car
yard, a child care centre, a car park and an hotel. If the Government wishes to help people
who are desperate to obtain accommodation, it should sell off those assets. The Ministry
of Housing should not own those properties and it should use the tens of millions of
dollars that would be generated by their sale to provide housing for families who need
accommodation.
It is interesting to note that the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources-who
was so keen to have the Opposition debate one of the areas of his responsibility, namely,
resources-left the Chamber when I indicated that I was about to comment on his
Ministerial responsibilities. I hope he returns forthwith.
The Government is gloating and walking tall around Victoria saying, "We have only
put up energy charges by the amount of inflation: we have not put them up in real terms".
Mr Fordham interjected.
Mr BROWN-The way members of the Government operate, the inflation rate will be
increased before they are finished.
Had the Liberal Party become the Government, it would have ensured that there were
no increases for energy utilities. That was the Liberal Party commitment, and it would
have been honoured. The recent increases in charges by both the State Electricity
Commission and the Gas and Fuel Corporation were needless. They were introduced
because of gross incompetence and widescale financial mismanagement, primarily in the
State Electricity Commission.
In the week prior to the Nunawading by-election I made public the fact that the Liberal
Party had obtained statistical information via an internal document of the commission
pointing out serious financial difficulties within that entity. Massive losses had been
sustained in the past twelve months. The Deputy Premier went public and obtained good
headlines by saying that the information was a scare tactic by the Opposition in the week
prior to the by-election. The Deputy Premier received better publicity on the issue by
denying that it was true.
Straight after the Nunawading by-election, which the Opposition won well, the AuditorGeneral proved conclusively that my claim was valid. I had been wrong in one aspect
only. My figure was out by $3 million. I claimed that for the first time in the history of
Victoria the amount forecast in the Budget documents to be paid by the commission to
the Government had been underpaid by $53 million. The Auditor-General reported that
the commission had paid $56 million less than it was committed to pay.
I also pointed out publicly that the commission had lost $81· 7 million in the past twelve
months in one area of operation only, namely, overseas borrowings. If members of the
Government call that mana~ement of the taxpayers' money on a reasonable scale, the
taxpayers would laugh in theIr faces. The figure is spot-on. The Auditor-General revealed
that the figures were correct, that $81·7 million had been lost on foreign exchange
transactions and that there was gross financial mismanagement and incompetence evident
in the State Electricity Commission. There is no doubt that if the incompetence had not
existed there would have been no need to increase electricity charges to consumers.
I note that the Deputy Premier has returned to the Chamber. I shall read the figures to
him.
Mr Fordham interjected.
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Mr BROWN-The Deputy Premier dismisses it and says, "It is only $81 mil1ion~~.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! The honourable member will ignore
interjections.
Mr BROWN-I shall not refer to any interjections but some time ago the Deputy
Premier publicly said, "Don't worry-they are only paper losses and they can be offset".
Some $80 million of the taxpayers' money has been lost.
Mr Fordham-You are wrong.
Mr BROWN-I shall quote some more figures.
In 1982 the current liabilities of the commission were $606 million. Two years later,
under the brilliant policies of the Australian Labor Party, the current liabilIties of the
commission were $911 million.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! The honourable member for Gippsland
West will address the Chair and will not answer interjections from the Government
benches.
Mr BROWN-Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. The non-current liabilities of the State
Electricity Commission for 1982-when the Cain Government came into office-were
$3019 million; two years later the figure was $4518 million. The debt equity ratio for the
commission rose during that two-year period from 881 per cent to 1361 per cent. The
Government claims it is a good financial manager but what happened to the revenue of
the commission in that same period? It jumped from $1088 million in 1982 to $1482
million. Let us hear from the Government now; it is in control of that revenue. The
Government can put a ceiling on that revenue or let it blowout. In 1984 the Government
made a purposeful and conscious decision to rip off $100 million in public authority
dividend from the State Electricity Commission. The Government is ripping the guts out
of the commission and other State instrumentalities. The chickens will come home to
roost.
In 1982, the last year of the Liberal Government in this Stated, the interest charges that
had accrued in the State Electricity Commission amounted to ~265 million. That is not
an insignificant amount. Two years later the interest charges payable per annum had
jumped to $343 million. The action of the Government is absolutely indefensible and it
knows that. Victorians are starting to appreciate that the Government has increased State
taxes and charges by nearly 70 per cent in just over three years. By the next State election
State taxes and charges will have doubled. At that time the voters will make their decisions
on a range of issues but there is no better issue or one that is more definitive than that
which touches the hip-pocket nerve.
The Government still claims a special affinity, a special working relationship, with the
unions. Recently the State Electricity CommissIOn meter readers went on strike for seven
months. During that time the consumers had their electricity bills estimated. That was
disgraceful! The Liberal Party would not have allowed that strike to continue for seven
months if it were in office. Within seven days I would have called in the union; I would
not have waited seven months. All disputes must be resolved. A reasonable arrangement
between the Government and the unions can be made without selling the State. The
Government should come to an arrangement with the unions or tell them where the buck
stops.
In the past three years the Government has controlled the unions-"controlled" is the
operative word-because it has bought off the unions. There is no question about that. I
do not advocate buying off the unions but a reasonable agreement should be found with
people like the meter readers who stopped work for seven months and deprived the State
of revenue that was urgently needed.
What is the Government considering at present? This team of economic and financial
gurus has a brilliant proposal. In approximately twelve months' time it will change the
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method of calculating State Electricity Commission charges for Victorian households. It
will introduce a "time-of-use" tariff. The proposal is simple: electricity used during the
peak period in Victoria will be more expensive than off-peak electricity.
Mr Jolly-It is now.
Mr BROWN-No, consumers now pay an average tariff for the general household in
peak periods. However, the Government will introduce a two-tier tariff system so that
electricity consumed during the peak load time, will be much more expensive than
electricity consumed during the off-peak period. Off peak is defined as between 11 p.m.
and 7 a.m. Who will cook meals in the middle of the night? Who will use power in that
period to vacuum the floors and for other normal chores carried out by householders?
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! I ask the honourable member to address
the Chair and to ignore interjections.
Mr BROWN-I shall quote the current SEC charges: 18·97 cents a kilowatt hour for
the first 120 kilowatt hours; 7·63 cents a kilowatt hour for the next 900 kilowatt hours; and
8·41 cents a kilowatt hour for the balance.
The proposed scheme is that for the first 150 kilowatt hours consumers will pay 22 cents
a kilowatt hour, and 9 cents a kilowatt hour for the balance, an increase of more than 15
per cent.
The Deputy Premier has a habit of saying, '"You are wrong, you are wrong". However,
with hindsight and the passage of time, he often has to eat humble pie because it is he who
has misled the community. I repeat: in twelve months' time the Government will introduce
a new method of charging for electricity called a "time-of-use" tariff. I place on record, on
15 October 1985, that the Government will introduce this scheme and that it will
substantially increase the cost of electricity to Victorian consumers.
Not only members of the Opposition and consumers of electricity but also Victorian
voters will wake up, in large numbers, and after the next election the present Opposition
will be sitting on the Government benches because of the lunatic proposals the Government
has implemented.
Mr WALLACE (Gippsland South)-In the 1985-86 Budget the Government has taken
a punt on the economy, and it may have serious consequences for Victoria if the economy
does not prove to be a winner over the next twelve months.
The Budget strategy depends on sustained economic recovery, the continuation of the
Federal prices and incomes accord, the success of the WorkCare scheme, a continuing low
value for the Australian dollar and increases in exports. These are all high hopes, but they
are far from being certainties.
In the current national wage case and the dispute arising from the State Government's
offer to nurses, one can see that the accord is under considerable stress. A blow-out of
wages in specific areas and flow-on claims in other areas would threaten the basis of the
Budget.
The Treasurer has introduced some fantastic ideas, but the opposition parties will
attempt to prove that he is wrong in many areas. Potential wage rises are also a threat to
the continuing recovery of Australia's economy. Conditions look good at present, but
there are too many clouds on the horizon for businesses to make any large expansion of
employment, or to invest more money in capital projects. Companies are wary of taking
on extra costs, and interest rates are too high for them to raise money for large
developments.
The Australian balance of payments on exports and imports is anything but healthy. I
believe the Treasurer has not faced the facts on that situation. We would have expected it
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to be better because, with the current low value of the Australian dollar, we should be
gaining more export markets, but this is not happening. Increased exports are a key
condition of this Budget, and we are not succeeding in this area because of our high cost
of production. There is nothing to indicate that the situation will improve over the next
year.
Manufacturing industry has not succeeded in making up the gap between exports and
imports and that has resulted in a huge overseas deficit for Australia. We look to the rural
industry to earn the bulk of our export income. It is in this area that the Budget and
Government policy generally are most sadly lacking. This Government, like the Labor
Government in Canberra, has agreed to the demands of the trade unions and encouraged
costly growth in Government employment, but it is not answering the farmers' claim for
a fair deal.
The economic policy announced for Victoria in this year's Budget Papers refers to a
special effort to develop new agricultural products for export markets. The Government
has a vision of producing specialist fruits and vegetables for export. Those products have
limited markets, and a small increase in output could leave the State with an oversupply.
They are the types of agriculture often promoted by get-rich quick merchants to encourage
people to put money into farming schemes that nearly always end up going broke. In the
meantime, little regard is given to traditional forms of agriculture-which are the backbone
of this country and the economy-and these areas are suffering a severe financial crisis
while the Treasurer is talking about a substantial economic recovery. There is no sustained
recovery in the lamb or dairy industries. The incomes of beef and grain producers are also
declining.
The Budget Papers paint an extremely dismal picture for Victoria. I shall quote from
the Budget Papers so that honourable members will be familiar with the situation. At page
63 of Budget Paper No. 2, under "Farm Product", the Treasurer said:
In 1985-86 gross farm product is expected to decline by about 5 per cent. Reflecting the assumption ofa return
to more normal seasonal conditions, the Bureau of Agricultural Economics expects wheat production to decline
by about 15 per cent. Production in the livestock sector is expected to increase slightly, following the rebuilding
of herds depleted by the drought. Increases are expected in the production of beef, veal, mutton and poultry
meat, whilst a 10 per cent decline in lamb slaughterings is in prospect. Wool production is expected to increase
slightly, reflecting a decline in wool cut per head and an offsetting increase in numbers shown. Total milk
production is expected to remain at 1984-85 levels. An increase in cheese and market milk production is expected
to be offset by a reduction in the use of milk for skim milk powder.
As a consequence of the devaluation of the $A and some improvement in beef prices, farmers' prices are
expected to increase by about 7 per cent in 1985-86. However, despite increased assistance measures, cost
pressures are likely to remain severe, particularly the growth in debt service charges. In total, farm incomes are
expected to decline by a further 12 per cent in 1985-86.

In view of this picture one would have expected that farmers would have received a better
deal in the 1985-86 Budget. The farmers expected it. They were promised a better deal
when they marched on Parliament several months ago. This Government has dithered
and fiddled around. It makes promises it never keeps. It hopes that problems will go away,
but, of course, they do not go away of their own accord.
Dairy farmers took direct action this year because of the severe problems they faced.
Several thousand of them faced the prospect of leaving the industry, but this Government
set the police on them. Since then petrol supplies have been withdrawn because of industrial
action; the building industry has been in chaos over the Norm Gallagher case; hospital
patients and State school children have been held to ransom by trade unions. There has
never been a suggestion that the Government will act against any of those groups, but it
was determined to crush the farming community.
The scallop fishing industry in Gippsland is going to the wall because of lack of support
and access to additional fishing grounds. It is unfortunate that many Ministers are not
aware of what is happening; it may be too late when they eventually wake up.
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The situation facing such groups as dairy farmers and fishermen is no better now than
it was when these issues were first raised. They have good reason to doubt whether the
Government really supports and encourages these types of industries.
What did the Budget provide for these groups? It provided more reductions in the
services of the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs, higher land taxes and a 13
per cent increase in charges for Crown land leases and licences.
The funds of the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs have been cut by a further
5 per cent in real terms, but the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs has been
travelling around the State saying that it does not mean any downgrading of his department.
Considerable reductions have taken place in the services provided by the department and
there will be a serious effect on farm support services over the next few years. Six of the
nineteen senior administrative positions will be axed from the department's livestock
services division. The cutback of these positions is the first stage of a reduction of 120
positions in the department's divisions of livestock and corporate services. The
department's dairying division had been disbanded in 1983-84, when its operations were
transferred to the livestock services division. The Government has been pursuing a
deliberate plan to downgrade the department by reducing the support services for meat,
dairy and other livestock industries that make up 60 per cent of the State's economy. The
Government should wake up to what is happening before it is too late.
The continuing growth in employment and increased activity in private industry is a
cornerstone of this Budget, but there is little to suggest that the Government is doing any
more than hoping that industry will continue to expand in its own right. Industry will not
do that without the support of Government.
Pay-roll tax remains the largest revenue earner for the State, producing $1·2 billion. The
increase in exemption levels only keeps pace with ir.flation and pay-roll tax collection will
still rise by almost $200 000 over last year's figures. The level at which pay-roll tax is
payable makes it an unjust penalty on reasonably sized enterprises in this State.
Pay-roll tax continues to be a major disincentive to employment. Country industries
are most important to the economy but they seem to run a bad last in the Government's
economic policy and in this Budget. Broadly, country enterprises deal in specialized
manufacturing, engage in service areas and in the processing offarm products. As a whole,
they form a significant part of the economy in country Victoria. While they may not have
much impact on Melbourne and metropolitan areas, they have a large impact on economies
of country towns.
Country towns depend on these businesses for their survival. If these businesses fail, so
will country towns, and that will be disastrous. Mostly, country industries depend heavily
on the healthy financial conditions of the agricultural industry. If the agricultural industry
declines, so do country industries; if country industries decline so do country towns.
The Government is now nearly half way through its program of phasing out
decentralization assistance. The Government is discouraging firms from setting up
establishments in country areas. Existing businesses will suffer further hardships. The
decentralization programs set up in the 1970s were a major success. Lack of assistance
makes it harder to retain existing industries in country areas and to attract new industries.
Decentralization programs have not been unwarranted. They have been an important
means of encouraging diversity in the economy and they have assured the sharing of
country areas in the State's growth.
Decentralization assistance has been replaced by the Government's Statewide industry
policy which recognizes a number of already well-developed provincial areas in growth
centres. The Latrobe Valley is one recognized industry centre in Gippsland. However,
there is no evidence in the Budget that country firms will gain any benefits from these new
economic measures. The first stage of phasing out decentralization programs is complete
and now much less support is available to country industries. Small businesses are
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experiencing the same difficulties as primary industries. Many of these businesses are
located in non-metropolitan areas. They need a fair go from the Government just as much
as farming industries.
'.
The Government is providing administrative support for regional tourism. Over the
past few weeks I have been travelling round Victoria studyin~ the tourist industry. There
is great potential in this industry for employment opportumties. It is important for the
Government to direct moneys towards the development of tourism to create those
opportunities. The Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources has organized a
marketing project that was announced last year to promote the State's key resource
centres. The Gippsland Lakes is a resource zone and it will benefit from this program.
However, a financial commitment has not yet been made towards implementing the
program.
There should also be support, which was promised in the economic strategy, for
marketing campaigns to develop country tourist areas. Tourism was highlighted In the
economic strategy and there is big potential for it in Victoria. Tourism will assist small
business and is the provider of thousands of jobs. The Minister must realize this and make
his comments about it.
When the 1983-84 report was handed out-it was six months late-no mention was
made of even one country tourism area. The Government is only mouthing these policies
and it is not fulfilling the necessary requirements.
I am pleased to report that the South Coast Tourism Authority is now operating
successfully. It ran into early difficulties when the regions were reduced from twelve to
seven, but these problems have now been overcome to a large extent. The regional group
has recognized the diversity of the Gippsland area with its tourist market and it has set up
sub-committees throughout the area.
There are three special areas-east Gippsland, south Gippsland and the Latrobe
Valley-Warragul area. The eastern zone will receive some additional support in whatever
marketing proposals are recommended in the study, but thought should be given to
providing additional backup to these important tourist areas. South Gippsland includes
the former coal mining areas around Korumburra and Wonthaggi. There are some
magnificent stretches of beach in that area and around Wilson's Promontory.
Mr Richardson interjected.
Mr W ALLACE-It is unfortunate that the honourable member for Forest Hill does
not visit the Gippsland area frequently to see what a magnificent area it is. He should
come and sunbake on the beaches; it is unfortunate that he does not visit it very often.
Roads are another critical State problem. They are badly in need of early funding for
maintenance. Unfortunately, in the Budget there does not appear to be support for councils
in this area. The municipalities are drastically short of money for road construction
projects. In some areas country roads have been reduced to gravel surfaces because oflack
of funds, which is unfortunate as they will never be returned to their former surfaces.
In my area there are roads with special requirements, such as those in mountainous
areas, which often have wet surfaces, and they require more costly maintenance. Special
funding should be made available for those areas. The municipal committee in the
Traralgon region of the Road Construction Authority has over a number of years made
representations to the State Government. It has made special representatIons to the
Commonwealth Government but its pleas have always fallen on deaf ears as the
Governments do not appear to understand that road building in some country areas is
more difficult than in others.
The State Electricity Commission, the Gas and Fuel Corporation, the Melbourne and
Metropolitan Board of Works and the State Bank will be required to pay higher public
authority dividends. The reduction in the public authority dividend payable by the Grain
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Elevators Board is only $500 000, which is much less than the reduction that was sought.
The public authority dividend is an underhanded means of revenue raising. The dividend
tax on the Grain Elevators Board, together with the recent increase in the grain freight
rates, will compound the difficulties faced by many grain growers this year.
Another area of real concern is that of regional and municipal library grants. Regional
and municipal libraries are slowly but surely deteriorating. These libraries have traditionally
been a major resource for the community. The funding of these libraries is shared between
local municipalities and the Government. However, the Government has failed miserably
to live up to the promise it made some years ago to increase its contribution to a 50-50
level.
The Budget allocation for the library subsidy has been increased by only 25 cents to
$4.25 a head of population. Regional libraries have budgeted on an expectatIOn of a grant
of at least $4.30, in the hope that that may be increased to $4.50. Those municipalities are
bitterly disappointed.
In the past few years many regional and municipal libraries have reduced their opening
hours and the purchase of new books to keep within limited budgets. This financial year
municipalities will have to meet the increased cost either through rate revenue or a cut in
library services. That would be unfortunate because libraries are an important resource
for the community, especially for country people.
School students and participants in adult education programs will feel the effects of
cutbacks in reading material. The regional and municipal libraries are unable to fulfil their
proper role on the present level of funding.
It is pleasing to note that the Budget includes the provision of$500 000 to commence a
rebuilding program for the Gippsland Base Hospital at Sale. Although the program is not
detailed in the Budget Papers, I expect that money will be available to allow the preparatory
work to commence. It is an important project because the hospital serves a major residential
community in Gippsland. The project should not have been delayed for as long as it has
been. The kitchen facilities and children's ward are in a disastrous state. The rebuilding
program will take approximately two or three years, and it is my hope that funds will be
made available on a continuous basis so that the project can proceed without delays being
experienced.
I refer to one Budget allocation that has caused some confusion and amusement in the
area I represent. The allocation for the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands
includes $200 000 to employ six rangers to commence public access work for the proposed
Alpine National Park. However, the Government could get a shock with regard to this
allocation when the National Parks (Alpine National Park) Bill is debated in another
place.
This Budget has not been as productive as honourable members would have hoped.
One must provide incentives to employers and to employees, but I do not see where this
Budget has provided those incentives.
Mr COOPER (Mornington)-I was surprised to find, upon examining the Budget, that
a document that I expected to be a lot better-and which was touted to be a very good
document-had not turned out to be as good as it should have been. In fact, as the shadow
Treasurer-my colleague, the honourable member for Brighton-has said, this is a Budget
of lost opportunities.
It is important, when examining a Budget document, to look back in time. Sometimes
this helps people establish a relationship with how things are and how they should be. The
other day, I was glancing through copies of Hansard of past years when I came across
some words that were uttered during debate on a motion of want of confidence in the
Government, which took place on 1 November 1984. Those words were:
Honourable members should reflect on what it was like before the Labor Government.
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Do honourable members remember getting out of the trains and walking across the yards at Jolimont? The
Minister of Transport remembers it!

I am sure the present Minister for Transport would well remember it because industrial
action was also occurring earlier this year. The Hansard report also contained the following:
Mr Fordham-What about industrial action in schools?
Mr CAIN- . . . Children were sent home day after day, week after week, because of industrial action.

Those words were uttered by the Premier last year. He was telling honourable members
about all the improvements in administration that had occurred under a Labor Government
and that everything was all right in the transport industry, in education and so on. He
then went on to give a great pat on the back to the Treasurer and spoke about program
budgeting, which, in the Premier's words:
. . . lets the people ofYictoria know where their money is being spent.

Those words were uttered on I November by the Premier of this State. It is interesting to
look back and obtain a feeling of deja vu from the words of the Premier at that time. He
referred to program budgeting, which "lets the people of Victoria know where their money
is being spent".
It is well worth examining what does happen in the budgeting and reporting systems of
the Government in regard to letting the people of Victoria know where their money is
being spent. It is fair to say that the financial reporting systems used by the Government
do not disclose whether any department is operated at a surplus or deficit for the year, or
whether any actual results are in accordance with the Budget. The reporting systems do
not disclose total assets and liabilities of departments; they do not disclose the source and
application of funds during the year; they do not disclose the nature of any significant
changes in the financial positions and policies of departments; and they do not disclose
any performance criteria, such as dollar expenditure on particular items. In other words,
what exists is a very limited amount of financial reporting and information that goes to
the people of this State.

Trying to dig that information or any decent financial reporting information out of the
Government is, in fact, an exercise in frustration and futility-as honourable members on
the Opposition side of the House would know, from asking questions in this House and
seeking information direct from departments or through the Ministers. It is rare, in fact,
for Ministers and departments to be willing to provide information that they should
rightly be giving to the people of this State through their elected representatives, and
particularly if those elected representatives are on the Opposition benches.
Where is the money being spent? I notice with some interest in a recent publication of
the Labor Star of July 1985 that the honourable member for Werribee is reported as saying
that the policies of the Government are promoting a positive democratic socialist
alternative. I suppose if one analyses and simplifies "positive socialist alternative" what
one ends up with is a bigger bureaucracy and poorer service to the taxpayer. There are no
better examples of that than in the transport and health areas. They would be two prize
examples of bigger and costlier bureaucracy and poorer service to the taxpayers.
The Government boasts of strong growth. What has happened in the past and why is
the Treasurer able to make statements about strong growth? In the financial year 1983-84
significant growth occurred in the private housing sector due to some prime pumping with
public money. There was less dependence on a resource based industry and there was a
marked recovery from drought in the rural sector.
In the financial year 1984-85 the Government sector was booming and the housing
sector was healthy. Private investment had certainly improved. However, private
consumption had weakened as had the rural sector.
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The present Budget will depend very markedly on that priming of the pump with public
money. Housing approvals are beginning to slide and the weakening of the rural sector
has continued from the previous financial year and shows no sign of recovering.
It is worth while bearing in mind that the trade position in this country is severely in
deficit. Our terms of trading are sinking. Our dollar is propped up only by a massive hike
in interest charges, our national debt is sky rocketing and our economy is crumbling.
It is worth while bearing those words in mind because when one examines what has
propped up this Budget and the predications upon which this Budget has been made, it
will be seen that it will sink or swim on two items alone. Those two items are the predicted
growth rate of 4· 5 per cent to 5 per cent and the predicted inflation rate of 7·8 per cent.

The years of 1986 and 1987 will not be boom years. They will be quite the reverse. It
would be wise for the Government to take precautions against the predicted slumps in
1986 and 1987. If one or other of the Treasurer's predictions, ofa 4·5 per cent to 5 per cent
growth rate or an inflation rate of 8 per cent, is wrong, the Treasurer will be exposed for
what we know he is, a blunderer of the highest order.
The Treasurer is a gambler and he is gambling with the future of this State. It will be a
sad day if he is wrong in his predictions because he will lose and it will cost this State its
future. I sincerely hope there are no losses or bad mistakes in the predictions of this
Treasurer.
I speak now about the area of local government. Some of the figures contained in the
Estimates for the Local Government Department are remarkable and need to be
highlighted. The total expenditure for 1984-85 was $128·773 million. The estimate for
1985-86 for the Local Government Department shows that there will be an expenditure
of $141·749 million; therefore, deducting one from the other there will be an over-all
increase in expenditure this financial year of $12·976 million. That is an increase of 10·1
percent on the actual expenditure oflast year. One must bear in mind that the Government
is hanging its hat on a predicted inflation rate of 7·8 per cent.
If one examines the activities of the Local Government Department, one learns that
there has been a significant change and that various programs have been transferred to
other departments. I quote from the document submitted to the House by the Treasurer:
Machinery of government changes have affected the department significantly in the transfer of the Land
Valuations Program and Land Valuations Boards of Review to the Department of Property and Services; Weights
and Measures Administration and House Builders Liability to the Ministry of Consumer Affairs; and the
Division of Building Control and the Building Qualifications Board to the Ministry of Planning and Environment.

Those changes altered the staffing of the department by a massive amount. I am informed
that prior to those changes the department had a staffing level of 280 and after those
changes had been made the staffing level had been reduced by 200 to 80 staff. Therefore, a
department that employed 280 staff now employs 80 and yet there is an increase in
expenditure in that department of 10·1 per cent or nearly $13 million. Where has the
money gone and where are the changes?
The documents, such as they are, reveal that under program 520, corporate services,
which is really the administration of the department, recurrent expenditure has increased
by 21·5 per cent. That is, administration costs in the Local Government Department have
increased by 21·5 per cent but the works and services appropriation under the same
program has increased by 64·3 per cent. Here we have a Government that is restraining
expenditure but in one program alone we have recurrent expenditure increasing by 21·5
per cent and works and services by 64· 3 per cent.
In program 505, advisory and regulatory services, expenditure has increased by 16 per
cent, yet the supporting information of program 505 refers to programs that have been
transferred from the department to the other departments to which I referred earlier.
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Where is the money being spent? Where is the money going? The answer is that the
money is being wasted. Only by delving into the figures and the bare bone information
with which we are provided can we arrive at this scenario. It would be revealing if we had
a Government that was open and honest with its figures and told us what was behind
them. As my colleagues said, the Government would not be game to do that because then
we would be able to see the truth for the first time.
The manning of the department has gone from a staff of 280 to a staff of 80, yet
departmental expenditure has increased by 10 per cent. How on earth can the Government
let that happen and claim that the department is well run. One is able to dig out specific
areas which reveal that in just three areas, expenditure has increased by 21·5 per cent, 64
per cent and 16 per cent.
The Government has a responsibility to produce decent information to enable
honourable members to make an asseSsment about what is going on and, more importantly,
so that the people of Victoria can assess what is happening to their hard earned tax dollars,
which appear to be being wasted by the Government which says one thing and does
another.
When one examines the individual programs in which local government is involved,
one realizes that the effect of the Budget is quite dramatic. Nothing could involve local
government more than the library services that are provided to the community. The
previous speaker mentioned this subject, however, the House should recall that prior to
the 1982 election, the Labor Party promised that it would fund library services on a 50-50
basis with local government. However, since that time, the Government has slid away
from the promise; the promise has been broken year after year, as the Minister for the Arts
well knows.
On numerous occasions, the Minister for the Arts has written to libraries throughout
the State indicating that the Government will do as much as it possibly can and that he
will urge the Government to turn the tide and head towards the promise it made. To give
him credit, the Minister has maintained the policy-he has not backed away from it. He
has indicated that he will do everything within his power to ensure that library funding
will head back in the right direction towards a 50-50 basis. However, the reahty is that
last year the allocation for library services went down like a sinking ship and this year the
Treasurer had the audacity to boast about the amount of money allocated in the Budget
to local government for library services. What a cheek!
Given that the predicted increase in the Budget for the consumer price index is 7·8 per
cent, the Government has allocated local government 25 cents increase as a subsidy for
libraries. That works out at 6·25 per cent, which is below the predicted rate of inflation.
Therefore, library subsidies are going down the gurgler. It is another broken proreise and
one should ask what the Minister for the Arts is doing about it.
This year, libraries throughout the community will probably receive another letter
asking them not to worry and that the Government will try again in its next Budget.
Perhaps the Minister goes to sleep during discussions on the Budget because libraries are
not receiving the subsidy that was promised to them. Perhaps the Minister gets rolled in
Cabinet! If a promise is made, it should be kept. The promise of 50-50 funding was made
in 1982 and was made again prior to the last State election. That promise was made to the
more than 60 per cent of the people in the State who use public libraries, and those people
have been let down.
In this State, on average councils contribute $7.90 to library services and the Government
contributes $4.25. What a grand 50-50 arrangement! Councils are contributing 65 per cent
of money to library services and the Government is contributing 35 per cent. Library users
in this State have been let down each year and it appears that they will be continually let
down.
The SPEAKER-Order! The time appointed by Sessional Orders for me to interrupt
business has now arrived.
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On the motion ofMr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources),
the sitting was continued.
Mr COOPER (Mornington)-I thank the Leader of the House for the courtesy. I wish
to direct to the attention of the Minister for Police and Emergency Services the promises
he has made in the past. Honourable members will recall that the last Budget speech
contained a ptomise that this year a police station would be built at Rosebud. That was
good news and I know the honourable member for Dromana, who had devoted considerable
work to pushing the Government in that direction, was delighted to hear the news. We
have heard of the commitment to start building the police station, but there is no
commitment that it will be finished.

It is rather interesting to go back through my files and discover that at a meeting in 1983
the Minister for Police and Emergency Services promised the Shire of Flinders that the
building of the police station would begin in March 1985 and would be concluded by
Christmas 1985. Once again the Minister has shown that his words mean nothing. His
words are precisely the same as the words of the Government. The Government floats out
promises and then walks away from them as quickly as it likes when it suits it.
An important promise was made to the people of the Mornington Peninsula. I hesitate
to remind the Minister about police stations in other parts of the peninsula because I am
frightened he will feel obliged to make more promises, so that in twelve months' or two
years' time there will be more broken promises. I do not want to provoke the Minister
into that situation.
I draw attention to the fact that the Minister has been found wanting on two counts so
far as this State and the Mornington Peninsula are concerned. If the Minister is provoked
into some action, he may be found wanting again. It is a pity the promises are made so
lightly and broken so easily. It is no wonder that the people of the Mornington Peninsula,
in particular, do not believe anything that is said by the Labor Government or the people
who represent it.
I shall now deal with an area of significance for the Mornington Peninsula and the State,
namely, public transport, which is a scandal and a disgrace. I object-and I know most
other people object-to the posturing of the Minister for Transport and the words he
utters when he knows they are not true. He makes statements as an escape hatch through
which to crawl from the criticism that comes his way.
The track record of the Minister for Transport is nothing short of abominable. He seems
determined to turn this portfolio, which is already disastrous, into a major catastrophe
which will blight the State for coming generations.
On maintaining road funding the Minister decided to tip the proverbial bucket over the
head of his Federal colleague. He did so in a four or five-page letter which was circulated
to local governments throughout the State. He then said in the House that he would not
let local government down and that he would continue to maintain road funding in real
terms. I am disappointed to report that nothing could be further from the truth. The
Minister has either displayed an alarming grasp of the transport portfolio or, alternatively,
he has misled the House. The promise by the Minister to maintain funding for the
construction of main and unclassified roads is a farce and is untrue. He has outraged
councils from one end of the State to the other.
I have many examples of the falsity of the promise made by the Minister but I shall deal
with only four municipalities with significant populations and high traffic flow. The funds
for road maintenance for the City of Brighton have been increased this year by 4·5 per
cent. This does not match the inflation rate of 7·8 per cent that was predicted by the
Treasurer. It is a reduction in real terms. The allocation to the City of Sandringham has
been reduced by 7·5 per cent. The road maintenance funds for the Shire of Mornington
have been reduced by 16 per cent and the allocation to the City of Moorabbin has been
increased by 2·9 per cent. Again when that figure is compared with the predicted inflation
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rate, one realizes that the Minister has not told the truth. It is another con job, another
snow job. Once again local government will prop up the State Government by providing
funds for road maintenance as it is now doing with the funding of libraries and providing
subsidies for the cleaning of beaches in municipalities that have a beach front; that
includes places like Mildura. Those allocations have remained static for a decade and
should have increased by a reasonable amount in the Budget.
The Minister for Local Government made a promise which was outlined in a letter sent
to all bayside city councils. He promised to do his level best to increase the subsidies for
beach cleaning. Those allocations have remained the same. The Minister was not impressed
with the Budget; he went to sleep when it was presented and was probably asleep while it
was being discussed in the Cabinet room. This is a small example but it epitomizes the
approach of the Government to the Budget and to Victorian taxpayers.
The Budget is a Budget of snow jobs: it does not report the true position to the Victorian
community. It is a Budget of missed opportunities on a grand scale. It is a Budget of which
the Treasurer should be ashamed because he had an opportunity of doing something for
Victoria, but he dropped the ball. The Treasurer should be ashamed of himself, as should
members of the Labor Party sitting behind him.
On the motion of Mr HARROWFIELD (Mitcham), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until next day.

CONSTITUTION (GOVERNOR'S SALARY AND PENSION) BILL
The SPEAKER announced the presentation of a message from His Excellency the
Lieutenant-Governor recommending that an appropriation be made from the Consolidated
Fund for the purposes of the Constitution (Governor's Salary and Pension) Bill.
Mr CAIN (Premier), pursuant to Standing Order No. 169, moved for leave to bring in
a Bill to amend Part I of the Constitution Act 1975 and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

ADJOURNMENT
Premier's undertaking to investigate bribery allegation-Teachers' strike-Mountain
District Cattlemen's Association of Victoria-Supply of vehicle to former GovernorTree trimming in the Dandenong Ranges-Australian Centre for Contemporary ArtAudio services at railway stations
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Premier and, in his
absence, ask the Treasurer to refer the matter to him. In the debate on the motion for the
adjournment of the sitting on 1 November 1984, I raised a matter with the then Minister
of Housing, Mr Cathie, concerning information provided to me by the then Liberal
candidate for Frankston South, now the honourable member for Frankston South.
The matter involves the payment of $1 000 to a person who was electoral assistant and
the ALP candidate for the Federal seat of Dunkley until his preselection was overturned
at the instigation of the Prime Minister. I am informed that that gentleman, Mr Albert
Knowles, is now the Mayor of the City of Frankston. On 1 November I referred to a
sewerage contractor who owed $6000 to the Frankston Sewerage Authority.
I raise this matter tonight because I have had no answer from the Minister or the
Premier since that date, which preceded this Parliament. I asked the Minister on that
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occasion to request the Premier to investigate the matter. An amount of$IOOO was paid
to Mr Albert Knowles and was subsequently returned by the ALP State secretary, Mr
Peter Batchelor. I refer to an article in the Frankston Standard of 24 October 1984 which
states that Mr Batchelor returned the supposed donation of$IOOO to the contractor.
It is unusual that a political party would supposedly accept a donation and then return
it. What strings were attached to that payment? Apparently that money was paid to Mr
Knowles and the secretary of the Australian Labor Party then covered for Mr Knowles.

The Minister of Housing at the time made light of the matter and said he would pass it
on to the Premier. I should like to know whether he ever did so. If he did not, I should
like to know why not. He said:
The honourable member for Malvern raised a matter for the attention of the Premier concerning donations to
a Frankston councillor, but he did not indicate that the newspaper articles from which he quoted stated that the
donation was returned to the person who gave it. The honourable member requested that the matter be investigated
and I shall refer that matter to the Premier.

I find it extraordinary that the Minister can excuse a person for taking money-as I have
been led to believe occurred in this instance-and pass it off as a donation that one ought
not to worry about. I refer to an article in the Frankston Standard which indicated that
the sewerage authority chairperson, Mrs Dianne Fuller, said she heard rumours that
payments had been made. She said, "I knew about the allegations before the authority's
decision on September 10 to recover half the damages".
The chairperson of the authority was concerned about the issue and yet the Premier
takes the matter lightly. Honourable members direct matters to his attention and never
receive replies from him. As I said, ifMr Knowles were to stand down as councillor from
that city until it could be clearly indicated that he did not accept the money, the matter
could be cleared up. Ifhe did not accept the money, why was the cheque returned? It was
returned because it was believed there was some involvement. There is no doubt that the
councillor has questions to answer. I ask the Treasurer to obtain an undertaking from the
Premier tonight that he will reply to the issue I raised on 1 November 1984. This matter
demonstrates the inefficiency of the Government. When issues are raised with the Premier,
he never bothers to reply.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I direct a matter to the attention of the Minister for
Education. At the outset I congratulate the Minister on the stand he has taken with the
teacher unions in respect of their log of claims concerning the education of students at
Victorian schools. The National Party is totally opposed to the militant actions taken by
teachers in striking and closing schools, particularly, as the Minister indicated this morning,
when many students will be sitting for examinations in the next two weeks.
The issue I raise concerns the log of claims served by the Victorian Teachers Union and
discussions I had with a number of teachers and school council representatives at schools
in Springhurst in the Murray Valley electorate. Concern is expressed about the effect the
claims and the proposals may have on some small country schools. The proposition put
to me follows a response to a news sheet issued by the Victorian Teachers Union headed,
"The Log. A worsening of conditions. Department's response". It outlines the claims that
have been made by the Victorian Teachers Union and the negotiations over the 1986
conditions and staffing agreement. It states:
The Education Department tabled a written response to the VTU's Log on July 25, 1985 ...

It criticizes the fact that there had been a delay in responding. It sets out the union's claim
as follows:
Clause 15: Staffing
• Extra teacher for schools of82-270 enrolment.
• Improved staffing ratios for special and special developmental schools.
• 200 extra integration teachers.
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More shared specialists.
More study leave.

The news sheet also included the response of the Education Department. The point raised
in discussions with me yesterday, which I now raise with the Minister, is the effect this
may have on small schools. It may be that honourable members do not have the full facts
and that is why I am bringing this matter to the attention of the House.
The staffing ratio in primary schools will be determined, according to the Education
Department, as follows: I teacher to 18 students; 1·5 teachers to 29 students; 2 teachers to
39 students; 2·5 teachers to 50 students; and 3 teachers to 60 students. The total special
needs allocation will be 1500. The note. goes on to say that further discussion is required
on remaining sections of this clause.
The comment of the Victorian Teachers Union is that the fractional staffing proposal
will reduce staffing in primary schools. The union gives an example of a school having 25
pupils; it would now have 2 teachers but under the formula, it would have 1·5 teachers. A
school with 45 pupils that now has 3 teachers would, by the use of the formula, be reduced
to 2·5 teachers. The Education Department has said that these schools will not be
disadvantaged by the new arrangement and will maintain the present staffing ratio.
The other area of concern that ties in with this problem is the number of shared teachers
provided to country schools. The suggestion is made that if a shared teacher leaves an area
where there is a group of small schools, such as those based at Springhurst, that shared
teacher would not be replaced.
I ask the Minister to respond to these concerns, which have been raised by teachers,
parents and school councils involved with the small schools in my electorate.
Mrs HIRSH (Wantirna)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services concerning a complaint that I recently lodged with the Chief
Electoral Officer regarding the so-called mountain cattlemen and their behaviour on the
day of the Nunawading by-election on 17 August.
I am extremely concerned at the attempts made to deceive voters by local people
dressing up in clothing like that worn in the film The Man/rom Snowy River. On that day
people dressed up in Drizabone coats, wide brimmed hats and dark blue jumpers with the
mountain cattlemen's insignia on them.
These local people were handing out advertising material supporting the Liberal Party
candidate; they were handing out the Liberal Party how-to-vote card, or handing out both.
Since this matter first became public, I have daily received numerous phone calls and
letters from people describing to me incidents involving persons who, on that day, August
17, were dressed up as mountain cattlemen but who were involved with the Liberal Party.
A number of honourable members opposite are now looking rather uncomfortable. What
were they doing on that day?
It has been said by the President of the Mountain District Cattlemen's Association of
Victoria, Mr Jim Cummins, that my complaint is a smokescreen and that the association
had a roster of people who handed out its cards, all of whom were members or associates.
Is the Ringwood-Croydon Post newspaper journalist, Mr Phil McGuire, a member or an
associate member of the Mountain District Cattlemen's Association of Victoria? What is
his status? In this photograph taken on polling day he looks like a mountain cattleman.
He is wearing a Drizabone coat, wide brimmed hat and saddle bag over his shoulder. On
7 August the Ringwood-Croydon Post, which is owned and run by the Liberal Party, ran a
story written by Mr McGuire about mountain cattlemen.

In this article Mr McGuire talked of the mountain cattlemen and wrote about:
These laconic, bearded mountain riders who are arguably the best horse riders in the world ...
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Is Mr McGuire one of these mountain cattlemen or is he a journalist? He may be neither,
as I believe he may have lost his job since the by-election. This is only one of many events
concerning the mountain cattlemen and their Liberal associates which requires serious
investigation.
The Leader of the Opposition has denied that the Liberal Party gave money to the
mountain cattlemen and has stated that no Liberal Party member was involved in handing
out that association's card at the by-election. I challenge that statement. I seek an assurance
from the Minister for Police and Emergency Services that the police investigation into the
mountain cattlemen's association will be conducted with an equivalent amount of resources
that are currently being used in the investigation of the anti-nuclear how-to-vote card.
This is a most urgent matter.

Mr KENNETI (Leader of the Opposition)-Having listened to that diatribe, I wish to
raise a matter with the Premier. I notice that he is absent, which is not unexpected. I ask
the Deputy Premier to bring this matter to the attention of the Premier. It relates to
Government administration and today's article in the Herald about the agreement the
Premier obviously entered into with the former Governor of Victoria over the supply ofa
vehicle.
I believe the Premier has misled both Parliament and the people of Victoria by not
being honest and frank about the agreement that he entered into with the Governor when
he gave his Ministerial statement last Thursday week on the resignation of His Excellency
the Governor of Victoria. I make a further point: it is my belief this story in today's Herald
came directly from the Premier's office through the media unit that is run by the Premier.
Today, the Opposition deliberately did not raise the issue of the resignation of the
Governor of Victoria as a mark of respect for the visit to Victoria by His Royal Highness
the Duke of Edinburgh. The Opposition acceded to the request of the former Governor
and of the Premier to do nothing to embarrass this member of the Royal Family during
his visit to this State. The disclosure in the Herald tonight has been a very deliberate
attempt by the Government and by the Premier to again raise this issue.
The point I wish to make is that the public has every right to know the full details of the
settlement which was arrived at between the Premier and the former Governor. The
Ministerial statement made by the Premier last Thursday week was incomplete; it was not
frank; it was not honest. These events disclose another double standard practised by the
Premier. On the one hand he has tried to hide information from the public; on the other
hand he had arranged to spend money on this particular settlement.
The Opposition does not argue about the supply of the vehicle. It is both understandable
and acceptable that the former Governor be given the same entitlements that are given to
every former Governor of the State, but the Opposition does not agree with and does not
condone the Premier withholding this information from Parliament and from the public.
The Premier is trying desperately to justify his dismissal of the Governor. It is very easy
for the Premier to now issue the confidential information that he was not prepared to
release to Parliament. Ifwhat the Premier did was correct and it was above reproach there
is absolutely nothing wrong with taking Parliament and the people of Victoria into his
confidence.
The Premier has seen fit not to do so but it will be the Premier's responsibility tomorrow
to explain fully in this House by way of personal explanation, which takes into account
the total settlement, why he continued to cover up this secret information and so, finally,
to put the matter to rest. When I say the total settlement, I include the confidential
agreement that the Premier had the former Governor sign. The people of this State deserve
the truth. The Premier, who is prepared to spend our money, has the responsibility, as the
highest elected official in the State, to tell the truth.

Honourable members interjecting.
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Mr KENNETT -The Premier should tell the people the truth. If the Premier is ashamed
of his actions that will explain the cover-up.
Mr POPE (Monbulk)-I raise with the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources
the code of practice for the State Electricity Commission in trimming trees in the
Dandenong area. In recent months there has been an excess of cutting to code by the
commission's contract workers. Contractors employed by the commission are cutting trees
in the Dandenongs in a way that I and indeed, the Save the Dandenongs League-of
which I am a member-believe is excessive. The commission's Belgrave district manager,
Mr Saffin, has endeavoured to organize a consultative mechanism which follows the line
of notifying the shires within the Belgrave district. Both the Shire of Sherbrooke and the
Upper Yarra Valley and Dandenong Ranges Authority know prior to work being carried
out exactly what is to be done in the. area. He also notifies all customers by letter of the
kind of tree felling that will occur.
The problem is that, although notification is received by those authorities and although
there are some discussions as to what is appropriate in the area, the work is not always
carried out in the way negotiated by the parties. The system is not working. Basically, the
difficulty is that the contractor is given directions by the district manager but on many
occasions these instructions are not adhered to. The Save the Dandenongs League-of
which, as I have said, I am a member and on behalf of which I led a deputation to the
Minister-is extremely concerned about the direction in which this area is headed in the
future.
The consultative process has not worked. In the Dandenongs there is a problem with
continuity of electricity supply due to falling branches and trees on power lines. However,
in recent years the problem has been alleviated by an increased use of spreaders and an
additional sub-station. Prior to twelve months ago local residents were satisfied with tree
trimming around power lines, but in the past twelve months that exercise has become far
too excessi ve.
Mr Ross-Edwards-Dreadful!
Mr POPE-The Leader of the National Party might not find the situation dreadful
because he does not have a good record in the area of conservation. That has been
illustrated on many occasions, as it has been with other members of the National Party.
However, residents in the Dandenongs are concerned about the environment. I call upon
the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources to respond to the situation so that
the environment is preserved through a proper and balanced approach to the tree trimming
program.
Mr HEFFERNAN (lvanhoe)-I direct the attention of the Minister for the Arts to the
construction of an extension to the Australian Centre for Contemporary Art. I ask the
Minister to indicate whether the Government is preparing a Bill that will alienate public
parkland from the Domain for an extension to the Centre for Contemporary Art
immediately behind the Shrine of Remembrance.
The land is located in Dallas Brooks Drive in an existing open space reservation. The
Corporation of the City of Melbourne has no delegated authority to determine the
application pursuant to the Melbourne Metropolitan Planning Scheme, and the application
has therefore been referred to the Ministry for Planning and Environment.
It is proposed to erect an extension to the building of approximately 337 square metres.
The existing building area is approximately 216 square metres. The proposal, therefore, is
to more than double the size of the existing building.

I should like the Minister to indicate whether the normal advertising procedures will be
followed.
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The site history is that in 1983 the actual area of the existing building was excised from
the public parks and gardens reservation and reserved as a contemporary art centre. A
further similar excision would be necessary to permit this development to proceed.
In light of the recent Government announcement that it will proceed with the proposed
National Tennis Centre, I am concerned that the Government will use public parkland
for the construction of pet projects put forward by various Ministers.
The Minister for the Arts has an obligation to ensure that the public is made fully aware
of the intentions of the Government.
I accept the necessity for a Centre for Contemporary Art, but should the extension to
that centre be at the expense of public parkland?
The Historic Royal Botanic Gardens study makes general comments regarding park
architecture, most significantly that buildings should be architecturally unpretentious and
that they should be screened by substantial planting.
It appears that the scheme has not really addressed the issue of blending the building
into the immediate environment, either in relation to the existing building or in relation
to landscaping.

The existing building is of Victorian vintage and it is proposed to construct a modern
extension to it.
I believe the modern extension will not blend in with the existing building, and that no
car parking facilities will be provided. I also believe Governments ought to keep out of
public parkland with their pet projects.

Mr HARROWFIELD (Mitcham)-In raising a matter for the attention of the Minister
for Transport, I point out the significance to my electorate of the services serving both the
Belgrave and Lilydale railway lines. I refer to the vast improvements that have been made
to those services during the past three and a half years of the Cain Government,
improvements which have emphasized the importance the Government places on
encouraging people to come back to using the public transport system. That encouragement
has involved ensuring greater security on trains and at railway stations not only during
peak periods but also during off-peak periods.
I also direct the attention of honourable members to the continuing efforts of the
Government to improve the reliability of train services to those two major commuter rail
links. Those efforts are evidenced by the fact that, at some considerable expense, the
Government is undertaking replacement of the overhead wiring systems of both the
Belgrave and Lilydale services.
I direct a specific matter to the attention of the Minister on behalf of some constituents
who are either blind or partially sighted, and who are concerned about the need for regular
announcements to be made at railway stations, particularly the major stations, such as
Museum, Parliament, Hinders Street and Box Hill, advising travellers of changes to train
services and general running information. With the increasing use of video equipment on
those stations, there is a need to provide audio facilities as well.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member's time has expired. The time for
raising matters on the motion for the adjournment of the sitting has also expired.

Mr CAIN (Premier)-The honourable member for Malvern raised a matter relating to
some donation. I did not hear all of what he had to say, and I am not sure what it has to
do with Government administration, but I will make some inquiries.
I also did not hear all the remarks made by the Leader of the Opposition in regard to
the matter which he seems determined to raise both in this place and outside.

Mr Kennett-You raised it.
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Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CAIN-I regret the intemperate language that the Leader of the Opposition seems
determined to use on this issue. He has been urged both directly and indirectly not to
proceed in the way in which he is proceeding. It can inevitably lead only to damage to the
office of Governor. The Leader of the Opposition seems determined to do that.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CAIN-What we have leading the Opposition bench is a political loudmouth who
seems to have no shred of decency left.
Whether the Leader of the Opposition is making suggestive comments at some Italian
community function or whether he is putting at risk the integrity of the office of Governor
for his own basic political ends, it is utterly consistent with his flagrant disregard of what I
consider the common accepted standard of decency. He has gone so far that his own
colleagues are squirming.
Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston South)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, the Premier is
reading from a document in a folder. The procedure of the House is that if one reads from
a document one must be prepared to table it.
The SPEAKER-Order! Would honourable members cease interjectin$! I ask the
honourable member for Frankston South to commence his point of order agaIn.
Mr WEIDEMAN-Mr Speaker, it is quite obvious from my observation of the Premier
that he is reading from a document in a folder in front of him. As is the normal procedure
of this House, I ask the Premier to table the document when he has finished his reply.
Mr SPEAKER-Order! There is no point of order. If the Premier is reading from a
document, the usual practice is to call for the document to be made available to the House.
I ask the Premier whether that is the case.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I am reading from notes, Sir. For the past three years, the Leader
of the Opposition has left this State speechless because of the way in which he has behaved.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, the
matter raised concerned the lack of information provided by the Premier to Parliament
two weeks ago. If the Premier wants to indulge in personal abuse, so be it, but it is
incumbent upon the Premier to answer the matter that was raised relating to Government
administration and, more importantly, relating to the Premier's administration.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-On the point of
order, Mr Speaker. The Leader of the Opposition does not seem to realize that It is not
question time; it is the debate on the motion for the adjournment of the sitting.
A general issue has been raised and, in accordance with past practice, it can be answered
by a Minister in whatever way that Minister sees fit.
Mr SPEAKER-Order! I do not uphold the point of order. It is a question of relevance.
I believe the Premier is being as relevant as is possible under the circumstances.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order! If the Leader of the Opposition wishes to take more action, he
may do so. The Premier has been as relevant as is possible under the barrage ofinterjections.
Mr Kennett-From that side!
The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the Premier to continue his response.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I was saying that there seems to be a determination on the part
of the Leader of the Opposition to open up this matter. That was not my wish but he
seems determined to do it.
Session 1985-27
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Mr Kennett interjected.
Mr CAIN-The matters to which the Leader of the Opposition refer were the subject
of discuss ion last Thursday week. If he believes that he is embarrassing me or any member
of the Government by his behaviour, he is totally wrong. He is embarrassing other people
but he is not embarrassing me.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr CAIN-It was my determination that I should seek to observe what has been
requested and I will continue to so observe so far as is possible. I do not expect the Leader
of the Opposition or his colleagues behind him to listen to my comments but they should
listen to the comments of others as to what was the wish in respect of this matter.
It was not my wish that the matters referred to in the newspaper tonight should have
been revealed; it was my intention they should not be revealed.

The Government decided that Sir Brian Murray should not suffer as a result of his
decision to resign.
The Leader of the Opposition will not listen. Last week he abused people-he accused
not just me, but other people, all of last week. The Leader of the Opposition went on
accusing a whole range of people of a whole range of things. I am talking of a number of
people. The Leader of the Opposition is accusing all of those people who were present at
those meetings with Sir Brian and Lady Murray of anything that comes into his head.
The SPEAKER-Order! Would the Premier resume his seat. I advise the Leader of the
Opposition that I will not caution him again. I will take the action that is within my
authority to ensure that there are some good workings of the House during the motion for
the adjournment of the sitting.

Mr CAIN-Charles Curwen and Warwick Teasdale who were there to assist the
Governor are being ridiculed and abused by the Leader of the Opposition. They were
present, as was I, Mr Brouwer and Sir Brian and Lady Murray when a package of
entitlements was agreed to. Those entitlements are set out in my Ministerial statement of
3 October so honourable members know what they incl~ded.
At Sir Brian's request, there was also an agreement that he would not be financially
disadvantaged from any income tax point of view for any of the payments to which
reference was made. He further advised, after the package had been decided on, that he
had taken action some weeks ago to exercise the normal entitlement of what he said was a
Governor's entitlement under Commonwealth law to purchase a new motor vehicle on a
concession basis. He said this transaction could not be completed before he vacated his
office and, at his request, the Government agreed that if retrospective approval could not
be obtained under Commonwealth law, then the Government would meet the customs
duty of the sales tax that he would incur and thus he would not be disadvantaged.
I have subsequently been advised that retrospective approval cannot be given. In this
event, a further $25 018 and some cents payment was made. Agreement on these matters
was not notified earlier as they were part of the undertakings that were sought.
The Leader of the Opposition seems to have a peculiar attitude to matters of importance:
He sits and giggles and at the same time goes out day after day seeking to ridicule the office
of Governor and then professes his concern about it in the next breath. He is the greatest
hypocrite this Parliament has ever seen.
The SPEAKER-Order! The Premier has used an unparliamentary expression and I
ask him to withdraw it.

Mr CAIN-I withdraw that remark. The Leader of the National Party and the Leader
of the Opposition may wish to laugh about this matter but I do not regard it as a matter of
that kind. Agreement on these aspects, as I said before, was not notified earlier as they
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were part of undertakings sought by Sir Brian and agreed to, and they were contingent
upon clarification of the customs duty issue.
The understandings reached, including the understanding that no comment would be
made by Sir Brian or Lady Murray, were made in order to protect the integrity of the office
of Governor. They were noted by the Governor's aide at Sir Brian's request.
Mr Ross-Edwards-Who told the story?
Mr CAIN-I did not tell the story; I have done my best to protect the office of Governor
at all times. Despite the provocation of irresponsible persons who have been so identified
by those who have no axe to grind-Charles Curwen has no axe to grind-agreement on
all these matters was reached without any pre-conditions.
Apparently the Leader of the Opposition finds this amusing-he cannot stop giggling.
That sums up the type of p~rson he is.
An Honourable Member-He is tired and emotional!
Mr CAIN-He is much more than tired and emotional; it is far more serious than that.
The Leader of the Opposition is a man who knows he is finished and will say or do
anything-it does not matter what it is-to try to hang on. The way I hear it is that the
honourable member for Polwarth has the numbers, but he does not want the job because
he is too lazy to take it, and the honourable member for Hawthorn does not have the
numbers but wants the job.
I repeat that agreement on all of these arrangements was reached without any preconditions. The amounts referred to have already been paid to Sir Brian Murray. I say
without any reservation that I regret that the matter has reached this stage because of one
person.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order! I will not warn the honourable member for Malvern again.
Mr CAIN-I regret that this stage has been reached because of one person who is
determined to use any weapon, device, issue or matter if he believes it will help himthere is no other Qualification or no other requirement. It had been agreed that these
matters were of a private and personal nature~ it was not my wish that they should be
revealed.
I make no apologies for having carefully prepared an account of a serious and important
matter. I am not prepared to treat this matter lightly; I have not treated it lightly at any
time. However, I am not prepared to stand by and see the office of Governor ridiculed
and debased by people who have no other motive than to try to gain some political capital.
I regret that the matter has reached this stage, but it has. Those were remarks that I had
hoped would not need to be made.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I shall respond
to the honourable member for Monbulk, and I wish the Leader of the Opposition farewell
for ever as he leaves the Chamber. The honourable member for Monbulk raised the matter
of tree clearance within the Dandenongs. This is a matter of continuing concern to him.
Recently he led a deputation to me of members of the Save the Dandenongs League in
order to seek a reassessment on the part of the Government of the present tree clearing
operations.
The State Electricity Commission acted in this way obviously following the disastrous
bush fires that occurred not long ago and the desire from all corners of Parliament to
ensure that we minimize the damage that could occur if there was a recurrence of bush
fires in any Quarter of Victoria, especially in an area as sensitive and as important as the
Dandenongs.
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The commission has employed a number of contractors to undertake this work. The
honourable member for Monbulk referred to some of those contractors. I undertook at
the meeting to reassess the adequacy of the code of clearance that was then adhered to by
those private contractors.
In conjunction with the Tree Clearance Consultative Committee, the commission has
now undertaken to assess whether the code is the most appropriate to meet the obviously
sensitive environmental needs of this important area of our State.
I commend the honourable member for his continuing concern and assure him that I
shall keep him involved in the matter. Due regard will be taken of the unique significance
of this area to all people in the State.

Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-The honourable member for Murray Valley
referred to the log of claims served on the Government by the Victorian Teachers Union.
If one totals up the log of claims made by the three teacher unions, one realizes it would
have cost the taxpayer an additional $270 million. We are speaking about an enormous
amount of money which the teacher unions are insisting that the taxpayer has to find. It is
true that, having been served with such a log of claims, the Education Department prepared
what is called a counter log. That went the other way from the status quo.
I have made it clear to the unions over the past three or four weeks that the counter
claims prepared by the department have been removed. We are examining retaining the
current conditions that exist under the present agreements.
If one examines the improvements that the Labor Government has made since coming
to office, one realizes that primary teachers have a lot for which to thank it. The Labor
Government has improved the staffing formula from one teacher for the first 36 pupils to
one teacher for the first 18 pupils.
On the need to retain additional teachers at a time of declining enrolments, we have
already retained an additional 1800 teachers in the primary service, despite the declining
enrolments.

Mr Ross-Edwatds interjected.
Mr CATHIE-The Leader of the National Party may like to say that he is not interested
in the details of these agreements. We have also provided 150 shared specialist teachers to
small country schools. I assure the honourable member for Murray Valley that the
Government has no intention of removing those additional 1800 teachers or the 150
specialist teachers who can provide important musical and physical education to a cluster
of schools.
Additionally, we have appointed another 400 relieving teachers. We have achieved a
great deal for primary teachers in improving the quality of their conditions of work and in
improving primary education. We shall continue to do so. I assure the honourable member
for Murray Valley that there is no attempt by the Government to worsen the existing
conditions of work for primary teachers.

Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-The honourable
member for Wantirna raised with me what she believes to be a serious attempt to mislead
electors at the Nunawading Province by-election. She drew to my attention a specific
instance and provided the name of a person who she believes has impersonated a member
of the Mountain District Cattlemen's Association of Victoria and who was not a member
of that association.
She indicated that specific photographic evidence of that impersonation is available.
She asked me whether I could provide a guarantee that this matter, which has been
referred to the police by the Chief Electoral Officer, will be investigated by the police with
the same thoroughness which they bring to other investigations.
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I should like to make several points in reply to the honourable member for Wantirna:
first, I believe that she should draw to the attention of the police the specific identification
of the person concerned, which she has tonight drawn to the attention of the House.
Second, she should also draw to the attention of the police the photographic evidence of
this impersonation which she has indicated is in her possession. Third, I can give the
honourable member the assurance that she seeks: that the matter will be pursued by the
police pursuant to the request of the Chief Electoral Officer with the utmost thoroughness.
As in other matters the police will pursue their investigations through to a conclusion, and
when a conclusion to the investigation has been reached the evidence that has been
obtained will be referred to the Director of Public Prosecutions for his advice on whether
charges should be pressed. If the advice of the director is that charges should be raised
against the people concerned, that will be done without fear or favour.
My experience with the Victoria Police is that this is the approach that they adopt across
the board. I give the honourable member a further assurance that there will be no further
interference in the process of the investigation by the police either by me or any other
Minister of this Government. That has been the procedure that the Government has
followed consistently from the time of its election to office and it will be the procedure
followed in all future similar instances.
The honourable member for Ivanhoe asked me whether I had plans to introduce proposed
legislation for the Australian Centre for Contemporary Art, which is located in the gardens
not far from Domain Road. I have no such legislation in contemplation. The honourable
member should take an early opportunity of inspecting the site of the centre so that he can
see for himself how well the alterations, which have been carried out on the caretaker's
residence on which the centre is housed, have been harmonized with the original
architecture. He should also look at the grounds adjacent to the caretaker's cottage to
observe for himself that their relevance to the parkland is small. At present they are largely
asphalted areas and I should imagine that any development carried out would be an
improvement on what currently exists.
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-The honourable member for Mitcham raised
the problems faced by blind and partially sighted persons using the transport network,
particularly the train system. It has been the policy of my predecessor and me to provide
assistance to blind and partially sighted persons whenever that can be done, particularly
in relation to new railway developments.
Flinders Street railway station has a massive redevelopment occurring which will provide
an appropriate central station for the Melbourne suburban network well into the next
century. A whole range of measures have been adopted to improve the situation for people
suffering sight defects. The laying of special strips of tiles for tactile recognition enables
partially sighted persons to have easier access to the station. Special tiles have been
designed for tactile recognition and maximum colour contrast on ramps and platforms.
Special double handrails have been constructed on ramps to assist people using wheelchairs.
Toilet facilities for the disabled have been installed.
More than ten separate measures have been developed at Flinders Street station to assist
partially sighted and blind passengers. I assure the honourable member that the steps that
have been taken at Flinders Street are being worked on so that, for the first time in more
than a generation, other station developments can occur. Significant developments are
already under way in the outer Melbourne suburbs and in country Victoria. The
Government will ensure that those arrangements will benefit not only people with no
physical disabilities but all Victorians.
The motion was agreed to.

The House adjourned at 11.43 p.m.
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Wednesday, 16 October 1985
The SPEAKER (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds) took the chair at 11.4 a.m. and read the
prayer.

ABSENCE OF MINISTER
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the House that the Minister for Sport and Recreation
will be absent from the House this week.

BROADCASTING OF PROCEEDINGS
The SPEAKER-Order! I also advise the House that I have given approval for the
broadcasting of question time by television and radio.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I seek leave to make a personal explanation
in reference to an article published in today's issue of the Bulletin magazine.
The SPEAKER-Order! Leave is not required.
Mr KENNETT-I wish to repeat what I have said many times before, that the Liberal
Party, under my leadership, will not block Supply. My definition of Supply includes the
Appropriation Bills.
I make it clear to the House and to the public that there was not and never has been a
scheme with the former Governor to oust the current Government. That is a fiction of
which Jeffrey Archer would be proud.
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

TRAVEL AND ACCOMMODATION CONCESSIONS
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-Now that the Premier has confessed that
he took a perk on Pan American World Airways Inc. five months ago, and having been
found out in this double standard, and is belatedly prepared to pay up, when will the
accommodation costs for himself and his wife for the two free nights at the five-star
William Penn Hotel in Pittsburgh be repaid? Further, will the Premier confirm that the
Pan Am flight and the accommodation at the William Penn Hotel are the only perks he
accepted on his overseas visit in May?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-It should be understood what the trip was about so far as my visit
was concerned. It was a completely upfront public visit to a range of places which was
apparent to everybody. The press releases made it perfectly clear what the trip was about.
If the Opposition is not satisified with the standards the Government has set in regard
to travel and other things, let it say what its standards are.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr CAIN-We do not know what they are. If the Opposition wants to make an issue
about my requirements for standards, I shall dig out all the files on all trips that all Liberal
Ministers had three years ago and let the public make a judgment as to whether it is
desirable to have standards and require their observation or to behave as did the previous
Government. That is the test.
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It is all very well for the Leader of the Opposition to make a personal explanation about
these matters but he should listen to what people are saying and what they have said about
what he told them on the question of Supply as well. We have certain standards and we
are pleased and proud to observe those standards and we will go on doing that.
If the Opposition likes, I shall get out all the files for all previous Liberal Ministers and
show- them how they behaved on previous trips so that the people can make a comparison.
My visit was a public visit on behalf of the State; it was not a private visit. It was open; it
was not covert.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the National Party)-I intend to ask a question of
the Premier and I hope I can get an answer and not a Ministerial statement.
The SPEAKER-Will the honourable member ask the question?
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS-I refer to the Premier's statement that he will repay the cost
of the upgrading from business class to first class on his trip to America for him and his
wife and that he intends to repay the difference between the two fares. Can the Premier
give a definite assurance that he will be paying this out of his own pocket and not out of
Government expenditure?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-This is rich coming from the Leader of the National Party.
Honourable members interjecting.
I cannot think of what the Leader of the National Party has contributed to this place in
the past twenty years. He is the greatest non-event this place has seen.
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS (Leader of the National Party)-I regret that I have to revert to
raising a point of order every day, but I ask you, Mr Speaker-and you invariably take
note of what I ask-to direct the Premier to answer the question. He tries out the same
thing every day; he is asked a question and he talks about something else.
The Premier has been asked a simple question, and he refuses to answer it. I ask you,
Sir, to put him back on the track again.
The SPEAKER-Order! I do not uphold the point of order. I advise the House that the
procedure of the House during questions without notice has not changed during the period
that I have been in this place.
If a Minister wishes to reply to a question without notice in any way that he sees fit, or
not to reply, that is his responsibility. If the Premier is intending to debate the question, I
shall prevent him from domg so.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-What I suggest I should do-after I obtain all the files regarding
former Ministers of the Liberal Government-is to obtain the file on the Leader of the
National Party to see who is at the trough all the while, who is concerned about one thing
only; the perks and lurks.
I explained the circumstances of the visit and the trip; I explained the circumstances of
what occurred when the suggestion was made to me-when I was late leaving this place
because of the milk strike and had a 16-hour flight ahead of me-that I should travel first
class. I left the arrangements to the officer of my department who was with me; I left the
matter for him to determine. He is the person who made the decision and the arrangements;
and I have left with the department the payment of the fare in accordance with those
arrangements, and that is what will be done.

PRIVATE BUSINESS INVESTMENT
Mr MICALLEF (Springvale )-Can the Premier provide the House with details of the
private business investment forecasts for the year and their effect on employment?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I am pleased to be able to report to the House that private
business investment has made a significant contribution to the improved economic
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situation in the last financial year, 1984-85, and that has occurred against a background
that shows steady improvement. An increase of about 12 per cent in real terms, or 20 per
cent in actual terms, is expected.
Manufacturing investment in plant and machinery is particularly strong, and most of it
is being resourced from within the State, which is very gratifying.
Another matter that should be mentioned is that, in addition, a recent Australian
Chamber of Manufactures Pulse Survey of September has confirmed that the benefits of
the devaluation are flowin~ through to Victorian industry. The firms surveyed pointed to
an increase in investment In the current quarter of28 per cent from 22 per cent in the last
quarter. Private business investment in Victoria is expected to double that of the rest of
Australia~ Those are figures of which all honourable members can be very proud. The
economy is looking well; it is progressing best in this State, and this Government is
determined to do all it can and take all the initiatives that are necessary and desirable to
ensure that improvement continues.
As the Treasurer has said, the Government has tabled the Budget to meet this mood.
This increased confidence in the withdrawal, holding back and steadying of injection of
funds in the public sector is consequent upon improved investment confidence in the
private sector, and augers well for this State's economic future.

TRAVEL AND ACCOMMODATION CONCESSIONS
Mr KENNEIT (Leader of the Opposition)-I refer the Premier to his belated repayment
of the perk on Pan American airlines and ask him whether he gave Sir Brian Murray the
same opportunity of paying retrospectively for his overseas flight at the time the Premier
demanded the Governor's dismissal.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I, with some feeling, last night expressed my concern at the
determination of the Leader of the Opposition to continue to use the issue of the resignation
of the Governor for political purposes. I cannot recall any member of this House being
prepared to denigrate the office in the way that the Leader of the Opposition seems
determined to do. That determination is despite the repeated requests that have been
made to the Leader of the Opposition, both publicly and otherwise, but he seems utterly
determined to do all he can to try to ensure that this matter remains one of controversy. I
can only presume he is trying to make a hero of himself in some way that he thinks will
shore up the flagging support in his own party. It is a desperation exercise. Every member
on the Opposition benches knows it is a desperation exercise. His days are numbered and
that is what it is all about.
I have tried to keep this matter in perspective and to ensure that the office of Governor
is not damaged. The Leader of the Opposition is determined to do otherwise.
Last night during the debate on the motion for the adjournment of the sitting I made
very clear what the position was so far as the Leader of the Opposition is concerned. I do
not want to repeat that again but if the Leader of the Opposition insists on continuing to
endeavour to introduce this matter into public debate day after day I can only say to hiul
that he will continue to denigrate the office of Governor. The Leader of the Opposition
knows that every one of those six persons who were present at those discussions last
Thursday week desired that that should not be the case.
My Ministerial statement made clear the circumstances. I have also made clear, under
pressure that I regret having to bow to certain other matters that were the subject of
understandings that were dependent upon certain contingencies. I do not know where the
Leader of the Opposition intends this matter to finish. If he wants to go on harmin$ the
office of Governor, so be it. I believe my Ministerial statement indicated what the position
was. The Leader of the Opposition knows what the position is and I believe the House
knows what the position is. I shall be making a second-reading speech in respect of the
Constitution (Governor's Salary and Pension) Bill later today.
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FARMERS FACING BANKRUPTCY
Mr HANN (Rodney)-I direct a question to the Minister representing the Minister for
Agriculture and Rural Affairs and ask: Is the Minister aware that thousands of Victorian
farmers are currently facing bankruptcy because of exorbitant interest rates, rising costs
and low commodity prices?
If the Minister is aware of this situation and the fact that it is nearly as serious as the
depression in the late 1920s and early 1930s, can he advise the House what action the
Government proposes to take to alleviate this very serious situation?

Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I am certainly aware that 1984-85 was a very difficult year for
the agricultural industry in this State, as it was across the nation. The evidence that is
available suggests that in 1984-85 Victoria fared worse than the rest of the nation in
production. The expectation is that although there is likely to be some slight improvement
during 1985-86, of course the situation will still be relatively difficult. The Government
has endeavoured to keep charges to a minimum in this area and that is why freight rate
increases are less than the inflation rate and why increases have not taken place for a
relatively long time.
The Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs has been developing policies that especially
assist farmers. For example, in the dairy industry he had done so in co-operation with the
Commonwealth Government and he will continue to do so. However, if the honourable
member requires information on Government policies in this area, I shall certainly take
up the matter with the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs.

YOUTH EMPLOYMENT
Mrs TONER (Greensborough)-Will the Minister for Employment and Industrial
Affairs advise the House of youth employment in Victoria and the continuing effects of
the Government's programs and policies In this area?
Mr CRABB (Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs)-I thank the honourable
member for her question and for her continuing interest in the young unemployed of this
State. I am pleased to inform honourable members that the employment statistics released
last week show that Victoria a~ain has the lowest unemployment rate of any Australian
State. Additionally, the rate of Improvement in the employment picture in thIs State is far
better than any other State, especially among teenagers where over the past twelve months
full-time employment has risen by 4 per cent, which is more than twice the increase in the
rest of Australia.
The number of unemployed teenagers-those looking for full-time work-has dropped
markedly over the past two months from 30000 to 24000. Again, this represents a
significant change in the position.
A special element of those figures is that there was a record intake of apprentices last
year; it was the highest intake ever in the history of the State. On the figures for the first
few months of this financial year, it will be a bigger record again this year.
I am pleased to say the 1400 work study positions have been advertised and applicants
are now applying for those jobs at the rate of two applicants for each of the jobs. I am
pleased to note that again Victoria has led the way in introducing a new concept of
traineeship which will soon be applying in all other States under the Commonwealth
Government's traineeship scheme.
It is interesting that young women are applying for traineeships in some cases in higher
numbers than young men. There is a ratio of 60 to 40. The jobs are spread through all
regions of Victoria and through a range of occupations in the public sector.
When the Labor Government came to office, its predecessors had left Victoria in the
depths of depression. Indeed, Victoria had dragged the rest of Australia into recession.

