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large part, because of the lack of support services provided for them, is the most important
aspect. I am talking about relatively small sums compared with the sums for which we are
responsible. Our responsibilities are not just the $8 billion we are debating today, it is the
multiplication of that out in the community through the total productive effort of the State
of Victoria.
In this context, we wiH fall further and further behind unless we get into a more modern
frame of mind and provide this place with the support services that are necessary for its
members. It is clear that members of Parliament need much greater support than they get
and it is not something that we can let go by year by year by year.
Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-I would not want unduly to play down the contributions
made by honourable members opposite but I do find it peculiar that their major
contribution to the debate in the Committee stage of the Budget concerns their own
comfort as members of Parliament.
The comments made by the honourable member for Polwarth were his usual careful,
well-considered remarks, in contrast to those by some other honourable members in
higher positions in his party. It is worth considering item by item the matters raised by
members of the Opposition, because there is quite a contradiction between their repeated
assertions that levels of State Government taxation should not just be reduced but should
be markedly reduced and their pleas for more and more money to be spent, firstly in
providing for and supporting themselves and secondly on other matters.
The honourable member for Polwarth suggested that the Parliamentary Library should
be provided with a number of computer terminals. Presumably that would require the
installation of computer memory, storage and retrieval facilities as well as terminals that
honourable members could use to gain access to those facilities. I do not know what sort
of figure the honourable member for Polwarth would put on that, but I would hope that
some time during the course of the debate he would tell us how much he believes ought to
be spent by the Parliament on the provision of this service for members of Parliament
because it is important for us, in debating the Budget, to know how much the honourable
member for Polwarth would like to see added to Program No. 107.
He went on to say that more secretarial and physical services and accommodation for
both members of Parliament and the Press Gallery should be provided. Again, he declined
to give us the benefit of his advice as to how much additional tax-payers~ money ought to
be spent on the provision of those services and facilities. I suggest to the honourable
member for Polwarth who unfortunately has left the Chamber, that he has an obligation
to come back and advise Parliament what additional funds he believes ought to be spent
and which taxes he wants raised to provide those funds.
The honourable member for Benambra, who was a Minister in the last Liberal
Government, suggested that the next Budget-not this Budget, but the next one-should
provide for an upgrading of the Parliament House building. That is something members
of Parliament have been seeking since construction activity was suspended in, I think, the
1890s. All of us would like those improvements but the honourable member for Benambra
would be aware of the estimates that were floating around when I was an Opposition backbencher. At that time it was estimated that the minimum construction costs would have
been something like $6 million.
Assuming that construction costs have risen significantly since then, and also taking
into account my understanding that that estimate was a superficial, sketchy sort of estimate,
not one that had been thoroughly thought out, we could be talking about a large sum of
money and a significant addition to the works and services budget of the State as a whole.
The honourable member for Benambra has an obligation to come back to us and say
whether he believes Parliament should commit an extra $12 million, $50 million, $100
million or whatever the figure might be for the next extensions that he believes are
necessary for Parliament House. Once we have those figures, he can tell us which taxes he
Session 1985-43
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believes ought to be increased and by what amount to provide funds for that construction
activity.
The honoJlfable member for Bulleen referred to the Victorian Dairy Industry Authority
as a private organization, which is an extraordinary definition. It will make an interesting
debate on the privatization issue as we go along. If every public authority is to be defined
as a private organization, one will not have too much trouble privatizing anything. One
will be able to say that any authority that is not in Parliament is private.
The honourable member for Bulleen concentrated in particular on the matter of
computers or word processors. In particular, he advocated that there should be computer
facilities, with what he described as on-line printers, in lieu of the typewriters and word
processors.
If one assumed that a decent package with hard-disc drive and so on were to be provided
for each honourable member, one would have to consider a cost of some $10 000 for each
member of Parliament. If that were to be the figure for each member, the total cost would
be $1· 3 million.
If the honourable member has a different figure in mind, let him stand up and say what
is that figure~ we should then multiply that figure by 132, which represents the number of
members of Parliament, and inform the Committee that that is the additional amount of
expenditure he believes should be added to Program No. 107. Having advocated that
amount of money, let him then tell honourable members which tax he believes should be
increased to pay for those facilities, or, if he does not want an increase in tax, let him tell
honourable members which service now being provided to the public he would like to see
cut to enable provision of those facilities.
The honourable member for Dromana said that Parliament House was constructed
when Melbourne had a population of about 300 000 persons, and he is probably right. In
fact, the figure was probably lower than that when construction first commenced and
perhaps a little higher when the building was completed. Like the honourable member for
Benambra, the honourable member for Dromana has an obligation to say what he believes
should be spent on improving the Parliament House building.
The honourable member went on to refer to the installation of hardware in the offices
of honourable members as well as in Parliament. Again, I refer him to the same obligation
as the honourable member for Bulleen~ he should say how much he believes should be
spent and from where that money should come, either by way of increased taxation or
specific redeployment.
The honourable member for Dromana specifically stated that additional staff should be
provided to honourable members in their electorates. All honourable members would like
these things to help service our communities. There is no doubt, and all honourable
members are in agreement, that they would like to be able to provide better services to
their constituents.
However, that is not what is at issue. What is at issue is how much it will cost and from
where the money will come. I hope that is what the honourable member will be able to tell
the Committee. To provide those additional stafffor each of the 132 members of Parliament
would cost approximately $4 million an employee. Let the honourable member for
Dromana tell honourable members from where that $4 million for each staff member
should come. If the honourable member wants members of the Victorian Parliament to
be on parity with Federal members of Parliament, let him say from where that $12 million
or $16 million will come. That is what honourable members need to hear from the
Opposition.

Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-I will tell the honourable member for Werribee where
the money will come from. It will come from the total sum of $2 million that has gone to
trade union organizations and other way-out fringe groups in this State, some of which
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have no allegiance to the people of Victoria. The money will come from grants, such as
the following: $40000 to the Amalgamated Metal Workers Union; $70000 to the Gay
Publication Collective; $52 000 to Correct Line Graphics; $82000 to the Young Women's
Housing Collective; $174000 to the Victorian Trades Hall Council for trade union art;
$15 000 for the Trades Hall Council's health and safety bulletin-and I do not mind that;
$88 000 to the council for industrial information indexing-and I do not mind that either;
$146 000 to Friends of the Earth-and I absolutely object to that grant; $62 000 for the
Food Justice Centre; and $108000 to the Victorian Teachers Union.
Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-On a point of order, Mr Chairman-Mr Williams-You cannot take it.
Dr COGHILL-In accordance with usual practice in this place, I ask that the honourable
member for Doncaster identifies the document from which he is quoting and that he
makes it available to the House.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-On the point of order, Mr Chairman, I am referring to
my notes. The honourable member for Werribee can examine them if he likes; and if he
had any gumption he would know that the figures to which I refer appeared in last year's
Budget.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! It is my understanding that the honourable
member for Doncaster is referring to copious notes. Therefore, there is no point of order.
Mr WILLIAMS-That Ballarat Trades and Labour Council received an allocation of
$32000. The Victorian Trades Hall Council received another bite at the cherry, an
additional $25 000. The best of all is the allocation of$550 000 for laying grass in Swanston
Street, along with related activities for the pre-election festa. That was a breach of the
electoral Act. Honourable members have talked about a few trivial breaches that have
been made in error, but the grant of $550000 for that purpose was a breach of the
Constitution Act. Some $230 000 was granted to the Student Press project.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr WILLIAMS-Mr Chairman, listen to the infantile graduates ofCoburg and of the
Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology, the honourable members for Coburg and
Essendon, cheering and raising their hands in praise of the waste of money on these wayout students who support the use of marijuana and all sorts of things!
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I ask the honourable member for Coburg to
cease interjecting. The matter of appropriation is very serious.
Mr WILLIAMS-Mr Chairman, I know you are very proud of the banner of your
union, but I should be interested to know from where your union received part of the
$2500 grant for the restoration of trade union banners. I want to know who received the
amount of $28 000 as a grant to the Victorian Trades Hall Council for a proposal to
employ film makers on specific projects.
Mr ROWE (Essendon)-Mr Chairman, I raise a point of order. Honourable members
are supposed to be debating Program No. 107 of the Bill in the Committee stage. I put it
to you, Sir, that the honourable member for Doncaster is out of order in reading out names
and figures, which were contained in a letter sent to all members of Parliament by Mr
Ruxton. It has nothing to do with Parliamentary support systems.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I appreciate that the honourable member for
Doncaster, more often than not, wanders a little. However, I also appreciate that the
honourable member for Werribee made a challenge and that, in his own inimitable way,
the honourable member for Doncaster is trying to fulfil that challenge.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-Thank you, Mr Chairman; you are a great Chairman.
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The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The honourable member should not make
those his famous last words.
Mr WILLIAMS-An amount of$300 000 was granted to the Trade Union Information
Centre; Open Channel received a grant of $31 000; Gay Publications Co-operative Ltd
received $32000; and the Australian Railways Union received $7000.
Mr Gavin-It was $7500-get it right.
Mr WILLIAMS-Yes, that union received $7500. I believe I have now answered the
question of the honourable member for Werribee as to where the money should come
from to provide certain other services. I ask the Minister for Consumer Affairs, who is at
the table, to explain to me the figures in the Budget relating to "Parliamentary Support
Services-Works", where total works and services expenditure is alleged to have increased
from $1550 million to $2189 million.
I understand that some $2 million to $4 million was spent for beautification works and
the construction of offices in the basement of Parliament House, which I understand are
largely occupied by members of the Government back bench. I understand the cost of
those works is not contained in the Estimates and that the funds for those works were
provided by Commonwealth Employment Program and other Commonwealth grants.
I should like the Minister for Consumer Affairs to advise me what it is all about. I
challenge any honourable member who lives in the palatial luxury of the basement to visit
the third floor, where I live in "Death Row". The lift is unreliable and, quite often, it
breaks down, I understand it would take only $60 000 to fix the lift.
Mr Spyker-Use the stairs.
Mr WILLIAMS-I believe fair is fair in this place; and if an amount of $2 million to
$4 million of taxpayers' money can be spent on a few members of the Government party,
at least an amount of $100 000 can be spent in providing a better lift and providing me
with a decent chair in my office.
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-Honourable members have just heard the honourable member
for Doncaster outline a long list of suggested cuts in expenditure to answer the many
accusations made by the honourable member for Werribee about the fact that the
Opposition would like to cut allocations for certain programs so that facilities for Parliament
could be improved. It is curious that a member of Parliament attempted to defame other
honourable members on the basis that they were seeking some type of extra perks for
themselves. That is not the case.
If one examines Parliament House and the condition of many aspects of it, one realizes
that it is an insult to Victoria that it is not maintained at the standard to which it should.
That includes the provision of staff and structural improvements to the building.
Honourable members know about the Community Employment Program grant for the
establishment of facilities downstairs, which have assisted more members of the
Government than members of the Opposition. However, members of the Opposition are
grateful that some facilities are being improved.
One of the greatest ways of saving money for the Government is ifhonourable members
had the ability to conduct effective research. In the United States of America-and I am
not advocating that system-senators have a staff of 50 employees. I am not asking for a
staff of 50; I am not even asking for five employees. However, I suggest that it is in the
interests of the bureaucracy not to provide politicians with information. That is obvious
to any member of the Opposition from the way the Government carries on. What is
currently occurring is that information is rolling off the backs of trucks.
One of the most effective ways for the Government to save money and time would be
to grant honourable members the facility to carry out research. It may be that an honourable
member could be given the assistance of an employee for 38-hours a week. Massive
amounts of money are being spent under the Community Employment Program. In the
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electorate I represent, $60000 or $70000 was spent on a cafe that went broke in six
months. The Government could provide real jobs for articled clerks who are about to start
their employment by undertaking research for members of Parliament. That would
substantially improve the effectiveness of members of Parliament.
An Honourable Member-Do you need assistance?
Mr LEIGH-I certainly need assistance-I do not deny that. If members of the
Government can say that they do not need assistance, the Ministers have them blinded or
they are not interested in what is happening.
I will be interested to hear the contributions of the honourable member for Werribee
about the standards and facilities that should be provided to Parliament in the name of
the institution of Parliament and not in the name of members of Parliament. It upsets me
that the honourable member for Werribee and other members of the Government are
attempting to promote a case that members of the Opposition are trying to gain perks for
themselves.
When the new Parliament House is completed in Canberra, approximately $1000 million
will have been spent. Mr Fraser, the then Prime Minister, initiated the project, but Mr
Hawke agreed to it and all Federal members have agreed to it. The current costing of the
construction of the building is $450 million, but by the time the strikes by the Builders
Labourers Federation and so on are taken into consideration the total cost will be
approximately $1000 million.
I am not asking for $1000 million; I am not even asking for $100 million. However, it
is time that facilities were provided to Parliament and the building upgraded. Members of
the community who visit the building see the two magnificent Chambers but do not get to
see behind the scenes; they believe the rest of the building is similar to the two Chambers.
Ifrepresentatives of the Corporation of the City of Melbourne were able to apply building
regulations to Parliament House, it would be closed tomorrow. It is time that honourable
members made a far more realistic assessment of how money should be spent.
I hope members of the Government will 'accept the bipartisan approach of members of
the Opposition because we are saying that we want better facilities for all honourable
members, not simply ourselves. I hope that when Jeff Kennett becomes Premier of this
State-Honourable members interjecting.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I ask the Committee to come to order. This
is a serious debate and the time is limited. A little bit of decorum would be appreciated. I
indicate that the honourable member for Mitcham is out of his place.
Mr LEIGH-When JeffKennett becomes the Premier, I will not be part ofa mean and
petty Government. Members of the Government complain that, for 27 years, they did not
get anything from the former Government so they will not give the current Opposition
anything. The most effective way for a Liberal Government to stay in power in the future
is to provide members of the Labor Party, who will be members of the Opposition in the
future, with better staffing facilities. By doing that, it will ensure that the Liberal
Government will perform at its best. That is an essential element of free enterprise that
can be introduced into Parliament.
Members of the Government may laugh but, in the three years in which I have been a
member of this place, I have witnessed the way in which the bureaucracy attempts to keep
information from members of Parliament. If honourable members had the capacity to go
behind the scenes more than they currently do-it is terribly difficult to do so because of
the workload-the Government and taxpayers would save money.
Members of the Government have adopted a petty attitude and have asked where
members of the Opposition would cut spending. The honourable member for Doncaster
outlined a whole range of areas where spending could be cut. The Government should
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provide services to Parliament. However, it does not because it does not believe the
institution is of any worth. Members of the Government showed that last week when, for
5 minutes, they could not find a Minister to sit at the table, nor could they maintain a
quorum. For 5 minutes, the Government Whip was running around trying to find enough
members to form a quorum.
It is time this institution was given the opportunity of doing its job. Members of the
Government are interjecting and indicating that I should sit down. I will be delighted to
sit down and listen to the honourable member for Bellarine. The Opposition is taking a
bipartisan approach to this issue. It is a tragedy that members of the Government seek to
defame this institution. It is good enough to give money to the trade union movement and
the Government's mates on the Trades Hall Council, but it is not good enough to protect
this institution in the manner in which it deserves! It is a pity that the Government takes
that approach.

I hope members of the Government will not follow the example of the honourable
member for Werribee and make ridiculous allegations and assertions against members of
the Opposition. The honourable member for Doncaster provided the Government with
the facts about where cuts in expenditure can take place, and there are many more
examples. It is a pity that the honourable member for Werribee does not listen. Ifhe had,
he would have heard the honourable member for Essendon try to stop the honourable
member for Doncaster supplying the information.
I hope the Government will accept my remarks in a bipartisan manner. Money should
be spent on Parliament House to provide better facilities because the taxpayers of Victoria
deserve it and they will gain a financial benefit from such expenditure.
M .. WEIDEMAN (Frankston South)-The honourable member for Werribee challenged
the Opposition to provide information regarding suggested cuts in expenditure and how
these cuts could be accomplished in the Budget as it is currently framed. I point out that
the Government has offered a job to every young Victorian between the age of fifteen and
nineteen years. The Government has established the Youth Guarantee Scheme, and the
Federal Government has introduced traineeships. There are 132 State Parliamentarians,
and I am sure that most of us have been involved in work programs that have been
conducted through local technical and high schools or tertiary colleges.
It was a rewarding experience to provide that sort of assistance. In my time as a member
of Parliament I have helped local students. The Government has said that it will extend
traineeships and the Youth Guarantee Scheme, for which funds have already been provided.
I suggest that members of Parliament could successfully employ many young unemployed
people by providing 132 secretarial positions in electorate offices. Those positions could
be provided without any further cost to the Government and would help to combat
unemployment.

I cannot understand why Parliamentarians say that it was hard to work effectively before
secretaries were provided for in 1976, but I agree it would be very difficult to have done
what was required without that help. When electorate offices with secretarial help were
established in 1976, members of the Federal Parliament had had the same sort of assistance
for many years. Members of State Parliament were the poor cousins of Federal members
of Parliament. Once members of Parliament were provided with secretarial help the
amount of Parliamentary stationery required increased tenfold. That increase indicates
the output that resulted from the provision of secretarial assistance.
When I was Minister for Tourism I was amazed at the amount ofletters received by a
Minister; more letters were received by members of the then Government than the then
Opposition. I suppose that was because members of the then Opposition did not really
know how to write letters. Since the Labor Party has gained office it is probably aware of
the amount of correspondence received by Ministers.
It is logical to increase the funds provided for secretarial help in electorate offices to
allow for the purchase of word processors. The Federa,l Government has already moved
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into that area and has provided two senators in each State with mini computers and word
processors with set programs. The situation will be monitored to see whether those
computers and word processors are successful. The same equipment has been provided
for some senior members of the Opposition in the House of Representatives. When one
has worked on a Parliamentary committee one realizes the extent of the wastage of
millions of dollars of computer equipment that is lying around unused. The misinformation
given to the Country Fire Authority and the Education Department when they were
acquiring different computer components resulted in $1 million worth of hardware not
being used.
The Speaker has asked honourable members for information about the provision of
word processing equipment. Since it took 50 years for members of State Parliaments to be
provided with secretaries after they had been provided for years to Federal members of
Parliament, how many more years will it be before members of State Parliaments are
provided with word processors? Will the Treasurer consider the possibility of making
funds available for those facilities? The honourable members for Prahran and Bulleen
have already indicated that they provide their own computer facilities. I, too, have a
computer that I have not yet installed because I wish to interface it with other computers
used by members of Parliament if they are to be provided with that equipment by the
Government. I do not wish to find in two or three years' time that my computer does not
work in with others being used.
At present I am using my own IBM typewriter because the one provided in the electorate
office does not work. I have found that other equipment also does not work. Some
members of Parliament may have memory typewriters available to them but some have
not yet reached that high standard. All members of Parliament should be given the
necessary facilities to enable them to provide their constituents with the proper service.
Mr HAYWARD (Prahran)-I shall address Program No. 107 and attempt to respond
in part to the challenge presented by the honourable member for Werribee about identifying
areas in which Government expenditure could be cut to provide resources for members of
Parliament. I should also like to attempt to illustrate a serious matter which pertains to
the provision of assistance to members of Parliament, to the electorate of Albert Park and,
to a degree, to the electorate of Melbourne.
I know it is the desire of the honourable members for Albert Park and Melbourne to be
conscientious local members of Parliament and to look for items that require attention. I
also know that something is happening at present that is totally contrary to the policy of
the Labor Party and, if those honourable members were aware of it, it would cause them
considerable concern. The matter pertains to the Royal Botanic Gardens and to the 150th
anniversary of Victoria. I know it is the policy of the Labor Party to protect the
environment, to ensure that no elitist-type situation develops in which people are isolated
from their leaders, and to ensure that there is the absolute minimum of waste.
Unfortunately, at present in the Royal Botanic Gardens an extraordinary situation has
developed.
Mr Jolly-What has this got to do with the program?
Mr HA YW ARD-It has to do with the need for the honourable members for Albert
Park and Melbourne to have more electorate assistance so that they can be more effective.
Mr Jolly-You are going around the tan.
Mr HA YW ARD-I am not going around the tan but, like the Treasurer, I do like to go
around the tan. The incident to which I am referring indicates that those honourable
members have been unable to monitor a situation in the electorates they represent that is
contrary to the policy of the Labor Party.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The honourable member for Prahran is
straying a little.
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Mr HAYW ARD-I shall try to explain the situation, Mr Chairman, and then you can
pass judgment. The 150th anniversary committee has built an Army bridge across a lake
to an island in the Royal Botanic Gardens.
Mr ROWE (Essendon)-On a point of order, Mr Chairman, in the context of an earlier
point of order, the honourable member for Prahran is raising a matter that does not
pertain to Program No. 107. He is trying to use this program to introduce matters that
should rightly be discussed later in the debate.
The CHAIRMAN-Order! I believe the honourable member for Prahran is trying to
relate the matter to the facilities available to honourable members in their electorate
offices, but I think he is going too far. If he is attempting to do that, he should get to the
point as quickly as possible.
Mr HAYW ARD (Prahran)-I should be happy to raise the matter later in the debate,
Mr Chairman, but it clearly identifies-..
Mr Plowman-You will not have a chance.
Mr HA YW ARD-I agree, I shall not have a chance to raise the matter later in the
debate because the debate has been guillotined, which will completely cut off any
opportunity for Parliamentary scrutiny of the various items in the Bill. If Parliament is
unable to scrutinize the Bill, honourable members should be able to scrutinize them in
their electorates.
A serious situation has developed. If the honourable members for Albert Park and
Melbourne had had adequate assistance from additional staff they would have been able
to identify the problem and would have been able to act on it very quickly.
Because they have inadequate assistance, they have not been able to identify the situation.
It is a serious situation that requires attention. It is as simple as that, yet my friends from
the Government side of the House are trying to stifle debate and stop people from hearing
about this. At 6.30 p.m. the guillotine will be used on the debate. That is an important
point. It is important and vital to the affairs of those members because they have had
inadequate assistance.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I advise the honourable member to return to
Program No. 107.
Mr HAYW ARD-The point I am trying to make-The CHAIRMAN-Order! I understand what you are trying to get to, but you are going
to Frankston to get to Melbourne.
Mr HA YW ARD-If members of Parliament had had adequate assistance in their
electorates they would have been able to identify the fact that more than $51 000 is being
wasted building a bridge across the Botanic Gardens to an island, which will destroy bird
life-Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-On a point of order, the honourable member would be in
order if he directed attention to inadequacies in the provision of facilities to members of
Parliament, but he is referring to the specifics of matters that were taken up.
Mr PLOWMAN (Evelyn)-On the point of order, the honourable member for Werribee
cannot have his cake and eat it too. He challenges members of Parliament to find areas
where expenditure might be cut so that more might be spent on facilities for members of
Parliament. The honourable member for Prahran is instancing an area where, if members
of Parliament were better serviced, they may have been able to take action to stop money
being spent by the Government, which could have been made available to members of
Parliament.
Mr POPE (Monbulk)-On the point of order, it is quite obvious that the honourable
member for Prahran is dealing with a matter that has nothing to do with Program No.
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107. Irrespective of whether there was any provocation, or whatever is alleged by the
honourable member for Evelyn, the reality is that the honourable member for Prahran is
not addressing himself to the program under consideration.
The CHAIRMAN-Order! The honourable member for Prahran has made his point
about the inadequacy of staff. He has gone too far in stressing that point. His main point
in the debate has been the lack of staff. I suggest that he leaves the matter now as I do not
wish to rule against him. However, if I have to I shall do so.
Mr HAYWARD (Prahran)-Obviously I do not wish to dispute your ruling in any way,
Mr Chairman. I wanted to give an example of the use of staff, but have been able to do so
only in general terms. I pay more attention to those matters than some honourable
members but if you believe it is inappropriate for me to give further details about that I
shall be happy to raise it another time.
The CHAIRMAN-Order! Yes, raise it another time. I believe you have made your
point about the inadequacy of staff which resulted in certain things occurring in the areas
of Albert Park and elsewhere.
Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-The Government is so much in agreement with the
desirability of employing additional staff for electorate offices that we are approaching the
bipartisan position alluded to by the honourable member for Malvern. The atmosphere is
almost as friendly as that of the Australian Labor Party State conference on Sunday. In
seeking to identify areas where expenditure might be diverted, the honourable member
for Doncaster did not come up with any ideas of his own. He referred to Bruce Ruxton of
the Returned Services League. The items to which he referred were not items of State
expenditure; they were Commonwealth expenditure.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-On a point of order, it was unbecoming for the
honourable member for Werribee to raise a point of order with you, Mr Chairman, to
prevent the honourable member for Prahran from straying beyond the program under
consideration when he himself is doing exactly the same thing. Although he has previously
issued challenges and those challenges have been met, and you, Mr Chairman, have
allowed the debate to develop in that way, I believe you should not allow the honourable
member for Werribee to continue in that way, having raised that point of order on which
you indicated that you would rule in favour of his point of order had the honourable
member for Prahran continued any further in the direction in which he was going.
In view of the difficulties you have faced, Mr Chairman, as Government members have
decided to vote for the closure of debate at 6.30 p.m. that is one of the factors that must
be taken into account. I suggest that you be strict with the honourable member for
Werribee and ensure that he addresses the program before the Committee and does not
refer to Mr Bruce Ruxton or anyone else.
The CHAIRMAN-Order! I agree with the honourable member for Berwick that Bruce
Ruxton is not part of this program. I suggest that the honourable member for Werribee
confines his remarks to Program No. 107 and possibly, if he so desires, answers any
observations that have been made by Opposition members.
Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-The honourable member for Doncaster referred to ideas
put forward by Mr Ruxton which related to Community Employment Project funding. In
referring to the provision of facilities for Parliament House the honourable member for
Doncaster referred to the offices being created on the ground floor, which he referred to as
the basement, by the renovation of those areas. My understanding is that the figure quoted
by the honourable member for Doncaster was quite inaccurate. The expenditure was closer
to $1 million than $4 million. The honourable member for Malvern pointed out that more
offices were available for Government members than Opposition members. Most
honourable members would be aware that, by definition, there are more Government
members than Opposition members, so it is hardly surprising. The Committee would also
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be aware that a number of Opposition members have been granted offices in that particular
area of the building, which is quite reasonable.
The honourable member for Malvern also talked about free enterprise in the context of
the Parliament. I knew the Liberal Party was carrying privatization to extremes, but I did
not think that privatization would extend to Parliament; that would be an extreme
definition of privatization. The remaining point is that Opposition members have not
succeeded in identifying the sources of funds for the facilities and works which they seek.
Tens of millions of dollars would be involved in the completion of Parliament to the
ori~inal design. On a conservative estimate $1·3 million would be required for computer
facIlities and $4 million for the salaries of additional office staff-that is leaving aside the
additional accommodation that would have to be provided for members with smaller
electorate offices and the additional telephone and paper costs that would inevitably arise
by the employment of additional people. The Opposition has utterly failed in the challenge
thrown down to it.

Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-The honourable member for Werribee threw out a number of
challenges to the Opposition to provide instances where funds could be saved for use in
other areas, particularly electorate offices. The matter I raised was based on the fact that
word processors and computer facilities would be available for honourable members. I
point out that if those facilities were put on line to some central authority such as the
Library, as suggested by the honourable member for Polwarth, the ludicrous situation in
which voluminous reports are sent to members' offices would cease.
Reports of 100 or 200 pages that are currently sent to 132 members of Parliament and
sundry other organizations could be placed on the centralized memory. By dialling a
number on the computer visual display unit outlet, honourable members would have
access to that information without enormous cost of paperwork in producing copies of
reports and the other bits and pieces that go with them.
It appears that modern society is moving towards the paperless offices, and convenience
should be extended to members of Parliament. The installation of electronic data processing
facilities in electorate offices would result in an enormous saving of funds, and this is
where the economies of scale would be because enormous reports would not need to be
sent manually and maps and all sorts of charts could be included in the material processed
electronically. It would result in considerable savings to the taxpayer. This is one practical
example of how electronic data processing facilities in electorate offices will increase the
efficiency of members of Parliament.

Mr GAVIN (Coburg)-I refer to the hypocrisy of Liberal Party members of Parliament
who are now arguing for better facilities in electorate offices and in Parliament itself. Only
recently, the State conference of the Liberal Party debated a motion calling on Liberal
Party mem~ers of Parliament to spend at least 8 hours a week at their electorate offices. It
is obvious from the fact that this motion was moved at the State conference that Liberal
Party members of Parliament spend little time at their electorate offices. One assumes that
the directors of the Liberal Party are intelligent people and that this debate would not
have occurred without reason. I understand that it was because of the Honourable James
Guest in another place and the honourable member for Portland, who do not spend any
time at their electorate offices.
Several Liberal Party members of Parliament vigorously opposed the motion that
Liberal Party members of Parliament should spend at least 8 hours at their electorate
offices. Therefore it is hypocrisy now for members of the Opposition to argue that their
electorate offices should be better equipped and should have better facilities when they
spend so little time there. It is disgraceful. I agree that better facilities should be available
to all members of Parliament in their electorate offices. However, it is obvious that
members of the Opposition do not spend much time at their offices and they do not wish
to spend any more time at their electorate offices.

Mr Perrin-Mr Chairman, there is not a quorum present.
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A quorum was formed.

Mr GAVIN-I reiterate that it is obvious that Liberal Party members of Parliament do
not spend much time at their electorate offices, as a motion debated at the Liberal Party
State conference called on members of Parliament to spend at least 8 hours a week at their
electorate offices. However, members of the Opposition have argued today that electorate
offices should have better facilities. That is hypocrisy. Members of the Liberal Party
should declare what time they presently spend at their electorate offices and how much
time they will spend at their electorate offices in the future.
AGRICULTURE AND RURAL AFFAIRS
Mr AUSTIN (Ripon)-Program No. 122 deals with salaries, wages, allowances, overtime
and penalty rates. Salaries and wages have been cut almost by 4 per cent at a time when,
normally, this allocation should have been increased, particularly in view of the pending
national wage case. The Budget cut also follows a Budget cut in this item last year. The
loss of personnel is evident in all programs for agriculture and rural affairs. Inevitably,
this must affect the rural community. A great deal has been heard of the setting up of the
new Rural Affairs Office. The Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs has claimed that
there are 25 new initiatives and that there will be new offices which will be part of the
Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs. I believe this is just a red herring to be
drawn across the whole face of agriculture because Victoria has not seen under this
Government any improvement in the services delivered to the farming community.
Recently, the Premier paid one of his rare visits to a rural area and claimed that the
farming community is better off today than it was two or three years ago. That is a clear
indication of the lack of understanding by the Premier and the Government of farming
generally. I imagine that the Premier genuinely believed that statement was true, although
someone would have written his speech for him. It shows how out of touch the Premier is
with the real facts oflife in rural Victoria where farmers are having the most difficult time
in their history.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-As a country member of Parliament, obviously I am
most concerned, as is the National Party, to examine what the Government has done for
agriculture and rural affairs. The National Party is most concerned at the reduction in the
allocation for agriculture and rural affairs, and I support the comment of the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition that the Government appears to have a total lack of understanding
of the severe problems facing people in country Victoria.
In Rutherglen last week, the Premier opened the field day for the Rutherglen Research
Institute and commented that farmers in country Victoria had suffered bush fires and
drought and other concerns of primary industry and people living in country areas. The
Premier then made the outlandish statement that the country was coming out of those
problems and said that, in the next twelve months, primary producers no doubt would see
a real return.
The comments and responses from the farmers at that field day was automatic. When
theyresponded---

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr JASPER-I anticipated that there would be some interjections from Government
members on that point. I know precisely what happened. The papers reported that the
farmers at the field day jeered or booed the Premier. That is an absolute untruth; that did
not happen. Many people were very concerned with reports that came out the next day.
There was response from the people in the audience on the comments made by the
Premier that he did not have an understanding of what was happening and there was a
ground swell of comments made but definitely the people present respected the situation
that the Premier of Victoria was visiting Rutherglen and opening the field day, albeit that
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he had little understanding of the problems that primary producers and the farming
community are facing throughout Victoria today.
That is the concern the National Party expresses today when it sees the Budget being
presented by the Government in the agriculture and rural affairs area. When the Premier
spoke at Rutherglen the other day, he made great play of the expenditure involved in
agriculture and rural affairs in the setting up of a Rural Affairs Office. The National Party
believes the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs understands what is happening
in country Victoria. However, the Premier went on to say that not only were there
problems facing farmers and primary producers but also all people living in country
Victoria and that the Rural Affairs Office would gain an understanding of what was
happening in country Victoria and would be able to assist not only the primary producers,
but also all people living in country areas.
However, this does not address the great problems facing primary producers and this is
typical when one looks at the allocation made to agriculture and rural affairs. Further, it is
a disgrace when one considers the people who have been appointed to the rural economic
study. One need only to consider the range of people who have been appointed to
understand that the study will not come to grips with the problems facing country Victoria.
The National Party understands why the Victorian Farmers and Graziers Association has
withdrawn from the rural economic study which is being undertaken. The association says
that it will have input; it will provide information to the chairman on the rural economic
study that is being undertaken but that it has withdrawn from direct representation on
that study on the basis that it does not believe that it is truly representative of country
people and the personnel in that organization do not have a true understanding of the
situation.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr J ASPER-The National Party understands why the honourable member for Geelong
East interjected.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I ask the honourable member for Murray
Valley to ignore interjections.
Mr JASPER-The honourable member does not understand what is happening in
country Victoria as most honourable members on the Government benches do not. There
are many other honourable members who represent metropolitan seats who should come
out into country Victoria and have a look around. They should talk to people in country
Victoria so that they may obtain a true understanding of what is the situation. Victoria
does not end at the tram tracks. You, Mr Chairman, would understand that better than
any honourable member on the Government benches.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr JASPER-That is right. The Chairman did not receive recognition for the work he
did as Opposition spokesman on agriculture. It is all right for the honourable member for
Geelong East to keep on interjecting; so far as he is concerned, he would not understand
the work done by you Mr Chairman, as Opposition spokesman on agriculture.
The CHAIRMAN-Order! The honourable member for Geelong East will cease
interjecting.
Mr JASPER-You, Mr Chairman, and I know full well that the honourable member
for Geelong East will never make a Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs or any
Minister so far as the Government is concerned, but the National Party will watch his
development with much interest.
I ask the Minister for Housing to refer to the Treasurer the costs and some expenditures
shown under Program No. 122 and ask that he throw some light on the subject as to why
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under, VDIA-reimbursement for the backdating of the milk price increase of$1 546 855is shown under this program, because surely this should have been more correctly shown
as a direct allocation from Treasury and not under agriculture and rural affairs.
Dr Coghill-Explain what you mean by that query.

Mr JASPER-I ask the Treasurer to come into the Chamber and inform honourable
members about this matter. The Budget is not the National Party Budget, it is the
Government Budget. The honourable member for Werribee, the shadow Minister for
agriculture is probably disappointed he is not the Minister-however anybody involved
in agriculture would be pleased that he is not because he does not want to understand the
situation with primary producers. The honourable member asked a question that should
be answered by the Treasurer. It is a plain and simple question. Why is that allocation
shown under agriculture and rural affairs and why is it not an allocation from the Treasury?
This is where the funding should have come from when there was a backdating of the
allocation to the Victorian Dairy Industry Authority for a milk price increase which
justifiably was provided to dairy farmers.

Further, with regard to the allocation to the Rural Finance Commission, over the years
the commissioner has done an excellent job in providing funding to primary producers to
assist them with expansion, development and the purchase offarms. It has assisted young
farmers to develop into a farming situation by purchasing land so that they may take their
place as primary producers in Victoria. It is excellent to note that the rates of interest
charged by the commission have been held down to a reasonable level.
The National Party supports the fact that the Rural Finance Commission should be
providing funding to primary producers at concessionallevels. At present the rate provided
by the commission is 14 per cent to 14·5 per cent. Certainly that is a reasonable level for
primary producers so that they may be able to maintain their farming operations. Of
course, the National Party also seeks consideration for young farmers for the establishment
of farms in which the rate could be reduced to around 10 per cent to enable them to
maintain primary production. It is disappointing to find that the primary industry bank
controlled by the Federal Government is charging rates as high as 19 per cent for its
money. I have received numerous complaints from many constituents in my electorate.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr JASPER-I have, as I have done with other matters, made strong representations
to the Government. Members of the Government benches would not understand the
situation. The honourable member for Coburg has a lack of understanding about what
occurs not only in Parliament but also especially so far as country people and primary
producers are concerned.

I refer particularly to item 5306 of Program No. 122, which allocates $3·483 million for
rural adjustment. In 1984-85, $5 337 020 was provided for this purpose. This year's
allocation represents a huge decrease for rural adjustment from the Rural Finance
Commission. The commission must continue to assist primary producers through difficult
circumstances when they cannot fund and maintain a profitable existence on the land, yet
it is faced with a reduction in funding for rural adjustment.
It is pleasing to see an allocation through the commission of $1 million for salinity
programs and capital loans. The salinity program needs to be promoted and worked on
because salinity is a major problem in country Victoria, especially in the north-western
part of the State but also moving down through the Goulburn River area and into the
Murray Valley region. Funding will need to be increased significantly if salinity programs
are to be developed. The Government has indicated a commitment of well above $8
million for the salinity program. The National Party would like to think that the problem
will be attacked and that funding for that purpose will be provided on a continuing basis.
A start has been made and I applaud the fact that the Government is pressing on with that
program, which was set out by the Salinity Committee.
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I again stress that better understanding is needed by the Government of the problems
facing the rural community and especially primary producers. I applaud the fact that the
Premier travelled to north-eastern Victona last Thursday and opened the field day at the
Rutherglen Research Station; but it was unfortunate that, in his speech, he did not
demonstrate an understandin~ of the problems facing rural Victoria. Primary producers
were well aware that the PremIer did not understand their major problems. I hope he will
move around the country more often and talk to people who are in a desperate financial
situation. He will find that costs are overcoming primary producers; that costs are well
above income in primary production; that in every area of primary industry returns are
dwindling for the work undertaken, and that people cannot make a profit.
It is interesting that the Premier used the day at Rutherglen to launch the Rural Affairs
Office. That office will face enormous difficulties.

The composition of the Rural Economic Study Committee leads the National Party to
the view that that committee will not be successful. It cannot be successful without people
who understand primary industry. It comprises people with vested interests, people from
the Trades Hall Council and others who are Labor Party hacks, people who have grown
up in the Labor movement.

Honourable members interjecting.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! There is too much audible conversation, and
I use the word "conversation" for want of a better word.
Mr JASPER-It is a chorus from the "Simpsonettes", Mr Chairman, the new group in
the Labor Party. I am not sure where they really belong, but they will not receive much
support from country areas either, because they do not want to understand what is going
on. I hope members of that group will visit country areas to obtain a better understanding
of what is happening. Country people and primary producers are in a desperate situation,
but the Government does not understand and does not want to understand that.
The agriculture and rural affairs budget is typical of the Government's attitude. There
is an over-all 8 per cent increase in the Budget, but an increase of only 2·7 per cent in the
agriculture and rural affairs area, and a reduction of wages and salaries by approximately
4 per cent in that area. That will not lead to a better understanding or to the satisfactory
operation of the department.
People within the department understand what is going on; generally, they are very
dedicated to what they are doing. They will work hard, and the Premier saw thIS when he
visited the Rutherglen Research Station. That institute is operating most effectively under
its director, Mr Tim Reeves, and with many of the competent staff who have been there
for a long period. If anything can be done to provide the funds to enable those people to
work hard and produce results to help primary producers, there may in the long term be
support for primary industry, and primary industry may be returned to its true importance.
That will not happen until State and Federal Governments are prepared to go out into
country areas to gain an understanding of the problems facing primary producers. It will
not happen until Governments provide funding at concessional rates of interest and
provide backup services and departmental support rather than becoming bogged down in
the other side issues about which honourable members have heard in this Committee
debate-the sorts of side issues that were raised by the honourable member for Coburg as
to how much time certain honourable members spend in their electorate offices. How
much time does the honourable member spend in his office? What will he do about the
situation? No doubt he will issue some news release aimed at attacking the Liberal Party.
He should get out into country areas and see what is going on. If he reads Program No.
122 he may achieve some understanding of what is happening in country areas and the
problems faced by rural people.
I look to the Government for a better understanding of country people and their
problems, especially those engaged in primary production. At the same time, I point out
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the huge reduction in all of the allocations to agriculture and rural affairs in the current
Budget, which is an absolute disaster to primary producers in Victoria.
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-I have had some experience in the agricultural industry, in
particular the dairy industry. The current situation grieves me considerably: a guillotine
motion has been agreed to. I wished to raise matters on many items dealt WIth in the Bill.
However, honourable members now have only another three-quarters of an hour in which
to debate the Bill in Committee, so I shall make a contribution on the agriculture allocation
because agriculture is critical to this State's economy.
I refer honourable members to page 22 of the Budget Papers where $1 546 855 is
allocated to reimburse the Victorian Dairy Industry Authority for the backdating of the
milk price increase. That is another area where the Government is wasting funds. There
was no logical reason why taxpayers needed to pay $1·5 million into the pool to reimburse
dairy farmers for a backdated price increase. I was the Secretary of the Victorian Dairy
Industry Authority at that time and saw the record of this Government with regard to
milk price increases and the record of a Minister who was prepared to put the entire
industry at risk.
An Honourable Member-What would you do?
Mr PERRIN-I refer honourable members to the Sun newspaper of last week, which
reported six suicides by dairy farmers because of the financial position in which they found
themselves. If that is what the honourable member believes ought to be occurring, he
should be ashamed of himself and his Government.
The CHAIRMAN-Order! I have reached the end of my patience. There is too much
disorderly conduct from most sections of the Chamber but especially from Government
back-bench members, many of whom are out of order. The debate is a serious debate.
Time is limited and the hour is becoming late. I ask honourable members to remain silent
and orderly.
Mr PERRIN-The point I was making was that the Cain Government held down milk
prices for twenty months. There was no increase in the price of milk between 1 February
1982 and 1 October 1983 because of a deliberate policy of the Government. The Minister
of Agriculture at that time, the Honourable Eric Kent, made it clear to the dairy industry
that there would be no increase in the price of milk because dairy farmers, milk dIstributors
and retailers did not need an increase. The Minister and the Government held back the
price increase proposed by the board of the Victorian Dairy Industry Authority and sat on
the proposal for month after month at a time when the dairy industry was facing a crisis.
The Minister then had to make a few recommendations and a few price increases.
Mrs TONER (Greensborough)-On a point of order, could Mr Perrin table the
document from which he is quoting?
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-It is the report of the Victorian Dairy Industry Authority for
the year ended 30 June 1985.
The CHAIRMAN-Order! On the point of order, the honourable member has made
available that report.
Mr PERRIN-The report is available from the Papers Room. When the increase finally
came through after twenty months of deliberate procrastination by the Minister and the
Cain Government, the increase in the price of milk was 8·1 per cent, which is far less than
the increase in the consumer price index and far less than the cost of producing the milk.
This is what happened: the Premier and the Government got an attack of conscience or
they saw an election looming and realized that dairy farmers were blockading factories
and milk depots. The Government had to get the police to break up the blockades. I will
talk about who met the cost of providing those police in a moment. The Government was
prepared to use the muscle of the police to break up the dairy farmer blockades at a time
when the Builders Labourers Federation was running amuck in this State but, to date,
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nothing has been done about that situation. It seemed that there was an election around
the corner and a price rise was approved in October 1983. It was the only price rise since
the Government came to power and there was no other price increase between October
1983 and January 1985. Another year went by. There was then a 3 per cent increase in the
price of milk. That does not say much for the record of the Government.
An election was then coming up and the Premier had to rush overseas. After one of
these crises the Premier had to change his air ticket from business class to first class
because he was tired.
Mr GAVIN (Coburg)-On a point of order, it is clear this item has nothing to do with
the travel arrangements of the Premier and whether he was leaving on time. Program No.
122 deals with corporate services.
The CHAIRMAN-Order! On the point of order, the honourable member is straying
too wide and I ask him to return to the matter under discussion.
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-A price increase took place on 21 January, the first increase
since October 1983, of a miserly 3 per cent. Of course a judicial investigation was ordered.
In my view that was a total waste of the taxpayers' money because the Victorian Dairy
Industry Authority Act, which was passed late last year, provides that the authority has
the responsibility to set price increases and to make submissions to the Government. The
Government wanted to usurp the role of that authority and decided that a judicial inquiry
would be conducted.
Mr Justice Robinson was appointed to arrive at an appropriate price increase. I repeat,
money was wasted, because that is a clear role of the Victorian Dairy Industry Authority
which has staff on its pay-roll and resources available to it to set price increases. Between
January 1985 and May 1985 there was a 4·3 per cent increase because an election was
coming up, and honourable members will recall the claim that was made the day before
the election that the Premier had saved the dairy industry. The Premier created the
problem in the first place, so if he saved anything it was what he had created. Between
January 1985 and May 1985 there was a magnificent 4·3 per cent increase in the price of
milk.
It is interesting to note that since that time 40 000 farmers have walked through the
streets of Melbourne. The dairy industry and the farming community were asking for a
simple thing-a fair go. No one would think that was not a reasonable request, but they
got nothing but platitudes. That would not solve the problem created by the Premier.

An amount of $1·5 million has been wasted. Yesterday, the Minister for Agriculture
and Rural Affairs made the tremendous announcement that there would be an increase in
the price of milk-of course there will be an increase-and that zoning in the metropolitan
area, and perhaps right throughout the State, will be abolished. That recommendation was
made to the Honourable Eric Kent when he was Minister of Agriculture for years, not just
months.
We are now eight months into a new Government which has not acted on decisions
made by the Victorian Dairy Industry Authority during the term of the previous
Government. The Government says that it will deregulate marketing prices and institute
market procedures and will set the price paid to the milk producer. That is a policy of the
Li beral Party.
It is fascinating to hear the Government now adopting a Liberal Party policy with regard
to deregulating milk prices. The Liberal Party is waiting to see what the Government will
do about the price of beer and petrol and about shopping hours. Surely the principle is the
same. Last night the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs said that housewives will
get cheaper milk because there will be discounting at the corner store and milk prices will
not be at a fixed retail price. The- Liberal Party has been advocating that policy for some
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time. It is nice to know that Mr Justice Robinson and the Minister have eventually caught
up with the realities oflife.
The situation will exist in the market where people will sell milk at whatever price the
market dictates. A housewife may go to a supermarket and, if that supermarket is
discounting milk that day, that is just fine. The discounting of milk prices will mean that
more milk will be sold in Victoria. That is what the Liberal Party would have given the
consumer had it come into office at the last State election-Mrs Housewife would have
had cheaper milk prices.
It was fascinating to watch the socialist Minister on television last night advocating the
freeing of the market. He was discussing how the consumer would benefit.

Mr Norris-What would your policy be?
Mr PERRIN-The honourable member for Dandenong has not been listening. Liberal
Party policy would free up milk prices~ they would no longer be fixed. It would not fix
cartage rates or retailers' margins. It would be up to the retailer to set his or her own
margins.
Other little sleights of hand have been incurred on the dairy industry. The police were
in volved in breaking up picket lines of dairy farmers outside milk depots. I place on the
record, and there is no doubt in my mind on information available to me, that the
Government has arranged for the police to charge the dairy farmers for the actual cost of
having police break up the dairy farmers' pickets. The same thing is likely to happen with
the ""Big M" marathon. That will put the marathon at risk. It is a ridiculous situation for
dairy farmers to virtually pay for police brutality.
The crisis in the dairy industry was created by the Government. The Government
clearly ignored recommendations and the Minister obviously went his own way. He had
a fixed point of view. Money was wasted throughout the dairy industry with regard to
milk pricing.
It is pleasing that the Government is coming to its senses and adopting Liberal Party
policy of deregulation of market milk prices. I hope it has the sense to set other pricing
policies which are sensible and will deregulate other areas. Milk marketing is only one
area. What about restrictions on red meat sales? Evidence throughout the rural community
indicates that deregulation should take place. A waste of money in the order of $1·5
million has been highlighted in this Budget.

Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-I am delighted to debate a major policy matter addressed
in the Budget especially when, at the instigation of the Opposition, 65 per cent of the time
available for this stage of the Budget debate has been taken up with Parliamentary recurrent
expenditure. I guarantee that that will not make the morning papers, nor should it, because
it is not of general concern to the community.
We have heard a lot of vacuous nonsense and hot air from the Opposition and the
National Party. It is interesting to contrast the nonsense and the empty rhetoric from the
Liberal Party and the National Party with the applause earned by the Premier after his
speech at Rutherglen last Thursday. That was properly reported as a front page item in the
Sun on Friday. The Premier clearly showed that he and the Government had empathy
with people in the rural community, including farmers.
When one examines the performance of the Liberal Party and the National Party, it is
little wonder they have come in for criticism on their roles in agricultural policies. It is
quite extraordinary that in this debate today that they have not fleshed out the matters
they have proposed at other stages of the second-reading debate on the Budget that have
foreshadowed an expenditure of tens of millions of dollars extra, with enormous
implications for State taxation. If one were to add up all the further expenditure that the
Liberal Party has advocated since the election and were to limit those that can be readily
costed, it would be seen that the Liberal Party has advocated more than $2000 million
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additional State taxation expenditure. If one compares that with State taxation revenue
foreshadowed in the Budget Papers, that is the equivalent of a 75 per cent increase
advocated by the Liberal Party.
In agriculture alone, the Opposition has advocated a 27 per cent increase in Government
expenditure. It is proposing 120 additional employees in the Department of Agriculture
and Rural Affairs and massive costs which would amount to a 27 per cent increase in that
area of the Budget alone.
I refer to the view of the National Farmers Federation about the vacuous nonsense
from the Opposition, and I refer especially to the following statement by the President of
the National Farmers Federation at the National Party Federal Council meeting in
Canberra last week:
To date you have not provided new directions but have relied on the same tired rhetoric we have all heard
thousands of times before ...
Until your policies can be fleshed out, your credibility is at risk.
We have had enough ofadhockery as a substitute for consistent policy directions. We need fixed directions not
fixers.

That is the end of the quote with respect to the National Party. However, to make it quite
clear, the president was equally concerned about the Liberal Party, he said:
I am equally concerned about the policy-making process ofthe Liberals.

It is clear from that that farmers are absolutely dissatisfied and despondent about the
capacity of the opposition parties to provide constructive answers to the problems facing
farming communities. That has been reinforced by the vacuous contributions made in
this Chamber by Opposition members this afternoon.

The Victorian Government has made a claim that it recognizes the substantial challenges
facing agriculture, and no one can deny that that is the case. The Premier has announced
at a country forum-a farmers' forum-the important initiative the Government has
taken in the establishment of the Rural Affairs Office.
What is needed, and what the National Farmers Federation recognizes is needed, is a
coherent strategy based on the proper investigation of the problems and a coherent
economic strategy which tackles the long-term challenges facing the community.
All we have had from the Opposition time and again is nothing but adhockery. The
Opposition is still stuck with the prescriptions of protection, whether of farmers or of
industry, which were practised in the McEwan era of the 1960s, through the 1970s and
into the 1980s. Those policies do not confront the real issues. They divert attention away
from the real problems and the solution of those problems. Ultimately, because of that
diversion of effort and the nature of the protection which the opposition parties want built
into the system, the problem is made worse in the long run, not better, and dairy farmers
and others are faced with a greater problem than they would have had if there had been a
proper addressing oflong-term problems.
In the limited contributions from members of the opposition parties, some reference
was made to the staffing cuts. I think the comments came only during the second-reading
debate and not in this stage of the debate. Opposition members were asserting that reduced
staffing levels in the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs somehow will lead to
reduced services to the rural community but, more importantly, a reduced standard of
living and reduced prosperity for the farming community.
This is an absolute contradiction on the part of the members of the opposition parties.
On the one hand they say that the economy and the private sector is being constrained by
the size of the public sector and by the number of public servants and, on the other hand,
they say that the answer to the problems of the farming community is to appoint more
public servants.
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There can be no rational reconciliation of the contradiction. To emphasize the point. I
shall illustrate the level of Public Service personnel provided to support the agricultural
area. At present there are approximately 2500 people working in the Department of
Agriculture and Rural Affairs serving approximately 46 500 rural enterprises. That is a
ratio of about 1 staff member to 19 enterprises. In the business area generally there are
about 70000 businesses and the number of public servants provided to support them
throughout the Department of Industry, Technology and Resources, leaving aside the
State Electricity Commission and the Gas and Fuel Corporation, is 613. That is a ratio of
about 1 staff member to 114 businesses. The ratio between those figures is 6: 1. The farming
community and agricultural enterprises obtain six times the level of public servant staffing
support that is available to other sections of business, yet honourable members opposite
say that, on the one hand, public servant staffing levels should be reduced because they are
inhibiting the economy and the operation of business and, on the other hand, more public
servants should be appointed in the agricultural area.
Honourable members opposite cannot have it both ways; either they believe the
Government sector should be reduced because they believe it constrains the operation of
business-whether that applies to farmers or others-or the Government sector should
be expanded to provide more support services, whether that applies to farmers or other
businesses.
There was some faint suggestion about productivity. If the honourable member for
Warrnambool is saying that productivity in the Department of Agriculture and Rural
Affairs should be similar to productivity in that sector which provides support to other
businesses, he is saying that the present agricultural staffing levels should be reduced by
five-sixths. Is that what the honourable member really intends? Is he saying that the
Government has not gone far enough and that there should be a five-sixths reduction in
positions in the department? That is the logical answer to the honourable member's
interjection.
The National Party cannot have it both ways; either it believes public servants in
agriculture and other sectors are important and should be fostered and developed or it
believes their numbers should be cut, as it believes they should be cut in other sections of
the community. The National Party is being absolutely inconsistent on this point.
Like every sector of the Budget, the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs is
facing expenditure restraint. That has not led and will not lead to significant drops in
service. Productivity has been improved and reallocation of resources is taking place.
The Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs is increasing its range of services and
introducing new services. I refer especially to an announcement made by the Minister for
Agriculture and Rural Affairs in another place outlining a few of the initiatives that have
taken place as a consequence of the Budget. The Minister'S statement provided that there
would be:
$150000 to assist in expanding export markets for farm products, particularly in the Pacific region. This will
include the establishment ofthe Horticultural Export Development Committee, market development projects in
fruit and vegetable products, the evaluation of market opportunities for larger and leaner lamb and the development
oflucerne hay and cube exports to Japan.

The opportunities Victorian agriculture is seeking can be found in the export sector. Every
honourable member knows that the chances of expanding the domestic market are slender
and that we have to compete on the export market. The Minister for Agriculture and
Rural Affairs has just announced an important initiative that will have the potential of
doing that. His statement further provided that there would be:
$391,000 for new salinity measures as part of a package now totalling over $12 million for all departments.
This includes research and extension ofetfective farm-based measures to control watertabies and soil and stream
salinities in Victoria. Research will be accelerated at the Irrigation Research Institute, Tatura, which will be the
principal research institute for salinity work.
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$1·3 million capital funds for the purchase of additional land with irrigation facilities for the Victorian Crops
Research Institute, Horsham, to enable it to expand its research and plant breeding programs. This will provide
protection of breeder seed plots against drought and quicker release of new crop varieties.
Improved services to the wine industry to increase the impact of high quality, cool climate Victorian wines on
domestic and export markets, by the appointment of an extension viticulturalist and an extension oenologist.
This was a major recommendation of the Parliamentary all party inquiry into the wine industry.
Appointment of an Agricultural Engineer to undertake research and extension to increase the use of stubble
mulching and minimum tillage in broad-acre crop areas.

Mr LIEBERMAN (Benambra)-On a point of order, although the Government has
guillotined the time available for debate, the honourable member for Werribee is taking
up the only remaining time by reading a document. I ask you, Mr Chairman, to ask the
honourable member to table the document rather than read from it.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I shall request that the document be tabled if
the hono,urable member so desires, but I cannot stop the honourable member from reading
relevant pages. There is no point of order.
Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-I should be delighted to make available the document from
which I am quoting. The document includes extracts from a statement made by the
Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs. I was intending to point out that the Minister
had appointed another agricultural engineer to develop more efficient engineering
technology for the citrus and dried vine fruit industries in north-west Victoria. The final
point in the Minister's statement was that there would be:
Additional resources for monitoring the productivity and economics of a range of agroforesty systems now
established at six locations.

It is clear from those few examples from the Minister's statement that a series of major
initiatives have been taken by the Government in the agricultural area. Those measures
have involved redeployment, but so they should, because from time to time needs change.
The Government would be derelict in its duty if it did not reallocate resources in tune
with changing community needs.

During the second-reading debate the honourable member for Dromana referred to
biotechnology. He ought to know better than to raise the subject in the manner in which
he did. The honourable member ought to know that the development of biotechnology
takes time. One does not simply turn on a tap and within fifteen or eighteen months of the
announcement in the economic strategy find that one has a new biotechnical industry with
a new product on the market.
The honourable member for Dromana should be aware from personal contact in these
matters that much work in biotechnology has been occurring in the Department of
Agriculture and Rural Affairs. I hope that a number of announcements will be made in
the near future on that matter.
In the electorate of Werribee, some of the highest biotechnological skills and facilities
in Victoria are available, which offer enormous potential for the future development of
industries.
The honourable member referred to a number of members of staff of the Department of
Agriculture and Rural Affairs working in the biotechnology area who left the department.
He attempted to imply that the reason why they left was that they no longer had a job.
That is ridiculous.
The honourable member referred to Or Coloe as being one of those people. However, I
understand that Or Coloe took a promotion to a position at the Royal Melbourne Institute
of Technology. It was not a matter of having to scratch around to find ajob that suited his
skills-he stepped up.
The same can be said for Saul Tsipori, who is now a deputy director at the Royal
Children's Hospital. The honourable member also mentioned Or Ivan Caple. I have

Appropriation (1985-86, No. 1) Bill

29 October 1985

ASSEMBLY

1365

known Or Caple for many years because he was a veterinary student in the year behind
me. He is one of the most brilliant veterinarians I know and one of the most popular and
respected people in the profession.
When Or Caple left the department, did he go out and struggle in private practice or
simply take whatever job he was offered at a tertiary institution? Or Caple applied for and,
against international and national competition, was successful in gaining the position of
Professor of Veterinary Medicine at the School of Veterinary Science at the University of
Melbourne.
That was a major achievement for a man of his age and is a tribute to him. Or Caple
had a relatively short experience in academic institutions, having worked with the
Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs, but rather than seek work in other institutions,
he was able to succeed Professor Doug Blood, one of the most outstanding veterinarians
in Australian veterinary history, as Professor of Veterinary Medicine at the School of
Veterinary Science.
Those examples illustrate the inappropriate comments made by the honourable member
for Dromana concerning people who he said had been forced out of the Department of
Agriculture and Rural Affairs.
The Opposition has been derelict in its responsibility to Parliament and to the community
in the way it has debated the allocation of funds to agriculture. It has not put forward a
single analysis of what should have been done. Members of the opposition parties simply
stated what they believed was wrong with what the Government has done, but they failed
to suggest what should be done.
.
The honourable member for Berwick suggested that transport expenditure should be
reduced and diverted to agriculture, but he did not say what purpose it should fulfil,
whether it should be used for income support, prices support or any other purpose.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-The honourable member's time has expired.

Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-The honourable member for Werribee has spent a
significant amount of time telling honourable members how they should approach the
decrease in real terms in the agricultural budget. I point out to the honourable member
that under corporate services in the Ministry for Planning and Environment-the other
portfolio of the Minister for Agriculture and Rutal AtTairs-a significant increase in
allocation was made.
F or corporate services under the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs, a reduction
of $654 312 was experienced, but for corporate services for planning and environment
under that Ministry an increase of$7 715 706 was made. One wonders why members of
the opposition parties criticize the Government! It is obvious that the Government has
no respect for agriculture. It has thumbed its nose at the 40000 people who marched to
Parliament House in protest.
The National Party is critical of the Government because of its meagre allocation to
agriculture. Although it has increased the allocation by 2·7 per cent overall, other Ministries
and departments have received an average increase of 8· 7 per cent. It is little wonder that
the members of the National Party and Liberal Party are concerned and upset on behalf
of the people they represent in country electorates.
One item in Program No. 122 relates to grants of$11 0000 to animal welfare agencies. I
ask the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs or the Treasurer to advise me what
agencies will receive this $110 000. I believe officers and veterinarians of the Department
of Agriculture and Rural Affairs who are concerned with animal welfare on the farms are
doing a good job, together with farmers, in ensuring that animal welfareis not neglected.
Farmers cannot afford old or ill-considered practices with their animals because it is
important that animals under their control produce the maximum for the over-all viability
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offarmers. If these funds have been granted to welfare agencies to look after domestic cats
and dogs, the agencies should go out into the private sector to seek contributions.
The Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs, together with farmers, can look after
animals in the farming area without grants being made to animal welfare agencies. The
money would be much better spent in areas offarming instead of being provided to these
agencies. Normal farming practices such as males and castration, and teeth clipping, can
be adequately looked after by Victorian farmers. They do not need officers of animal
welfare agencies running around looking over their shoulders to see how it is done.
Farmers can work with veterinarians from the department to ensure that animals are
properly cared for. The National Party condemns this allocation from the Department of
Agriculture and Rural Affairs.
If one considers the allocations for the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs and
the Ministry for Planning and Environment, one recognizes that the Government has
given low priority to the department. It is not interested in agriculture and prefers to look
after other Government departments. The Government has not provided the opportunity
for Victorian producers to fulfil their obligations and to achieve maximum results.
A~riculture is responsible for 30 per cent to 40 per cent of the gross domestic product in
VIctoria and must be assisted.

Dr WELLS (Dromana)-I charge this Government with effectively reducing the vote
for agriculture by approximately 13 per cent in the Budget. That consists of a 6 per cent
fall-back by not providing for inflation and approximately another $5 million. The
Government pointed out that it has provided $1 million for land purchased at Horsham
and it needed to account for approximately $6 million for blocks of land at Knoxfield.
That adds about another 5 per cent. If one allows $1 million for the major new initiatives
the Government introduced, one is looking at about $12 million, which is about a 13 per
cent reduction in effective spending.
It is against that situation that the Government's claim that it is providing agricultural
services of equal quality to those provided before are spurious. Complaints have been
made by the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs that it is not able to provide the
services. Some 390 technical positions have been removed from the department but it can
be seen that the retention of more than 500 clerical officers in the central office, for
example, and the other officers throughout the department, really cannot do the job that
the occupants of those technical positions were doing. It is just not adequate for the
Government to say that no reduction in animal services has occurred when it is realized
that the Budget provides a total increase of$764 000 for these services under Program No.
123, which consists of an actual reduction of $654 000 of the State funds and $1·4 million
from the--

The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The time allotted for the debate has expired.
The clause was agreed to, as were the remaining clauses.
The Bill was reported to the House without amendment, and passed through its remaining
stages.
The sitting was suspended at 6.33 p.m. until 8.3 p.m.

NURSES (AMENDMENT) BILL
This Bill was received from the Council and, on the motion of Mr ROPER (Minister
for Transport), was read a first time.

Australia Acts (Request) Bill

29 October 1985

ASSEMBLY

1367

AUSTRALIA ACTS (REQUEST) 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-Order! I am of the opinion that the second reading of this Bill requires
to be passed by an absolute majority.
The debate (adjourned from September 19) on the motion ofMr Cain (Premier) for the
second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr JOHN (Bendigo East)-The Opposition does not oppose the Bill, which is the
culmination of three or four years' hard work by members of Parliament and their legal
advisers in all States and the Commonwealth.

The Bill is part of a legislative package that will reform constitutional arrangements
between Her Majesty the Queen, the United Kingdom Government, the Commonwealth
Government and the State of Victoria and, indeed, the other States of Australia.
The package of legislation involves Bills being passed by the Commonwealth, all States
of the Commonwealth and the United Kingdom Government virtually simultaneously. I
understand the forms of the Bills to be passed by each of these ParlIaments have been
agreed to. The Government says that nothing in the Bill is intended to impair the
constitutional position of Her Majesty the Queen in the government of the States and of
the Commonwealth.
To understand why we need this legislative package, it is necessary to briefly examine
our constitutional history.
For many years before 1788, when the first settlers arrived in the colony of New South
Wales, of which Victoria formed a part until 1851, it had been an accepted principle of
English common law that, in a new colony acquired by settlement, the English settlers
carried their law with them as their birthright and were governed by those English laws
that were suitable for the conditions in the new colony. The settlers carried with them
only those laws in force in England at the time of the first settlement. English statutes
passed after the foundation of the new colony did not apply there unless the colony was
specifically named.
The Colonial Laws Validity Act was passed by the British Parliament to remove doubts
as to the validity of colonial laws. By virtue of the provisions of the Act, the repugnancy
of colonial legislation was confined to those statutes that were repugnant to an Act of the
British Parliament extending to the colony.
When Victoria separated from New South Wales in 1851, all the laws in force in the
colony of New South Wales were continued in force in the new colony of Victoria and
included British statutes in force in New South Wales at that time. Many of the inherited
British statutes were amended or repealed by the Victorian Parliament during the last
century and the first years of the present century. However, there remained an enormous
number of British statutes, the adaptability of which had never been determined but which
might, nevertheless, bein force in Victoria.
The task of determining whether they applied in this State was undertaken by the late
Judge of the Supreme Court of Victoria, Sir Leo Cussen.
In 1908 he undertook the task of consolidating the Victorian statutes. The work was
completed and enacted in 1915, but the consolidation of statute law in Victoria did not
include the legislation of the British Parliament then in force in this State. Sir Leo Cussen
then took upon himself the task of determining which British legislation might be
considered to be in force in this State.
Sir Leo Cussen examined the provisions of some 7000 British statutes commencing in
the year 1235.
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After years of research, Sir Leo Cussen drafted an Imperial Acts Application Bill which
reduced the statute-books of nearly six centuries to an up-to-date and concise statement
of British statutes which might be considered to be in force in Victoria. This work became
the Imperial Acts Application Act of 1922 and the Act had no counterpart in any other
part of the then British Empire.
The legislative incapacity of Victoria and the other States to deal with British Acts of
paramount force does not, however, apply to the Commonwealth Parliament. The British
Parliament passed the Statute ofWestmmster in 1931, and in 1942 the Commonwealth
Parliament adopted the Statute of Westminster retrospectively to the first day of the
second world war in 1939. The Statute of Westminster did not, however, apply to the
State of Victoria.
State Parliaments therefore remained bound by the repugnancy rule and, in theory, the
British Parliament still has the right to legislate for Victoria and the Australian States if it
should care to do so; so legally and constitutionally, the legislative independence of
Victoria and the Commonwealth is fettered and is not complete. This is the crux of the
proposed legislation. The constitutional and legal structure of Victoria is not independent
of the United Kingdom Parliament, and hence, the Bill.
Nevertheless, even before the passing of the Statute of Westminster in 1931 it had
become a constitutional convention that the British Parliament would not pass legislation
for the Australian States without their advice and consent.
It is hoped that all State Parliaments, including this Parliament, will pass the Bill in
sufficient time for the Commonwealth Parliament in this spring sessional period to pass
its Australia Bill and Australia (Request and Consent) Bill.

The Bill proposes that in future no law passed by the United Kingdom Government
will affect or extend to the State of Victoria and indeed the other States of Australia. In
future the old residuary powers left with the United Kingdom Parliament to make laws
for the peace, order and good government of the State shall vest in the Victoria Parliament.
State Parliaments will have full power to repeal or amend any United Kingdom law
which presently applies in the State.
The changes, however, do not give State Parliaments the power to alter or interfere with
the Commonwealth Constitution; the Commonwealth Constitution Act; the Statute of
Westminster and the Australia Acts.
A major change proposed affects State Governors. In future, the advice to Her Majesty
in relation to the exercise of the powers and functions of the Crown shall be tendered by
the Premier.
The Governor will be vested with all the Queen's powers except in relation to the
appointment and dismissal of the Governor.
The Governor generally acts on advice. He has the responsibility to weigh and evaluate
that advice and he has the opportunity of discussion with his advisers. Although he may
be unlikely to reject advice outright, he is under no compUlsion to accept it unquestionably.
He has the responsibility for seeing the system works as required by law and the conventions
of the Constitution.
Although generally speaking, the powers of the Crown, whether they rest on a statutory
or prerogative basis, are exercised on the advice of the Government of the day. A major
exception to this is the exercise of what are traditionally called the reserve powers of the
Crown. In the past it has been the exercise of the so-called reserve powers that has involved
most controversy.
The Governor exercises the prerogative powers or inherent powers of the monarch. He
or she also derives powers from Letters Patent and from the Constitution. Reserve powers
may, by general convention, be powers exercised without the advice of the elected Ministry.
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It is not suggested that the Governor is entitled to act totally independently of Ministerial
advice to further self-interest or the whim of the moment; but in certain circumstances he
can reject advice in order to maintain the Constitution.
The most controversial reserve powers are the power to dissolve Parliament and the
power to dismiss Ministers. In short, the Governor can act where there is a gross and
patent breach of the law which cannot be dealt with by the judiciary and where there is a
gross breach of the constitutional system not otherwise easily remedied. The Governor
can act where illegality, deadlock or stalemate threaten the constitutional system.
The limit of reserve powers is difficult to define and there is disagreement concerning
their extent. It may generally be said that they are governed by precedent, consolidated by
usage and generally observed by all concerned.
The whole area of constitutional law is a minefield for lawyers and politicians, and
differences oflegal opinion amongst legal experts are legion.
I should like the assurance of the Premier that this Bill in no way restricts the reserve
powers of the State Governor and I should be grateful to know what legal advice the
Government has taken on the matter and whether the advice would be available to the
Opposition for examination prior to the Bill being debated in another place.
The Bill also repeals sections 735 and 736 of the Imperial Merchant Shipping Act of
1894 in so far as they form part of the laws of the States of the Commonwealth.
The Imperial Merchant Shipping Act, as I am sure honourable members would be
aware, was designed to protect English shipping, not Australia's trading and commercial
interests. The Act no longer applies in England but, by force of the Colonial Laws Validity
Act, it continues to operate in some States, notwithstanding its odd and sometimes unjust
impact upon shipping regulations.
An illustration of what occurred in New South Wales in 1972 will indicate the absurdity
created by this situation. In 1972 a seaman was seriously injured on board a ship moored
in Sydney Harbour. The injury was found to be caused by the negligence of the shipowners.
The damages he could recover were limited by the Imperial Merchant Shipping Act to 8
pounds sterling a ton weight of the ship-an absurd situation. This amounted to the grand
sum of$1489. This case of Rokov and others v Bistricic is reported in the 1974 New South
Wales Law Reports, Volume 2, at page 143.
The Bill also terminates appeals from Australian courts to the Privy Council. The High
Court of Australia will now be the final court of appeal from all Australian courts.
In the past a State Supreme Court could find itself faced with two binding but conflicting
preceden ts.
Finally, I might mention that arrangements have been agreed to for State Governments
to use the Imperial Honours system if they wish to do so. In future, State Governments
may recommend Imperial Honours direct to Her Majesty, no longer involving the United
Kingdom Ministers.
Constitutional change is dynamic. The need is ongoing. As a community meets different
circumstances in a changing world, legislators must always be ready to consider examining
and improving our constitutional structure. I believe this package oflegislation goes a long
way towards improving the constitutional framework within which we work in Victoria
and Australia.
On the motion ofMr JASPER (Murray Valley), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until later this day.
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT (RATING APPEALS) BILL
The message from the Council relating to the amendment in this Bill was taken into
consideration.
Council's amendment:
Insert the following new clause to follow clause 6.
Separate rate.
'A. In section 290 of the Principal Act, after sub-section (4A) there shall be inserted the following subsection:
"(4AA) An application for an Order under sub-section (4A) may be made to the Minister by the person
liable to be rated in respect of the relevant property or the municipal council concerned.".'

Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Local Government)-I move:
That the amendment be agreed to.

Mr COOPER (Mornington)-The Opposition supports the amendment. I point out
that the amendment has come to this House from the other place and I commend the
Government for agreeing to the Opposition's amendment when it was moved in that
place.
The House will remember that, when the Bill was debated here, mention was madeand this is the reason for the amendment-of a problem the Opposition foresaw with the
right of appeal of ratepayers.
Although the Minister had said that the Bill is mindful of the rights of the ratepayers in
relation to the levying of rates and despite the fact that the Bill, as then presented, specified
four grounds of appeal, it became apparent to the opposition parties that in fact those four
specific grounds of appeal did not take into account the rights of ratepayers, especially in
relation to separate rates.
After discussion and negotiation between the opposition parties, the amendment was
drafted. It clarifies the appeal rights of ratepayers in connection with separate rates.
Although the right of appeal was probably there under the Act, the amendment now
clarifies the situation so that individuals can make application to the Governor in Council
in regard to separate rates if they believe them to be onerous or unfair. The council that
applied the separate rate can also apply.
The Opposition supports the amendment and I congratulate the Government on agreeing
to it in the Legislative Council.
Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill)-I should also like to thank the Government for accepting
the amendment, which, as the previous speaker has said, spells out the ratepayer's ability
to seek a variation on a separate rate. This applies only to the separate rate struck by a
municipality and, with the changes taking place in local government, the separate rate
mechanism will probably be used a lot more in future than it is today. It needs to be clearly
spelt out in the proposed legislation that both ratepayers and councils have the right and
the mechanisms by which to appeal in connection with variations of separate rates.
There is only one other thing I should have liked included in the amendment and that
is that, although the amendment gives the Minister the right to make a decision and to
make any variation and submit it to the Governor in Council, it does not require the
Minister to make any response to a case placed before him. In this day and age, when
government is playin~ such a big part in everyone's lives-and if we keep going the way
we are at the moment It will play an even greater part-I should have liked the amendment
to require a response from the Minister with the reasons for his decision being clearly spelt
out to the person or the council making the application.
Nevertheless, I thank the Minister and the Government for accepting the amendment.
I should also like to congratulate the Upper House spokesmen for both the National Party
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and the Liberal Party on the work they did to achieve this. The National Party supports
the amendment.
The motion was agreed to.

HOUSING (COMMONWEALTH-STATE-NORTHERN
TERRITORY AGREEMENT) BILL
The debate (adjourned from October 17) on the motion of Mr Wilkes (Minister for
Housing) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr COLEMAN (Syndal)-It is a shame that the Minister for Housing is not here for
this debate. There is no doubt that the Commonwealth-State Housing Agreement brings
into focus the crisis that exists in the housing industry today. There are no fewer than
27000 applicants registered with the Ministry of Housing seeking accommodation in
Victoria. That is an indictment of the Government because it was elected on the promise
that the list would be substantially reduced but for each year that it has been in government
it has watched that list grow.
It is unfortunate for those who are applicants for public housing that the Government
refuses to address the question, and, more importantly, it does not seem able to expend
the money that has been provided by the Commonwealth in a way that addresses the
question.
There are a number of comments that could be made in support of that view, not the
least of which concerns an organization to which the Government has continued to
pander; the Victorian Squatters Union. The union produces a book for the benefit of
persons who wish to squat. It is called Opening Doors and its first few pages reveal that
more than 1 per cent of Australians are homeless; more than 270 000 Australians are
living in either caravans or substandard housing; more than 125 000 households in Australia
are currently waiting for public housing; and in Victoria alone there are 27 000 in that
category. In the annual Federal Budget the housing allocation has fallen from 3·9 per cent
of total expenditure in 1974-75 to 1·6 per cent in 1983-84, a decline of 46 per cent over
the period. All other areas of social expenditure have shown some increase in real terms.
In Victoria, 42 000 Ministry of Housing homes are available for rental to civilians. At
30 December 1983, there were almost 23 000 applicants on the waiting list.
Mr Micallef-What are you quoting from?
Mr COLEMAN-I am quoting from an article entitled "Why squat?" It is in a booklet
produced by the Victorian Squatters Union.
For the benefit of the sorts of people the honourable member for Springvale wants to
represent, I would not like to have it misquoted. The article continues:
In Victoria there are only 42000 Ministry of Housing homes available for rental to civilians.
At 30 December 1983, there were almost 23 000 applicants on the Ministry of Housing waiting list.
Waiting time for Ministry of Housing houses is often six years or more.

There would be no one in this House who has not had to handle a case of someone in
necessitous circumstances who seeks accommodation but does not know that is exactly
the situation that exists. The article also states:
The private rental market is presently extremely tight. Private rents are rising rapidly and are expected to
skyrocket in 1984.
In 1983 the vacancy rate fell to an average of 1·3%.3·5% is regarded as normal.

I am informed by a reliable estate agency that that vacancy rate still exists today.
It is apparent that it is Australian Labor Party policy that has brought this matter to a
head. The items that have brought it about are: high interest rates to which both the State
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and Commonwealth Governments are very substantial contributors; capital gains tax,
which has been very much aired in the Federal Parliament; the proposed residential
tenancies legislation, which will be a point of some argument in this place in another few
weeks; and the question of the Commonwealth Government reneging on a commitment
to first house buyers. Those are the contributing factors which have brought about the
problem and which even the honourable member for Springvale might acknowledge, ifhe
were to put his mind to it.
Those factors are disadvantaging people who want to be participants in the housing
market at various levels, and certainly people who are occupiers of public housing are of
extreme concern. I shall deal individually with each of those questions. Honourable
members had before them and debated, gagged as it was in a most despicable manner, the
Appropriation Bill. That measure had threaded through it substantial borrowings by the
Government. Although the Government exercised its ability to engage in some very
fashionable overseas borrowings, it has also been a heavy borrower on the Australian
market.
The Victorian Government, together with the Commonwealth Government, is putting
a bottom in the finance market; it is soaking up finance continually and driving up interest
rates. A situation exists today where housing loans are granted at no less than 13 per cent
interest from some of the trading banks and 14· 7 5 per cent from building societies.
I do not want to believe that anyone who aspires to own his own house is really being
assisted by either the Victorian or the Commonwealth Governments, because the interest
structure that is now in place is the most significant deterrent against what most Australians
would acknowledge as the goal of each Australian who enters marriage and attempts to
put together an equity in Australia's advancement.
It is one of the greatest criticisms of this Government that it is prepared to mouth the
question of home ownership and give itself some kudos by being associated with the claim
that each Australian should be able to own his or her own home, if possible; and yet, when
it comes to putting in place a structure to enable people to do that, the Government is not
prepared to do so.

Interest rates are at an all-time high. Housing finance is available, but it is beyond the
reach of most people unless they already own a house. For those people who are intending
to purchase a new house, the Commonwealth Government has backed off the question of
providing a first home buyer's assistance grant.
The question of a Federal capital gains tax has been raised in Federal Parliament
recently. I acknowledge that the Commonwealth Government has provided for those
people who provide rental accommodation a 4 per cent write-off factor in the capital gains
tax structure that has been introduced. However, one needs only to read through the
commentaries of finance editors that appeared in the press on the day after the introduction
of the capital gains tax-particularly the Federal Government's tax package-to realize
what will be the impact of that tax. In an article of the Weekend Australian of 21-22
September, Mr Rod Reader, in a property review, stated the following:
Chief winner is going to be the more expensive housing market as the family home becomes the new property
tax haven. The house renovation sector is also going to grow as home owners raise the equity in their properties.
The biggest loser is going to be the lower income person who is forced to rent.
Residential rents are forecast to soar as the number of properties available for lease diminishes and owneroccupiers replace the smaller investor.

That is particularly pertinent in Victoria because it has a large number of small investors,
as opposed to other States where many corporate investors operate in the market.
Many other people distrust the superannuation structure in this country and, as a result,
have purchased a second house for use as a superannuation stimulus. Many ofthem chose
to purchase a second house and collect rentals and participate in the consequential capital
gains that were in place. That is not possible under the current capital gains tax structure.
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Those who have tried to provide for their own futures in later life will be disadvantaged
under the new structure. This is a point which many people-certainly those in the area I
represent-will consider when deciding which way they will vote next time, both as
investors and as tenants. There has been an increase of up to $30 in rental costs to
accommodate this capital gains tax impact.
Mr Reader goes on to state:
Rents will continue to rise until they reach a level which makes the market viable, meaning rental income offsetting the capital gains tax.
Within the next six months it is estimated that rents will climb by $30 a week.
The end result of this could be a huge public welfare housing bill which will have to be paid for by the taxpayer.

That is the impact of the new capital gains tax. When those people who have been forced
out of the private rental market enter the public rental market, they will find nothing is
available for them. They will find there are many people ahead of them seeking
accommodation. Those sorts of comments are not confined to journalists. Mr Reader
obviously canvassed the views of many prominent real estate agents, both in Sydney and
in Melbourne. In respect of the company Baillieu Frank Knight, Mr Brian Capp, speaking
on behalf of that company, stated:
With owner-occupiers going into units ...

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood}-Order! Is the honourable member still
quoting from the original article?
Mr COLEMAN-Yes, Mr Acting Speaker. I should be quite happy to make the material
available to honourable members.
Mr Capp stated:
So, with owner-occupiers going into units, and no new projects, it means the rental market will dry up and
rents will have to go up until they attract investors back in.

There is no doubt that very many small investors-who have been the hallmark of the
Victorian market-will choose to take their investments to other fields as a result of the
capital gains tax.
The prospects for people wishing to obtain tenants are poor. However, it is not only
confined to that. In the Australian Property News of 3 October, Mr Melzak, a principal of
the firm L. R. Reid & Co., a company specializing in investment blocks of flats, stated:
There is an ever-increasing shortage of retail accommodation because of the lack of rental apartments being
built.
He agreed it was a case of supply and demand with the supply ever-decreasing.
Long-term investors, he said, were prepared to buy blocks for low yields in anticipation of higher rentals.
Capital gains tax, if introduced on a sliding scale, would not affect investment. because the investor would
always know exactly where he stood when he purchased.

That has not been the case, and that question is up for grabs simply because the provisions
of the Commonwealth capital gains tax legislation will cut off the availability of that type
of accommodation.
The Federation of Co-operative Housing Societies of Victoria prepared a submission
for the Government in relation to the 1985-86 Budget. In part, the submission states:
The increasing cost of housing finance and the continued growth in housing values are creating a serious if not
urgent problem for low and moderate income families in both the home ownership and rental sectors.

That comment is made by a well-recognized and well-respected organization in the State.
The submission further states:
The demand for increased assistance for low and moderate income families is growing rapidly and currently
requires approximately $550 million to satisfy that demand.
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The Bill does not provide that amount of money.
The submission continues:
The increasing cost pressures and the demand for housing assistance will place intolerable pressure on the
State Government unless further efforts are made to increase the pool of available and accessible housing finance
as well as to provide a more innovative use of the existing Budget allocation for housing to subsidise the cost of
housing finance.

That is a particularly interesting comment in view of the fact that that prospect was
mentioned to the Government when interest rates began to escalate, and the Government's
response was reported in the Herald of 4 September as:
The State Government has not considered reintroducing a home loan interest subsidy scheme, despite recent
rises in interest rates, the Premier, Mr Cain, said today.
Mr Cain said the Government was concerned about the increase in home loan rates, but it was unlikely the
scheme, abolished soon after Labor took office in 1982, would be reintroduced.

Mr Micallef-What did he do about it?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The honourable member for
Springvale is out of order, and the honourable member for Syndal should ignore the
interjection.
Mr COLEMAN-I am only too happy to take up the interjection because the
Government is on record as doing nothing. That statement was significant, coming from
the honourable member for Springvale. A high percentage of people in the Springvale
electorate are purchasing homes on extended terms. The interjection by the honourable
member for Springvale emphasizes the fact that the Government has not anticipated the
problem facing home buyers and, more importantly, the Government is determined to
ensure that more people finish up on the public housing list and become public housing
tenants for the remainder of their lives.
The submission of the Federation of Co-operative Housing Societies of Victoria further
States:
As well as supporting the State Government's election commitment to assist an extra 2000 families by making
institutional finance more accessible, the federation recommends that State Government support should be given
to:
• influencing the investment criteria of large investment bodies who may not traditionally be lending for
housing and provide "roll over" facilities for short term lending for housing.
• creating a special housing bond issue to increase the pool of available finance.

An Honourable Member-Table it!
Mr COLEMAN-I would table the submission if I were confident that members of the
Government could read. However, I doubt that, so I shall read it out for them. The
submission continues:
Reducing the delivery cost of providing housing assistance by fully utilizing co-operative housing.

Those statements were made by a body which draws together all the co-operative housing
societies in the State. They are considered statements and have an enormous impact on
the policy the Government is currently delivering.
All honourable members have lists of people who are applicants for accommodation in
Victoria. I had the privilege of being a member of this place three years ago. At that time,
the largest number of people I had approach my electorate office in Clayton were people
who wanted assistance with immigration. Since I have returned to this place and have an
electorate office in Mount Waverley, the largest number of people who came to see me do
so to request housing assistance. That is a commentary on what is currently happening in
Victoria.
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The next Bill which will be debated in this Chamber in relation to housing is the
Residential Tenancies Bill. I suspect that every honourable member has been inundated
by inquiries from people who are concerned about the investments they have made in this
State.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! I inform the honourable member
for Syndal that the House is not debating the Residential Tenancies Bill-it is debating
the Housing (Commonwealth-State-Territory Agreement) Bill.
Mr COLEMAN-I do not agree with you, Mr Acting Speaker. However, I am sure that
if you read through the schedule attached to the Bill, you, Mr Acting Speaker, would find
that there is provision in that for this item to be raised. Nevertheless, the provision of
residential tenancies in this State is in question.
The rental market is under stress. Honourable members know that the Ministry of
Housing has 27 OOO-plus applicants wishing to utilize rental accommodation through that
source, and honourable members know that they will not be accommodated. Therefore, it
is necessary for them to return to the private rental market in order to obtain a roof over
their heads. That is a pertinent commentary on today's situation. Honourable members
know that a number of investors in this State desperately want some guidance and
leadership on what will become of the investments they have made-investments which
they thought were secure and which, today, are under threat.
During the State election campaign, the Government claimed that it would assist first
home buyers. It has done everything else but that since it came to office. That is due to the
fact that the Commonwealth Government-one would have thought that the State
Government would have discussed the issue with the Commonwealth Government before
it made its promise-has backed away from the provision of funds for first home buyers.
That has had an effect on those people wishing to embark on the one major purchase of
their lives. It is also affecting the building industry and the components industry.
Notwithstanding the fact that there has been a significant stimulus in the building industry
over the past two years, significant vibes are running through the industry as to what
direction the market is going.
If one speaks with people involved-trading banks and building societies-in a lending
capacity, it becomes clear that they cannot see too far in front of them regarding future
prospects. Honourable members know that the agreement is a ten-year agreement with
three-yearly reviews. The Leader of the Opposition, when he was the Minister of Housing,
was involved in the initial establishment of triennium funding in 1981-82. Honourable
members are aware of the stimulus that he was able to create in the building industry at
that time.
In 1982 the number of commencements in the building industry was the lowest on
record. Subsequently the triennial funding arrangement was put in place, and each year
more funds have been made available to the industry. That has not been matched by the
present program. The Government has not tried to evolve new funding methods to
address that problem.
The spot purchase housing program has been established for some years and has been
manipulated on a political basis. It is no compliment to the former Minister of Housing
that the program has been allowed to continue on that basis. Question on Notice No. 321
was:
To ask the Honourable the Minister for Housing how many houses have been purchased within the electorate
of Syndal through the spot purchase program during each of the years 198 I to 1984, indicating the value of each
year's purchases and the names ofthe estate agents who transacted the sales.

The response to that question was that in 1980-81 the Ministry of Housing purchased 19
houses at an average cost of$43 346; in 1981-82,21 houses were purchased at an average
cost of$47 609; in 1982-83, 65 were purchased at an average cost of$48 056; in 1983-84,
68 were purchased at an average cost of $59 404; and in 1984-85, which was an election
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year, 115 were purchased at an average cost of$75 571. According to the flash document
produced by the Ministry of Housing on the Budget, housing allocations for the spot
purchase program, of the 990 houses purchased in that year 115 were in the electorate of
Syndal.
In one electorate one-ninth of the total number of houses bought under that program
were allocated for Ministry of Housing rental accommodation. One would wonder whether
the people who occupied those houses might have had a political allegiance to the
Government. The morality of the situation has been highlighted by what has happened in
the subsequent election. The spot purchase program has stimulated the bottom of the
housing market.
According to the figures given in the answer to that question on notice the average house
cost $43 346 in 1980-81, yet in 1984-85 the average price for the same home was $75 571.
The spot purchase program has made it impossible for any first home buyer to purchase a
house in an established area, close to public facilities such as pre-schools, Government
schools, transport and road facilities. The cost of an average home in Syndal has increased
by $30 000 in five years!
That has meant that instead of areas like Syndal redeveloping in their own right by
providing units for people who are vacating those houses or, conversely, providing the
opportunity to young families of making use of the facilities provided, the bottom line
price for a villa unit in Syndal has been forced up by the spot purchase program. The
program needs to be reviewed, even though on paper it may appear to achieve a mix of
Ministry of Housing tennants and those in the community who are more successful. I
agree that to some extent the spot purchase program provides a bridge across different
socioeconomic groups but the impact of buying 288 houses in one small area only transfers
the problem from one place to another. I believe that eventually the program will prove
to be unsuccessful.
Many of the predictions in the Bill are laudable, although one questions the operation
of the Commonwealth-State Housing Agreement. The situation is not as open and shut
as it might at first appear. If the Minister were in the Chamber I should imagine that he
would join me in criticizing the rise in interest rates. To illustrate the rise in interest rates
I shall compare home loans provided by the State Bank with those provided by the
Statewide Building Society. If one wishes to purchase an average home at a cost of$60 000
and one requires a loan, one must have a deposit of $12 000 to obtain that loan with the
State Bank, or $3000 if one takes out a loan with the Statewide Building Society.
Consequently the loan required by the State Bank is $48 000 and $57 000 with the Statewide
Building Society. That loan would be taken out for twenty years with the State Bank and
30 years with the Statewide Building Society. The interest rate that would be incurred on
that loan with the State Bank would be 13· 5 per cent, and 14· 75 per cent with the Statewide
Building Society. The weekly repayments that would have to be made on the loan-the
repayments have the greatest impact on families who take out housing loans-are $130.08
with the State Bank and $162.98 with the Statewide Building Society. At present the
prospect of purchasing one's first home is well beyond the capabilities of the average
person.
First home buyers are being disadvantaged in the present housing market. The
Government should do more to ensure that housing finance is made available at a cost
that is acceptable to most people who are wishing to enter the housing market. I hope in
future the Minister will consider a scheme to allow people who wish to continue to take
out loans with the old style housing co-operatives to do so.

Mrs SETCHES (Ringwood)-I support the Bill. Its purpose is to ratify the execution
for and on behalf of the State of Victoria of an agreement between the Commonwealth,
the States and the Northern Territory of Australia relating to housing. The Bill is important
because it will codify all the housing activities in Victoria during the next ten years. It will
be a very important social measure.
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One is appalled at the contributions to the debate made by members of the Opposition
and their level of understanding of the Bill. During his second-reading speech, the
honourable member for Gippsland West referred to the Ringwood rental housin~ cooperative. He suggested that the Labor Party had misled the people of Ringwood by giving
some assurance that the housing co-operative was to be funded in the 1985-86 Budget.
The suggestion that was made was that if those co-operatives came up to the standard
required by the Ministry of Housing, they would be funded. The honourable member for
Gippsland West did not handle the truth very well when he said that no money had been
allocated in the Budget for rental housing co-operatives.
The moratorium on rental housing co-operatives applies only to new housing cooperatives established this year. Those co-operatives will have to apply for funding under
a new set of criteria that will be set out by the Government. The five housing co-operatives
that have already been established will all be considered and, if they come up to scratch,
they will be funded. The Ringwood rental housing co-operative is alIve and well.
The eleven members of that co-operative are meeting together and learning co-operative
practices. They are rotating as chairperson and taking on all the requirements ofa successful
co-operative. They will be able to prepare their submissions and, contrary to what the
honourable member for Gippsland West says, that co-operative is one of the five
organizations that will be considered for funding. The honourable member for Gippsland
West forgot to mention that the rental housing co-operative program has been growing
rapidly since 1982 and seventeen co-operatives now exist under the program. They
administer considerable money and property. It is now time for an operational review of
that program. Any program that is established must be subject to an evaluation and an
operational review. That is what is occuring at present. That is why there has been a
moratorium on any new expressions of interest of co-operatives until next year.
In relation to how co-operatives operate, it is worth reminding the House of what takes
place in the management of a co-operative. The co-operatives that have been in some
trouble have been set up largely on the well-meaning instigation of housing officers and
not from the grassroots level with co-operative members handling that part of the operation
themselves. They have to take control of various aspects of management such as rent
collection, maintenance of properties and choice of properties. They also must cover
aspects of properties that are bought. The co-operative specifies the type of property that
is required by families. An officer of the co-operative finds the property and negotiates
with the Mimstry and estate agent for the purchase of the property.
Mr Perrin-Do tenants ever make a capital gain?
Mrs SETCHES-No, the tenants do not make a capital gain but the people of Victoria
do because the units are not sold. They remain the property of the Victorian Government
and can therefore be handed on when tenants move or find some other accommodation.
Under the former Government, Ministry of Housing stock was raided and systematically
sold off until a crisis situation was reached in 1982 in which nearly no rental housing
accommodation was available. Since that time the Government has made a gigantic effort
to inject funds into public housing to enable people to be housed in a proper and appropriate
manner and to pay only one-fifth of their income as rental, to enable them to live with
dignity, without living on the edge of poverty, which was the situation under the previous
Government.
It is interesting to consider some of the figures of the outer eastern area which I represent.
In 1980-81 no public housing stock was available in the City of Croydon. In 1984-85
public housing stock in that city had increased to 35 properties. In Ringwood, which is the
other local government area that I represent, two units belonged to -the Ministry of
Housing in 1980-81 whereas now the Ministry owns 23 units in that city. In 1980-81 the
Ministry owned 6 units in Lilydale, whereas in 1984-85 it owned 27 units. Rather than
dealing with each local government area in the outer east I shall refer to figures. In
1980-81, 40 units were available to Ministry of Housing tenants and in 1984-85, 180
units were available. In the last two years of the Liberal Government 65 units were added
Session 1985-44
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to the housing stock of the outher eastern region whereas in the past two years of the Labor
Government 371 units were added to the housing stock in the outer eastern re~ion. If one
is to listen to the ramblings of the Opposition side of the House one must lIsten to the
facts.
It is also interesting to note that the Liberal Government provided the Ministry of
Housing, which at that time was run by the current Leader of the Opposition, Mr Kennett,
with a reduced budget of$14 million. When the Labor Party came to office it increased
that bud~et to $25 million and this year it has increased it to $30·6 million. That indicates
a large difference in the amount of money being allocated. It is also interesting to note that
the outer eastern region was being discriminated against. People living in the outer east
have not had access to public housing. It was well known that the Liberal Government,
for its own political reasons, red-lined all the eastern suburbs and instructed the Ministry
not to buy or build houses in the outer eastern or eastern suburbs. It considered that the
so-called affluent eastern suburbs did not require public welfare housing. People in those
areas were so discriminated against that they did not have adequate housing. That is why
people beat a path to the door of Government members constantly asking for public
housing so that approximately 40 per cent of the work of Labor Party members in the area
was devoted to trying to assist people to find housing.
In addition private rental housing costs in the area are enormous. A three-bedroom
house may cost $100 a week or more and a two-bedroom unit may cost $85 a week. People
on fixed incomes may be unable to afford private rental housing even if it is available. It
represents less than 1 per cent of all housing stock available in the outer east. Those people
were placed in the position of having to approach their local members of Parliament to
look for housing.
The honourable member for Gippsland West said that a selling offwould take place of
all the units that are being painstakingly bought and constructed by this Government to
provide an on-going legacy for the people of Victoria so that they have public housing
which remains the property of the Government and which can be used for any tenant that
may require it for a given length of time. I shall not waste the time of the House in talking
about the provisions of the Bill. I found it necessary to set the record right in relation to
the Ringwood rental housing co-operative and a number of rental housing units that are
available.
Plans are also being developed for elderly persons' units to be provided in the City of
Ringwood on two sites. The land has been rezoned and donated by the City of Ringwood.
The two sites will consist of eleven units. Another proposal is for eleven units to be
provided on land provided by the St Pauls Anglican Church. Prior to the Labor Party
being elected there was not one elderly persons' unit in either the City of Croydon or the
City of Ringwood. The City of Croydon has since opened two units in Louisa Street and
has plans for two further developments. The Government is addressing the needs of
housing in the outer east. I am pleased to support the Bill because it means that trend will
continue.

Mr COOPER (Mornington)-The Bill allows honourable members an opportunity of
debating the great Australian dream: home ownership. Proposed Schedule 3A, in paragraph
(D), states that the primary principle of the agreement is to ensure that every person in
Australia has access to adequate and appropriate housing at a price within his or her
capacity to pay. That is the great Australian dream but, these days, the great Australian
dream is becoming the great Australian nightmare.
Housing in the State is going backwards. Victoria is not achieving the housing that it
should, which makes one wonder about the capabilities of the Government and its
dedication to the election promises that it made first in 1981-82 and, second, prior to the
last State election. There is a problem with the philosophy of the Government. Its theory
is not backed up by common sense and there appears to be an overdose of pragmatism in
the way in which the Government approaches housing. I contend that there is very little
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that the housing industry can point to where the industry is receiving Government
assistance in real terms.
The Government has fallen into the trap of previous Governments of using the housing
industry as some sort of pressure cooker. This has occurred since time immemorial and,
certainly, since I have been connected with the building industry, which I have been over
a great many years. It is unfortunate that the Government has fallen into this trap after
having made its m"any promises. It has fallen into the trap of saying that, once the
Government has given housing a temporary boost and a priming at the pump, what a
marvellous job is being done. The first two or three years of pump priming is evident in
the litany read out by the previous speaker, the honourable member for Ringwood, on the
great and wonderful performance of the Government, as she says, in its first three years of
operation. One needs to look further.
The future, particularly the next two years or so, will not be pleasant in this State
economically. Certainly, the next two or three years will not be pleasant for the home
building industry and the building industry generally. There is no doubt of the significance
of forecasts for home approvals and their dates of commencement. One cannot avoid the
conclusion I have reached, and it is easy to understand why when one studies the economic
problems that are beginning to confront the whole country. Over the next two years or so,
there will be a significant drop in home approvals and a diminution of activity in the
building industry to the detriment of Victoria. It is an unfortunate fact, which the
Government does not seem able to come to grips with, particularly this Government,
which seems unable to be resolute. At the Commonwealth level, the first home owner
scheme has been cut and the repercussions of that action will be felt by the housing
industry.
The question for the State Government-a question on everyone's lips-is rental
accommodation, or public housing. As honourable members are already aware, currently
some 27 000 or more families are on the waiting list for public housing. I do not understand
how any honourable member, particularly a member of the Government party, can praise
the Government's performance in housing with a clear conscience. That figure represents
a phenomenal increase in the number offamilies waiting for public housing. In some parts
of the State the waiting list is the equivalent of five years for some families to obtain rental
accommodation. In the electorate that I represent the waiting list is equivalent to a three
years' wai t.
Like many honourable members-possibly all honourable members-the vast number
of people coming through the door of my electorate office require accommodation, either
to purchase accommodation or, more often, to rent accommodation. Recently, a lady
with three children came to my office. She and her children had been living in a motor car
for four days. She had walked out of her marital home as a result of problems and no
private or public accommodation was available to her; she was in desperate straits.
Unfortunately, she was unable to get much assistance from the Ministry of Housing. My
office made arrangements for her with the Frankston office of the Ministry and she was
finally accommodated. That is the problem all honourable members are trying to deal
with at their electorate offices. An instance such as I have related brings home to every
member of Parliament the fact that the 27 000 or more families on the waiting list for
public accommodation are very real people.
I cannot understand the complacency of any member of Parliament who would say that
things are good in the housing industry. They are not. They will worsen. If members of
the Government party wish to bury their heads in the sand, that is all very well for them.
They may ignore the facts. However, those facts will not remain hidden for the next two
or three years. The situation needs to be corrected now. The Government should not run
up a flag of false colours by saying that things are good and will get better when, despite
what honourable members like the honourable member for Essendon believe, things are
not getting better. It is advisable to plan to deal with these problems.
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I refer to the cost rent system referred to in the schedule, to which other speakers have
referred. This is an incredible example of the Government's breaking of promises. Prior
to the last election the Government clearly promised that it would allow no increases in
rental of more than $10. There was no doubt that this promise was made. In the schedule,
the cost rent system is unrelated to the market. From information that I have received,
many rents have increased by more than $10. This is very clearly a broken promise of the
Labor Party Government, of which it should be ashamed.
If it is fair dinkum about housing, the Government should examine what is happening
to home loans. I received a letter from a constituent about an apparent innovation of the
Commonwealth Bank which, I understand, is practised by other banks. Housing loans are
being charged what is called a loan service fee. My constituent states that the
Commonwealth Bank recently wrote to mortgagors about the proposed loan service fee
for home loans to be introduced by the bank. The bank pointed out that the fee was
necessary "due to the increased cost of servicing of loans", notwithstanding that shortly
thereafter the Commonwealth Bank raised its interest rate on home loans to 13·5 per cent
per annum. My constituent believes the validity of the charge should be challenged. She
stated:
I do appreciate that the Commonwealth Bank is really charging in excess of the interest rate ceiling of 13·5 per
cent set by the Government. It does not matter what name is put on the charge, it is, after all, an increase in the
interest rate. It does not matter to my pocket whether it is called a "loan service fee" or "interest", the additional
cost has to be met.

Of course, that is exactly the point. No one could get a clearer definition of the problems
associated with this loan service fee than as was put by my constituent in this letter. It is
remarkable that the bank she is complaining about is the instrument of the Commonwealth
Government, a party to the Bill honourable members are debating tonight. Here the
Commonwealth Bank is manipulating the system. The last group of people to be considered
are the purchasers who aspire to the great Australian dream. The great Australian-the
elephant, the proud symbol of the Commonwealth Bank-is trampling on the very people
it should be helping for a miserable amount of money.
If one is to recover one's costs, surely one should do it in the open instead of endeavouring
to get around the system, as the Commonwealth Bank is doing. I say to the Government,
as I would say to the Commonwealth Government, if it is fair dinkum about its primary
principle as spelt out in the schedule 3A of the agreement, which is to ensure that every
person has access to housing at a price that that person can afford, and all the other
motherhood statements that are made in the Bill-if the Government is true to its word
with regard to the motherhood statements and unnecessary waffle in the proposed
legislation-it should be helping the people who are putting their money up front, who are
probably working two jobs-the husband and the wife-to afford the houses that are
costing $70000 and $80 000 as my colleague quoted earlier.
These people who are putting their futures on the line and who are creating the wealth
in this nation are being crushed by an instrument of Government, which is disgraceful
and reprehensible. The Government should be controlling that situation rather than
imposing unnecessary controls over all sorts of other areas. The Government is crushing
the incentive of the individual to buy a house. People will be added to the 27 aaa-plus
waiting list for rental accommodation because their incentives to save, to build and to buy
their homes is being crushed by this insensitive moronic approach to home financing.
Finally, it is timely to point out that close to my electorate in Frankston some
accommodation for the elderly is causing considerable concern. I refer specifically to the
Manning Clark Retirement Village or the Frankston Baptist Retirement Centre-it has a
couple of names. This institution was created approximately thirteen or fourteen years
ago by the Full Blessing Church headed by the Reverend Bob Payne. Recently, the
honourable member for Frankston North, misled the House by saying that I had been a
defender of this gentleman and the development that he heads. There is absolutely no
truth in that statement at all. Some ten years ago, while the honourable member for
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Frankston North was happy to take the money she was paid as an employee of that place,
I was making comments in regard to the Hghettoizing" of the elderly in accommodation
of this type.
Mr Micallef interjected.
Mr COOPER-In accommodation for the elderly, which of course the honourable
member for Springvale would not have any idea about, it is important-I see the honourable
member is disagreeing with me; I hear him shaking his head.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The honourable member for
Mornington should not take notice of the interjections.
Mr COOPER-We must be careful about "ghettoizing" the elderly. The Frankston
Baptist Retirement Centre is one of the few retirement villages in this State that has three
stages of care. There is housing accommodation, which is usually on strata title, then there
is hostel accommodation and then nursing home accommodation. The centre provides
this care on the outskirts of Frankston. It has been said that people who buy units in this
centre have no need to leave it as everything is provided within its boundaries. This is
what I mean by ""ghettoizing" the elderly; there is no need for the elderly to get out and
mix with the community generally. This situation is not in the best interests of the elderly.
I understand the situation of what I shall refer to as "misguided investments" has caused
a $20 million problem.
Mr Micallef interjected.
Mr COOPER-I do not know what the honourable member for Springvale is raving
about; obviously I have touched a sore point. Honourable members can hear him wailing
from the desert.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The honourable member for
Springvale's repetitive interjections are disorderly and he is a much better member than
that.
Mr COOPER-I should like to be able to agree with you, Mr Acting Speaker, but I am
afraid I cannot. Nevertheless I accept your point. The Reverend Payne has said that the
financial difficulties of the centre were partly due to his misguided investments. I can
appreciate that; I have heard of these misguided financial investments. The Government
must now move to protect the interests of the elderly people in the centre who, in good
faith have invested in this retirement village. It is necessary to consider their long-term
future. The Minister for Housing has interjected that a bit of credit would not go astray; I
was moving towards that little bit of credit.
The Government has propped up the centre on a short-term basis while it is endeavouring
to establish whether it can trade out of its difficulties and find the money to payoff its
debts. The Reverend Bob Payne is reported in the local paper as saying that he is looking
for a miracle. A $20 million miracle is more than one could hope for!
One matter I objected to strongly when the honourable member for Frankston North
raised this matter and suggested that accommodation for the elderly must be protected
from disasters of this kind-the honourable member for Frankston North was doing her
utmost and I pay her credit for that-was that she was misrepresenting my situation and
badly misleading the House on my position. I have never defended the man who
constructed this retirement village. In fact, he probably classifies me as one of his worst
enemies; but that is his problem, not mine.
Reverting to the question of waiting lists for accommodation, I earlier mentioned that
this is a crisis matter, one that cannot be blithely overlooked and spoken of as if it were
today's problem and would go away if everyone began thinking correctly or ignoring the
situation. Far too many of those who have contributed to this debate are ignoring the
situation. They do not believe the facts.
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A front page article in the Bendigo Advertiser of 15 June reported a statement by the
regional manager of the Ministry of Housing who said that there is a secret army out there.
He was referring to the more than 500 families whose names are on a 27-month waiting
list for Ministry accommodation in Bendigo. They form the bulk of the 639 applications
for Ministry homes in Bendigo, signalling a return of the Bendigo housing crisis. He went
on to say that the trend had resulted from a dwindling supply of private rental
accommodation.
One can understand why the supply of private rental accommodation is dwindling. I do
not want to pre-empt or override your ruling in regard to the other measure that is to
come before the House, Mr Acting Speaker, but I direct attention to the fact that private
rental accommodation relies heavily on a number of factors. It is no news to those who
have had anything to do in any way with rental accommodation that a couple of those
factors relate to matters that are within the control of the Commonwealth Governmentthe question of capital gains, and the question of the ability to write off losses on rental
accommodation against one's taxation. As you would know, Mr Acting Speaker, the latter
matter is known as negative gearing. Those two issues are under serious attack by the
Commonwealth Government and they are among the major disincentives to investment
in rental accommodation. I shall not go into detail on this matter because I would be
getting into another area, but I direct attention to those facts.
This secret army in Bendigo is marching out of step, right around the State. In every
town and in every city in this State, people are making up those 27 000 families who are
waiting for rental accommodation. As my colleague, the honourable member for Glen
Waverley says, it is heartbreaking. Every honourable member must know the heartbreak
that is there, full front on, day after day, with people marching into his or her electorate
office and begging for housing.
I have been surprised that so many of those people believe the Government is trying to
do something to help them. When I see the vast escalation that has occurred over the past
three and a half years in the rental accommodation waiting list, I cannot but ask what the
Government is doing. Is it repeating the sins and the appalling mismanagement that have
been evident in other areas such as education, health and transport? Where is the money
going, by which the Government is so heavily taxing every Victorian? Is it going into the
blunt end of the housing market rather than the sharp end? I shall explain that, because I
see that you are puzzled, Mr Acting Speaker. The blunt end is, of course, the vastly
increased bureaucracy that seems to grow day by day with the activities of the Government.
The sharp end is, of course, the provision of services to people who need them. That is
where the money should be going. In every aspect of Government activities, the direction
must always be towards the consumer, the taxpayer, the people who require the services.
That is what we should be doing and where we should be directing ourselves.
Where is the money going? The Government gained office on firm, unequivocal promises.
It said, "We will do something about this problem". However, honourable members see a

waiting list that escalates and escalates and shows no signs of abating. I say to the Minister
and to the Government, as I say to this House: now is the time to start worrying a little
and preplanning. If ever good management was needed, now is the time. If ever expertise
was needed, this is the moment, because the facts show-and the statistics will provethat over the next two years housing in this State will be in a crisis situation. It will be
beyond the ability of the Government to provide the vastly increased sums required to fix
the problem.
When the Government talks about housing agreements and rental accommodation or
about anything to do with sheltering people, it had better start being fair dinkum with
those people who can take up the slack, that is, the private sector. It had better start
encouraging the private sector, get on its negotiating boots, make use of its vaunted
friendship with its colleagues in Canberra and do something constructive about this very
important sector of industry. The way that sector is going at present, this House will be
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engaged in another debate in a few months' time and the figures then will make the 27 000plus that I have quoted look small.
I implore the Government to begin doing things far more constructively than it has
done in the past. I implore it to get behind the private sector in housing and encourage it,
because that is absolutely necessary if the people who require accommodation in this
country are to get it. Those people who aspire to the great Australian dream can have their
dreams realized only if the Government takes the steps I have detailed tonight.

Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I recognize that accommodation for people living in
Victoria is an enormous problem, one that has been faced by Governments for many
years. It has been reco~nized, as indicated by the honourable member for Mornington,
that home ownership IS a dream of all Australians. At this point, many are not in a
position to own their own homes. Over the almost ten years during which I have been in
Parliament, this is one area on which I have made strong representations to successive
Governments to ensure the maximum Government assistance by way of housing for
people in need.
Ifone considers the amount of money provided for housing by the previous Government,
in the 1970s funding was provided on an increasing scale as the need became more
apparent. Unfortunately, during the late 1970s and early 1980s the previous Government
did not maintain the level of funding that should have been maintained in the housing
area because at that time the Government was relying on Commonwealth funds without
providing a corresponding amount of money. Therefore, in the late 1970s and early 1980s
there was a huge reduction in funds provided by the Federal Government and an enormous
shortfall in the provision of funding by the State Government through the then Housing
Commission and through the Ministry of Housing.
I applaud the present Government because, when it came to office, it recognized that a
huge increase in the funds provided by the State Government was needed to make up the
shortfall of funds provided by the Federal Government.
It is interesting to examine the Budget Papers and to compare funding provided in
1981-82 to 1984-85. In 1981-82 a total of $127 million was provided for housing, of
which approximately $58 million was provided by the Federal Government and
approximately $68 million by the State Government. In the year 1984-85 that amount
increased to $291 million, with $140 million by the State Government. Surely that was in
recognition of the need for public housing.
In his second-reading speech, the Minister for Housing indicated support by the Federal
Government and by the State Government for the new arrangements in funding that will
be provided over the next few years. The Minister also indicated in his second-reading
speech that in 1985-86, $156 million will be provided by the Federal Government towards
housing in Victoria. I trust that amount will be matched by the State Government. That
indicates a continuing need for housing.
The Minister also indicated that 127000 households are eligible for housing rental
assistance. That is where the problem arises for the Government because there needs to
be a balance between the money provided by the State and Federal Governments for the
construction of houses and house purchases and the money spent that can be provided by
the Government to help elderly citizens to buy their own units.
I note in the current financial year, that in excess of $30·6 million has been earmarked
for Victorian co-operative housing societies. These societies are one of the success stories
in the provision of housing in Victoria, commenced by the previous Liberal Government
and maintained by the present Government. Surely that system has to be applauded.
Many people in the electorate of Murray Valley have been assisted to purchase a home
of their own on the basis of funds provided through the co-operative housing society
system. I note that an equivalent amount of money will be provided to help income
earners to purchase their own homes. This is a move in the right direction. Funding has
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been provided in the co-operative housing society area on a subsidized plan to enable
people to purchase their own home and to provide them with the incentive to purchase or
build a home of their own and to maintain that home in a condition that will show pride
in that home.
One area which is of grave concern to me is the provision of housing by the Ministry of
Housing under the rental accommodation system. The previous Government decided it
would move away from the estate type development of housing and into a spot purchase
program. The result was a huge reduction in the number of houses available throu~out
Victoria, especially in country areas where there is a need for the Ministry of HOUSing to
continue with the construction of housing, whether it be under a house and land package
scheme or a design and construction scheme.
The previous Government got into a bad situation when the Federal Government
reduced funding for housing and the Government was unable to construct homes for
rental purposes. The spot purchase program meant a decrease in the number of houses
available as rental accommodation. I applaud the present Government for the action it
took in pressing the Hawke Labor Government to increase funding to the Ministry of
Housing to assist in the provision of rental accommodation and for the construction and
development of housing in Victoria.
Despite the huge amounts of money provided by the State Government for housing,
there had been problems related to its development. I hope the Minister will take particular
note that a balance is needed in country areas between estate development and the spot
purchase program, or the development of homes in selected blocks in country cities and
towns. The method of providing homes should include the spot purchase of homes, house
and land package deals where a builder can tender to the Ministry of Housing for a number
of houses in an area but not necessarily in the one development and the design and
construction of houses on Ministry of Housing land.
It was disappointing that in 1981-82 the previous Government sold off land held by the
Housing Commission and changed to a program of spot purchase housing rather than of
constructing housing. I ask the Minister for Housing to instruct officers of his department
to ensure that there is a balance between houses constructed on an estate and, as part of
the building program, houses that will be provided on a house and land package deal and
houses purchased under the spot purchase scheme where the need arises. In addition,
units should be provided for elderly citizens throughout country areas.

The problem faced by the Government is that an increasing number of people are being
added to the housing waiting list in Victoria. This is creating enormous problems. I would
also like to think that the Minister will consider areas of grave concern to me. One of the
main areas in which members representing country electorates receive the strongest
representation is in relation to housing.
People on Ministry of Housing waiting lists are waiting for a lon~er time before they are
accommodated. In the electorate of Murray Valley the waiting time for two and threebedroom homes at Wangaratta range from eighteen months to two years; in the township
of Yarrawonga, two years; in the township of Cobram, eighteen months; in the township
ofNumurkah, twelve months and in the township of Rutherglen, where I live, the waiting
time is two years.
The Ministry of Housing must push ahead with the strongest possible building program
that can be effected. A balance is needed between estate development, the provision of
house and land package deals, where houses are spread throughout the community, and
the spot purchase program.
The problem is that ifland cannot be used in an estate development, the funding cannot
be utilized to develop separate lots of land. A balance is needed for estate or land owned
by the Ministry of Housing to be progressively developed and to call on house and land
package deals and thereby take advantage of subdivisions that are being developed.
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One of the criticisms of estate development in the past has been the stigma of owning
or renting accommodation on a housing estate. The stigma does not apply today because,
over the past five or six years, the Ministry of Housing has been letting contracts for a
much higher standard of housing, generally of brick veneer construction in varying designs.
People in housing estates can take pride in the home that they have been given, especially
if it is a new home.
The problem faced by the Government is to satisfactorily increase the development and
the building of housing stock across the State and to continue its maintenance program.
In the township of Numurkah in the electorate of Murray Valley, a large proportion of
houses owned by the Ministry of Housing are in a derelict condition. The Ministry is
spending huge sums of money in maintaining these houses that were built in the 1940s
and early 1950s. Those houses should be vacated, the sites cleared and new homes built. I
have inspected many of these homes in Numurkah where major maintenance programs
are currently being undertaken. Some houses are having $10 000, $15 000 or $20 000
spent on maintenance. If that amount of money is necessary to improve the condition of
a house, consideration should be given to replacing it with a completely new house. The
Ministry of Housing should carefully consider that maintenance program.
It is of great concern to me that the Government is redirecting funding for houses away
from country areas. The Housing Commission was set up in the 1940s by a Country Party
Government. It was set up to provide housing in country Victoria, where there has always
been and will continue to be a desperate shortage of houses. However, over the years,
there has been a shift in funding. With the previous Government, funding for housing was
provided on the basis of two-thirds for country areas and one-third for metropolitan
Melbourne. That recognizes that country Victoria has a greater housing problem than
metropolitan Melbourne. Although there is a shortage of housing in metropolitan
Melbourne, it is a matter of a shortage of adequate housing; some type of housing is
generally always available. In country areas, however, the situation may be that there is
no house of any kind available.

The present Government is acting on the basis of providing the most houses for the
most densely populated areas. Three-quarters of the funding for houses is being spent in
metropolitan Melbourne with approximately a quarter of the funding being spent in
country Victoria. The result is that waiting lists are being extended further and further in
country areas and problems are being multiplied. It is a question of the chicken or the egg.
Does the housing come first and then the population, or is the Government going to wait
until the population goes to the country areas and then provide the housing?
Although the Minister for Housing has heard me speak on this matter on other occasions,
I would ask that he advise the Government to reconsider its funding priorities. The major
proportion of funding should be provided in the country areas because these areas have
the most acute shortages. The Minister should investigate any supporting evidence that
can be provided to back up my comments.
The information I am providing to the House tonight has been gained during the ten
years that I have been in Parliament represe~ting the electorate of Murray Valley.
I understand that the Government hopes to utilize a centralized waiting list so that
housing can be provided to those people who have been on waiting lists for the longest
time. A balance is needed between people who live in metropolitan Melbourne and those
in country areas who have been on centralized waiting lists.
People in Government housing in metropolitan Melbourne often have a reasonable
standard of accommodation. In country areas people often have no housing whatsoever
or they are living in caravans or in remote farmhouses, many miles from the town in
which they work and in which their children attend school. I ask the Minister to investigate
the situation so that a better balance of funding is provided for country areas.
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Another matter that should be brought to the attention of the Minister for Housing, and
one which I have raised during the debate on the motion for the adjournment of the sitting
and in the discussion with the Minister, is the transferring of a housing application from
one area to another and maintaining a full waiting time. A change is needed to the policy
whereby an applicant for housing accommodation can maintain his or her full waiting
time when transferring from one area to another.
The desperate situation that faces many country people is that people on waiting lists in
metropolitan Melbourne can shift to a country area and be placed ahead of them on the
waiting list. In areas in the electorate of Murray Valley, such as Wangaratta, Rutherglen,
Yarrawonga, Cobram, Numurkah and, more recently at Tungamah, people who have
been on the top of waiting lists have found that applicants from metropolitan Melbourne
have been transferred to country areas and have received immediate accommodation.
One should make no mistake about it, many of these people are pretty smart when it
comes to finding out where new Ministry of Housing accommodation is being built. They
analyse the situation and say, "Four new houses are being built at Yarrawonga and, since
I am at the top of the waiting list in metropolitan Melbourne, I shall transfer to Yarrawonga
so that I can be at the top of the list and go into a new house". This has happened many
times in the City ofWangaratta and at Yarrawonga. The Government's policy is disastrous.
Mr Jolly interjected.
Mr JASPER-It is all right for the Treasurer to joke; this is an important problem for
country people. The Minister has not addressed the problem. Why should a person in
reasonable accommodation in Melbourne be at the top of the Ministry of Housing waiting
list and then transfer either to the City ofWangaratta or to the township ofYarrawonga,
where new houses are being built, knowing full well that he or she will go to the top of the
waiting list and go into a new house?
Mr Roper interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The Minister is making disorderly
interjections.
Mr JASPER-The Minister might be disorderly, but it is interesting to note that he is
suddenly taking notice of what is being said. There is a specific problem with people
transferring to country areas and obtaining houses before local residents who have been
on the waiting list for a long time and who have jobs in the area. The local residents find
that they are jumped over by applicants from the centralized waiting list from the Ministry
of Housing in Melbourne.
The people to whom I refer are pretty mobile and if the so-called breadwinner is
unemployed and married with two or three children he will move to a country area and
take over a house that should be available for a country applicant. Such people also
become a burden on the welfare programs and services provided in country communities,
when much of the welfare is provided on a voluntary basis. More voluntary welfare work
is carried out in country areas than anywhere else. Country people know what it is like to
assist those in desperate situations and, generally speaking, country people are sympathetic
to their problems.
Despite the fact that the Minister is not listening to everything that is said, I ask him to
consider my suggestion. Perhaps the Treasurer and the Minister for Transport might write
to the Minister for Housing about my genuine suggestion for low income earners. The
Ministers say that they are concerned about low income earners. Why not try to do
something about it? If the two Ministers had been in the House earlier they would have
realized that I applauded the Government for the work it has done and for the funds it has
provided in the housing area. The Government turned around a situation that was getting
worse. I shall not say anything more about the disastrous policies of the former Minister
of Housing in the former Government. It is a fact of life. The Opposition spokesman will
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know what I am driving at. It is not all beer and skittles, and the Government has a
problem.
A further problem is that the Government must try to secure the best possible income
from Ministry of Housing accommodation. I shall highlight two areas of concern. Firstly,
in the second-reading speech the Minister said that approximately 95 per cent of new
tenants are eligible for rent rebates because of low incomes. That is an unacceptably high
level. What is happening is that the Minister has taken the view that everyone is honest.
Some people may fill out statutory declarations stating that they are deserted or unmarried
mothers with two or three children and no means of support except for the pension, and
may not include the fact that they have other forms of assistance. The woman making the
declaration may have someone living with her on a permanent basis who could assist with
rental payments. The Ministry needs to investigate closely the tenants who say they qualify
for rent rebates to make sure the system is not being abused. Many people will abuse the
system if they are allowed to do so. The Government is becoming slack in allowing many
people to obtain rental rebates.
The second area of concern-of which the Minister should be aware-is rental arrears.
I wish the Minister would listen to my comments; he could then go to the Ministry
tomorrow and ask how much money is owed to the Ministry in rental arrears.
Mr Jolly interjected.
Mr JASPER-The Treasurer should be interested in this matter, I am sorry the Minister
for Housing has not responded to my letter, which asks about the level of rental arrears in
the north-eastern and Goulburn region.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The honourable member has 2
minutes.
Mr Roper interjected.
Mr JASPER-I can understand the Minister for Transport being disappointed that I
am winding up my speech because I am getting to the areas of most concern. The Treasurer
should also listen to my remarks. He has not visited country areas and he does not
understand. The Treasurer is an economic theorist and if he began his own business he
would go broke tomorrow.
The Minister for Housing should be analysing the rental arrears and ascertaining what
can be done about collection. Millions of dollars are outstanding and housing problems
could be overcome if rental arrears were collected. Rather than increasing the funding at
State and Federal levels, the Minister should be running the Ministry more efficiently.
That is the message I leave with the Minister; he should run the Ministry efficiently for the
benefit of those who require Ministry accommodation.
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-The Bill puts in place an agreement between the Commonwealth
and the States for the provision of housing funds. Housing is an area of vital concern to
the people of Victoria; it is the most important area of people's lives. When one considers
other needs, such as food and education, one realizes that housing plays an important role.
My speech will encompass all areas of housing; it is significant that members of the
Government party confined their remarks to Ministry of Housing rental accommodation
and totally ignored the larger private rental market, as well as the dominant market, which
is home ownership.
That is the key and fundamental difference between the philosophy of the Government
and that of the Liberal Party! The Opposition supports the Bill but I shall make a number
of significant points. I refer the House to a document produced by the Ministry of Housing
called "The State Housing Budget 1985-86 No. 4", which was sent to me by the Minister
for Housing. I shall refer to figures provided in that document for 1985-86.

1388

ASSEMBLY

29 October 1985

Housing Bill

The total expenditure for housing is $324 million. The proportion of those funds to be
spent by the Government on housing programs is important. Program No. 1 provides $43
million for Government rental housing. Program No. 2 provides $196 million for
Government rental housing. Program No. 3 provides $82 million out of $324 million for
home ownership assistance-what a miserly amount! Again I repeat that this is the
philosophical difference between the Government and the Opposition. The Liberal Party
would provide more funds for home ownership assistance.
Page 6 of the document lists from where the funds come. Of the total amount of $324
million, the Commonwealth Government supplies $158 million and State revenue provides
$166 million. The latter amount is not all taxes because some of it involves borrowings.
One figure that has increased from $53 million in 1984-85 to $106 million in 1985-86
relates to the internal funds of the Ministry. That is a doubling offunds allocated from the
Ministry's internal funds. One must ask whether those funds are being well spent,
considering most of the money is being spent on bureaucracy and not, for example, on the
provision of housing accommodation for the elderly.
Another significant matter involves commercial borrowings of$27 million last year that
have not been continued into the current financial year. Why has the Ministry stopped
commercial borrowings? This financial year the figure of$28 million is provided for rental
operations cash deficit. If these programs are being put up by the Government as
sensible-The ACTING SPEAKER {Mr Kirkwood)-Order! Conversations in the Chamber are
loud and the Chair is finding it difficult to hear the honourable member for Bulleen.
Mr PERRIN-The Government should be castigated for that expenditure because that
deficit must be picked up by consolidated revenue.
The great Australian dream that many Australians have cherished in this country is
fading. It is obvious that fewer and fewer people will be able to own their own houses. I
direct the attention of the House to a paper put forward at the recent ANZAAS congress
held in Melbourne by Professor Maurie Daly of the Sydney University who was speaking
about home ownership. The main point he made was that home ownership would decline.
He stated that the creeping deterioration in the level of home ownership and in the quality
of housing was the main reason and that there were many other penalties. He spoke about
the tax and subsidy system which has penalized home owners in the community.
It is obvious that the great Australian dream is fading for many Victorians, but what are
the reasons for that?
I shall refer to five reasons because home ownership is an ambition to which we all
should aspire. The first reason involves interest rates. No one could deny that interest
rates have increased, but how much have they increased? I shall refer to the FACTS
Bulletin of the Institute of Public Affairs, Winter 1985, which states that in 1965, twenty
years ago, the average interest on a home loan was 5·4 per cent. In 1975 it had risen to
10·1 per cent. That was the end of the Whitlam era that had pumped up interest rates and
caused tremendous concern in the economy. In 1980 that had decreased to 9·9 per cent.
Home loan interest rates provided by banks are now at the rate of 13·5 per cent.
If that were all there was to it, perhaps those statistics could be accepted, but it is
obvious that banks are getting around these high interest rates and are attempting to
extract from people even greater rates.
The honourable member for Mornington referred to the Commonwealth Bank and its
loan service fees that are imposed on top of interest rates. Banks can limit the amount one
can borrow and impose a first and second mortgage. The first mortgage will be at 13·5 per
cent and the second will involve a considerably higher rate of interest. When one takes
into account the fact that prices have pushed the cost of houses above the inflation rate,
one realizes that more and more people will have to spend their funds to purchase homes
on second mortgages. The critical element of interest rates will be a barrier to home
ownership.
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Housing prices will continue to increase. It is obvious to me and people representing
the Real Estate Institute of Victoria that housing prices have risen well above the rate of
inflation. I shall quote from the Real Estate Institute of Victoria journal of September
1985 which states:
After a rise of 17 per cent in 1983-84, Melbourne's median price appreciated 21 per cent last financial year,
rising from $61,600 to $74,600 over the 12-month period.

There is no possible way that an increasing number of people can afford to purchase their
homes with a 21 per cent increase in prices in one year. Honourable members have made
assertions about spot purchasing pushing up home prices in Melbourne. This has made it
much harder for people to own their own homes. The same article also states that the
median monthly loan repayment increased by $23 but the average income increased by
only $1.
They indicate the sorts of barriers that are being put up against home ownership. The
increases in home loans and home purchase prices increase the deposit gap. This is a
further barrier against home purchasing. The higher the gap the more families must save
before they can even contemplate purchasing a house. The amount of money people must
have in banks to qualify for home loans is increasing. That barrier to home ownership is
of tremendous concern to me.
Another barrier is that, in real terms, there has been an increase in the cost of constructing
a home well above the rate of inflation. The cost of purchasing or building a home is
increasing all the time.
It is obvious that the ratio of the average home loan repayment to the average family
income-that is, the proportion of the household budget represented by home loan
repayments-has increased from 17·3 per cent as at the March quarter 1984 to 20·4 per
cent as at the March quarter 1985. In other words, more and more of the family income is
required to payoff home loans. They are five facts that will cause a reduction in the level
of home ownership.

I turn now to the second area to which I wish to refer, the private rental accommodation
market, which comprises 18 per cent of a total number of homes in Victoria. That area is
being squeezed increasingly by the various actions of the State Government and Hawke
Federal Government. I have already referred to the increase in interest rates, that is also
causing a squeeze on rental accommodation. It is a disincentive for people in the private
rental market to provide rental accommodation. The cost of construction is another
factor. If it is expensive to build one's own home it is also expensive to build a house for
rental purposes. The same applies to purchasing a house for rental purposes. As has
already been said, house prices are increasing at well above the rate of inflation.
Two major disincentives to rental accommodation have been initiated by the Federal
Labor Government-negative gearing and the proposed capital gains tax. I understand
the Minister for Housing has a view that negative gearing should be allowed because it
will act as a disincentive to providing private rental accommodation, which will mean an
increasing burden on the Government sector to provide rental accommodation.
The proposed capital gains tax will create a disincentive for people to invest in the
private rental accommodation market. The third in the trifecta is the Residential Tenancies
Bill, which is listed for debate. That will also squeeze the legitimate rental accommodation
in the private sector. Judging from the number of inquiries at my electorate office, there
will be a tremendous number of objections to that measure.
I refer the House to an article in the Victorian Real Estate Journal of September 1985
by a Mr Chris Paris, from the Australian National University author of an article called
'"Affordability and Available Housing: The Role of the Private Rental Sector". Mr Paris
states in that article that society is failing to provide adequate housing and that there is a
shortage of rental accommodation in the private sector. He blames developers, planners,
municipal officers and builders, together with other people, for this drop in demand. I
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shall not refer to that article in great depth but it is worth reading. Mr Paris makes the
point that, because of increasing health requirements, there has been a reduction in the
number of boarding houses and the like. That form of accommodation is diminishing,
which is placing more pressure on public housing and the private rental housing sector.
Mr Paris makes the further comment that there is an increase in the number of singleparent households and obviously those households have different housing needs from
those of the normal family unit. That is an interesting article and I hope honourable
members will read it at some stage.
Public rental housing represents 3 per cent of the over-all market. I have been concerned
about this area of the market because it is obvious from the figures to which I referred
before, that this is where Government funds are being placed. The housing waiting list
now stands at 27000, up from 14000 in 1980. Tremendous pressure is being placed on
taxpayers' funds.
I again refer honourable members to the Victorian Real Estate Journal of September
1985 which has an interesting article by David Yencken, the Secretary for Planning and
Environment, who states that 3 per cent of the population are public tenants and 18 per
cent are private tenants. He then discusses the Ministry of Housing's growing waiting list.
Mr Yencken makes the point that the authorities cannot keep pace with the demand for
public housing. He says that the over-all demand for rental housing is extremely high and
is reflected in very low vacancy rates. That is an indication from the Secretary for Planning
and Environment of the effect that these measures are having on public housing.
One matter which has not been discussed in the debate on this Bill but which reflects a
growing trend in the community, particularly relating to Government-owned housing, is
the increasing trend for people to squat. These people have no regard for the law or the
properties they occupy. It has already been indicated that the State Electricity Commission
is prepared to connect electricity for people who squat in Government properties. The
Opposition believes squatters are now being given priority on public housing lists. That is
penalizing people in the community who are doing the right thing and who have put their
names down on the waiting list. The squatters are moving in and are causing inconvenience
to the people who genuinely require public housing.
I cite tlie City of Doncaster and Templestowe as an example of what is happening in the
area of public housing.
The SPEAKER-Order! The time appointed by Sessional Orders for me to interrupt
the business of the House has now arrived.
On the motion of Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources),
the sitting was continued.

Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-It is obvious that the Minister for Housing and the Deputy
Premier wish to hear more of my speech, and I thank them for that consideration. In
1981-82 in the municipality of Doncaster and Templestowe there were 617
commencements of residential lot constructions. In 1982-83 there were 452; in 1983-84 a
massive 1039 and in the nine months to March 1985 there were 488. In 1983-84, which is
the only year for which figures are available, there were 60 Ministry of Housing
commencements of residential lot constructions.
There has been a change in the trend of housing construction away from the normal
three-bedroom houses to units and that trend is increasing due to the high cost ofland and
the need to maximize as efficiently as possible the utilization of land. At present the City
of Doncaster and Templestowe is reviewing multi-unit land usage.
With regard to the availability of public housing in the City of Doncaster and
Templestowe, I placed a question on notice-No. 180-asking the Minister for Housing
details of public housing available. The Minister indicated that there are 38 public housing
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properties in the City of Doncaster and Templestowe and of those, 30 are located in the
electorate of Bulleen.
In one location-Lawford Street-eight units are located together. If there is one
difference between the Opposition and the Government on public housing it is that the
Opposition believes public housing should be integrated into the community rather than
clustered together, such as in the City of Doncaster. The Government is creating the
situation whereby people will not be able to own their own homes. Indeed, an increasing
number of people will never be given the opportunity of owning their own homes. It
would be interesting to know how many Government members own their own homes and
how many are renting. I am sure the majority would own their own homes; yet the
Government is prepared to create rental accommodation rather than encourage people to
own their own homes.
With regard to the cost of the public housing rental properties in Doncaster, the lowest
is $49 967 and the highest is $74 045. The City of Doncaster and Templestowe is a highcost housing area and the Government will no longer be able to purchase houses this
cheaply, as instanced by the figures I gave earlier of an increase in house prices of 21 per
cent in one year.
The City of Doncaster and Templestowe is a prestigious area and if the Government
wishes to purchase public housing properties in that area it should realize there is no
possible way it could purchase a three-bedroom house for under $100 000. And yet the
Ministry of Housing wishes to construct houses in an affluent area.
Under the Freedom of Information Act I obtained a copy of a memo from Mr J.
Devenish, Group Manager, Rehabilitation and Redevelopment, in the Ministry of Housing
with regard to surplus land in Reynolds Road, Templestowe, where the Ministry is
proposing to develop a housing estate of approximately 100 allotments of which ten to
twenty will be made available for public housing. In that memo, Mr Devenish notes that
there is no possible way this land could be used for public housing. He states, inter alia:
The site has been investigated by the Site Feasibility and Investigation Team and has been rejected for the
purpose of public housing. The site is isolated from schools, public transport and local retail centres, and is rather
large.

That memo is dated 11 April 1983, yet on 22 April 1983 in a letter addressed to the
Secretary of the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works the Group Manager,
Property, of the Ministry of Housing states, inter alia:
The subject property has been investigated and found to be unsuitable for public housing.

This Templestowe land is extremely expensive and yet is to be sold so that the money
simply goes into the Ministry's coffers.
In Kalinda Road, Ringwood, the Ministry of Housing owns land which should be
retained as public open space for the community. The residents of that land want the same
consideration, as do the residents of Templestowe.
There is a massive difference between the Opposition and the Government on housing
policies. If the Opposition were elected to Government it would put more funds into the
provision of home ownership because that is what the community wants. Home ownership
is the great Australian dream. People should be allowed to own their own homes and
obtain capital gains.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-There should be some common ground between
honourable members in discussing a ten-year agreement on housing between the
Commonwealth and the States. I am alarmed that in the explanatory second-reading
speech, the Minister for Housing did not give some indication of where he thought
Victoria would be in relation to housing in ten years' time since he is prepared to put
before Parliament a ratification for a ten-year agreement.
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However, if we could try to enumerate some of the common ground, we could say surely
it is common ground that 27 000 families are waiting for public housing accommodation.
Can it be agreed that it is common ground that Victoria now has the highest interest rates
under a Federal and State Labor Government than it has ever faced in its history and that
those interest rates are bearing down on ordinary families, especially families relying on a
single working member in a way which is depressing people's opportunities to get decent
housing and decent accommodation or to survive in the accommodation they already
have?
It should be common ground between the Opposition, the Government and the National
Party that the contribution of funds by the Commonwealth towards housing in Victoria is
inadequate.

If one examines the document issued by the Minister for Housing titled, "The State
Housing Budget No. 4 '85/'86 programs and expenditure" at page 2 one finds that
Commonwealth funds for 1984-85 were $151-8 million and it is estimated that, for
1985-86, $158-1 million will be provided. That is a miserable increase and is certainly not
the sort of increase that will meet the challenge of 27000 people on the waiting list for
what used to be known as Housing Commission accommodation.

Indeed, if the success of the Commonwealth over the past two years were to continue
for ten years the last person on the waiting list would still not have received accommodation
in ten years' time. There simply is not a program in place, Commonwealth or State, that
will provide the housing that 27 000 people are signalling their families need.
It should also be common ground between honourable members that this Government's
prejudice against home ownership is showing in the way it sets priorities within the limited
funds it has available. It should be common ground between honourable members that it
is absolute nonsense that the Ministry of Housing-previously the Housing Commissionowns large areas ofland which are being used for grazing purposes and which perhaps will
never have houses built on the land. One example is the Hessalls Road estate in the
electorate represented by the Treasurer which was bought when Mr Meagher was Minister
of Housing and is still used, under this Minister, as a grazing paddock, so that the Ministry
of Housing provides some of the cheapest agistment paddocks while thousands offamilies
in the electorate I represent are without accommodation. It is a disgrace.

If one examines the bold claims made in relation to public housing on page 3 of the
documents it shows that in 1985-86 the Ministry plans to provide 3215 public housing
stock additions and 1425 new home loans. As honourable members will observe, the
proportion is about two to one against home ownership loans. This year, under the present
Minister and Government, the proposed 1425 new home loans will be the lowest number
of new home loans since 1981-82. The Government is going backwards in time as to the
number of new home loans it will provide.
It is interesting to note that in the text of the report this comment is made:
As well as the home finance initiative outlined above the Ministry will continue to assist low income families
to achieve home ownership. In 1985-86 $8·4 million is allocated to this program, this represents an increase of 8
per cent over 1984-85 and will provide assistance to 1425 applicants.

The only thing that has not been explained is why there is an 8 per cent increase in the
amount of money available for new home loans and a reduction in the number of loans.
One needs only to consider the price of housing to realize what is happening, that is, fewer
homes loans are costing more because the Ministry is unable to take any action to reduce
the escalating cost of housing in Victoria. So, more and more money is being thrown in
the direction of trying to solve the problem for fewer and fewer families.
The Ministry of Housing must be said to be something of a strange landlord. Most
landlords acquire properties and rent them and hope to get a return on their money. It is
apparent that the Ministry of Housing runs at a loss. It does not seem to matter how much
money is paid in rent by the tenants to the Ministry of Housing, the capacity of the
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Ministry to spend money on a whole range of administrati ve matters seems to outstrip the
ability of tenants who pay the money. Under the heading "net revenue receivable," in
1985-86 that is estimated at $108·8 million and the total expenses of the Ministry in
relation to its operation is $166·4 million. That means the Ministry has an anticipated loss
for its year's operations of$57 million. Therefore, this landlord-the Ministry of Housingis a rather strange creature because it has the capacity to spend more than the total rent
received in its programs of tenants services, maintenance user charge services, estate
security and the items listed under the expenditure program.
I am curious about certain sections of the report. For instance, it states that the Budget
for the home renovations service for 1985-86 will be $1 million, but the budget for the
program covering the regulation of building societies will be $1·2 million. I ask the
Minister, are not the priorities screwed up if the Ministry is spending only $1 ·million on
the home renovation service to try to keep people in decent accommodation instead of
allowing them to live in virtually uninhabitable sheds while they wait and wait on waiting
lists while it costs $1·2 million to regulate a handful of building societies?
If one examines the item referring to the Estate Agents Board one discovers that it
requires $4 million or four times as much money to organize that board as it costs to
provide for the home renovation service. I ask the Minister, are not the priorities screwed
up when four times as much is being spent in trying to organize the Estate Agents Board
than for the home renovation service?
The answer to that conundrum is that the Government has its priorities screwed up and
the Ministry does not have the necessary management skills to keep its house in proper
order. The Ministry has been pursuing policies said to be novel but less than useful for the
people who are waiting for accommodation. The Deputy Premier should realize that, ifhe
and his family had been on the waiting list for six years and suddenly came to the top of
the waiting list only to discover that the previous Minister had changed the rules and
included overtime in the cut off point for the right to public accommodation, he would be
very upset after waiting six years for accommodation, only to discover that the Government
is lavishing money on other programs which have nothing to do with the direct task of
providing housing for families.
The cost of managing the Ministry of Housing rental stock is $126 million. That is what
the Ministry anticipates spending in 1984-86 for the management of its housing stock
operations-$126 million. If savings cannot be made in that area I do not think the
Minister is as good as he thinks, because there are architects aplenty, many of whom
should be sent to the private sector; there are bureaucrats aplenty, many of whom should
go to other areas, and there are programs that are directed to the pnmary function of
finding decent housing-whether it is rental housing that the honourable member for
Geelong wants or home ownership that the Liberal Party would place emphasis on-for
people who are living in disgusting circumstances throughout Victoria.
It should be common ground among honourable members that the situation is getting
worse; not only are waiting lists getting longer but 90 per cent of new tenants moving into
Ministry of Housing accommodation receive rental rebates.
I understood from the Treasurer and the Government that the economy of Victoria was
booming. Why in heaven's name, then, do we suddenly find that 90 per cent of new
tenants receive a rental rebate?
I might add that the rental rebate amounts to some $60 million. That is $60 million
worth of rent not received because the people who are being accommodated cannot afford
to pay the rents that would be charged, even by the Ministry of Housing, let alone the sorts
of rentals they might have to pay if they were in a commercial market. I also point out
that rental rebate has moved from $17 million under the former Liberal Government to
an estimated $60 million under the Labor Government this year.
That is a large figure, and what it says about this ten-year agreement is that we are on a
hopeless task, going backwards. More and more people will be waiting longer and longer;
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fewer people will be obtaining decent accommodation; and more and more of the
responsibility for housing will be bearing down on the State Budget as less and less is
provided by the Commonwealth. That is the situation faced by Victorians. It is one which
is perhaps insoluble in the instance of an isolated State, but, nevertheless, it is one that
ought to be the subject of debate in Parliament in respect of a ten-year agreement.
I have a specific Question regarding page 10 of the booklet entitled, "The State Housing
Budget", No. 4, '85/,86, which contains the line "Sub Program Six-Commercial Property
Management". I have to say that I have alerted the Minister to the fact that I intended to
ask him about the matter and he indicated his willingness to obtain an answer. I say he
indicated his willingness to obtain an answer because, like me, I do not believe the
Minister can make head or tail of what the following means:
Sub Program Six-Commercial Property Management

All honourable members know that the Ministry of Housing found one of the more
exciting tasks as being landlord of shops, running shopping centres and various things like
that, because the Ministry was bored with providing housing for people. It loves designing
new estates, finding new areas of land, and not subdividing them, but turning them into
agistment farms. It enjoys concerning itself with shops and commercial properties because
it has lost sight of people.
At page 10, under the heading to which I have referred, the following appears:
This sub program, which is mainly selffunding, provides for the management and administration of commercial
properties owned by the Ministry. Only one component is funded in this budget
-Commercial Property Management $20 000.

If anyone can tell me whether the Ministry of Housing is running its shops at a profit or a
loss, I would be very grateful, because I would not know. It certainly does not appear in
the document sent to all honourable members.

There is an urgent need for an explanation as to whether the Ministry of Housing is so
bored with providing housing for people, or sick of people who have been on the waiting
list complaining because they have to wait; whether it is running a shopping centre
operation at a loss, or whether it is using rents received from shopping operations to
provide housing for more people. I suspect from the printed document that this so-called
self-funding means that there are just enough bureaucrats to spend all the rental money
that comes in from the shops.
I should be interested to hear from the Minister for Housing whether that is true, or
whether the shop operations of the Ministry of Housing-or the Ministry of shoppingare profitable and make a positive, rather than negative, contribution to the activities of
the Ministry.
The other details to which I wish to refer appear at page 16 of the booklet. It indicates
that there is a rental revenue receivable of $166·8 million. It also contains the words,
"Less Rebates and Other Rents Foregone", whatever that means. I presume it refers to
tenants who do not pay their rents or shopkeepers who are never asked for them. It then
refers to net revenue receivable of $108·8 million. However, the total expenses of the
Ministry in relation to its housing operations are shown in that document as being $166·4
million, leaving a loss of$57·5 million estimated for the year 1985-86.
This is an organization that is spending more than its net revenue receivable; it is
spending more than that in just simply the operational aspect of it, that is, the tenant
services, the maintenance-which is an item of $46 million-the user charge services,
estate security, the upkeep of residential areas and services, the property expenses, the
interest and rates, depreciation and other expenses, including vacancy rents and support
services. Those are the items listed as producing a cost of$166 million.
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Therefore, it does not appear to count the cost of the bureaucracy of the Ministry of
Housing itself However, if that is the case, when one turns to earlier pages relating to the
provision for State funds, one notes an item called, "Ministry Internal Funds".
I ask the Minister to explain, in reference to page 6 of the document, where on earth
Ministry internal funds-which have increased from $53·6 million to $105·5 million in
this particular year-are coming from, particularly since it is an organization that is
running at a loss of$57 million on its operations; it is spending more than its total income
receivable, and, under the heading, "State Funds" is saying that it has the means, by way
of Ministry internal funds, to receive $105 million to sort of bump up accounts and make
things look a little better.
The sub-total of the State funds is $165 million, meaning that this mysterious item of
"'Ministry Internal Funds" represents the bulk of the State contribution. It may be that it
is money which is made available from the State Budget to the Ministry of Housing and is
then declared by the Ministry to be Ministry internal funds and then shown in the
document in some way as being a non-Budget item.
In wrapping up the second-reading debate, I should be very interested to hear the
Minister's explanation as to where the $500 million of Ministry internal funds comes
from, to a Ministry which is running at an operational loss of$57·5 million this year and
is spending more than its total rental income on the maintenance and support services for
the estates that it manages.
I might add that I have done just a little arithmetic, in which I have rounded out the
situation to be more generous. I have said that there are 50000 units, as they are so
politely called by the Ministry. I prefer a more human term, such as 50000 rental houses
or rental accommodation-but then bureaucracies tend to talk in terms of units.
Nevertheless, I have said there are 50000 of them, and am supposing they produce a total
net receivable revenue of $110 million. That seems to indicate that the tenants of the
Ministry of Housing are paying, on average, $50 a week. Many of them are receiving
rebates, and 90 per cent of all new ones are receiving rebates.
Mr Wilkes-The figure is 70 per cent.
Mr MACLELLAN-The Minister interjects and says that the figure is 70 per cent of
the total. Therefore, if the present situation of90 per cent continues, there will be a 20 per
cent deterioration over a period of time and, presumably, during the period of time of the
agreement which honourable members are being asked to ratify.

Therefore, it can clearly be seen that the loss of the operation will become worse rather
than better and that the cost of accommodation or purchase, whether it is spot purchase,
a State development or whatever, will increase. One can see that fewer and fewer people
will be assisted as the amounts of money increase rapidly and as the Commonwealth
retires out of the field increasingly and the State is asked to take up more and more of the
obligation.
I had hoped we could find some common ground. I hope that common ground includes
the idea that not only is it idiotic for the Ministry of Housing to be so insensitive as to be
running an agistment paddock operation on land that it has purchased and does not use
but also that it is idiotic for the Ministry to be providing three-bedroom houses for welfare
housing at a cost of approximately $100 000 a pop, whether they be located in Toorak,
Bulleen or any other area.
For $100000, two families could possibly be accommodated in somewhat more
modestly-priced accommodation located in an area such as in the electorate I represent. I
am not saying that, on average, it would be possible to purchase two houses for $50 000
each, which could be done a couple of years ago. However, $100 000 for a three-bedroom
house, for what used to be known as a Housing Commission house and is now known as
public tenant housi~g, in Toorak or Bulleen is obscene. It is not obscene because the
tenants will be living next door to a person with a house worth $100 000; that does not
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interest me at all. What interests me is the effective use of funds, and the funds will not be
effectively used if the Minister for Housing allows bureaucrats to make the decisions.
The honourable member for Melbourne referred to the bureaucrats as being the ones
who do not make the decisions; he indicated that the Government makes the decisions.
All I can say is that if the honourable member for Melbourne is right, he has put a
tremendous responsibility on the shoulders of the Minister. The Minister must accept
responsibility if houses worth $100 000 are purchased in Bulleen, Toorak, Melbourne, the
Geelong woolstores or anywhere else. It is an obscene misapplication of housing funds
which are desperately needed by the 27 000 families who are lined up on a hopeless waiting
list while the Government pretends that it is doing more for home ownership and more
for those people who choose rental housing. The reality is that the situation is going
backwards; under the Commonwealth State Housing Agreement, the situation will go
backwards until honourable members jointly persuade the Commonwealth Government
to make the funds available to solve the housing problems of the people we represent.
Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-I thank members of the Opposition for their
contributions to the debate. The Bill enables all honourable members to comment on
various aspects of the housing policy of the Government. Honourable members have used
the opportunity of doing that.
A number of matters have been raised, and I shall respond to those honourable members
who have raised matters, such as emergency housing for students, and the two matters
raised by the honourable member for Berwick. He is entitled to an answer, and he will
receive an answer.
Many suggestions have been made during the debate which the Ministry of Housing
could well take on board. I thank honourable members for their participation in the
debate.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time, and passed through its remaining stages.

AUSTRALIA ACTS (REQUEST) BILL
The debate (adjourned from earlier this day) on the motion of Mr Cain (Premier) for
the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the National Party)-The National Party supports
the proposed legislation. The Bill requires proposed legislation to be passed by the six
States and the Federal Parliament this year and by the United Kingdom Parliament early
in 1986. When I first heard about the Bill, I had reservations about it and there was
apprehension among some members of the National Party. The National Party is keen to
ensure that the links Victoria has with the Crown are retained and that there is no
weakening of those links. The fact that the Prince and Princess of Wales are currently in
Victoria highlights the close association this State and nation have had with the Crown,
and hopefully will retain.
It is appropriate that I quote from the second-reading speech, which states:
At the outset I emphasize that nothing in the proposed legislation will impair the constitutional position of
Her Majesty the Queen in the Government of each State and the Commonwealth of Australia.
On the contrary, as will appear later, the effect of the proposed legislation will be to bring the Crown closer to
the people and Government of this nation, since the Queen, instead of being formally advised on State matters
by United Kingdom Ministers, will be advised by State Premiers.

It is interesting to note that appeals to the Privy Council will no longer be allowed. In a
sentimental way, I regret that because it has been an important part of our legal system.
As a lawyer, I followed that procedure with great interest. However, from practical and
monetary considerations, it has become quite impossible. Also, the quality of the legal
expertise on the High Court of Australia, which has been built up over a long period,
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satisfies me now, as it perhaps would not have done in earlier years, and the right to appeal
to the Privy Council is no longer necessary.
It is also interesting to note that the system of conferring imperial honours, which are
often frowned upon by members of the Government, will be retained and it will be at the
discretion of the Government of the day, whether it be State or Commonwealth
Governments; to make recommendations for the award of honours. That is as it should
be because imperial honours are very much a traditional part of the history and life of this
nation.
It is a healthy choice for people to be able to choose to accept an Australian decoration
or an imperial decoration. I was disappointed when the change was made and imperial
decorations were not retained. They could have been given a suitable name aI1d we could
have had the best of both worlds. However, the Federal Government under the leadership
ofMr Whitlam, decided otherwise. That is a pity because the traditional decorations could
have held two names-an Australian name and a traditional name. That is a detail, and,
no doubt, as the years go by, the State and Federal Governments will be able to make up
their minds according to the colour of the day.

The proposed legislation has given us the best of both worlds; Australia will retain its
close association with the monarchy but at the same time it will have the independence
which technically it has had since the 1850s. No colony could have been treated better
than the Australian colonies of the British Empire. They were given independence at an
early date, and it has been a true independence. The Bill finally puts the seal on that
independence.
The National Party had some apprehension about the proposed legislation, but having
not only studied the Bill but also having read what other States, particularly Queensland,
have said, the measure now receives its full support.
Mr DICKINSON (South Barwon)-I support the Bill. Historically Australia has had
tremendous ties with the United Kingdom. One can look back to the events that occurred
on 20 January 1265 when King Henry III of England called the stewards of England and
summoned to Parliament for the first time the chosen representatives of the people, the
cities and the boroughs. Only probably as an expedient to the principle of Parliament of
1265 did that become an example for later generations-that is, the chosen representatives
constituted the House of Commons, the mother of our Parliamentary system.
Throughout the years the Westminster system has faithfully maintained and developed
its concept ofliberty and freedom of the individual while adapting to the changes of time.
The Crown has been a central feature of our constitutional system which is rooted in the
concept of the freedom of the individual, as freedom native-born Australians have known
all their lives. That freedom has motivated thousands upon thousands of people who have
come to this country from less fortunate places. One does not hear those people clamouring
to migrate to Russia or other republics.
The Queen is above politics because of the unique position of the Crown. If one reflects
for a moment upon those constitutional monarchies throughout Europe that disappeared
between the first world war and the second world war, one might ask why that happened.
Possibly it was because those monarchies lost touch with the people and perhaps the
monarchies were not above politics.
I was pleased to note in the introduction to the Bill given by the Premier that he has
assured the people that although the links that remain between Australia and the United
Kingdom Parliament, Government and the judicial system will be severed, new
constitutional provisions and procedural arrangements will be substituted in their place.
The Bill will cut the fictional umbilical cord between the United Kingdom and Australia.
Honourable members are aware of the dominance of the Statute of Westminster, the
Imperial Colonial Laws Validity Act and the Imperial Merchant Shipping Act 1894 which
were addressed in the Premier's second-reading speech. The residual powers of the United
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Kingdom to make laws for the peace, order and good government of a State will be
expressly vested in the Parliament of this State and any existing uncertainty as to the
capacity of State Parliaments to make laws that have an extraterritorial operation will be
removed. The Bill has addressed this area.
For many years it was the custom that after appeals went through the Supreme Court to
the High Court of Australia they often went further to the Privy Council of England. Often
this appeal was made at great expense to the parties. Some honourable members may
recall the Balmain ferry case in which someone disputed a tuppenny fare on a ferry in
Sydney. That case was taken all the way to the Privy Council in England. More recently as
a result of the Ash Wednesday bush fires the State Electricity Commission was involved
in litigation that was taken to the Privy Council of England. We would all admit, especially
those in the legal profession, that the law Lords of the Privy Council of England really
have no active knowledge of what takes place in Australia. The Bill will result in great
savings to the litigants and a great saving to the community because now appeals will be
heard in the High Court of Australia. The Bill is a forward step in that direction.
I am sure some people in society are concerned that Australia might be heading down
the track to becoming a banana republic. They see that our postage stamps no longer bear
the portrait of the Queen; instead they bear pictures of Ginger Meggs and the like. This
raises concern in the minds of the ordinary people who possibly do not understand the
matters being debated in the Bill.
I was pleased to note in the introduction to the Bill given by the Premier that the
proposed legislation will sever the remaining constitutional links between Australia and
the United Kingdom Parliament. The legislative package is part of an agreement that has
already been reached by the State Premier in conjunction with the Commonwealth
Government. The proposed legislation does not seek to make any change to the
constitutional position of Her Majesty, the Queen, in the government of each State and
the Commonwealth of Australia. The Queen is in the unique position of being not only
the Queen of England, Canada and Papua New Guinea, but also the Queen of Australia.
Victoria is most fortunate to have their Royal Highnesses, the Prince and Princess of
Wales, visiting the State.
The key elements of the agreement will, in due course, go before the Federal Parliament
and will become an Act of the United Kingdom Parliament known as the Australia Act.
This unique legislative means will resolve the legal and political difficulties inherent in
this historical step. The various clauses of the Bill address numerous matters-for example,
the termination of the power of the United Kingdom Parliament to legislate for Australia.
For many years it was believed that the Parliament of England could enact legislation that
could affect the independent colonies or States of the Commonwealth of Australia. In fact,
we know that this was never to be so.
Clause 2 (1) of the First Schedule will remove any other limitations such as those which
existed in the case of the British Coal Corporation v. The King when it was arguable that
the grant of power to the State Parliaments to make laws for the peace, order and good
government were subject to implied limitations. In particular, it did not empower a State
Parliament to legislate to effect the exercise by the Crown.
Clause 3 will remove the fetters imposed upon the State by the Imperial Colonial Laws
Validity Act of 1865. The State Parliament will thereby be free from section 2 of that Act
which prevented States from legislating inconsistently with the United Kingdom Acts.
The notes are self-explanatory. We note that under the provisions of section 4 of the
Statute of Westminster no United Kingdom Parliament could act and pass laws deemed
to extend to a dominion as part of the law of that dominion unless expressly declared to
do so in the Act. This position will now be clarified for all time.
It may be possible that a future amendment may be made to the Commonwealth
Constitution using section 128 of the referendum procedure which might give
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Commonwealth Parliament power to effect some alteration to the Australia Acts or to the
Statute of Westminster.
With the request and consent of the United Kingdom legislation we shall ensure that
the Parliaments of Australia are independent and sovereign. We should remind ourselves
that the Crown is the central feature of our constitutional system. We are currently
observing the prerogative role of a Governor-General in the dismissal of a Prime Minister
ten years ago. Some people believed that action to be an interference with the elected
representative of that time, but if one stops to think for one moment what the GovernorGeneral was exercising, one realizes that it was a prerogative role in order that the people
themselves could ultimately decide the fate of the Government in that year.
On the final analysis it is clear that sovereignty rests with the people-the voters of
Victoria and voters of Australia-to decide their own destiny. While we have that enshrined
in our Constitution the freedoms of this country will be preserved. I have pleasure in
joining other honourable members in support of this Bill.
f\1r CAIN (Premier)-The only matter raised which required a response was the matter
raIsed by the honourable member for Bendigo East who suggested that this Bill in some
way may affect the powers constitutionally of the Governor. On all the advice I have that
is not the case. I am not sure how that view could have arisen. The second-reading speech,
which was the second-reading speech common to all Bills right across the country, makes
clear what the Bill does. It in no way affects those powers to which the honourable member
has drawn my attention.
I thank honourable members for their support. The contributions to the debate reflect
the views of Governments right across the country. It is our request to National and
Westminster Parliaments to revise our constitutional links and fetters in a way that gives
us, as the Leader of the National Party has said, the best of all possible worlds. It does
that.

The SPEAKER-I am of the opinion that the second reading of this Bill is required to
be passed by an absolute majority.
As there is not an absolute majority of the House present, I ask the Clerk to ring the
bells.
The required number ofmembers having assemhled in the ChamberThe motion for the second reading of the Bill was agreed to by an absolute majority of
the whole number of the members of the House.
The Bill was read a second time, passed through Committee, and reported to the House
without amendment, and the report was adopted.
The motion for the third reading of the Bill having been carried by an absolute majority
of the whole number of the members of the House, the Bill was read a third time.

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (WESTERNPORT) BILL
This Bill was received from the Council and, on the motion of Mr WILKES (Minister
for Housing), was read a first time.

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY (AMENDMENT) BILL
This Bill was recei ved from the Council and, on the motion of Mr MA THEWS (Minister
for the Arts), was read a first time.

UNITING CHURCH IN AUSTRALIA (TRUST PROPERTY) BILL
This Bill was receiyed from the Council and, on the motion of Mr MA THEWS (Minister
for the Arts), was read a first time.
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MAGISTRATES (SUMMARY PROCEEDINGS) (AMENDMENT)
BILL
This Bill was received from the Council and, on the motion of Mr MA THEWS (Minister
for the Arts), was read a first time.

ADJOURNMENT
National Tennis Centre-Former honourable member for Sandringham-Roof painting
fraud-Victour Properties Pty Ltd-Block release program for apprentices-Public
transport in Craigieburn area-Gee long Art Gallery-Behaviour of the Opposition
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

Mr HEFFERNAN (Ivanhoe)-The matter I raise for the attention of the Minister for
Sport and Recreation concerns the relocation of occupiers of the land known as Flinders
Park on which the National Tennis Centre will be erected, if the Bill is passed by the
Legislative Council.
I advise the Minister that there are approximately 38 organizations that will have to
vacate that land immediately. They include organizations involved in Moomba, the May
Day celebration and the Mountain District Cattlemen's Association. Discussions have
been carried out by the Minister with only a small minority of the occupiers of Flinders
Park. No other suitable area is available for the relocation of the users of Flinders Park
within the metropolitan area of Melbourne. The only vacant land available for the
approximately 40 organizations that use the park is outside the metropolitan area.
I ask the Minister whether he can inform the House what arrangements will be made
for those users of the park.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I raise for the attention of the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services a matter that relates to the question I asked during question time
about the use of Parliamentary offices by the former honourable member for Sandringham,
Mr Graham Ihlein.
This matter requires further comment from the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services and a clear statement as to what is happening; there are many areas of concern
about it.
I understand that following a complaint on or about 12 February, the Victoria Police
raided the Parliamentary office of the former honourable member for Sandringham at
Bluff Road, Sandringham, and confiscated 62 and a half dozen bottles of wine. I understand
that this wine was advertised in an Australian Labor Party publication called Bayside
Link and, following the advertisement in the magazine, which is distributed through
electorates in the Sandringham area and through the sand belt area, the Police Force
raided the office of the former honourable member for Sandringham.
In the publication, two of the telephone numbers contained in the advertisement were
the numbers of the Parliamentary office of Mr Graham Ihlein, the then honourable
member for Sandringham. Apparently, he actually sought or induced people to buy wine
by sending letters out to Australian Labor Party members, and there is evidence available
from people who purchased wine from the honourable member for Sandringham that he
actually sold wine from the Parliamentary office.
There is evidence that this took place prior to the State election on 2 March 1985 when
he was the honourable member representing the Sandringham electorate. This raises
several issues. Firstly, Mr Speaker, you alluded this morning to the illegal use of
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Parliamentary offices. It was really the Parliamentary office of the honourable member for
Sandringham-The SPEAKER-Order! I should advise the honourable member for Murray Valley
that I alluded to no such matter. I advised the honourable member when he raised exactly
the same issue on questions without notice that there had been no report of illegal activities
to the responsible officers of this Parliament. Irrespective of what may have occurred
according to what the honourable member is raising during debate on the motion for the
adjournment of the sitting, there has been no report to the responsible officers by individuals
complaining about this matter and the former honourable member's activities in his office.
Mr GAVIN (Coburg)-On a point of order, the Leader of the Opposition is eating in
the Chamber.
The SPEAKER-Order! I am not aware of any Standing Order that prevents an
honourable member from either eating or drinking in the Chamber, so I do not uphold
the point of order.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I want to know why, during the sales of the wine-Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER-Order! The House should come to order. I ask the honourable member
for MurrayValley to allow me at least to attempt to control the House before he continues
with his elucidation of the matter he is wishing to raise.
Mr JASPER-What I really want to know is why there were illegal sales from premises
that were not licensed and why no licence fee was paid. I hope the Minister can explain
why-The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member's time has expired.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr POPE (Monbulk)-I raise a matter with the Minister for Consumer Affairs.
Mr Jasper-No Labor Party member wants to hear what I have to say.
The SPEAKER-Order! I understand the honourable member for Murray Valley to be
an intelligent individual, well educated and well used to the forms of the House. If he does
not respect the forms of the House, I shall have no option but to take action against him.
Mr POPE-The matter concerns two unscrupulous gentlemen, who in the outer-eastern
suburbs and throughout other Melbourne suburbs are purporting to be roof tile painters. I
was first alerted to their actions by one of my constituents whose pensioner parents, Mr
and Mrs O'Connell of 34 Faraday St Boronia, were approached on 17 October by two men
in a red utility who told the elderly couple they would paint their tiled roof for $650.
After some time the O'Connell's decided it would not be a bad idea to have their roof
painted and they withdrew the $650 from the bank on the understanding that the two men
would start work straight away. Some 2 hours later they completed their work, for which
they were paid the agreed amount and the receipt they received stated, "Received the sum
of $650 for the recoating with two coats, paid in full, all work gives a guarantee for 6
years". The receipt was signed A. Hendry of 11 Gray Street, Dandenong, telephone 74245.
Less than an hour after the painting was completed it began to rain and, indeed, all the
roof paint washed off. After endeavouring to contact Mr Hendry at the telephone number
it was found that there was no such phone number, with no such person living in
Dandenong and no Gray Street in Dandenong.
On further inquiries, I discovered that similar cases had occurred throughout Melbourne
suburbs and that the same persons had been operating in Kilsyth and had ripped off
pensioners living in Rye. In fact, my own mother was approached by these unscrupulous
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people who have obviously picked on pensioners who owned houses throughout the
Melbourne suburbs. I understand that they have ripped off thousands of dollars.
The only lead the police have is that they have Scottish accents, on occasions have used
the name of A. Hendry and they purport to be father and son.
This has been occurring over the past few months, and unless some action can be taken
other pensioners will suffer the same fate as the O'Connells and the other pensioners who
have been ripped of[ I hope these crooks can be brought to justice by the police; or if that
is not possible, I call upon the Minister for Consumer Affairs to investigate the matter and
discover exactly what is occurring. At present not only pensioners within my own electorate
but also pensioners throughout Melbourne are being taken for a ride.

Mr PESCOTT (Bennettswood)-I raise for the attention of the Minister for Industry,
Technology and Resources a matter which I ask the Minister at the table to pass on to
him. I refer to the status ofVictour Properties Pty Ltd to raise funds outside the Australian
Loan Council to maintain and refurbish the Mount Buffalo Chalet. During question time
this morning the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources said that the activities
of this company were within the limits set down by the Commonwealth-State funding
arrangements.
The Opposition is pleased to have this assurance. However, this statement is in direct
contrast to published statements by Mr Don Dunstan, Chairman of the Victorian Tourism
Commission, who, in mid 1984, informed the Australian Railways Union that V/Line
could not be a partner in the Mount Buffalo Chalet project because V/Line was not in a
position to borrow moneys outside the restrictions of the financial a~eement between the
States and the Commonwealth. Mr Dunstan told the Australian RaIlways Union that the
Act covering the Victorian Tourism Commission was passed specifically to provide the
commission with the means of creating wholly-owned State companies which could borrow
outside the loan funding arrangements.
Mr Speaker, that is a clear statement and applies to possibilities of Victour Properties
in relation to all matters and not just those relating to the Mount Buffalo Chalet. The
matter I wish to raise with the Minister is this: if the Minister was correct this morning
when he said that the borrowing capacity of Victour Properties was not designed to
circumvent the normal borrowing restriction placed on the States through the Australian
Loan Council, why was Mr Dunstan misleading the Australian Railways Union and,
through that union, the people of Victoria?
As the Minister is aware, the Government has been unable to make satisfactory progress
with its arrangements with the unions for the past two years so that the chalet could be
handed over to Victour Properties to enable that company to reverse the losses that were
being made at that chalet. Last year the chalet incurred losses of$377 000.

Mr Kennett-How much?
Mr PESCOTT-An amount of$377 000. I have a document here which shows that at
a meeting on 16 March 1983 between VicRail and the Victorian Tourism Commission, a
discussion was held at which it was agreed by both sides that it would be possible to hand
over the chalet to Victour Properties on 1 July 1983. More than two years later a handover
has been completed, but not the effective handover. The staff are still being paid for by
V/Line, which means they still come under the Australian Railways Union.
It is no wonder that the unions have been suspicious of the Government when Mr
Dunstan has been passing out misleading information and saying that the deception and
delay has so far cost the Victorian taxpayer approximately $750000, which is the total
sum of money lost by the chalet in the past two years.

Will the Minister please seek a satisfactory explanation from Mr Dunstan for his
misleading statements, insist that Mr Dunstan write a letter to the Australian Railways
Union correcting the misinformation that he provided to it last year and instruct Mr
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Dunstan to send a copy of that letter to me so that I can table it in the House and bring
this sorry story to an end?
Mr W. D. McGRA TH (Lowan)-I refer the Minister for Employment and Industrial
Affairs to a problem relating to the training of apprentices. I have received correspondence
from a Horsham-based company known as Rural Communications Pty Ltd whose
proprietor is Mr Frank Stranieri. In that correspondence he states that for the past ten
years of operation his firm has been successfully training radio apprentices.
The only way the country employees can receive their theory training is to go to
Melbourne on block release for sixteen weeks a year. There is a possibility that the block
release program will cease to exist, in which case those apprentices will be forced to travel
to Melbourne one day a week to undergo their theory training as radio apprentices.
Country apprentices should be assisted in every possible way. It is not always possible
to provide the equipment needed, particularly in the electronics and radio field. Mr
Stranieri points out in his letter that the test equipment and the two-way radio equipment
has not always been readily available for apprentices who come to the city on block release
programs. As he said, the Government has rectified this to a degree by increasing the funds
and updating the technology of the test equipment and the transceivers.
It is of concern to a rural communications business such as this that it has, on a number
of occasions, sought from the Commonwealth Employment Service qualified people with
skills in television and two-way radio repairs and receiver technology but has never been
able to obtain those skilled personnel. It is always necessary for the company to undertake
apprenticeship training.

If the Industrial Training Commission decides that these apprentices should not have
the privilege of block release programs but must travel to the city one day a week throughout
their apprenticeship training, Mr Stranieri fears that he will not be able to continue to
attract apprentices to the trade.
I am being the victim of plenty of interjections from Government members who are not
interested in apprenticeships; that is nothing new.
I bring this matter to the attention of the Minister for Employment and Industrial
Affairs and hope he will examine the position to ascertain whether the problem can be
overcome. Attending school in Melbourne one day a week throughout the year is convenient
for metropolitan apprentices, but it is not convenient for those who live 200 miles away.
It is better for them to undertake a block release program rather than being required to
travel to Melbourne one day a week throughout their apprenticeship courses.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr McDONALD (Whittlesea)-When J was small my mother took me to the zoo
where I threw stones at one of the great apes. My mother said, "If you throw stones at
those apes, they will die and one will come back to haunt you". I am afraid my mother's
words have come true.
The SPEAKER-Order! Will the honourable member advise the Chair to which Minister
he is referring?
Mr McOONALD-I bring to the notice of the Minister for Transport the public transport
situation in Craigieburn.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr McDONALD-Ifl throw peanuts, honourable members will scratch themselves.
After being elected to represent the people ofCraigiebum, I became aware of the lack of
public transport services in that area. The only service consisted of two trains a day in and
out of Craigieburn. Following representations to the then Minister of Transport, a
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40-minute bus service was provided between Craigieburn and Upfield, meeting with the
suburban rail service.
Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER-Order! It is impossible for the Chair to hear the honourable member,
and those responsible for keeping the record cannot hear. I ask the honourable member to
recommence his remarks.
Mr McOONALO-This service has been appreciated by the residents of Craigieburn.
It allows housewives to visit and meet with people from outside their own area.
Mrs Joan Dudman, a member of the Craigieburn public transport action committee,
has made representations to me to have the starting time of the first bus from Craigieburn
altered from 8.10 a.m. to 6.50 a.m. to allow factory and office workers, as well as students,
to avail themselves of the service.
Mrs Dudman also pointed to the need for an internal bus service in Craigieburn so that
people living on the periphery of this extending township can have access to the shopping
centre. The present population of Craigieburn is 7000 and that is increasing at the rate of
12 per cent per annum, which makes it one of the most rapidly expanding suburbs of
Melbourne.
The honourable members for Broadmeadows and Keilor have also received
representations from constituents to have the rail line from Broadmeadows to Craigieburn
upgraded and electrified. The line is the boundary between the electorates of Keilor and
Broadmeadows and the heavily populated suburbs of Coolaroo and Bethal which are
situated adjacent to this line. The present population of those two suburbs is approximately
10 000 and is still expanding. The upgrading and electrification of the Broadmeadows to
Craigieburn line would provide a much needed rail service to those people as well as the
residents of Craigieburn.
I ask the Minister to investigate the possibility of providing an earlier bus service on the
Craigieburn to Upfield service and of an internal service for the people of Craigieburn.
This would be an interim measure while the investigation is carried out on the electrification
and upgrading of the Broadmeadows to Craigieburn lines.
Mr DICKINSON (South Barwon)-I direct a matter to the attention of the Minister
for the Arts concerning representations that have been made to me by the Geelong local
government committee and the City of Newtown with respect to the Geelong Art Gallery
requesting money to assist it in further funding the needs of the gallery. I understand that
the gallery committee is now reviewing its method of operation in order to make the
gallery more appealing to the general public and that a number of councils have already
agreed to increase their contributions. They hope that the consultative committee of the
Ministry for the Arts will favourably view the needs of the Geelong Art Gallery.
The Minister will appreciate that the gallery services a community of 170000 people
and has enjoyed a very good reputation over the years for exhibiting fine works of art. The
gallery caters for the many tourists from Melbourne who visit the area during the summer
season-approximately 100000 people. The Deputy Town Clerk of the City of Newtown
has addressed members of Parliament in Geelong to the effect that the council is aware
that the State Government has not increased its financial contribution to the gallery in
recent years and this has not assisted the financial difficulties faced by the gallery committee.
I ask the Minister for the Arts to view favourably the request made by the Geelong Art
Gallery, and will give some assurance that its needs will be met in the very near future.
Or COGHILL (Werribee)-I raise a matter with the Deputy Premier in his capacity as
Leader of the House and direct his attention to the scandalous behaviour of the Opposition
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in recent days in disrupting debate in the Legislati ve Assembly by repeatedly and
unnecessarily calling for a quorum.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-I raise a point of order, Mr Speaker. I take great exception
to the remarks of the honourable member for Werribee, and I ask that they be withdrawn.
They reflect on me personally.
Mr WEIOEMAN (Frankston South)-On the point of order, Mr Speaker, I understood
that the debate on the motion for the adjournment of the sitting was a method of raising
with Ministers matters of urgency that normally could not be raised.
The matter to which the honourable member for Werribee refers is a general matter and
should be raised in private with you, Sir, or with the Deputy Premier.
Mr W. D. McGRA TH (Lowan)-I also wish to speak on the point of order, Mr Speaker.
The honourable member for Werribee commenced his remarks by saying he wished to
bring to the attention of the Deputy Premier the disgraceful behavIOur of the opposition
parties.
I believe that is a direct reflection on you, Sir, as the controller and Speaker of the
House, and I ask you to rule him out of order.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Doncaster requested that the
remarks made by the honourable member for Werribee should be withdrawn by him, and
I call upon the honourable member for Werribee to do so.
Or cOGHILL (Werribee)-I withdraw, Sir.
The SPEAKER-Order! On the further points of order raised, I do not believe I am
able to rule on them as I have yet to hear the matters towards which the honourable
member for Werribee is driving.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-Mr Speaker, the point of order I wish to
raise is, given that in raising the matter the honourable member for Werribee was casting
a reflection on the way in which a political party or members of this place-who are duly
elected-utilize the forms of the House when coming together, quite obviously the
honourable member for Werribee was trying to infer that what we were on about in terms
of our utilization of the procedures was not correct.
All I can do is direct your attention to Standing Order'S. Everything the Opposition has
done in this Chamber since, unfortunately, the time it arrived on this side of the House,
has been in accordance with Standing Orders. Therefore, I believe the honourable member
for Werribee is simply trying to waste the time of the House.
Or cOGHILL (Werribee)-On the point of order, Mr Speaker, the purpose of my
raising this matter with the Deputy Premier-The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member that I will hear him on the
point of order raised by the Leader of the Opposition, but not on an explanation of the
remarks that he wishes to address to the House.
Or COG HILL-Thank you, Mr Speaker. The Leader of the Opposition has asserted
that the matter I have raised is somehow or other a reflection on honourable members,
being members of his own party. That is not the way in which I was raising the matter. I
was pointing out the effect of the action that was taken by the Opposition, which was
extremely disruptive and was an unnecessary and improper use of the Standing Orders
and forms of this House.
The SPEAKER-Order! I uphold the point of order raised by the Leader of the
Opposition. I did not have an opportunity of hearing the remarks of the honourable
member for Werribee because they were interrupted by a series of points of order. The
honourable member for Springvale, who interjects, is out of his place. Unfortunately, I
cannot rule on whether the remarks ofthe honourable member for Werribee were in order.
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The time for matters to be raised in the debate on the motion for the adjournment of
the sitting has now concluded.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-The honourable
member for Werribee endeavoured to-The SPEAKER-Order! I should advise the Deputy Premier that the matters raised or
attempted to be raised by the honourable member for Werribee were nowhere near to
being concluded. I shall call the Deputy Premier, but I advise him that the honourable
member for Werribee did not in any way conclude his remarks.
Therefore, any matter that the Deputy Premier raises as the respondent is hypothetical.
Mr FORDHAM-It is certainly correct that the honourable member for Werribee did
not conclude his remarks because of the intervention of the Leader of the Opposition but
he did draw attention to the lack of decorum of the Opposition.
I was addressing my remarks to the narrow area brought forward by the honourable
member for Werribee. Obviously I cannot address myself to other areas because they were
not put before the House. I accede to your ruling, as always, Mr Speaker. The honourable
member for Werribee simply directed attention to repeated quorum calls. I would not
have been surprised ifhe had been referred to the Standing Orders recently adopted by the
New South Wales Legislative Assembly which introduced a one only quorum call a day. I
was simply responding to that aspect.
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker. The Government
made a mockery of Parliament today and is now making a mockery of the debate on the
motion for the adjournment of the sitting. The remarks of the Deputy Premier are out of
order and inconsistent with the warning you have just given, Mr Speaker.
The SPEAKER-Order! I do not uphold the point of order.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker. Matters
raised in the debate on the motion for the adjournment of the sitting deal with this House
and not with the New South Wales Parliament. If this House finds itself in a situation
where the Government cannot keep the numbers and it has to keep the quorum bells
ri ngi ng, so be it.
The SPEAKER-Order! I shall rule on that point of order. There is no point of order.
The Deputy Premier was making an analogy between the two Houses and he is in order.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-In conclusion,
Mr Speaker, it is obviously a matter to which honourable members on both sides of the
House should give consideration. The present arrangements are clearly unsatisfactory and
I am sure that you, Mr Speaker, in your wisdom, will also give consideration to the present
situation.
The honourable member for Bennettswood spoke on the issue of the Mount Buffalo
Chalet. I thought he would have learned something from his misplaced tirade oflast week.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr FORDnAM-We have seen tonight a repeat of his total misunderstanding of the
facts of the matter. He made what I believe is a cowardly attack on Mr Don Dunstan.
In terms of the references to Mr Dunstan, I ask the honourable member for Bennettswood
whether he bothered to take the trouble of discussing the matter with the Chairman of the
Victorian Tourism Commission before he raised the matter in the way that he did. I am
sure if he had gone to the trouble of discussing the issue with Mr Dunstan, he would not
have made a fool of himself as he did last week and again today.
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Honourable members who are concerned can contact my department and speak to
people who are available for consultation. Ifhonourable members are genuinely interested
in the operation of my portfolio, I suggest they use that opportunity in the future.
The honourable member for Bennettswood also made a fundamental error. I repeat
what I said during question time this morning that, prior to 30 June 1984, the present
global limits that operate today for the Australian Loan Council did not exist. This is an
arrangement that has operated since 30 June 1984 and has involved successive
Governments, both Liberal and Labor, whereby the Government agencies and authorities
with the blessing of the Commonwealth and with the support of both Liberal and Labor
Governments were able to take loan raising in various forms outside the control of the
Loan Council.
The letter the honourable member referred to was dated prior to June 30 1984. The
bringing of the Mount Buffalo Chalet within the Victorian Tourism Commission happened
post-1984. Clearly, it is owned by VicTour Properties Pty Ltd, which is an arm of the
Victorian Tourism Commission and works within the Loan Council global limits. It was
twice made clear to the honourable member last week. I am sorry that he cannot understand
it. I suggest that the honourable member for Malvern who understands the situation could
give a tutorial to new members in the Liberal Party so that they, too, understand the
situation.
It is self-evident that it has taken a considerable time for this transfer of responsibility
from the railways to the Victorian Tourism Commission to become effective. I regret that
it has taken as long as it has, but at least it has happened. The previous Government talked
about it and exchanged correspondence, but nothing happened. Under the Labor
Government, it has at last happened.

Mr TREZISE (Minister for Sport and Recreation)-I shall direct the matter raised by
the honourable member for Lowan to the attention of the Minister for Employment and
Industrial Affairs and have him reply to it.
The honourable member for Ivanhoe raised a matter regarding alternative
accommodation for groups currently using Flinders Park. He mentioned that groups
involved with Moomba and the May Day march are concerned about the matter, but I
indicate that their concerns have been taken into consideration. The matter has been
discussed with people involved with the Moomba organization and they are quite satisfied
with the situation. They will be far better off under the new situation than they were in the
past. So that the details of each individual group can be given, I will request the chairman
of the steering committee to come to Parliament House tomorrow to advise the honourable
member accordingly.

Mr MATHEWS (Minister for the Arts)-The honourable member for South Barwon
raised with me the question of Government funding of the Geelong Art Gallery. Geelong
has a fine regional gallery and the Government is delighted to have been able to support it
extensively in years gone by, as will be the case in the current financial year. Not only does
the gallery receive funding from the Government but also it shares in the Government's
contributions towards the cost of the conservation workshop in Ballarat, the
Statewide-Victorian Government Art Foundation and many other areas of Government
activity. The Government has at all times supported Geelong to the utmost of its capacity,
and that will be futher increased in the current financial year by a direct contribution
towards the new Geelong Art Gallery Art Foundation.
The honourable member for Murray Valley raised the question of what he suggested to
the House had been offences committed against the Liquor Control Act by the former
honourable member for Sandringham. I am advised that, during the election campaign, a
plain-clothes policeman purchased two bottles of wine from the trainee at the Sandringham
electorate office. That was done in the absence of the former honourable member for
Sandringham.
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I am advised that the Police Force investigated the matter and, subsequently, the former
honourable member for Sandringham was interviewed, as were members of his staff. I was
advised that the police formed the view that the trainee had misunderstood instructions
and had no intention of breaking the law.
The police, I am told, advised the former honourable member for Sandringham two
months ago that no further action would be taken on the matter. They informed him, I
am advised, that there was no evidence a~ainst him and that he had committed no offence
as the wine was not his and he had not tned to sell it.
I am advised that the former honourable member for Sandringham has never been
charged nor have charges been laid against anyone else in regard to this matter. Finally, I
am advised that it is likely that the honourable member for Murray Valley has relied on
an erroneous report that appeared in a publication known as the "Hampton Bugle", which
is being sued over the report.

Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-The honourable member for Monbulk
raised with me the matter of a couple of shady operators in his electorate who are offering
to paint the roof tiles and attempting to rip off pensioners. It is deplorable that they are
charging $650 for this service. I am most concerned about the activities of these crooks
because, in many cases, roofs do not need painting. I suggest that people obtain expert
advice before agreeing to have their roofs painted.
The Ministry of Consumer Affairs has received many complaints about this situation.
Even when roofs have been painted, in many instances the shine and the gloss have been
taken off and concrete tiles have leaked fairly quickly.
Unless the job is professionally done, when it rains, the paint is washed off, as the
honourable member pointed out. Even when a coat of paint is applied, the job is not
satisfactory. I shall ask the Minister to examine the problem urgently to ensure that it does
not occur again.
I also ask other honourable members in the area to ensure that this type of activity does
not happen again. In many cases the work is unwarranted and honourable members on
this side of the House, at least, want to ensure that pensioners do not waste money on
shady operators. I thank the honourable member for Monbulk for his vi~lance and for
his adequate representation of this electorate, which is more than can be saId for members
of the Opposition.

Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-The honourable member for Whittlesea referred
to the services at Craigieburn. As honourable members would be aware, there has been a
significant improvement in services to Craigieburn over the past year. Prior to February
this year Craigieburn residents had only the weekday services provided by V/Line. Since
February there has been a bus service-route 532-which was introduced to fill a large
gap in the rail service durin~ the day. The new bus service connects with other trains at
Upfield, with one exception In the evening peak time.
Mr Kennett-How much are you losing a month?
Mr ROPER-I imagine the Leader of the Opposition would not be aware of transport
services in the Craigieburn area, but the honourable member for Whittlesea is interested.
The service that is operating has been building patronage over the past eight months and
we will be examining the situation to ascertain whether further improvements can be
made.
The Leader of the Opposition speaks about the loss except when some service affects
his electorate or the electorates of his collea~ues. When this happens the immediate
argument is that more services should be prOVIded. The honourable member for Bulleen
is always calling for more services and the honourable member for Momin~ton is always
asking for more money to be spent in his electorate. If one added up all ofthelf suggestions,
they would amount to tens of millions of dollars.
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It is proposed that an examination will be made of the Craigieburn service to ascertain
whether there is an opportunity for modification to the services to provide for an earlier
morning departure, and that will depend on the demand.

The honourable member referred to the electrification of the line. This matter was
examined by my predecessor who suggested that the capital cost of doing so would be in
the order of $600 000 a year; this compares with the cost of the additional bus service of
$ 50 000 to $60 000 a year.
The cost benefit ratio of such a move would be between 0-11 and 0-23, depending on a
passenger increase of either 15 per cent or 100 per cent. There would have to be a
considerable increase in passenger requirement before such a heavy capital and recurrent
expenditure could be undertaken. However, as there has been a significant improvement
already this year in services to and from Craigieburn, we certainly hope that this can be
maintained in the future and that modifications to the time-tables improve.
The motion was agreed to.

The House adjourned at 12.15 a. m. (Wednesday).
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Wednesday, 30 October 1985
The SPEAKER (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds) took the chair at 11.4 a.m. and read the
prayer.

RULES GOVERNING QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
The SPEAKER-Order! On 23 October the Deputy Premier asked whether I would
consider guidelines for questions without notice. Over recent weeks I have experienced
some difficulty in allowing questions of Ministers in respect of their relationship with a
political party.
The content of questions to Ministers must relate to their area of administration.
Basically, questions should relate to the public affairs with which they are officially
connected, to proceedings pending in Parliament or to matters of administration for which
they are responsible.
It is not in order to ask questions on employers' organizations, trade unions, political
parties, and so on, or to ask for information about the activities of such persons or bodies
for which Ministers have no power to perform or obtain.

I have previously advised the House of rules that should apply generally to questions
without notice. In my opinion those rules should still apply for the good conduct of the
House and I refer honourable members to Hansard of2 October 1984, page 682, for those
rules.
During recent weeks it has also been necessary for the Chair to draw attention to
Standing Order No. 108 which covers offensive words, digressions and imputations. On
this matter I refer honourable members to May's Parliamentary Practice, twentieth edition,
at pages 430-432. Unless the discussion is based upon a substantive motion, reflections
must not be cast in debate upon the conduct of honourable members of either House.
I advise honourable members that I propose to enforce Standing Order No. 108
concerning imputations against honourable members.
I also reiterate my comments of 2 October 1984, that the use of question time is in the
hands of honourable members and, by adhering to the rules and practices, they will allow
a greater opportunity to exist for asking questions within the time limits laid down by
Standing Orders.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition) (By leave)-Mr Speaker, given the wideranging potential implications of the announcement you have just made, I wonder whether
you might see fit to circulate the copy of the address you have given to the House so that
members of Parliament on all sides can consider the statement and, if necessary, seek your
counsel to discuss it further at some stage in the future.
The SPEAKER-Order! The answer is, "Yes".

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

SANCTIONS AGAINST SOUTH AFRICA
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I address my question without notice to
the Premier and I refer to the Premier's statement on South Africa and the response to
that statement by the Premier of New South Wales that he wanted to be sure that Australian
workers were protected by sanctions introduced on South Africa. In light of the statement
by the Premier of New South Wales that everyone can be full oflight, conscience, decency
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and purity if it is at someone else's expense, can the Premier inform the House what is the
economic value of the Victorian proposed sanctions, which companies, Government
departments or agencies are involved, and how many Victorian jobs are at risk as a result
of the Government's spur of the moment decision?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-The question from the Leader of the Opposition again
demonstrates his lack of understanding of this issue. It is not a spur of the moment
decision. It is in response to a letter received from the Prime Minister some weeks ago.
The Leader of the Opposition seems not to understand that the sanctions are in support
of the Federal Government's stand and its policy. The direct impact of the Victorian
decision and of the Federal Government's decision, I believe, will be minimal on Australian
companies. That is as it should be.
The Leader of the Opposition should understand, as he seems not to do, that the
sanctions are directed against South Africa and not against Australian companies. That
seems to be the lack of understanding that the Opposition has on this matter.
The Government has been advised that the sanctions will not lead to any key goods
currently supplied by South Africa being unavailable in Australia. In fact, it could well
lead to goods currently being supplied from South Africa now coming from within Australia
and therefore leading to increased economic activity in this country, which would be a
good thing.
The Leader of the Opposition again sits on the fence; the Leader of the National Party
has already made his views known and I do not agree with them. The sanctions are there
for political impact. There has been a major disinvestment from South Africa over the
past six months and that has resulted in a number of businesses calling on the South
African Government to improve conditions for the non-white work force and that is the
aim of the Federal Government on this issue.
To suggest, as is implied in the question, that in some way the Victorian Government's
position is weakened because there will be no great cost to the Victorian Government or
to the companies in this country is to completely miss the point. It shows a lack of
understanding of the sanctions, which are based on the premise that they will hurt-Mr
Malcolm Fraser yesterday agreed with that-the sanctions are directed at the South African
regime and not at the State or the country imposing them.
Mr Ross-Edwards-Rubbish!
Mr CAIN-The Leader of the National Party totally opposes sanctions against South
Africa; he can therefore clearly be seen as a supporter of that racist nation.
Mr Ross-Edwards-That is not true!
Mr CAIN-I repeat, the Leader of the National Party can be seen as a supporter of that
racist regime in South Africa, which is based on the exploitation of black and coloured
people. The honourable gentleman said yesterday that he has twice been to South Africa
and that may make him an apologist for the South African regime.
Mr Ross-Edwards-I know something about it.
Mr CAIN-It makes the honourable gentleman an apologist but it does not make him
appear to be a believer in justice.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr CAIN-I ask the Leader of the National Party: what did he do in South Africa when
he was there? Did he not see the exploitation; did he not see the injustice that exists in that
country and is recognized by others who are more objective than he?
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Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-On a point of order, the Premier is now
seeking to waste the time of the House; he is debating the issue and, if Standing Orders are
to have any meaning, I suggest he should be ruled out of order.
The SPEAKER-Order! I am not upholding the point of order at this stage; I ask the
Premier to come back to the question. He has extended the question to some extent but I
do not believe he is debating the subject yet.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-The Leader of the National Party and the Leader of the Opposition
have not yet indicated whether they are opposed to or support what has been the view of
others as recently as the Commonwealth Heads of Government Meeting some two weeks
ago. I ask the Leader of the Opposition to state where he stands. The Leader of the
National Party has made his position clear. Are they for a Government that seeks to
impose sanctions; that seeks to give a message to that Government or are they supporting
that Government? This is a matter of principle. It is not about dollars and cents; it is about
principles. Are the honourable gentlemen for them or against them?

ELECTORAL COMPLAINTS
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS (Leader of the National Party)-I direct a question to the
Premier on a matter about which he knows something on this occasion. It concerns the
inquiries by the police and the Ombudsman in respect of alleged malpractices throughout
Victoria during the last State electio,n campaign and in the Nunawading by-election
campaign. Can the Premier advise the House whether the Government intends to release
the results of the various inquiries that are taking place-now some seven or eight-as
they come to hand, or will he withhold them and produce them all at the one time?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-Ifthe Leader of the National Party is referring to the process that
the Chief Electoral Officer is taking under the Act, that is a matter for the Chief Electoral
Officer to determine. The police have a course to follow in their investigations.
I want to say that Parliament had better take stock of where it is going on these issues.
It had better decide whether it wants to continue to intrude into the investigation process

and seek to usurp the role that it has laid down for a person appointed under an Act of
this Parliament.
It had also better decide, in another place, whether it wants to ensure that this Parliament
again takes on the role of the courts. That is the stage we are reaching. We have to make
up our minds whether we are here to pass legislation and to act as a Parliament in the
sense that has become traditional in this country, or whether we are going to allow people
to get down into the gutter of politics and seek, for their grubby political ends, to use this
place day after day to pre-empt the role of another person.

Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the National Party)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker:
I refer to the ruling you gave a few minutes ago that imputations must not be made against
a member. The Premier is now suggesting that some of us are getting down into the gutter.
I asked a very simple question as to when the results of certain inquiries would be made
public-no more and no less than that. In line with your ruling, Mr Speaker, I request an
answer without being slandered by the Premier.
An Honourable Member-The Premier should sit down.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I shall speak on the point of order. I will sit down when told by
the Speaker to do so, and not by anybody else.
On the point of order, Mr Speaker, I believe it is proper for me, in answer to the
question from the Leader of the National Party, to point out what the role is of those to
whom he has referred and what role this Parliament has given to them. It is perfectly
pertinent to that point of order to indicate what that role is, what Parliament has done
and how it is being subverted by design by members of the Opposition at the moment.
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The SPEAKER-Order! The Leader of the National Party raised a point of order, on
which the Premier has also addressed me. I do not believe the Premier had, by imputation,
mentioned any particular member; he had not named any particular member.
There has been no change made in relation to answers to questions in the time that I
have held this office in respect of whether a Minister wishes to answer a question or
whether he wishes not to do so. He may not debate the subject and, where that has
occurred, I have been as firm as it is possible to be. If the Premier chooses to respond to
the question in a manner that is unsatisfactory to the Leader of the National Party, the
Leader of the National Party may, in his turn, ask a slightly different question. I do not
uphold the point of order.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-On a further point of order, Mr Speaker, I
wish to clarify what you have just said and what you said at the beginning of question
time. I refer you to Standing Order No. 108 which provides:
No Member shall use offensive or unbecoming words in reference to any Member.....

It does not specify that the words must apply to an individual member.

All I am trying to say is that if you are concerned about the running of this House, as I
know you are, Sir, and you want to make rulings on the basis of the statement you made
to the House earlier, then the point of order raised by the Leader of the National Party is
quite in order.
Standing Order No. 108 does not refer to specific members. All honourable members
should abide by Standing Orders and they cannot be selectively used against a particular
honourable member. I suggest Standing Order No. 108, where it quite clearly refers to any
member, applies to the Premier's remarks and that the Premier should be ruled out of
order and take back the words he expressed.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-It is extraordinary
that the Opposition would seek to use up question time by raising points of order-it used
to be the other way around.
The reality is, Mr Speaker, that if you accepted the points made by the Leader of the
Opposition, Parliamentary debate would be almost totally and utterly stifled. The Premier
was simply saying that Parliament had the risk of being seen as in the gutter.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr FORDHAM-If a comment like that is not within order, I repeat that I believe we
cannot have sensible Parliamentary debate.
No individual honourable member was highlighted by the Premier in his remarks, and,
for that reason, the point of order should not be supported.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order!
Mr PLOWMAN (Evelyn)-On the same point of order, Mr Speaker, honourable
members just heard from the Leader of the House a rather varied version of the answer
that I heard from the Premier, in which the Premier looked very hard at the Leader of the
National Party and said, "You ought to get out of the gutter" .

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr PLOWMAN-It was not a general reference to the fact that Parliament might be
seen to be delving into the gutter. It was a general reference to this side of the Parliamentand I find a lot of agreement to my point of order from the back benches on the Government
side.
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I believe all honourable members on this side of the House would take exception to the
remarks made by the Premier that we should all get out of the gutter and, on that ground
alone, Mr Speaker, I believe you should uphold the point of order.
The SPEAKER-Order! I do not intend to uphold the point of order. If the Leader of
the Opposition or the Leader of the National Party takes offence at a particular
generalization that is used by the Premier in this case, it is up to him to seek the withdrawal
of the expression.
If I believe the Premier or any other honourable member has gone further than he
should and if I find an expression offensive, I shall seek it to be withdrawn. To date,
nobody has asked that the expression the Premier used be withdrawn because it was
unparliamentary.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-Therefore, Sir, I seek the, withdrawal of
the imputations made by the Premier.
The SPEAKER-Order! I am in the position of having to ask the Premier to advise me
asto-Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER-Order! I shall ask the Leader of the Opposition what are the words he
seeks to be withdrawn.
Mr KENNETT -The Premier used the words that we on this side, in another place,
have gotten down into the gutter in terms of the activities we were pursuing.
This is an imputation under Standing Order No. 108. I find it offensive, and I ask the
Premier to withdraw it.
The SPEAKER-Order! I call on the Premier to withdraw the expression.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I withdraw, if the Opposition finds the gutter offensive. In the
case of the Leader of the National Party, he has not gotten in the gutter; he is still in the
trough.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the National Party}-Mr Speaker, question time is
becoming a farce. I find that last remark of the Premier most offensive, and unbecoming
of him; I ask him to withdraw it.
The SPEAKER-Order! The Leader of the National Party finds the last remark made
by the Premier offensive, and I ask the Premier to withdraw the remark.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I do not wish to make matters any more difficult for you, Mr
Speaker, than they have already been made by the Opposition. I shall withdraw, if the
Leader of the National Party is upset.
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS (Leader of the National Party)-On a further point of order,
Mr Speaker, I requested a withdrawal of the offensive remark, regardless of whether it
upset me. A principle is involved; I and other members of this House withdraw without
qualification. The Premier must observe the rules of this House and do likewise.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I withdraw, in deference to your ruling, Mr Speaker.
I shall get back to answering the question. Before the House was distracted and diverted,
I was making the point that, through their behaviour in regard to these various matters,
the Opposition and the National Party are trying to give to this House a role which it
should not have-a role of sitting and glossing upon an investigation process that
Parliament has given to a designated officer and a role of trying to play the part of the
courts.
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If Parliament is going to get into those two roles, it will lose the respect of the electorate
and is opening a vast area of abuse of this place. I want honourable members to understand
that. If the Upper House wishes to proceed today with its little games, and if the Opposition
and the National Party in this House wish to proceed with the same type of little games
and waste time when the real business of government is administering this State, it is on
them.
What will happen is that a whole host of occasions will arise where people are invited to
come before the Bar of the House, and if they choose not to, inferences will be drawn. A
number of cases will arise where people are directed to come before the Bar of the House,
as happened in 1969.
Mr Kennett-What have you got to fear?
Mr CAIN-Democracy has a lot to fear if this place is abused and if the processes of
this House are abused by members of the Opposition and the National Party who seek to
cut across the due processes that Parliament has laid down for designated persons and
structures in this State. That is the issue. To suggest that there should be some indication
by the Government on what it will do with respect to intruding into the roles of those
persons as to what they do with their reports is further evidence of the desire of the
Opposition and the National Party to get into this area of activity and subvert the role of
Parliament. That is not the role of Parliament.

HOME OWNERSHIP
Mr SEITZ (Keilor)-Will the Premier inform the House of the steps being taken to
assist home ownership, particularly with regard to home loan interest rates?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-At lunchtime today, in company with the Minister for Housing,
I will be announcing details of the latest Government initiative to enable more Victorians
to own their own homes. It is to be called the deferred interest scheme, and the initiative
will involve four of the major domestic banks. It will, for the first time in this country,
provide a mechanism whereby low income families can qualify for bank housing loans at
the usual home loan interest rate.
This is the first time in this country that Government and the private banks have
combined to assist low income earners. I am confident that other States will follow
Victoria's lead.
Since coming to office, the Labor Party has placed great emphasis on home finance.
Some $20 million was allocated in the Budget, and that has been directed to low income
families. Today's announcement is a further positive example of the initiatives the
Government is taking to enable more Victorians to own their own homes.
I commend the Minister for Housing and all those who have been associated with the
Government in this venture.

NUNA WADING BY-ELECTION
Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-I refer to the fact that in today's issue of the Post the
journalist Phillip Maguire has denied the allegations made against him under Parliamentary
privilege by the Minister for Police and Emergency Services and has stated that the
Minister had supported a project of Mr Maguire's with the mountain cattlemen eighteen
months ago. I ask will the Minister for Police and Emergency Services now repeat outside
Parliament the allegation he made last Wednesday that Mr Maguire "fraudulently posed
as a mountain cattleman deliberately· misleading the electors," or was the MInister's
allegation really designed to pervert the course of justice?
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-I reiterate my
astonishment that members of the Opposition continue to bring up this matter that so
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effectively highlights the campaign of dirty tricks in which the Liberal Party involved itself
at the time of the N unawading by-election.
The honourable member for Gippsland West draws to my attention a statement that
was made by Mr Miller alias Mr Maguire over the week-end, when he touted among
journalists in Melbourne-and I use the word "touted" advisedly, because that was the
response of the journalists to his action-a letter that he had received over my signature
in connection with the sesquicentennial and the bicentennial celebrations.
I direct your attention, Mr Speaker, to the fact that Mr Miller alias Mr Maguire orginally
came to the attention of this House under his alias as "Maguire" because it was as Phillip
Maguire that he posed as a mountain district cattleman outside a polling booth in
Nunawading. His application for support in the context of the sesquicentenary was made
under the name "Miller". I say to the House very plainly indeed that people who choose
to parade around the country under aliases have nobody to blame but themselves for the
consequences that may ensue from that deception. I go further-Mr Kennett-Say that outside the Parliament!
Mr MA THEWS-The Leader of the Opposition is notoriously prone to shooting
himself in the foot, which is a potentially fatal practice when the foot is so often in his
mouth.
I direct the attention of the House to another aspect of this deception. As I have
reminded the House on several occassions, Mr Miller alias Mr Maguire was employed on
behalf of the Liberal Party to produce articles lauding the Mountain District Cattlemen's
Association and blackguarding the alpine national park proposal of the Government.
None of his articles, irrespective of whether they were published over the by-line of
··Miller", as some were, or over the by-line of"Maguire", as some others were, contained
any suggestion whatsoever of the claim that Mr Miller alias Mr Maguire apparently now
puts forward, that he was in some way a lobbyist on behalf of the Mountain District
Cattlemen's Association. Ifindeed Mr Miller alias Mr Maguire was a lobbyist on behalf of
the Mountain District Cattlemen's Association, his Nunawading Post articles have
compounded his deception of the voters of the Nunawading Province by a serious breach
of his ethics as a journalist.

SANCTIONS AGAINST SOUTH AFRICA
Mr HANN (Rodney)-What plans, if any, does the Minister for Employment and
Industrial Affairs have to alleviate additional unemployment that will be caused as a result
of the State Government's decision to apply sanctions against South Africa?
Mr CRABB (Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs)-It may' be that the
honourable member for Rodney has not been in Victoria for some time, but Ifhe had been
he would have noticed that Victoria has the lowest rate of unemployment in Australia and
the best improvement in the rate of unemployment in Australia-that is, in regard to both
the number of workers employed in the State, and the number of unemployed young
people.
I assure the honourable member that there is every prospect of those figures continuing
to improve. Projections for the foreseeable future show that Victoria will continue to
improve the rate of employment and overcome the depth to which it had dropped before
the Labor Party came to office.

INDUSTRIAL ACTION IN SCHOOLS
Mrs RAY (Box Hill)-Can the Minister for Education inform the House of the current
situation in relation to the disputes in Victorian schools last week?
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-I am delighted to inform honourable members
that I am much more confident that I can bring an end to the industrial disputes that have
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disrupted schools in this State. The difficulty was to find a basis on which the Government
would reach agreement with the unions. From the outset I made it clear that the basis that
was determined by the Budget appropriations and the Budget strategy of the Government
had to be realistic.
Honourable members well know that the Government has made the T AFE sector of
education a priority. It has done that not only because of the reflection of the economic
recovery in this State under the Labor Government, but also because it will have to find
more teachers, more resources and more class-rooms to cope with the 27 per cent increase
in the number of first-year apprentices this year. That will also flow through the T AFE
sector in later years.
As part of the Government's commitment to the whole development of technical and
further education and vocational education, it will be opening three new T AFE colleges in
the new year. Two of those colleges must be completely staffed; one will be located at
Broadmeadows and the other in the outer east. As well as that a number of departments
have a commitment to the Youth Guarantee Scheme and work study positions in health;
the railways; education; T AFE; and conservation, forests and lands. Approximately 1250
workstudy positions will be made available with the study element being undertaken in
the T AFE sector.
Important commitments were made in the Budset Papers to addressing the failure of
the Federal Government to fund pre-school educatton in the State. Now the Government
has had to make further commitments in that area and a decision will have to be made at
both a Commonwealth and State level on the development of nursing education out of
hospitals and in the colleges of advanced education.
In view of those restraints I am pleased to be able to inform the House that by breaking
through some of the difficulties and by offering a two-year agreement to look at additional
resources in future for teachers, schools and school communities, I am very confident that
agreement can be reached with the primary school teachers, the Victorian Teachers Union
and the Technical Teachers Union. I hope the Government can reach a similar two-year
agreement with the Victorian Secondary Teachers Association.
This afternoon three Ministers-the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs,
the Minister for Public Works and I-will meet with the Victorian Secondary Teachers
Associat\on to try to make further progress towards achieving industrial harmony and
peace in Victoria's schools during the next two years.

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

Child care and kindergarten programs
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:

We the undersigned wish to express our concerns regarding the future child care and kindergarden programs
in the State of Victoria.
We parents of young children and citizens of your electorate seek your assurance that these services, which are
essential to the well-being of the community will continue to be provided and funded as in the past by your
Government not only in the coming year but in the years that lie ahead.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Maclellan (42 signatures)

Murray Goulburn factory
TOTHE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER OFTHE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:

The humble petition of the Art Resource Collective, of the State of Victoria, respectfully sheweth that the
Murray Goulburn Factory premises, Main Street, Yinnar have enabled the Art Resource Collective:
(i) To begin to realize its objectives in the area of community arts and to have a high profile and good
influence in the community;
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(ii) to create and provide artists with employment in the field of their training; and
(iii) to expand its activities in community arts including seminar series, holiday programs, courses and
workshops, school visits, films, lectures. exhibitions and consultancy and to provide access to facilities
and resources in areas of ceramics, printmaking, music. fabric printing and sewing, woodwork,
metalwork, photography. painting studio space, meeting room and office, storeroom, children's area
and large multi-purpose space.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that every possible step be taken to secure the tenure of the Murray
Goulburn Factory, Main Street, Yinnar in order to ensure that the Art Resource Collective continues contributing
to community arts in the region and your petitioners as in duty bound will ever pray etc.

By Miss Callister (76 signatures)
I t 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:
Coal Corporation of Victoria-Report for the six months ended 30 June 1985.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts:
Financial Institutions Duty Act I 982-No. 341.
Transport Act 1983-No. 342.
T own and Country Planning Act 1961:
Melbourne Metropolitan Planning Scheme, Amendment Nos 236 Part I B, 316 Part I.

INTRODUCTION AND FIRST READING OF BILlS
The SPEAKER-Order! I wish to make an announcement to the House. I advise the
House that, following consideration by the Standing Orders Committee, I propose to
refine the practice of putting the necessary Questions consequent upon the introduction of
Bills. With the leave of the House, I propose to combine the Questions: "That the Bill be
read a first time"; "that the Bill be printed"; and "that the Bill be read a second time",
upon which the appropriate Minister is called upon to state the time, and then the question
is put.
The new practice will assist the procedures necessary for the formal introduction of
Bills. Any honourable member may raise objections to or on any Bill being dealt with in
this manner and, in that case, each Question shall be put separately to the House to decide
the Question.

LIQUOR CONTROL (VIGNERON'S LICENCES) BILL
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That I have leave to bring in a Bill to amend section 156 ofthe Liquor Control Act 1968 and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER-Is leave granted to combine the following questions?
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-Leave is refused.
The motion was agreed to.
The SPEAKER-The question is that the Bill be read a first time.
The motion was agreed to.
The SPEAKER-The Question is that the Bill be printed.
The motion was agreed to.
The SPEAKER-The question is that the Bill be read a second time tomorrow.
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The motion was agreed to.

OFFENSIVE EXPRESSION
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-Does the Leader
of the Opposition know what he is doing? Is he troppo? Is he having another fit? The
honourable member for Caulfield has fits all the time, I realize that-he should take his
valium.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr TANNER (Caulfield)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, in view of your rulings
upon imputations against honourable members, Mr Speaker, I believe imputations have
been made against me now by the insult flung at me by the Deputy Premier and I ask him
to withdraw his comment.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Simpson-What did he say?
The SPEAKER-Order! I was not aware of what crossed the table in respect of the
matter to which the honourable member for Caulfield is objecting. If the honourable
member for Caul field claims that there was something unparliamentary expressed by some
honourable member he would need to advise me and, if he objects to it, I will ask for a
withdrawal.
Mr TANNER-Mr Speaker, yesterday this Parliament-Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order! Very fortunately, yesterday has passed. I ask the honourable
member to advise the Chair as to what he is concerned with today.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-On the point of order, Mr Speaker, may I speak to you
on this point of order?
The SPEAKER-Order! I have called the honourable member for Caul field to advise
the Chair on the matter that he raises. After he has done so I shall hear further points of
order.
Mr TANNER (Caulfield)-I believe the Deputy Premier has insulted me by claiming
that I would need certain medication; in this case, valium. Having to be in the House with
that honourable gentleman, perhaps I do need it, but I ask him to take back those words
that I need valium.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order! I am unable to hear the honourable member for Caulfield, and
I ask the House to control itself.
Mr Tanner-I ask the Deputy Premier to withdraw his comments that I am in need of
medication.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order! Will the honourable member commence his point of order
again, as I am unable to hear him?
Mr TANNER-The Deputy Premier said that I am in need of medication, particularly
valium, which, being in this House with the honourable gentleman, I may be in need of,
but I would like him to withdraw that imputation.
The SPEAKER-Order! I regret that valium has now become unparliamentary because
I occasionally use it myself. If the honourable member for Caulfield finds the expression
that he should use it unparliamentary, I will ask the Deputy Premier to withdraw it.
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Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I must admit
that it is true that I am not sure what medication the honourable member takes, but there
is no doubt whatsoever that he desperately needs something. However, if referring to the
honourable member's medical condition somehow or other is offensive, I shall withdraw
the reference.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-On the point of order that I was attempting to raise
with you, Sir; where an honourable member finds a matter offensive, it ought to be your
procedure to invite, in this instance the Deputy Premier, to withdraw the remark, because
the Deputy Premier might well have been willing to do so. To insist that the honourable
member who is offended by some remark should repeat it in the House is a wrong
procedure.
After all, offence is taken at a remark and I believe where an honourable member finds
a remark offensive the person supposed to have made it ought to be given the first
opportunity of withdrawing it. If that honourable member challenges whether such a
remark was offensive, then I suppose with great reluctance, you, Mr Speaker, might ask
the victim of the remark to repeat it.
In that particular circumstance, I was attempting to raise that point of order with you
before you required the honourable member to repeat the remark, and I believe it is a rule
that has existed in the House for a long time and ought to be supported by the Chair.
The SPEAKER-Order! I uphold the point of order and I advise the House that because
of the uproar I could not hear anything except uproar. I did not hear the exchange between
the two honourable members across the Chamber.

DECENTRALIZED INDUSTRY INCENTIVE PAYMENTS
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources) moved for leave
to bring in a Bill to amend the Decentralized Industry Incentive Payments Act 1972, the
Economic Development Act 1981 and the Victorian Economic Development Corporation
Act 1981 and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

INTRODUCTION AND FIRST READING OF BILLS
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the House that, as leave was refused earlier for me to
introduce the amended procedure for the introduction of Bills, I do not intend to pursue
the matter. Unless the House accepts the procedure, I am bound to go back to the old
procedure.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-On a point of
order, Mr Speaker, I simply indicate my sympathy to you in that situation. This matter
was considered by an all-pat1y committee, the Standing Orders Committee, and I should
have thought it is incumbent upon the Opposition to indicate the reason why it is
withdrawing from your ruling.

SOUTH YARRA PROJECT (SUBDIVISION AND MANAGEMENT)
BILL
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources) moved for leave
to bring in a Bill to make provision for the subdivision and management of certain land
at South Yarra, to amend the South Yarra Project Act 1984 and for other purposes.
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The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

EDUCATION (MISCELLANEOUS MATTERS) BILL
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education) moved for leave to bring in a Bill to amend the
Education Act 1958 and the Post-Secondary Education Act 1978, to make consequential
amendments to the Local Government Act 1958 and the Teaching Service Act 1981 and
for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

MELBOURNE UNIVERSITY (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education) moved for leave to bring in a Bill to amend
generally the Melbourne University Act 1958 and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

VERMIN AND NOXIOUS WEEDS (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education) moved for leave to bring in a Bill to amend the
Vermin and Noxious Weeds Act 1958 and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY LONG SERVICE LEAVE
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr CRABB (Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs)-I move:
That I have leave to bring in a Bill to amend the Construction Industry Long Service Leave Act 1983 and for
other purposes.

Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-Can the Minister give a brief explanation of the nature of the
amendments contained in the Bill?

Mr CRABB (Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs) (By leave)- The Bill
intends to bring the people involved with similar types of instruments into the same
scheme that applies in the building and construction industry and was recommended to
the Government. The Bill makes a number of machinery amendments.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

LABOUR AND INDUSTRY (REGISTRATION FEES) BILL
Mr CRABB (Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs)-I move:
That I have leave to bring in a Bill to amend the Labour and Industry Act 1958 with respect to registration fees
and for other purposes.

Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-I again ask the Minister to inform the House of the nature of
the amendments and, in particular, whether it is planned to increase or decrease the
registration fees.

Land Tax (Amendment) Bill
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Mr CRABB (Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs) (By leave)-The Bill is
in connection with a proposal to change the fees charged under the Labour and Industry
Act by not more than the consumer price index.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

LAND TAX (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I move:
That I have leave to bring in a Bill to amend the Land Tax Act 1958 and for other purposes.

Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-I request the Treasurer to briefly outline the substantive
provisions of this Bill.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer) (By leave)-The intention of the Bill is to increase the land tax
in line with the Government's Budget.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

PAY-ROLL TAX (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I move:
That I have leave to bring in a Bill to amend the Pay-roll Tax Act 1971 and for other purposes.

Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-I ask the Treasurer to briefly outline the nature of the
Bill.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer) (By leave)-As the honourable member for Brighton will be
aware, the Government announced It would move up the exemption limits that apply to
pay-roll tax and also adjust the point at which the 6 per cent rate comes into effect. That is
the purpose of the Bill.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

FIREARMS (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-I move:
That I have leave to bring in a Bill to amend the Firearms Act 1958 and the Firearms (General Amendment)
Act 1984 and for other purposes.

Mr AUSTIN (Ripon)-Would the Minister give an outline of the main purpose of the
Bill?
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services) (By leave)-This is one
of what I expect to become an annual series of Bills designed to give effect to the
recommendations of the Firearms Consultative Committee that the Government set up
with such triumphant success three years ago. As a result of the setting up of that committee,
it has now been possible to bring together for the first time in the history of Victoria the
hitherto conflicting interests of the various shooter and firearm-owning groups, along with
those of the police and people in the legal profession.
The most important recommendation put forward in the Bill is the abolition of Sunday
shooting permits to enable people to shoot on Sundays as on any other day of the week.
The motion was agreed to.
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The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

LEGAL PROFESSION PRACTICE (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services) moved for leave to bring
in a Bill to amend the Legal Profession Practice Act 1958, the Leo Cussen Institute for
Continuing Legal Education Act 1972 and Part VIII of the Supreme Court Act 1958 and
for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

TRANSPORT (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport) moved for leave to bring in a Bill to amend the
Transport Act 1983, to repeal the Serviceton Public Hall Act 1956 and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

CREDIT (ADMINISTRATION) (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs) moved for leave to bring in a Bill to
amend the Credit (Administration) Act 1984 and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

MELBOURNE SAILORS' HOME BILL
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs) moved for leave to bring in a Bill to
repeal certain Acts concerning the Melbourne Sailors' Home, to provide for trust funds
held in connexion with the Melbourne Sailors' Home to be transferred to the Sailors'
Welfare fund and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

CO-OPERATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
For Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing), Mr Roper (Minister for Transport), moved
for leave to bring in a Bill to amend the Co-operation Act 1981 and the Co-operative
Housing Societies Act 1958 and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION (INDUSTRIAL WASTE) BILL
For Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing), Mr Roper (Minister for Transport)-I move:
That I have leave to bring in a Bill to amend the Environment Protection Act 1970 and the Melbourne and
Metropolitan Board of Works Act 1958 and for other purposes.

Mr PLOWMAN (Evelyn)-Could the Minister indicate the content of this Bill and
how it relates to the Environment Protection Act and the Melbourne and Metropolitan
Board of Works Act for the benefit of the two honourable members on this side of the
House who have the conduct of the Bill?

Historic Buildings (Amendment) Bill
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Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport) (By leave)-I am informed that the Bill relates to
the control of hazardous materials. The honourable member handling the subject of
hazardous material should be advised of that.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

HISTORIC BUILDINGS (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

It will amend the Historic Buildings Act 1981. It has two primary objectives. Firstly, it
will introduce on to the Historic Buildings Council the expertise and interest in building
conservation available to the trade union movement.

The Government believes the membership of the council would be enhanced by the
addition of a person whose interest in heritage conservation relates to the building trades.
The membership of the council already reflects the broad cross-section of the community
interests in historic building protection.
It is appropriate, however, to reflect on the very real contribution of the many building
trades-carpenters, stonemasons, plasterers, decorators and so on-to our rich building
heritage. It is also important to recognize that, as we see our community becoming more
concerned with its sense of cultural identity, it will be the tradesperson who will be called
upon to restore and conserve our architectural heritage. Accordingly, the Government
proposes the inclusion of a nominee of the Trades Hall Council on the Historic Buildings
Council. As a result the Quorum at Historic Buildings Council meetings will increased by
one.

Secondly, the Government wishes to take the opportunity of clarifing the role and
function of deputy members to provide a more efficient council operation. The Historic
Buildings Council is one of the most vigorous and active of the Government specialist
advisory bodies. It faces a complex task in dealing with the high level of community
interest in building conservation. Last year the council held some 67 meetings. To deal
with this workload, the role of deputy members has become increasingly significant.
These amendments will expand the deputy's power to act on behalf of a member by
allowing the member and deputy to agree on a more flexible sharing of their respective
workloads. This replaces the current provisions, which allow for the Governor in Council
to appoint a deputy only in cases of absence, illness or when a vacancy occurs. It is not
intended that this new arrangement will be used indiscriminately; deputy members will
be used only when appropriate. Apart from exceptional circumstances, members or deputy
members who commence a council hearing will remain with that hearing for its duration.
Provision will also be made for a deputy member to act, where there is a vacancy on the
council, for a maximum period of six months. I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of Mr PLOWMAN (Evelyn), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 12.

NURSES (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose is to make a number of minor amendments, mostly of a machinery nature,
to the Nurses Act 1958. The amendments, which are summarized in the explanatory
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memorandum attached to the Bill, are intended to make the present legislation more
effective and workable. They will not make changes offundamental principle.
The proposed amendments are the result of changes to the Act sought by the Victorian
Nursing Council and they have been developed by a working party that comprised
representatives of the interests of the nursing profession.
The working party included nominees from the council, as well as the Royal Australian
Nursing Federation (Victorian Branch), the Hospital Employees Federation No. 1 and
No. 2 Branches, the Victorian Hospitals Association, the Disability Resources Centre and
the Disability Employment Action Centre, and what is now the Department of Health.
I should like to take this opportunity of thanking the members of the working party for
their assistance, and for the suggestions for improvement of the legislation that have been
incorporated into the Bill before the House. The working party has demonstrated in a very
practical way how all of those who are in or associated with the nursing profession can
work together to achieve constructive changes for the profession. I believe such constructive
co-operation is vital to achieving improvements for both the nursing profession and
patient care in Victoria. As honourable members will know, the Government has made a
very public and substantial commitment to working in partnership with health professionals
and unions to address and resolve the complex problems being experienced in Victorian
hospitals. We have recognized that the nursing profession plays a fundamental role in the
quality of patient care and we will continue to seek and promote the co-operative working
relationship we know is both necessary and possible, as has been demonstrated in such a
positive way by the working party that has developed the proposals that are before us
today.
Although the proposed amendments are set out in the explanatory memorandum,
several require a more detailed explanation and I propose to discuss these for the assistance
of the House. Before I do that, honourable members will be interested to know that
statutory recognition for the nursing profession was first given by the Victorian Parliament
in 1923 and the present Nurses Act owes a great deal to that first Nurses Registration Act.
Clause 5 will give the Governor in Council a capacity to fix fees for members of the
Victorian Nursing Council and for members of the various committees established under
the Act. Members of the council, and its committees, currently serve in an honorary
capacity, often at some financial loss to themselves.
The Government takes the view that, in common with members of other health
registration boards, members of the council should be entitled to reinbursement for the
time devoted to the work of the council.
The amendment to the principal Act proposed by the clause will enable fees and
allowances to be paid to members of the council and its committees other than to those
members who are Government employees. The actual level of fees to be paid will be
determined, of course, on the advice of the Statutory Remuneration Review Committee.
Clause 6 amends section 19 of the principal Act. One of the requirements of that section
is that a nurse is entitled to be registered in a branch of nursing only if the nurse has
attained the prescribed age for registration in that branch.
This is a long outmoded requirement, and although the Victorian Nursing Council
regulations fix a normal age of eighteen years, the Government sees no reason to retain a
provision that disqualifies a person who is otherwise entitled to be registered as a nurse
merely on the basis of age. Accordingly, this age qualification will be repealed by the Bill.
Clause 7 revises what could be termed the disciplinary provisions of the Nurses Act. To
understand what is proposed it is necessary to describe briefly the provisions that will be
replaced by the Bill. The Act now requires that a nurse be registered in each of the branches
of nursing in which he or she wishes, and is entitled, to be registered. Although registration
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is required once only, in itself, registration is not sufficient to permit a nurse lawfully to
practise nursing. The registered nurse must also hold an annual practising certificate.
The Victorian Nursing Council can, at any time, take action to cancel or suspend the
registration of a nurse on disciplinary grounds such as improper conduct. However, the
council has no similar powers if a nurse should become physically or mentally incapacitated
during the currency of a practising certificate, or prior to its annual renewal. This is a
serious weakness in the Act and will be remedied by the Bill, which will give the council a
capacity to respond at any time if the physical or mental health ofa nurse is in question.
This will be achieved by enabling the council to suspend the practising certificate of a
nurse at any time during the currency of the practising certificate if his or her health is
such as to seriously interfere with the nurse's ability to practise nursing. Alternatively, if
the condition is not so severe as to warrant suspension, the council will be able to place
conditions, limitations or restrictions on the practice of the nurse.
Neither option may be exercised unless the council first gives notice of its intention to
suspend the certificate or to impose conditions, limitations and restrictions, and also holds
an inquiry at which the nurse is entitled to be present, and to have legal representation.
However, in an emergency, the council will be able to suspend a practising certificate
immediately.
This power may be exercised where the council is satisfied that the ability of a registered
person to continue practising nursing is seriously impaired, whether because of the person's
health or because the person has been convicted of an offence against the Act or regulations,
is unfit to practise nursing, has acted improperly, has been guilty of professional misconduct,
or has become incompetent to practise in the specific branch of nursing.
Although the council will be able to suspend a practising certificate using this emergency
power without a prior inquiry, it should be emphasized that the council will be required
to hold an inquiry after the suspension if subsequently requested by the nurse concerned.
A suspension under the emergency provision will last for three months or until the
practising certificate expires, whichever first occurs.
I must point out to the House that these new powers are not intended to be punitive but
to give the Victorian Nursing Council a number of alternatives in the interests of a nurse
rather than taking the extreme step of putting the registration of the nurse in jeopardy.
In addition to empowering the council to impose conditions, limitations or restrictions
on an existing certificate the Bill will also enable the council to issue a new certificate
subject to conditions, limitations and restrictions. The advantage in such an approach is
that it will enable the council to grant some certificates that it must refuse under the
present Act.
This change will have an immediate benefit to at least one nurse. The nurse concerned
is blind, and the changes proposed will give the council a capacity to issue a practising
certificate subject to appropriate conditions to enable the nurse to take up her chosen
career in nursing education.
Clause 8 is the only other clause on which comment is required. This clause amends
section 24 of the Nurses Act, which, in turn, provides for appeals to a Magistrates Court
against decisions of the Victorian Nursing Council. Among other things, the clause deletes
the proviso to that section that the decision of the magistrate "shall be final and without
appeal". The Government believes that it is undesirable that further appeals, especially
on questions of law, should be foreclosed by the Act. Accordingly, the section will be
amended by the Bill to ensure that a person will not be barred from pursuing an appeal in
a higher court.
I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion o(Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston South), the debate was adjourned.
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It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 12.

UNITING CHURCH IN AUSTRALIA (TRUST PROPERTY) BILL
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for the Arts)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The Uniting Church in Australia Act 1977 provided for the establishment of the Uniting
Church and its Victorian property trust. It vested certain property in the property trust
and defined the trust's powers, duties and functions.
Four problems have been indentified since the enactment of the legislation. First, the
property trust's capacity to borrow has been queried by two of the major trading banks.
Although the power may be inferred from various sections of the Act, there is no express
provision conferring such a power. Nor is there a clear power to give guarantees. The
property trust is frequently asked to give guarantees in respect of various undertakings
both current and proposed by various institutions and parishes within the church. A
particular instance of an institution requesting a guarantee of a large amount arose in
relation to Epworth Hospital, which is a Uniting Church institution. The property trust
sought the opinion of counsel, who indicated that the current Act does not give the trust
power to give such $uarantees. The hospital was able, in this case, to arrange a Government
guarantee to meet Its problem, but there are other institutions that may request similar
guarantees in the future.
The third aspect concerns the present powers of the trust to accept appointments as
trustee where the property is not vested in the trust but a trust in respect of such property
is "created wholly or partly for the benefit of the church or any of the Uniting Churches".
At least two instances have arisen where there has been doubt as to whether a trust's
purposes have met this criterion. In these instances, however, the trust's purposes were so
closely associated with the church or its predecessors as to make it desirable for the
property trust to be appointed as trustee. The proposed amendment would dispel doubts
as to the validity of an appointment in these circumstances.
The fourth aspect of the Bill concerns the Methodist Ladies College. Since 1981, extensive
negotitions have been undertaken with the Uniting Church and the Methodists Ladies
College concerning aspects of the trust deed governing the Methodist Ladies College. The
deed, made by the Wesleyan Methodist Church in Victoria, dates from 1882 and provides
that the consent of the "authorised representative" of the Wesleyan Methodist Church is
required to any dealing with college land. The Wesleyan Methodist Church was succeeded
by the Methodist Church of Australasia in 1902 and the Methodist Church was absorbed
in the Uniting Church in 1977. However, the Methodist Ladies College property was
specifically excluded from the Uniting Church in Australia Act 1977 and there is now no
person who answers the description of the trust deed of ' 'authorised representative".
The difficulty had not been previously recognized because the Methodist Ladies College
had never needed to borrow money. In 1982, it was decided to borrow in order to erect a
significant building. To overcome the problem, the Uniting Church at the request of the
college issued a guarantee on an undertaking by the Methodist Ladies College trustee to
transfer the properties subject to the Methodist Ladies College trust to the Uniting Church
property trust, the latter of which would hold those properties as "bare trustee". This
means that, though the property trust will act as trustee, the Methodist Ladies College will
continue to manage the property. The property trust will have the usual powers of a trustee
of disposal, acquisition and encumbrance at the direction of the college.
The amendments made the Bill overcome problems encountered in the management of
the Uniting Church and the Methodist Ladies College, both of which have jointly requested
the Government to assist by putting forward these legislative changes. I commend the Bill
to the House.
On the motion ofMr JOHN (Bendigo East), the debate was adjourned.
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It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 12.

MOTOR CAR (FURTHER AMENDMENT) BILL
The debate (adjourned from October 17) on the motion of Mr Roper (Minister for
Transport) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.

Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-This is a small Bill, containing four unrelated provisions,
which has been introduced in a hurry. Although I criticize the Minister for his haste in
introducing the Bill, nevertheless I thank him for the staff he has made available to the
Opposition to allow it to come to grips with some of the problems of the Bill.
The first of the main purposes of the Bill is to control speed trials on highways. I shall
briefly explain the four purposes, because the member of the Minister's staff who wrote
the second-reading notes did not give honourable members a great insight into what is
involved in any of the provisions. I am not advocating lengthy second-reading notes, I am
merely seeking clear explanations of what Bills are about.
My own rather strong views on the need for control of speed trials results from an
incident last year when a person by the name of David Montagnat, alias David Adamson,
advertised and ran a cannonball event, which in effect, was a speed event starting in
Victoria and finishing in Perth, the winner being the first person to arrive in Perth. That
person received a cheque for $10000, which was subsequently dishonoured. The police
were concerned about the event and, although they did not successfully track and fine
anyone for speeding in Victoria, as a result of their knowledge in this State, subsequent
trackings and convictions took place in Western Australia.
It seemed to the Opposition that this sort of event was quite contrary to all the attempted
measures undertaken to enhance safety on our roads; because of this sort of event,
conducted over the length that it was, there was obviously totally inadequate provisions
for the supervision of the roads to guard against the risk of speeding motorists causing
considerable danger to drivers of other motor vehicles who were unaware of the event.
It might have all died there, but David Montagnat, alias Adamson, apparently has tried
to organize a similar event this year, which police advise us may well commence this
Friday.

Hence the urgency for the proposed legislation to be passed and to be proclaimed by a
special meeting of the Governor in Council, so that legal action can be taken against Mr
Adamson,or anyone else, to prevent this cannonball speed race from Victoria to Western
Australia.
Provision has also been made to enable genuine and sincere organizations to conduct
events such as the Mount Leura hill climb in the electorate that I represent. Although that
is an annual event, it necessitates a fair amount of red tape and rigmorale before permits
can be obtained. The Bill provides for an order by the Governor in Council to waive the
normal provisions in the Motor Car Act to enable such events, which are legitimate and
popular, to take place. The Opposition has no objection to that proposal.
However, as is often the case with proposed legislation that contains a number of
relatively minor amendments, the opportunity has been taken by the Minister to lump in
a number of other provisions. The Opposition is concerned about these provisions and
will express its concerns as the debate proceeds, although it will not oppose the provisions.
The second purpose of the Bill is to empower the Police Force to detain a driver or a
person in charge of motor vehicle for up to 2 hours if he or she fails a preliminary breath
test. Honourable members who are concerned about the civil liberties of the individual
may, like the Opposition, consider that to be an unreasonably long time for the Police
Force to have the right to detain a citizen.
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The Minister was kind enough to organize Chief Inspector Max Moate to discuss this
matter urgently with me this morning and he advised me about the reality of operating
breathalyzers in Victoria. There are approximately 100 breathalyzer units with trained
personnel to operate them in the metropolitan area and a further 80 breathalyzer units in
various country centres. A driver may be asked to undergo either the puff bag test,
introduced by the previous Liberal Government, to its credit, or the Drager Alcotester,
which is used by mobile on-the-spot random breath testing stations. If a person fails either
of those preliminary tests, under the Motor Car Act he is required to undergo a further
breathalyzer test.
The breathalyzer has been around for a long time, but honourable members may not
realize that it is an accurate and efficient machine, although ponderous in its operation. I
am sure most honourable members, like me, have not been tested on one of those devices.
When a driver fails a preliminary test, he or she is required to undergo a breathalyzer test.
The policeman on the spot then makes contact with headquarters in the metropolitan area
and a trained officer brings a breathalyzer to that point, whether it be at the site of a road
accident or the nearest appropriate police station when the breathalyzer is calibrated, the
breath test takes place and the breathalyzer is recalibrated; that fairly ponderous process
can take more that one hour from the time the driver took the preliminary breath test.
I am sure most honourable members wish that period to be reduced and if the
Government is serious about reducing the road toll and getting drunks off the road, it
should examine the number of breathalyzers and trained policemen operating in the
Breath Analysis Section. If the Government is serious about this aspect of road safety, it
should double the 180 breathalyzer units in Victoria so that the Police Force can be more
effective. However, even if that were done, there would still be instances where it would
be necessary to hold people for more than 1 hour. I am sure honourable members would
consider 1 hour to be more reasonable than 2 hours.
The practical situation is that a person being held so that he can undergo a breath test
might say to the policeman, "I have co-operated with you, and have been here for an
hour."
Mr Leigh-Mr Deputy Speaker, I direct your attention to the State of the House.

A quorum was formed.
Mr I. W. SMITH-Before the quorum bells were rung, I was speaking about the length
of time that a citizen is held after failing a preliminary breath test. The reality is that there
is a need for this 2 hour period. On a particularly busy week-end for breathalyzer operators,
it can take up to 45 minutes to get a breathalyzer to where it is needed. Then with the
calibrating of the equipment, testing and recalibrating, it might take one-and-a-half-hours.
A smart person who knows the present law-and some individuals have done thismight say, "I am here: breath test .me now, and if you cannot get the unit out, I shall be
off" Under the existing Motor Car Act those people are within their rights to take their
leave from the policeman detaining them or from the police station.
However, that situation can be remedied by the policeman making a telephone call to a
superior officer, usually Chief Inspector Moate, who would advise the policeman to arrest
the person on a charge of being drunk and disorderly. The Chief Inspector believes, and
the Opposition shares his view, that is a singularly inappropriate charge to use for detaining
a person a little longer so that a breathalyzer unit can arrive at the scene.
The Government should take significant notice of the need for more breathalyzers and
trained officers instead of squandering the taxpayers' money on several Government
employment scheme grants which the former Minister for Local Government gave to
organizations such as Action for World Development, the International Development
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Action Group, the Congress for International Co-operation and Disarmament, the
Australian Union of Students and Radio 3CR. The list is available to honourable members.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Yes, and honourable members have heard
the names on the list about ten times.
Mr I. W. SMITH-The Opposition believes it is a disgraceful waste of money and
there is a great need to convince the motorist who overindulges in drink that he has the
greatest possible chance of being caught and convicted. The number of breathalyzers
available should be doubled so that police, who do a tremendous job in trying to reduce
the number of road accidents, have the necessary equipment.
That is the background and a more detailed explanation of the second provision in the
proposed legislation, and the Opposition expresses concern about the 2-hout limit. The
Opposition believes it is probably too much but, in the circumstances, it is prepared
reluctantly to go along with the provision.
The third provision will abolish the minimum fines for a range of offences described in
the Motor Car Act. The most serious of those offences, as far as the Opposition is concerned,
is the offence of driving while unlicensed an unregistered, and therefore uninsured, vehicle.
I can understand the heartstring cases that come before a magistrate in which a lady
might plead, "Your Worship, I have just been deserted; I have no money; I have a sick
child and while the car was in the garage I did not know it was unregistered and uninsured.
Although I do not have a driving licence I had to ~et my sick child to hospital". There are
in rare cases those heartstring examples that magIstrates hear where they must deliberate
about what they will do. The magistrate is faced with the problem that the person cannot
pay because she has no money, but she has offended and is guilty of the offence. What
does the magistrate do? He perhaps adjourns the case for more than twelve months in
which case no conviction is recorded; places the person on a bond for a nominal amount
to be of good behaviour for a set period, which again results in no conviction being
recorded; dismisses the case, with no conviction being recorded; or he imposes a fine that
is ridiculous in the circumstances because the person has no ability to pay and the citizen
either elects or is forced to serve a term of imprisonment rather than paying the fine.
Representations have been made to honourable members by a number of legal aid
groups who have pointed out that the law ought to be sufficiently sophisticated so that the
magistrate, being fully aware of the seriousness of the offence, has the discretion to allow
him to impose fines on defendants using the ability to pay guidelines rather than the
magistrate having to run the course that I outlined earlier of adjourning the case and not
recording a conviction.
It ought to be possible for a conviction to be recorded so that, although the first offence
might have been a heartstring case and well deserving of leniency, the recurrence of a
second offence must automatically be drawn to the magistrate's attention, in which case
he would be less easily convinced, one would hope. If a second heartstring case were
presented to him he would be more likely to investigate the true circumstances of the
person before him.

The Opposition believes the time has arrived when magistrates should be offered this
facility. The benefit would be the recording of convictions where that is appropriate rather
than there being no recording of convictions such as those I have mentioned.
The fourth provision relates to the increase in motor registration fees effective from 1
January 1986. The provision also deals with a surcharge on registrations and transfers.
The Opposition has examined the scale of fees and objects to the principle of indexation
because it is appropriate only where the community have indexed incomes. A majority of
the community do have indexed incomes but many people, especially in the private sector,
cannot and do not have their incomes related to indexation. Quite often the indexation of
wages and salaries of the majority effectively acts against the price increases the productive
sector might reasonably be expecting for the goods it produces.
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On the open market, especially the rural market, the principle of indexation-it may be
only a relatively small and minor example that the House is discussing-when it becomes
enshrined across all Government costs and charges, can create a large additional slug on
those who do not necessarily have the ability to pay.
Although the Opposition recognizes that the Government has a mandate to proceed
with along the track of indexation of taxes and charges, the Opposition will draw to the
attention of the community whenever it can the fact that the productive sector is
disadvantaged by the principles of indexation, particularly when they relate to fixed
charges imposed by Governments.
I have gained detailed explanations of the four unrelated provisions in the Bill. I
conclude by saying that the Opposition is disappointed by the way in which the matter
has been handled. The Bill has been on the Notice Paper for two weeks and any reasonable
observer of the Notice Paper would have seen that the two other Bills for which the
Minister is responsible, the Motor Car (Photographic Protection Devices) Bill, dealing
with red light cameras, and the Transport (Victorian Ports Authority) Bill, should have
come before the House first, allowing this Bill, especially the provision covering the
detaining of people for breathalyzer analysis, to be the subject of more public debate. The
Opposition would then have had the opportunity of exploring the matter more widely
with the community.
The Opposition is critical of the matters being lumped together and dealt with as the
first transport Bill. The Opposition had co-operated because it does not relish the prospect
of the cannonball event starting from Riddells Creek-possibly this Friday-and going to
Perth being an uncontrolled, free-for-all speed event over some of Victoria's major roads.
The liberty should not have been taken any further of asking the Opposition to cooperate on this matter. This behaviour would be stretching friendship too far because the
Minister's advisers should have brought the Bill to Parliament-if they wanted it passed
quickly-at a much earlier date.
The first cannonball event was held twelve months ago. If the Minister was concerned
to outlaw the provision, the amending Bill should have been presented much earlier. The
Opposition would have preferred a separate Bill on this provision, but it recognizes that if
this were done the other three provisions in the Bill could not have been presented during
this sessional period of Parliament.
Bearing that in mind and taking the matter on balance, the Opposition believes it was
wise that the breathalyzer provision and the other provision dealing with the abolition of
minimum fines, as well as the increase in motor registration fees, should be passed as soon
as possible rather than it being necessary to bring them back after Christmas during the
next sessional period. The Opposition, although being unhappy about the method and
some of the provisions, will not oppose the Bill.
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-I endorse the remarks of the honourable member for
Polwarth on the Bill. Although the National Party recognizes the need and haste to bring
in part one of the Bill, it strongly criticizes the haste that the Minister has exercised by
including the provisions for detention for the purpose of taking breath samples, the
increase in motor registration fees and the abolition of minimum fines in the Bill.
Although the National Party spoke to the Minister about this matter, he believed it will
be necessary to bring in a new Bill. However, I believe he has lacked some foresight in his
thinkine thIS proposed legislation through. Certainly I understand and appreciate his haste
in wantIng to take appropriate action on the proposed Australian Cannonball Cup raceI believe that is what it is called-that is planned for this week-end, but if he was a
Minister of foresight he would have brought In an individual Bill to overcome this matter
and perhaps given more time to the other Bills that could have been introduced to take
care of the other three legislative provisions within the Bill.
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I express· my appreciation, through the Minister, of Inspector Owen Lloyd from the
Victoria Police and the Ministerial adviser, Graham Cox, for the information provided to
the honourable member for Polwarth and myself in a meeting last night. It was good to
have those people available so that one may fully understand the ramifications and the
finer detail of the proposed legislation and explanation is needed from time to time.
I shall deal with the Bill aspect by aspect. As I previously mentioned, the first aspect
deals with the speed trials and undoubtedly that matter has cause much concern. Last year
when the event was held there were 100 cars racing from a point close to Melbourne across
western Victoria-undoubtedly part of that western highway passes through my electorate
at Horsham-through to South Australia and across the Nullabor Plain to Western
Australia.
If one looks at the extracts of news items, in the Sun on 26 October 1984 an article
headed, "A Race to the death-police", states:
Police in three states today will try to work out ways to control a potentially deadly hCannonball Run" road
race from Melbourne to Perth.
About 100 cars are expected to take part in the $10000 race, known as the hFirst Annual Australian Cannonball
Cup." scheduled to start next Friday.

The honourable member for Polwarth has outlined that there was some question about
what happened to the $10 000 prize money that was forthcoming to the people who had
been able to cross from Melbourne to Perth in the first place. The article continues:
Cars entered include a Rolls Royce Corniche, Porsche, Maserati, Lamborghini, a truck and modified street
cars.

Certainly some high-performance motor vehicles participated in that race. The article
continues:
Another newsletter offered entrants radar detectors for $320-a saving of$11 O.
"J ust remember, should you get pulled over you will stand to lose between 15 to 20 minutes of valuable time,"
it said.
It also said helicopters would be used to warn drivers of police radar. And drivers were to be provided with
UHF radios for ground·to·air and car-to·car communication.

Some outlandish provisions were made by the organizers to assist the participants in this
race to break the law. The National Party as does the Liberal Party, believes it is completely
inappropriate that the open highways should be used by people breaking the law. The
National Party has no hesitation in supporting the Bill.
The sitting was suspended at 12.58 p.m. until 2.4 p.m.

Mr W. D. McGRATH-Before the suspension of the sitting, I had commented on the
lead-up to the first cannonball race of the type that is being dealt with by the Bill. Press
reports reveal that that race started last year from a property at Diggers Rest, and there
appeared to be a good deal of secrecy about how it got under way. The police did all that
they could to ensure that they had control of the situation, but the race seems to have been
started in an underhanded way. The organizer apparently arrived at the start in a blue Jet
Ranger helicopter and even the entrants were not advised until a couple of hours before
the race started that it would leave from that property at Diggers Rest or of the time of the
start.
A press report in the Sun of 5 November 1984 states that six people were arrested on
charges of dangerous driving and that most of the 25 who completed the race were booked
for speeding, some reaching 180 kilometres an hour. I understand that some convictions
occurred where speeds of up to 163 kilometres an hour were proven. That article states:
WA police yesterday joined their eastern counterparts in condemning the race organizers and contestants.
Perth's Assistant Commissioner (traffic), Mr Cec Johnson, said he was disgusted with the race.
"I condemn in the strongest possible terms the concept of cars being raced across the continent", he said.
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.. It is clear to me that the race organizers are not in tune with community attitudes to road safety".

··1 believe the Australian public will not accept or respond favourably to this type of escapade".

I think that would summarize the attitude of the National Party to the Bill.
The National Party supports the Government in attempting to impose stronger control
over the motor racing situation. Everybody appreciates the ex~rtise of those who
participate in motor car racing and motor cycle racing and the abtlity that those people
have to control their machines under race conditions. I suppose it is significant that
Australia is staging the Grand Prix in Adelaide next week-end, and I believe that will be
an exciting event. Already the Victoria Police have advised motorists who are driving
from Victoria to South Australia for that event that many police will be on the highways
leading to Adelaide. This is especially important after last week-end when thirteen people
died on Victorian roads. I commend the action of the police to try to maintain road safety.
Motor accidents bring heartbreak to the families concerned.
Nevertheless, I have some criticism of the Bill and I ask the Minister to take this matter
on board. I refer to clause 4 of the Bill which proposes to add to the principal Act a section
83A, which provides, in part:
(3) A member of the police force may without warrant apprehend any person whom the member believes on
reasonable ground has committed an offence under this section.

I suggest to the Minister that the wording "on reasonable grounds" is a little but loose and
that he should consider that matter while the Bill is between here and another place. The
Minister indicates that he knows it all. He does not bother to listen, but that is his problem.
I ask him to examine the position while the Bill is between here and another place. I spoke
to the police at Horsham who spelt out to me that it may be possible for the police to
apprehend a person but that it would be difficult to bring about a prosecution if the
provision is worded as at present. I ask the Minister to see whether the wording can be
tightened up.
Clause 5 of the Bill deals with the detention of drivers for the purpose of takins breath
samples. The provision allows the police to take a driver who has recorded a prehminary
breath test reading of ·05 or more to the local police station and hold him there until
breath-testing equipment is brought from a neighbouring police station. I understand that
there are some 100 breath-testing units in the metropolitan area and approximately 80 in
country areas of Victoria.
One would be concerned about being detained at a police station for some 2 hours,
particularly if one were waiting to have a blood test taken to ascertain whether one's blood
alcohol level exceeded ·05. It would be particularly worrying if the breath-testing equipment
were brought along and it were found that one's blood alcohol reading did not exceed ·05.
It would be annoying to be held up for 2 hours, especially late at night, at the request of
the police who were acting according to legislation. It is quite possible, particularly in
country areas, for a person to be detained by the police for an hour or so, because it would
take them about that long to obtain the equipment from the police station, or from
wherever the equipment is housed. It takes some time for a person to be tested on site and
for the various sampling procedures to be carried out.
However, as the police have explained to members of the National Party, it is probably
better to have the provision in the proposed legislation than to be required to book people
on charses ofb~ing drunk and disorderly, which would be a much more serious prosecution
than bemg detained at a police station for some 2 hours.
The National Party certainly has some criticisms about the measure but, in fairness to
the police, it has considered the subject in the way it has been presented by the police; and
it is prepared to support the Bill.
It is a strange turn of events for the Labor Government to introduce such a provision in
proposed legislation, particularly in view of the fact that the Labor Government strongly

Motor Car (Further Amendment) Bill

30 October 1985

ASSEMBLY

1435

opposed the National Party's suggested amendment to another piece of proposed legislation,
which would have allowed the police to detain for more than 6 hours people they were
questioning about much more serious crimes. Yet the Government is prepared to support
the holding of a driver for 2 hours while the police obtain the necessary facilities to
adequately carry out a blood sampling procedure.
Although the National Party indicates its support of the Bill, I point out it has some
criticisms, not of the measure specifically, but of what I believe to be double standards by
the Labor Government in, on the one hand, opposing, the holding of people for questioning
for more than 6 hours and, on the other hand, supporting the retention of people for blood
sampling purposes.
Clause 6 deals with increased registration fees. Registration fees for motor vehicles will
be increased by some 6·4 per cent as compared with commercial registration fees of some
7 per cent. I question whether the Minister is telling honourable members the full truth
about these increases. No doubt, the Minister for Transport will stand up and tell
honourable members that those fees can be justified because there has been no increase
for some considerable time, since 1983. He will say it is an average increase of only about
7 per cent and that, therefore, it should be supported.
However, if my memory serves me correctly, the Budget Papers indicate that the
franchise fee imposed on petroleum products for 1984-85 raised $192 million, whereas it
is estimated that the 1985-86 estimate of revenue will be approximately $228 million,
which represents an increase of about 18·5 per cent. That amount will be derived from
motorists.
The same Budget Papers show that in 1984-85 fees under section 7A of the Motor Car
Act 1958 were $50 829 770 and the estimate for 1985-86 is that fees will increase by about
6 per cent, making a total of $53·9 million. The Minister comes into this place and tells
honourable members how great he is that he is increasing registration fees by only about 6
per cent. However, he is not telling honourable members that the business franchise fee
has been increased by some 18 per cent. Therefore, the Minister is telling only half the
story. The National Party wants honesty in government, and the Minister should tell the
whole story.
I now refer to motor cyclists' licences. The Motorcycle Riders' Association is concerned
that Victoria is the only place in the world where one needs to hold two licences if one
wishes to be licensed to drive both a motor car and a motor cycle. In Queensland, only
one licence is necessary for driving a motor car, and various endorsements are put on that
licence to allow one to drive other vehicles, such as articulated heavy duty vehicles, heavy
duty vehicles or motor cycles. One licence is issued, which is credited with various
endorsements.
However, in Victoria, one is required to have two separate licences for those purposes:
one must have a driver's licence, on which one is given endorsements to allow one to
drive certain other motor vehicles; and another licence is required to allow one to ride a
motor cycle. I suggest strongly to the Minister that he consider providing the opportunity
for those who have the skills to operate a motor vehicle to be required to have only one
licence. One licence should be sufficient to cover the licensing of the whole range of
vehicles.
Clause 7 of the Bill relates to the abolition of minimum fines. The honourable member
for Polwarth spoke in some detail about this matter, and the National Party gives similar
support to it. If someone who has committed an offence successfully preys on the emotions
of the magistrate and does not get a conviction with his plea, no conviction is recorded.
Of course, the provision of clause 7 will allow the magistrate much more discretion, and
so it should, because the magistrate is a skilled person who administers various penalties
and so on for various offences. That discretion should be allowed to stipendary magistrates
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and the courts. They are skilled and highly qualified and should have the right to exercise
discretion.
The National Party believes it is wrong that, because of a person's ability to persuade a
court not to impose a penalty but to have the case adjourned for some time, or to be
released on a good behaviour bond, that person who has committed an offence does not
have a conviction recorded against his or her name. If a person has committed an offence
and that offence has been proved, that conviction should be recorded.
Some time later when another offence is committed and that person is again before the
court, if the conviction has been recorded, the court will be able to refer back and note
that a previous conviction had been recorded.
The National Party supports the Bill. I appreciate the Minister's concern to give control
of this cannonball race and allow the police greater flexibility in dealing with the problems
they face, not only with drivers of vehicles who are involved, but also with those who are
in the organization and administration area.
The proposed legislation provides the legislative mechanism for that to occur. The
National Party has no hesitation in giving that provision its unqualified support.
However, I believe honourable members have been unduly rushed into making a
decision on the Bill and other matters relating to it. The National Party would have liked
to circulate copies of the Bill to various interest groups within the community so that they
could provide proper feedback to honourable members, as their representatives.
Unless ample time is given for honourable members to receive feedback from the
community about decisions they have to make on behalf of the people, adequate legislation
cannot be made by this House. Parliament is about providing proper and adequate laws
for the community and not just for one section of it.
There may have been amendments to the proposed legislation that the National Party
could have suggested. However, because of the inadequate time provided for consultation
with the community, that is not possible.
I know the Minister for Transport was not listening when I raised this matter, so I shall
raise it again: I refer to the wording ofprQPosed section 83A (3), which states that:
A member of the police force may without warrant apprehend any person whom the member believes on
reasonable grounds has committed an offence under this section.

As I stated previously, members of the Police Force at the Horsham police station believe
that wording is too loose. They believe the words "reasonable grounds" too wide in order
to obtain a conviction in court. I ask the Minister to consider that wording when the Bill
is between here and another place.
The National Party supports the Bill and hopes that it will provide safe conditions for
road users if the cannonball run exercise takes place. If the other measures in the Bill help
to lower the road toll, the National Party will be justified in supporting the Bill.
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-I support the Bill. However, I do so with some reservation; as
do other members of the Opposition. I do not have reservations about specific aspects of
the Bill but, rather, about the attitude of the Minister for Transport and the way in which
he introduced the Bill. As honourable members know, the Bill was read a first time on 17
October. According to the Minister, it is now urgent that the Bill be passed to enable its
provisions to deal with the cannonball run.
Yesterday afternoon, the transport committee of the Liberal Party, to~ether with the
National Party spokesman on this matter, met with a member of the Pohce Force and a
Ministerial adviser to discuss aspects of the Bill. That was done because the Government
decided that the Bill was urgent and had to be passed immediately. In this case the
Opposition is prepared to co-operate. However, it is outrageous that a Minister can
introduce a Bill into Parliament which is supposedly about ensuring that people do not
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break the law on the open highway by taking part in speed trials and tack on to it
provisions regarding breath tests, increased road fees and the abolition of minimum fines.
One must Question why the other three aspects of the Bill are urgent.
The Minister introduced the Bill in his typical style; he wants to get around the
Parliamentary system. Time and again the Government has shown that it flaunts the
shortcomings of Parliament. It did so last week when, for 5 minutes, the Government
could not find a Minister to sit at the table. It is disgusting that the Minister for Transport
can throw the Bill at the Opposition and claim its passage is urgent, thereby forcing the
Opposition, 5 minutes before the commencement oftodais sitting of the House, to hold
a special meeting to discuss the Bill.
There was never any doubt that the Opposition would assist the Minister in the matter
of speed trials. Members of the Government are interjecting. I indicate that the Minister
for Transport informed the Opposition that the Bill was about speed trials. It was only
when members of the Opposition read the Bill in detail that it was realized that the
Minister had tacked on many other provisions. I hope this is not a precedent for how the
Government will act in the future; by introducing Bills and tacking bits and pieces on to
the ends of them in an attempt to hide increased fees and charges.
I shall return to the matter of speed trials. There is no doubt that a need exists for the
enactment oflegislation to deal with the gentleman who organized the cannonball run last
year. When speaking with members ofthe Police Force yesterday, they informed members
of the Opposition that some people drove across the Nullabor Plain at 160 to 170 kilometres
an hour. I accept that it is an open road away from the traffic, but if people wish to break
the laws of the land, they should be dealt with in the correct manner.
I understand that the Victorian Police Force did not make many convictions in regard
to last year's event, but the Western Australian and South Australian police forces caught
many of the people involved by using the air wings of their respective forces.
The concept of travelling on the open road to get from point A to point B in the fastest
time can only mean that people are attempting to break the law. It is a different situation
to some trials that take place where the traffic is cordoned off. The people involved in the
cannonball run are travelling on the open road and many of their vehicles do not accord
with regulations and standards because they use excessively wide tyres, hot engines and so
on. Therefore, the proposed legislation is required to deal with that.
As to the power of detention for the purpose of taking a breath sample, I indicate that
some honourable members were concerned about the provision allowing police to hold
someone for two hours. When the Government was in opposition, it spoke about the
rights of individuals and how the Police Force should not be given powers to hold people
for any length of time.
An Honourable Member-More double standards!
Mr LEIGH-It is typical of the way the Government acts-it suits itself. Members of
the Government have become the ultimate pragmatists. They have one set of principles,
and if they do not suit the situation, those principles are altered to make them suit the
occasion. That is the way in which the Minister for Transport behaves. It is curious that
the Labor Party, when in opposition, criticized the then Government for its actions in this
area but now expects the Opposition to support it in the interests of the commuity. The
Opposition will do so, and I hope the Liberal Party is seen as a better Opposition than was
the Labor Party, because of its support for the Bill. I am certain the next State election will
prove that because after that election the Labor Party will be back on the Opposition side
of the House.
I was one of the members of the Opposition who was most unhappy about the police
having to detain someone for 2 hours. However, when speaking with members of the
Police Force, it was pointed out that many people were getting away with offences against
the legislation. After a policeman has given someone a preliminary breathalyzer test on
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the roadside and the person registers a blood alcohol content of ·05, the person is taken
back to the police station. Apparently the police have had trouble obtaining enough
breathalyzer units to deal with this matter. That says something about how the Government
spends its money. Money is spent to employ more public servants but it is not spent on
providing equipment for the Police Force. The Government should provide an ample
number ofbreathalyzer units so police can conduct the required test within 2 hours.
Presently, the police are in a situation where, rather than let offenders off, they charge
offenders with being drunk and disorderly. Neither I nor any member of the Opposition
has ever been caught in such a predicament-I am sure members of the Government may
have been caught-but there is no doubt that it is better to be convicted for an offence
against the ·05 legislation than it is to be convicted for being drunk and disorderly.
Although being convicted of an offence against the ·05 legislation is serious, being charged
with being drunk and disorderly can be held against a person in the long term; in some
instances, more so than being charged with an offence against the ·05 legislation.
That is not to say that I believe that someone who is convicted of a drink-driving charge
would not be dealt with harshly. Those people who have been drinking are in charge of a
dangerous weapon on the roads and should be dealt with harshly.
The pragmatism of the Government in certain situations is curious. Once again the
Government has merrily gone on its way and has increased registration fees. It increases
fees and charges when it suits itself. At the outset of my speech I criticized the Government
for this increase in fees for registration and renewal of registration notices for motor cars
and trailers. What those things have to do with motor cars is beyond me, but somehow
the Minister for Transport has connected them.
At this stage I have not closely examined the increases to see whether they are in line
with the promise made by the Premier at the last election that no increased charges would
be made above the consumer price index. If the last percentage for the consumer price
index was 7 per cent, I accept that increase as being fair. The Opposition will examine the
Bill when it is between here and another place to see whether the Bill is yet another trick
of the Government to increase fees and charges at a rate higher than originally promised.
The Government's promises are like pie crusts; they are made to be broken. The Opposition
will check whether the increases made in the Bill are in accord with the promise made by
the Premier.

Mr Gavin-Have you done that?
Mr LEIGH-It is a pity that the honourable member for Coburg does not spend more
of his time making a worth-while contribution to the debates. The final matter with which
I wish to deal is the abolition of minimum fines. I feel for the many poor people in the
community who are convicted of driving an unregistered motor car, motor bike or a
motor car pulling a trailer. At present the magistrate has little leeway in this area because
he must fine them at least the minimum penalty. I accept that the magistrate has some
leeway in fixing the time in which that fine must be paid. I agree that the minimum fine
should be abolished and that the magistrate should be allowed to use his discretion in
some cases.
During the Committee stage I shall be seeking an undertaking from the Minister for
Transport that a person who has been convicted of driving an unregistered motor vehicle
has that conviction recorded against his or her name. At present those convictions will
not be recorded. I disagree with that because if that person is brought before a court on a
similar charge and again pleads that he or she has trouble paying the bills, the magistrate
will not know whether this person regularly drives an unregistered motor vehicle. The
conviction should be recorded. As I stated before, I feel for those people who cannot afford
to pay their bills, but the seriousness of the charge should be realized.
If one drives an unregistered motor vehicle, one is not covered by third-party insurance
and other forms of insurance. If that person is involved in an accident people may be

Motor Car (Further Amendment) Bill

30 October 1985

ASSEMBLY

1439

seriously injured or killed. Those victims will then have trouble litigating against the
person who was driving the unregistered vehicle. The offender should be fined in that case.
Again I ask the Minister for Transport whether, during the Committee stage, he will be
prepared to consider an amendment that will ensure the conviction is recorded. I am not
prejudging an offence but if one breaks the law a second time on the same charge he or she
should be dealt with accordingly.
The Opposition is not happy with the way in which the Bill is being dealt with.
Honourable members are spending too little time debating proposed legislation, particularly
when the Government guillotines debate on Bills. The Government has had to introduce
many amendments to proposed legislation before it is passed. One could ask why, and the
reason is that the Government is attempting to rush the Bills through Parliament. The
Government should be a little more considerate in the way in which it introduces measures.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr LEIGH-Members of the Government can interject all they like, but I believe the
Government is flouting the use of the House in the way in which it introduces proposed
legislation. It is unfortunate that some members of the Government do not seem to be as
serious about dealing with proposed legislation in the interests of the community. The
only way one can properly deal with the Bills is to allow appropriate time for consideration
and research of the matters and to allow proper debate in the House. The Government
should not be trying to guillotine debate on as much legislation as it is trying to do.
The Government is attempting to use Parliament as a rubber stamp. All I can say is that
I thank God for the Legislative Council! The Labor Government does not have control of
the Upper House yet it criticizes the Queensland Government. The Labor Government is
as big a dictator as the Premier of Queensland, Sir Joh Bjelke-Petersen.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr LEIGH-So far as I am concerned Sir Joh Bjelke-Petersen is a better dictator than
this Government!
Mr GA VIN (Coburg)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, the honourable member for
Malvern referred to members of the Government as dictators. I take offence to that and
ask him to withdraw that comment.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Coburg has taken offence to a
remark made by the honourable member for Malvern and has asked that it be withdrawn.

Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-Ifthe honourable member for Coburg has taken offence at that
remark I withdraw it, but only in the interests of the honourable member for Coburg.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Malvern should withdraw the
remark without Qualification.

Mr LEIGH-The Opposition accepts the introduction of the Bill but is disappointed in
the way in which the Minister for Transport is going about it. I hope the Bill does not set
a precedent because, if it does, the Government will be in for a nasty shock.
Mr WILLIA1\IS (Doncaster)-I have no hesitation in supporting the Bill, both as a
member of the Social Development Committee, which deals with road safety, and also as
a interventionist member of the Liberal Party who follows John Stuart Mill. People can
do what they like so long as they as do not cost the community money. Deaths and injuries
on the roads are costing the Australian community well over $3000 million a year. That is
an intolerable amount of money.
Over the past fifteen years, 1·5 million people have been injured on the roads and well
over 50 000 people have also been killed on the roads. This must stop. Anything that I can
do in this place to help the Victorian Police Force achieve that end, I will support. In the
year ended June 1985, 229623 breathalyzer tests were conducted; the results of 1531 of
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those tests were positive, 228079 were negative and only thirteen people refused to take
the test. There is no doubt in my mind that the breathalyzer tests have been a major factor
in assisting the Police Force to counter the carnage on the roads.
I am extremely proud of the fact that the Liberal Government introduced this legislation
in the early 1970s. Victoria leads the world in road safety and accident prevention methods,
because ofthe work that was done over so many years by the former Road Safety Committee
on which outstanding members of Parliament have served.
There is no doubt in my mind that a considerable amount has to be done to reduce the
appalling loss of life and appalling accidents. It is regrettable that 64 per cent of all people
killed or injured in road crashes are drivers. Of those, three-quarters of those killed and
two-thirds of those injured are males. In most cases the male is the breadwinner of the
family, and too often, the people involved are the youngest and fittest of the male
population. People in the 17 to 25 years of age group comprise only 15 per cent of the
population, yet they account for more than 40 per cent of road casualties. If any of my
libertarian Liberal colleagues believe we can put up with that, I, for one, do not agree with
them and if I have to support Labor Party legislation to reduce those statistics, I have no
hestitation in doing so.
Mr Jasper-You have never crossed the floor before.
Mr WILLIAMS-I have crossed the floor and supported the honourable member and
other gentlemen of his party on one occasion: legislation of homosexuals. I consistently
support the views of the honourable member for Dandenong about the abuse of alcohol
particularly on the roads. Studies indicate that more than one in three drivers killed on
the roads has a blood alcohol concentration that exceeds ·05 per cent. That is what happens
when people are stupid, careless, self-indulgent and so forth on the roads.
Laws must be introduced to curb those activities. If it is necessary to introduce this type
of proposed legislation, it has my full support. More than 2·5 million vehicles are registered
in Victoria. The population of Victoria is 4 million people, and 2·5 million people are
licensed to drive. As I said earlier, only 200000 were caught by booze buses last financial
year. I am still all for booze buses to catch the sort of people who are creating trauma and
havoc on the roads. It is pleasing to note that the number of persons killed for each
100 000 people has decreased in Victoria from about 30 persons in each 100 000 in 1970
to about 15 people in each 100 000 today. That number is well below the statistics for the
rest of the Commonwealth. The numbers injured on the roads have decreased from about
700 for each 100 000 to about 500 for each 100 000.
No doubt Victoria still has a long way to go in reducing death and injury on the roads.
Studies have clearly provided evidence of accident reduction benefits when police increased
breath-testing operations. It is not necessary to catch people-in fact, that is my philosophy.
I believe in deterrents. There must be a deterrent to stop people who do not have the
common sense and discipline to avoid injuring and killing themselves. That is what the
Police Force is about. I, for one, am resentful of the fact that the Labor Government has
not co-operated with the Police Force as well as it might in providing personnel, motor
vehicles and all the rest. The goodwill that once existed between the Police Force and the
Government has been seriously eroded in recent years.
I made a promise that I would not hold up the House, but I want all members of all
parties to face up to their responsibilities and give all the support they can to the police
and, if necessary, give them more draconian legislation than the libertarians would like. If
it is a choice between people being killed and families bein~ bereaved because the
breadwinner has overindulged at a hotel or club, everyone in thIS House should support
the proposed legislation.
Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston South)-As the shadow Minister for Transport, explained,
the Bill contains various amendments. Some honourable members are concerned at the
way in which the Bill has been introduced. I can understand that one would want to stop
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activities of the type shown in the Cannonball Express, the film screened recently, from
occurring. We do not want people with supercharged semi-trailer-type vehicles racing
from here to Perth and back again to see who can get here the fastest. Mad Max type
activities-Mad Max 1I was shown on television on Sunday night-are similar and should
also be stopped.
Members of this House and the public at large do not want those types of activities to
occur. I am sure the Speaker will allow me to make some comments on what has been
happening recently with breath testing. In 1970 this State led the world in a concerted
attack on the road toll. This House and members of the Road Safety Committee will
recognize that from that time in 1970 there was an attack on the former road toll with a
consequent reduction in accidents and deaths on the roads. A major input was seat belt
legislation. It appears from statistics and information one can glean from them that during
the intervening fifteen or sixteen years the number of deaths and injuries on the roads has
decreased only after the introduction oflegislation.
Governments of the day have introduced major reforms. Victorian legislation requiring
the compulsory wearing of seat belts led the world. The Minister for Transport has been
careful not to say anything about the so-called neglect of 27 years of Liberal Government.
I am sure he recognizes the brotherhood and bipartisan consensus that has been exercised
between parties to overcome this problem. Random breath testing has been an unqualified
success in the four or five years. Random breath testing may be more than random-it is
compulsory in some areas. This is a step that honourable members must consider. I am
sure the House would like the Road Safety Committee to be re-established so that it can
consider these matters.
The next step is the prohibition of alcohol for all drivers, as in some parts of Europe. As
honourable members are aware, probationary license drivers with P-plates are not permitted
to drink an alcoholic beverage and drive a motor car. Other proposals that could be
considered are the confiscation of cars of people found drinking alcohol and driving, or
the requirement that those people work in the community. Road accidents are costing this
country $3 billion. The proposed le~islation refers to the detection of people with a blood
alcohol content. The average detectIOn rate is approximately 4 in every 100 people tested.
In some areas, as a result of random breath testing, drivers showing blood alcohol levels
between ·05 and ·07 per cent are given a warning and others with blood alcohol levels of
more than ·05 are taken to police stations for further testing. This is a reasonable deterrent.
However, in Victoria, some drivers are required to wait in police stations for up to 2 hours
because the equipment needed to test their blood alcohol levels has to be sent to the
stations from a central point. I understand that only 100 sets of this blood alcohol testing
equipment is available to the Victoria Police.
Devices are needed also to measure drug intake of drivers of motor vehicles. I am
Chairman of the Peninsula Road Trauma and Safety Committee and also Executive
Officer of the Peninsula Drug and Alcohol Dependence Committee. I have earlier informed
the House that the Mornington Peninsula has one of the best road safety records in the
State and is an area that has shown significant improvement in road safety over recent
years. However, last year the Mornington Peninsula statistics jumped dramatically by
more than eighteen deaths to ~ive a total of 37 deaths, whereas, the year before, the
number of deaths on the Mornlngton Peninsula from road accidents was nineteen. The
increase is causing alarm on the Mornington Peninsula and should be causing alarm to
the Government also.
Recently, a road traffic operation was mounted on the Mornington Peninsula. One
could almost say that the peninsula was saturated. Some 42 drivers an hour were being
tested on the Drager electronic blood alcohol level indicator and only five drivers were
detected with a blood alcohol reading of ·05 or more. The officer in charge of the operation
remarked that this was lower than normal, the normal being about four drivers in every
100 drivers, and the number apprehended was almost one-third of the average. Over the
week-end 127 people were booked, 59 for travelling at speeds of more than 60 kilometres
Session 1985-46
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per hour, three who were unlicensed drivers, four whose cars were unroadworthy and
another four who were apprehended for minor offences. Those statistics show the
remarkable improvement of the driving habits of people living on the Mornington
Peninsula or visiting the Momington Peninsula.
This operation did not show up the particular problems of an increase in alcohol usage
and road traffic offences. I suggest to the Government that there is a correlation between
road accidents and fatalities and driving under the influence of both drugs and alcohol.
Because of its great coastline and small airfields, the Momington Peninsula is vulnerable
to importation of illicit drugs.
There has been an increase in the availability of marijuana on the Momington Peninsula.
This has concerned the community greatly. Recently at Rosebud, a group of people was
apprehended manufacturing amphetamines, which were being sold locally. The Peninsula
Drug and Alcohol Dependence Committee has noticed the increase in requests from
Rosebud and other areas for drug rehabilitation and consultation with welfare officers of
the committee, which suggests that there has been a major increase in drug abuse.
The committee is faced also with seventeen young people being killed on the roads on
the Momington Peninsula. Alcohol abuse has been a major cause of those road deaths
and, from tests that have been conducted and from the results of the recent police operation
on the peninsula, another factor suggests itself: the combination of marijuana and alcohol.
Marijuana smokers build up a residue of marijuana in the fat of their bodies with each
marijuana cigarette smoked over any period and one needs only one or two cigarettes to
reach a high. Therefore, the marijuana smoker who has had four or five cigarettes a day
for a period would need only one or two cigarettes a week to maintain a high. Combined
with alcohol and the driving of a motor vehicle, the judgment of a marijuana smoker is
severely impaired.
Testing devices are needed to detect this combination of drugs and alcohol. I understand
that at times the Police Force has had some tests done in Sydney. Testing for drugs in
blood and in urine is an expensive procedure. Honourable members will be familiar with
the expense of this operation in the horse racing industry. It costs more than $1 million
for a urine test establishment to be placed in operation. Urine tests for the racing industry
in Victoria are currently carried out in New South Wales. Those tests should be carried
out in the Victorian Pharmacy College, which has a world-renowned reputation, but which
is denied the business of urine and blood tests for the Victorian racing industry. The
Minister for Police and Emergency Services should make available to the Police Force as
soon as possible testing equipment for drug-related driving offences.
I mentioned earlier in the House that Assistant Commissioner Baker has been made
very much aware of the situation. He reports that over the past three years the incidence
of drug-related driving offences has increased threefold; the figures being something like
60, 120 and 200. Whereas detecting drug-affected people was more of a problem three
years ago, now members of the Police Force are trained to be alert and to observe people
for the effects of drugs.

Drug abuse is a tremendous problem in the community. It is estimated that Victoria
has 45000 alcoholics, more than 90 per cent of whom would have drivers' licences. Drink
driving has a horrendous effect on the community.
I refer now to the increase in re~stration fees. Because of the speed at which the Bill is
being introduced, it is somewhat dIfficult to assess the relationship between these increases
and prior increases; to discern exactly what increases are being applied now requires some
study.

Clause 7 provides for the abolition of minimum fines. This issue has exercised the
minds of the courts for a considerable time in that often a judge is left with making a
decision on a penalty, knowing that it may not be appropriate because it may be far greater
than the offender should incur. In such a situation a judge is often left with no alternative
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but to issue a bond, which virtually lets the offender off. Once the Bill is passed, clause 7
will enable a judge to impose ajust penalty that will not financially embarrass the offender,
endanger the offender's livelihood or put his or her family at financial risk but will inflict
a sufficient deterrent.
I am concerned at the haste with which the Bill has been introduced. However, at the
same time I urge the Minister to request Cabinet to examine the possibility of re-instituting
the Road Safety Committee. Last year there was an increase of 100 per cent in the number
of deaths on roads on the Mornington Peninsula. If that figure is reflected across Australia
in the next twelve months, it will have an enormous impact.
Honourable members should be aware of Victoria's road safety record in comparison
with that of New South Wales where an average of 1500 people lose their lives on the
roads each year, but there is a population difference of only 3 or 4 per cent between the
two States. Victoria has a road safety record of which it can be proud.
However, the Government has some hard decisions to take in regard to restricting the
number of persons who drive under the influence of drugs and/or alcohol. In the past
Governments have been reticent to change the law in this regard but the community now
accepts that change is inevitable and that it is not a right but a privilege to have a licence
to drive a motor car. Society expects a person to lose that privilege ifhe or she abuses it.
The Minister for Transport should examine increasing the number ofbreathalyzer units
and making drug detection equipment more readily available because there has been an
increase in the number of drug affected drivers on the roads.

Mr MICALLEF (Springvale)-As with its approach to other Bills, the Opposition has
a limited vision on this Bill. Opposition members appear to be confused about the difference
between deterrence and prevention.

..

I acknowledge that deterrence is an important aspect of road safety but prevention is
the more important long-term issue and, as such, is a more acceptable solution to the
community as a whole.
The Government cannot be expected to continue increasing the number of police cars
on the road, raising the associated penalties and increasing the resources of the Police
Force to accommodate the increase in the number of drivers on the road. One could have
a policeman on every corner and one would still have a large number of road deaths.
I am amused at the philosophy of the Opposition, which suggests that, if one reduces
the number of road deaths in a given year by 300, 400, or 500, one has done well. What is
the bottom line? Is the bottom line the proposition that because the community in one
year has I million migrants, in the same year it can justify 1 million road deaths? That
would not be acceptable to any society.
The Opposition should examine the fundamental aspects of the causes of road trauma
and the unreasonable amount of community resources that are used to service the private
motor vehicle as the main mode of transport.
It is acknowledged that public transport is fourteen times safer to travel on than private
transport. With regard to road deaths, they often occur on lonely stretches of roads in
country areas where there may be excellent vision in all directions, but cars run off the
roads.

There is an inherent design feature in cars that makes them more attractive for people
to purchase on the basis of performance rather than safety. Society may get somewhere if
it examines the fundamental problems of the design of motor cars and the attitudes of
advertising companies that tend to make people buy cars on the basis of performance
rather than safety.
Both the National Party and the Liberal Party are looking for scapegoats, such as people
smoking marijuana, as the cause of road accidents. If the Opposition wants to continue
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with that aspect, it should consider the fact that someone who has had a tense day at work
is just as much a hazard on the road. A number of attitudes and problems cause motor
accidents.
The Opposition is looking at drugs as being the cause of road accidents and the cure
being an increase in the number ofbreathalyzers and police resources but it is not looking
at the real problem. That problem is the fundamental attitude of multinational motor car
companies that produce cars for profit and leave the community to pick up the cost to the
hospital system of road accidents and the medical care that is required for road accident
victims who take a long time to rehabilitate. That massive cost to the community is
unacceptable.
I question the philosophy of the Opposition and the National Party and ask them to
examine the real problems and causes of motor accidents in this country.
Dr WELLS (Dromana)-I wish to comment on three aspects of the Bill: the first is that
the rush with which the Government has introduced the Bill into this place is quite
unacceptable in terms of good government and Parliamentary practice. The Minister for
Transport clearly deserves censure for rushing the Bill in this way. The Opposition learned
only this morning that the Government was determined that this Bill pass through this
place this day.
I do not actually have significant objection to any of the three subjects on which I wish
to comment in terms of the policy involved but I comment strongly against the way the
Government is proceeding. Good government is a question of what is done and how it is
done. It is just not suitable for a democratic Government to function in a way that rams
things through. I suggest, Sir, that the need does not exist on this occasion.
As I read the Bill, the provision to cover the cannonball competition is to make it
possible to prosecute the promoters of the competition. I support that aim and would
strongly support it in this place if the Bill were introduced in a proper fashion.
However, the authorities are not prevented at present from prosecuting drivers who
break the laws of this State and I believe the gain from being able to prosecute the
promoters on this occasion will not be sufficient to offset the distortion of Parliamentary
practice which is involved.
I am also less supportive of the Government's wish when I recall that there has been a
whole year in which something could have been done about this prior to this time.
Secondly, I am concerned about the manner in which the Bill is being rushed through
this place because of the provision to cover the retention of persons at a police station fOr
a compulsory 2-hour period for a breath-testing examination if they are suspected of
having a high blood alcohol level. I support that aim, but this is a matter of civil liberties
and this place ought to be very sensitive about civil and personal liberties.
The Parliament is the last court of appeal in those matters and honourable members
should consider very carefully what they do when a Bill is being rushed through without
giving the Opposition adequate opportunity of examining it. That is unacceptable. The
Opposition is clearly the alternative court of examination in a democratic Parliament and
that is why the Opposition exists. The Opposition must be provided with sufficient time
to do the job properly.
The Opposition has not attempted to delay the Bill and, although members of the
Opposition support the provision-they vote and speak for themselves-I know dismay
has been expressed by some honourable members about the way the Government is
pushing through this provision.
Although one does not wish to think it, there are grounds to believe that the Government
has been less than totally fair in the way it has constructed this measure. If indeed the
major concern is to prevent the cannonball competition, which in terms of State policy is
a very small, though important matter, why are other far-ranging provisions included in
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the Bill? Why must the Opposition agree to the passage of those much more important
provisions because of the desire of the Government to ensure that the cannonball
competition is stopped? The matter of ci viI liberties is much more important than the
cannonball competition.
The third issue to which I refer is the indexation of fees, of one sort or another, which
are detailed in the Bill. That is important, in terms of dollars and cents, and affects each
one of us. I compliment the Government if, as it appears, it has held increases at or below
the current inflation rate for the past twelve months. That is a minimal requirement for
efficient government in this State at this time, but a far more important principle is
involved in the indexation of fees. It is not the quantum of money involved, it is the
principle of indexation of Government charges and fees, the automatic increase of
Government fees against which the citizen has no direct right of appeal. It is worse than
that because the Government is indexing those Government charges so that, regardless of
what increase in salaries or income citizens may receive in future-most of those salaries
are controlled by Government decree or by arbitrary decisions by bodies set up by the
Government-the Government will take its full requirements to offset the consumer price
index or the inflationary increase. I acknowledge that this is not the first Government to
do that, but I express my opposition to the principle.
If one examines the history of arbitration in this country and State it is clear that
increases in salaries and wages granted over the years do not equal the consumer price
index increases. I am not saying that is a good or a bad thing; I am saying that whenever
that increase is less than the percentage inflationary increase and is less than the percentage
inflationary offset for Government fees, the Government is setting one standard for itself
and another standard for the citizen. I do not refer to a Labor Government or to a Liberal
Government, I refer to the Government of the day.

If the Government automatically indexes its charges to fully offset inflation, where
salaries are not equally indexed to fully offset inflation that is an unfair and unacceptable
Government practice. That is one of the most important-if not the most importantaspects of the Bill, but that is perhaps a matter of personal judgment.
The Opposition has been denied the right to consider fully the Bill, to discuss it here in
this place and to present it to the people of Victoria to whom we are all responsible. In
that context, the citizens of the Dromana electorate who sent me here, have been
disenfranchised to a significant degree on this occasion. I take exception to that practice.
For this reason, and, putting aside the desirability of some provisions in the Bill, the
Minister for Transport deserves to be severely censured.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I wish to add my comments to those put forward on
behalf of the National Party by the honourable member for Lowan. It is of some concern
that the Government wants to rush this measure through the Parliament without the
opposition parties being able to properly scrutinize the Bill and to receive feedback from
the community and from those persons who are well versed in the operations of the Motor
Car Act as it relates to the Police Force and their vital role in carrying out the provisions
of the Act.
I was interested to hear the view of the honourable member for Springvale. I guess he
was putting forward an idealistic view and is seeing things through rose coloured glassesor perhaps it is pink or red glasses. If one carried his thoughts to the ultimate conclusion,
there would be no motor vehicles on the roads in Victoria. That would not be very good
for Jasper Bros in Rutherglen or the motor car industry in general, because the motor car
industry creates employment and road transport plays a vital role in the economy of the
State. It was disappointing to hear the honourable member for Springvale express an
attitude that does not reco~nize the importance of road transport to the economy of
Victoria and to individuals hving in Victoria.
Of course accidents will occur while people drive motor vehicles on the road.
Governments in the past, and this Government, have done everything possible by way of
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legislation and education to recognize the problems involved in driving a motor vehicle
and in trying to reduce the road toll. If there were no private road transport, people would
have to rely on public transport. The honourable member for Springvale thinks that way
because he is a metropolitan-based member of Parliament who can use trams, trains and
buses as an alternative to private transport.
One does not have the facility of public transport in country Victoria. That is a point
that the National Party has tried on many occasions to get across to the Governmentthe absolute need for motor vehicles to service country Australia. In country areas, public
transport cannot be utilized in the manner suggested by the honourable member for
Springvale in his idealistic comments. The Bill relates to road transport charges which are
imposed on people who do not have vehicles registered within the State.
The honourable member for Springvale indicated that motor vehicle manufacturers
should not be worrying about profit but about producing a safe vehicle. Manufacturers
have a responsibility when producing vehicles for our roads. In fact, the vehicles using the
road system in Victoria are amongst the safest in the world. An enormous range of motor
vehicles are being produced and manufacturers are spending millions of dollars to produce
safe vehicles. Of course, they have no control over the person behind the wheel.
Undoubtedly, there will be accidents when such a large number of vehicles are using the
road system.
I refute completely the stupid and ridiculous comments made by the honourable member
for Springvale about the Bill. What he said did not necessarily relate to the Bill because he
spoke in ideological terms about what the motor vehicle industry should be doing in
Victoria.
The increase in charges is set out in the second-reading notes. It was disappointing to
hear an earlier speaker say that he did not know what the percentage increases were or
how they related to the consumer price index. The second-reading notes make it clear that
the last mcrease in charges was in December 1981 and, between then and June 1985, the
consumer price index increase was 29·3 per cent. The Government has been extremely
realistic about the increase in charges that is proposed in the Bill and that increase will be
contained near enough to the consumer price index increase for the current financial year.
I have related each of these increases to the Bill to ascertain precisely what is proposed
by those increases. Although these increases are rounded to the next whole number, the
Minister indicates in the second-reading notes that the increase for private vehicles is 4· 3
per cent and for other vehicles is 7·1 per cent. That provides an over-all increase in motor
vehicle registration charges of 6· 72 per cent. In round terms, that is less than 7 per cent,
which is in line with the approximate consumer price index increase for the current twelve
months.
Although the National Party is not happy about an increase in motor vehicle registration
fees, it nevertheless understands that rises are necessary from time to time. The Minister
has clearly set it out in the second-reading notes.
The problem faced by primary producers is maintaining any profitability whatsoever in
any facet of farming because of increasing charges and costs. Fuel is a necessity for people
who wish to continue operating in primary production.
In the Budget Papers, the estimated income from motor vehicle registration fees, rises
from $50829 770 in actual receipts for 1984-85 to an estimate in the current Budget of
approximately $54 million. That increase for the current twelve months takes into account
that fees will not rise until I January 1986.
Petroleum franchise fees present a totally different situation; because of the increase in
the cost of fuel imposed by the Federal Government, an automatic increase occurred in
fuel franchise charges for Victoria. That is based on a percentage increase on motor spirit
of 7·8 per cent and a percentage on diesel of 11 per cent.
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The charge on leaded fuel in Victoria is 4·21 cents a litre; the charge on un leaded fuel is
4·18 cents a litre and the charge on diesel fuel to primary producers and other users is 6·06
cents a litre. This will provide in the current twelve months in excess of $200 million to
the State Government.
What is required is a reduced charge by the State Government on fuel tax. The Minister
should also advise where this $200 million will be spent. If it is to be spent totally on
improved roads and facilities for motorists, there may be some justification for this money
to be raised by the Government. It is an increasing figure and is imposed as a tax on a tax
by the Federal Government which automatically increases the charge to the State
Government.
Although the National Party does not oppose the Bill, it expresses concern at the speed
with which it is being rushed through the House and the effect that increased charges will
have on country people.
My final comment relates to the amendment to section 80F (6) of the principal Act
which provides that a person can be held for a breath test at a police station for up to 2
hours beyond the time that the person has been apprehended. That seems to be an
inordinate time, recognizing that in country areas an authorized operator for a breath test
may need to come from a police station some distance away.
The National Party has not had time to accumulate all the information it requires nor
has it had time to fully discuss the Bill with interested people to enable it to formulate its
thoughts on various aspects of the Bill. Nevertheless, the National Party supports the Bill.
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-The first matter with which I shall deal is a matter about
which members of the Opposition and the National Party. have been concerned-namely,
the indecent haste surrounding the introduction of the BIll.
It is a matter of considerable concern to thinkin~ members in this House that the
Government has seen fit, on a number of occasions dunng the sessional period, to introduce
Bills at the last minute and members of the Opposition parties then have difficulty in
involving themselves in meaningful discussions with community groups and agencies that
will be immediately affected.

Notwithstanding the point made by the honourable member for Polwarth earlier in the
debate when he paid tribute to the Minister for Transport for the assistance he provided
in supplying staff to assist with an appreciation of the Bill at the eleventh hour, it should
not have been necessary. More time should have been made available to the opposition
parties to have discussions.
One cannot help commenting on the way in which the Government effectively gagged
discussion on the Appropriat.ion Bill. I do not intend to go on at length about it, I simply
record the point that it is a further example of the way in which the Government behaves.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! In other words, the honourable
member is making only a passing comment.

Mr GUDE-That is exactly right. I shall move on to a further concern I have, which is
the way the Labor Government effectively closed down the all-party Parliamentary
committee on road safety. All-party committees are one of the most effective ways in
which work can be carried on in Parliament.
Mr Ernst interjected.
Mr GUDE-The honourable member for BeJlarine rarely makes a contribution, and
now he is mumbling away like a jackass.
The Opposition believes a need exists for the establishment of a joint specialist committee
to deal with road safety. The former Road Safety Committee performed an outstanding
job and it is a disgrace that the incumbent Government terminated that committee.
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The Opposition has no objection whatsoever to the first feature of the Bill which seeks
to outlaw speed trials and the so-called "Australian Cannonball CUpH event to Western
Australia. I can comment as the parent of a young man who has just obtained a driver's
licence. When these types of events are held, they attracfa lot of attention and they do not
provide a very good example to young people and to those who might be led astray. I
commend the Government's stand on the matter and support it wholeheartedly as a parent
and as a representative in Parliament. I share the Government's view on the subject.
The second feature of the Bill deals with the 2-hour detention time for preliminary
breath-testing. I appreciate the fact that some of the civil libertarians may have some
difficulty with that time delay. I have no difficulty whatsoever with that time delay and I
make no apologies for feeling that way if it will assist in reducing road trauma. It is one of
the penalties associated with driving under the effects of intoxicating liquor. The 2-hour
inconvenience may enable a person to continue living a full and free existence, and it is a
small price to pay.
Moreover, often the people involved in drink driving accidents are themselves not
injured and it is an innocent person who suffers and ends up paying the heavy price of
physical damage by either becoming a paraplegic or, even worse, becoming one of the
infamous road victim statistics.
The honourable member for Frankston South drew attention to the need for special
care to be shown by the police-which should be reflected no doubt through legislation
introduced by the Government-concerning the drug problem. There seems to be a
growing body of opinion in the community that there is a greater need for control over
drug-related driving accidents.
I understand from speaking to members of the Police Force that there are examples of
people who are high on drugs having been involved in accidents. Some of these people
seem to have suicidal tendencies and there is concern that a number of them are suicidal
in their approach to driving motor vehicles.
Reference is made in the proposed legislation to the abolition of minimum fines. The
Act currently provides for minimum fines for the offences of driving unregistered or
uninsured vehicles, the offence of failing to comply with the acquisition of vehicle
provisions of the Act, and the offences offailing to pay a licence surcharge, driving without
a licence and failing to stop after an accident where a person has been injured. I do not
have any problems supporting the Government in this area. There are many other offences
that can be committed under the Act that do not fall within that jurisdiction.
The removal of the minimum penalty, as it applies to specific offences, will provide for
a more equitable and fair practice before the law. If there is one thing for which the Liberal
Party stands, it is equity before the law and equality of opportunity and equality so far as
citizens' responsibilities are concerned, as those responsibilities are determined by the law
of the land.
The final component of the Bill deals with increases in charges. Honourable members
have made mention of the fact that there is some satisfaction that the increase is being
kept somewhere in line with the consumer price index. I cannot pass up the opportunity
of making mention of the increase in the surcharge, which is in the order of 50 per cent. It
is always a concern to business people and the community generally because ordinary
citizens right across the board are affected when the Government introduces so-called oneoff surcharges that are supposedly never to be increased. Invariably they are increased. I
refer, for example, to the pay-roll tax surcharge that was introduced as a one-off surcharge
and has continued for many years.
Given the rapid cost-of-living increases over recent years and the Government's record
of rampant taxes and charges-in the order of 56 per cent, and probably more, since it
came to office-these fees seem to rise continually.
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I commend the Government for at least making an effort to keep the cost of these
increases-from its point of view-to a minimum.
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I thank the honourable members who have
taken part in the debate. In doing so I point out that the Bill was introduced some two
weeks ago and, when the time was set for the adjournment of the debate, I discussed the
matter with the Deputy Leader of the Opposition and said that there mi~t be a case for
urgency. I certainly hoped that would not be the case, but the pohce advised the
Government that there was every possibility that there might be another attempt at a
cannonball event.
Normally the Government would have allowed an adjournment of the debate for a full
two weeks or even longer and the Deputy Leader of the Opposition was aware of that. I
am sorry if honourable members are upset because they were not prepared for that.
The Motor Car Act is one of the most comprehensive in the State and is similar in that
respect to the Local Government Act and the Health Act. Most amendments are made to
a variety of the provisions of those Acts, and, if one introduced a separate Bill for each
area to be amended, in the normal course of events one would have three or four or even
more Bills in the same sessional period dealing with the same Act. If that were the case,
one would have, for example, the Motor Car (Further Amendment) Bill No. I, the Motor
Car (Further Amendment) Bill No. 2, No. 3 and so on.
My understanding-and I have been in the transport portfolio only since March-is
that this is a common occurrence. I can remember many instances, when the Opposition
was in government, when Bills affecting the Motor Car Act came in with a variety of
provisions being amended. It is hardly unusual for that to occur. Indeed, it would be
highly unusual for one to introduce a Bill amending the Motor Car Act and dealing with
only one matter.
In the normal course of events, there would have been additional time in which the Bill
could have been considered, given that there are other Bills on the Notice Paper that could
well be debated, and no doubt some of them will be debated later today. However, as has
been explained, and members of the Opposition have mentioned it as well, there were
difficulties in separating the cannonball provisions from the other provisions. For that
reason, it could not be done. A number of matters have been raised: first, there is general
agreement about speed trials provisions, both in respect of the need to outlaw events such
as the cannonball race and at the same time-and I thank the honourable member for
Polwarth for noticing this-si~nificantly to decrease the amount of regulation involved in
legitimate speed trials. PeriodIcally I have to sign approval for speed trials and I find that
the ones that are approved are invariably agreed to by the local police and the local road
safety people. I am sure there are some that do not get to me, because they are changed or
prevented at an earlier stage on the advice of the professionally qualified people.
The second item that has been raised relates to the breathalyzer matters, and I agree
that it is not appropriate to charge someone with being drunk and disorderly simply to
hold them until the breathalyzer equipment and a qualified operator arrives. It is not
simply a matter of the equipment, it also has to be operated by a qualified operator if the
evidence is to be accepted by a court, and there can be occasions when the apparatus will
actually be at the police station-but the operator may well be out at another police station
or elsewhere, carrying out his or her other police duties.
I disagree with some honourable members who have su~ested that being drunk and
disorderly is more serious than having a blood alcohol readIng of more than ·05. Anyone
who looks at people who are convicted of drunk and disorderly offences would have to
agree that it might have once been re~arded as a greater shame than a ·05 offence-and it
might still be regarded as such-but It is not nearly as harmful as driving when over the
·05 alcohol limit.
Someone who is found guilty of driving with a blood alcohol reading in excess of ·05 is
likely to kill or maim himself or others. Someone who is drunk and disorderly is generally
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just a bloody nuisance so far as the community is concerned, rather than being a threat to
anyone else.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr ROPER-I do not want to comment on recent cases of people being drunk and
disorderly. I have been in this Parliament for some time.
The question of additional resources was also raised. In each of the past two years,
additional resources have been made available to the police from special project funds
from the Ministry of Transport, which I think is a clear sign of the co-operation between
the police and the transport Ministry. For instance, additional breathalyzer equipment
and vans were purchased for the police to enable them to increase their activities some
time ago.
It would be better if a system existed that did not require people to be held for 2 hours;
but bear in mind that on some occasions, especially where there is an accident, the first
job of the police officer as the emergency person who arrives on the scene, is to look after
the accident situation. He or she may well have to assess people who are injured and stay
there until any dangers to other motorists are removed. Often that police officer can also
be the person who is the qualified operator and who has to use the machine.

Under the new measure there will still be instances where people who have exceeded
the ·05 limit will occasionally be able to avoid prosecution because the operator and the
device are not available to the particular individual within the 2-hour period, but it will
be much less likely than at present.
Honourable members raised the question of the problem of drivers who take drugs.
That is a major problem but, as yet, no simple and straightforward test for the presence of
drugs other than alcohol has been developed anywhere in the world. It is a growing
problem and one that is being examined not only here but also elsewhere. People in both
Britain and Toronto have been involved in studies of this kind.
A number of honourable members raised the question of motor car fees. As the
honourable member for Murray Valley rightly pointed out, the second-reading speech
made it clear that the last increase was in 1981, not 1983, as one honourable member
suggested, or over the past twelve months, as another honourable member suggested.
There has been a 29 per cent increase in the consumer price index since that time. Where
there is a variety of often quite small fees, it is extremely difficult to round off increases in
line with rises in the consumer price index or below. In this instance, we have been able
to achieve, in the majority of instances, an increase less than the increase in the consumer
price index, which is currently running at approximately 7·7 per cent.
Mr Perrin-You have got your money from licence fees though-increased petrol
licence fees.
Mr ROPER-I was going to come to that, if the honourable member had waited. The
increase has been held to approximately 6· 7 per cent.
A number of honourable members also raised the question offuel franchise fees. Certainly
they have increased basically, because of the changes in the value of the Australian dollar
since it was deregulated as opposed to the previous rigid controls over the dollar.
I should point out, as the honourable member for Murray Valley also implied, that so
far as Victoria is concerned, the great mass of the money raised from the motorist, whether
by registration fees or by fuel franchise fees, goes back to the motorist by way of grants for
roads or by way of the black spot program or road safety activities.
The amount of money that the State spends from resources on road-related activities is
more than is brought in from motorists. That cannot be said of the Commonwealth, which
returns roughly 14 cents of every $1 that it gets from motorists by way of various charges
on fuel; but, so far as the State is concerned, the money is returned. This year, an extra
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$39 million of State funds was made available to the Road Construction Authority and
the Road Traffic Authority for their road-related activities. That is a demonstration of the
importance the State places on these areas. Indeed, we might not have had to consider an
increase in registration fees if it had not been for the recent cuts in road funding.
Honourable members, generally speaking, have supported the minimum fine proposition,
although the honourable member for Malvern expressed some concern about convictions
not being recorded. Under the Bill it is far more likely that a conviction will be recorded
than it was in the previous situation, where it was quite likely that someone would be let
off on an adjournment and that would be the end of the matter. In this situation, if
someone offends again, there will be a known offence and magistrates will take that into
account.
The last matter involving speed trials concerns section 83A (3) of the Act raised by the
honourable member for Lowan, on which I shall seek advice and advise him.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time, and passed through its remaining stages.

NATIONAL PARKS (ALPINE NATIONAL PARK) BILL
The debate (adjourned from October 3) on the motion of Mr Wilkes (Minister for
Housing) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.

Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-This Bill has been subject to strenuous debate in this place
and, no doubt, will be subject to further strenuous debate in another place. The purpose
of the Bill is to obtain a contiguous national park over the present area involving four
national parks in eastern Victoria. The national parks currently comprise 390 000 hectares
of Victoria and the proposal is to extend those parks by making then contiguous. The
joining together of these parks will mean that the area covered by the proposed Alpine
National Park will be approximately 580 000 acres.
I am concerned about the title of the Bill. The Bill refers to the Alpine National Park,
yet the United Nations has come out with a definition of what a national park should be.
There is no doubt that the provisions of the Bill do not in any possible way conform with
the definition suggested by the United Nations. I refer honourable members to a 1982
United Nations List of National Parks and Protected Areas, which states:
The United Nations ... recommends that all governments agree to reserve the term "national park" to areas
answering the following characteristics and to ensure that their local authorities and private organizations wishing
to set aside nature reserves do the same:
A national park is a relatively large area where:
I. one or several ecosystems are not materially altered by human exploitation and occupation, where plant
and animal species, geomorphological sites and habitats are of special scientific, educative and recreative interest
or which contains a natural landscape of great beauty;
2. the highest competent authority of the country has taken steps to prevent or eliminate as soon as possible
exploitation or occupation in the whole area and to enforce effectively the respect of ecological, geomorphological
or aesthetic features which have led to its establishment; and
3. visitors are allowed to enter, under special conditions, for inspirational, educative, cultural and recreative
purposes.

The United Nations made it clear that what is referred to in the Bill is not a national park.
It is, in the terminology of the United Nations, a local park. The United Nations also
states that Governments should not designate various activities that may occur in a
national park, and it then explains what they are.
According to the definition of the United Nations, the Bill does not relate to a national
park, and the title of the Bill is deceptive and should be changed. The proposed Alpine
National Park will not be a national park simply because the Government will allow
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various economic activities such as limited grazing, logging and mining to continue. The
park could not possibly be called a national park.
The Bill represents the extreme conservation point of view. It proposes to exclude
sawmilling, mining and grazing to some extent. Members of the Government have made
great play of the fact that some activities will remain. I believe that is nothing more than
the thin end of the wedge and that someone will come up with the United Nations
definition and will insist that those economic activities be excluded.
The Opposition believes the Bill is unnecessary. It is part of the recommendations of
the Land Conservation Council. The Victorian community wants a balanced conservation
policy, which was provided by the former Liberal Government. On many occasions
honourable members point to what happened over 27 years of Liberal Government in
Victoria. I am pleased to state that the Cain Government inherited a good national parks
system from the previous Government. I am proud to be a Liberal and to have been
associated with the establishment of those national parks, which reserve more than 5 per
cent of Crown land for Victorians.
The problem is that a political dogma is now being put into place with an extreme
conservation point of view. The Opposition does not believe the proposed Alpine National
Park is necessary and I shall refer to the response of the Minister in a moment. I place on
record that I am a conservationist. I describe myself as a natural conservationist because
I believe there should be a balance in the provision of national parks.
Mrs Setches interjected.
Mr PERRIN-If the honourable member for Ringwood wants to join in the debate, I
can provide examples of where the Cain Government had opportunities to save parkland
but did not do so because it does not have a comprehensive conservation policy. I am
proud of the record of previous Liberal Governments. In the area that I represent the
Board of Works has two magnificent parks: the Yarra Valley Metropolitan Park and
Westerfolds Park. Those parks were established by the Hamer Liberal Government and
are of tremendous interest and benefit to people whom I represent. I provide the Board of
Works and those parks with as much support as I can because metropolitan parks are
important for people living in the suburbs.
Despite the fact that the parks border the Yarra River which is a natural attribute of the
City of Melbourne, they are unique and are well used by Melburnians.
I now turn to the cattle grazing that has occurred on the high plains over many years
and state categorically, as I have done in my register of interests-Dr Wells-Mr Acting Speaker, I draw your attention to the state of the House.
A

quorum was formed.

Mr PERRIN-Cattle grazing in the high country has been part of the Victorian
environment for 150 years. It has been a long heritage for those people, who have provided
tremendous economIC benefits to this State and who have been, in my view, natural
conservationists.
One cannot live in an area for long periods, as these people have, and not look after the
environment in which one lives. They realize that what they do has an effect on future
generations who will inherit those tracts of land. Mountain cattlemen protect the
environment. The approximately 100 families who live in the high country have done a
tremendous job in that regard.
The mountain cattlemen have gone to considerable efforts to have their point of view
heard in the community and to compete with minority views. My register of interest
records that I have been, prior to my election to Parliament, an associate member of the
Mountain District Cattlemen's Association. I am staggered that honourable members
have not seen that interest, but I make no apologies for it. As I indicated earlier, mountain
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cattlemen have gone to considerable lengths to get their point of view heard. Honourable
members will remember when the mountain cattlemen rode through the streets of
Melbourne with great dignity in September last year. The mountain cattlemen presented a
petition to Parliament with over 12 000 signatures on it asking that their heritage be
maintained. They did not want an increase in the land that they had, they just wanted to
retain the area they occupy.
The Premier did not even have the guts to go out and meet them. He sent out the
Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs to meet the mountain cattlemen.
Mr Cathie-That does not have anything to do with the Bill.
Mr PERRIN-It does affect the Bill.
Mr SHELL (Geelon~)-On a point of order, Mr Acting Speaker, I find offensive the
remark about the Premler made by the honourable member for Bulleen and I ask him to
withdraw that remark.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Dr Vaughan)-Order! For the benefit of honourable
members, I believe the honourable member for Geelong is referring to Standing Order
No. 108. Unless the honourable member believes the remark made by the honourable
member for Bulleen was personally offensive, I shall ask the honourable member for
Bulleen to continue his remarks.
Mr SHELL-On your ruling, Mr Acting Speaker, this morning Mr Speaker made a
ruling on the same point in respect of the honourable member for Caul field that related to
the honourable member for Malvern. I ask you to reconsider your ruling.
Mr COLEMAN (Syndal)-On the point of order, it is clear that what Mr Speaker said
this morning was that it was the responsibility of the honourable member personally to
ask for a withdrawal of a comment, rather than for someone else to act on his behalf. The
ruling you have made, Mr Acting Speaker, is the correct ruling.
The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! It is not my wish to set a new precedent in the
Westminster system and I ask for the co-operation ofthe House on this occasion. Standing
Order No. 108 states:
No Member shall use offensive or unbecoming words in reference to any Member of the House and all
imputations of improper motives and all personal reflections on Members shall be deemed disorderly.

I shall discuss the matter raised by the honourable member for Geelong with Mr Speaker,
but I rule on this occasion that there is no point of order.
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-The Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs told the
deputation from the Mountain District Cattlemen's Association that they were preaching
to the converted. They had nothing to fear. He said that no legislation would be introduced
into Parliament that would infringe on their rights. How wrong he was. Mountain cattlemen
were deceived by the Minister.
I remind honourable members that at the Nunawading by-election the national parks
issue and the matters canvassed in this Bill were widely discussed throughout the
community. Some political parties, one of which is not represented in this House, indicated
that the national parks issue was so important that the proposed legislation had to be
passed by Parliament. I remind the House that the Australian Democrats, who threw their
weight behind this Bill, as did other conservationists, had their vote at that by-election
almost halved. Many thousands of words were written and spoken about that issue, so one
can say that it was tested in the community at the by-election.
I am concerned also about a statement made by the Minister for Conservation, Forests
and Lands just prior to the Nunawading by-election and reported in the Herald of 16
August 1985. That statement said:
The Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands, Mrs Kimer, strongly criticized a pamphlet being distributed
in the electorate by supporters of the mountain cattlemen.
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The Minister went on to say:
If they can afford this type ofliterature I might consider putting their rents up to what anybody would concede
to be a reasonable rent for anyone's livelihood, she said.
No one else in Victoria has such cheap access to public land.

That is a clear threat against mountain cattlemen for producing the pamphlet that I have
here. It is a sensible pamphlet, which makes several points about mountain cattlemen and
the high country, the subject of this Bill.
It is a pity that these people were subject to this type of bullying just before a by-election.
The pamphlet was not paid for by mountain cattlemen, it was paid for by the associates of
the Mountain District Cattlemen's Association, people who are basically city folk like
myself. These are people who believe they are entitled to make their living in the high
country.

Other areas will be affected by the Bill and I refer specifically to the timber industry, in
which I had the pleasure of working for six years, so I have some knowledge of it. I have
been in some areas in the high country in which logging of mountain ash has taken place
in the high plains around the Gibbo River. That river may not be known to many people
but I have been there on many occasions and I have seen the situation.
Sawmillers do not walk into an area, pick a tree and then cut it down. Nothing could be
further from the truth. The Forests Commission-as it was known-goes into an area and
marks every tree that needs to be cut down. The sawmillers do not enter an area and cut
down every tree. The sawmillers provide many economic benefits to the area and part of
their charter is to cut logging roads-obviously to get logs out-and these are paid for
exclusively by the sawmillers. So there is an economic benefit for the community.
Mr McNamara-The roads are used by tourists.
Mr PERRIN-As the honourable member for Benalla says, the roads are used by
tourists and they are used for access for fire fighting. Without these logging roads, the
whole of the alpine area would be put at tremendous risk. Even if the taxpayer had to fund
the building of roads for access for fire trucks there would still would be an enormous
number of fires.
I have travelled from Corryong to Omeo, which is a magnificent area, and it can be
developed in a balanced way so that it provides the best of both worlds. Fire hazards are
caused if areas are left untouched for long periods. In the high country where the grazing
has kept the grass down, fires have been kept to a minimum. If grazing is not allowed to
continue, obviously there will be more fire hazards.
Fire can destroy the sanctuary that the Government believes it is setting up. That
situation is undesirable as an enormous amount of taxpayers' funds must be used to
protect the area if it is locked up. If one considers the people who do not support the
national park-I have mentioned the mountain cattlemen and I do not want to go any
further on that-the Shire of Mansfield has circularized all honourable members with a
letter. The last paragraph says:
Because of the matters stated above, this council opposes the proclamation of the alpine area east of Mansfield
as a national park.

That is the view of the Shire of Mansfield. The Victorian Sawmillers Association has also
considered it necessary to write to make the point that it does not support this national
park. I believe the letter dated 11 September has been sent to all honourable members
making its view clear. It has produced an interesting brochure on which it has considered
it necessary to spend the members' funds to put the case for the association members.
According to the association, there is a diminishing number of hardwood saw logs,
especially mountain ash saw logs, in this State and the situation is that this will be a drain
on the natural resources of this State. However, it is a renewable resource; it continues to
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grow. Once log harvesting has taken place there is a replacement automatically provided
by nature.
Various interest groups are concerned about logging and the restrictions on logging in
the Alpine National Park. I refer to a proposal prepared by the Timber Industry Task
Force. It is interesting to note the number of unions who support this proposal. On page 4
the proposal states that:
It believes that the Victorian forests products industry is now under extreme threat. Its capacity to sustain
economic and environmental benefit to the people of Victoria has been eroded by the withdrawal of timber
resource and hesitancy in initiating adequate reforestation and plantation programs by successive Governments.

That statement is supported by the Amalgamated Metal Workers' Union, the Australian
Timber Workers Union, the Australian Workers' Union, the Electrical Trades Union of
Australia, the Federated Engine Drivers and Firemen's Association, the Federated
Furnishing Trades Society of Australasia, the Federated Iron Workers' Association of
Australia, the Federated Storemen and Packers Union of Australia, the Pulp and Paper
Workers Federation of Australia and the Transport Workers Union of Australia as well as
the Victorian forests products industry.
Other organizations in the community have made it known clearly to the Opposition
that they do not support the extension of the Alpine National Park because they can see
the economic impact it will have. One interesting matter that has been the subject of the
debate is that there has been a lot of rhetoric put forward by Government members, but
nothing hard and fast in figures has been put forward. When a Government proposes to
lock up large areas of alpine park area, forests and grazing areas the Minister should at
least prepare an economic impact statement. This is not the first occasion on which I have
asked for an economic impact statement. I am aware that it is a legislative requirement in
many countries that an economic impact statement is provided with any major proposed
development.
No one has documented the actual economic effects of the loss of income from loss of
·grazing rights, timber cutting or the hundreds of jobs that will be lost. I can understand
honourable members on the Government side becoming agitated because I am cutting
very close to the bone. The Government has said that tourism will replace the other
industries lost. It has been said that a large number of tourists will visit the area but where
will the funding come from to pay for the economic infrastructure that will be necessary
for this to come about? The information available from various industry groups indicates
that there will be an adverse economic impact on the area. That is of concern to the
Opposition because of the high unemployment in country areas. It is a disgrace that no
economic impact statement is attached to this proposal for the Alpine National Park.
The Government is beginning to back off from this issue and I refer to the Herald of
Tuesday, 1 October, which was headed "Kirner to woo Liberals on parks." The article
referred to what the Minister said about the Alpine National Park. It is an interesting
article by Shane Green which states:
The State Government will seek talks with the Opposition in a bid to win support for its alpine national park
legislation.
The Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands, Mrs Kirner, today said she would seek talks after debate
on the Bill had ended in the Lower House.

The debate is still going on in the Lower House. The article continues:
"The things I'm prepared to talk about are grazing and timber production," she said.
But Mrs Kirner stressed the concept of a contiguous park and the Government's determination not to allow
multi-use of existing national parks were "not negotiable".

The Bill is to be renegotiated: that is what the Minister said. After it has been passed by
this House, the Government will talk about it. No doubt measures will be made in the
other place and this House will have another chance to debate it when the Bill comes back
with amendments. It is a pity that the Government did not come clean with this House
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and provide the information about the matters on which it was prepared to negotiate so
that this House could debate the Bill once and for all.
I shall finish where I began. The Liberal Party has an excellent record on conservation
in this State. It has led the way, as compared with other States. I am proud of that record
and I support the actions of former Liberal Governments because the establishment of
national parks has provided a balance in the community. However, we should not go to
the extreme of locking up large areas of parkland, logging areas or grazing areas. Liberal
Governments felt it was necessary to go only so far and then stop, but the present
Government wants to go on and on until the land is all locked up. Submissions made to
members of the Opposition make that very clear.
If the Government puts a sensible proposal that is adopted in the other place and it then
comes back to this House, it may receive the support of this House; but it is unfortunate
that it has to be dealt with in this way. It is a pity that the Government introduced the Bill
in this way. Had it handled the matter in a different way and ensured that it did not lock
up large areas, I am sure it would have had the support of the Opposition.
Mrs SETCHES (Ringwood)-It gives me pleasure to support the Bill, which establishes
Victoria's largest and most spectacular national park, the Alpine National Park, which
will be an important asset for Victoria. The Bill is the culmination of a pre-election
promise made by the Labor Party in 1982 and represents longstanding Australian Labor
Party policy. The Bill provides for a system of linked national parks, including the
Kosciusko National Park in New South Wales and the Namadgi National Park in the
Australian Capital Territory. The system will cover 1·474 million hectares and will
encompass the major mainland alpine areas.
The scope for recreational activities and opportunities within the parkland will be
unlimited. The Opposition continues to refer to locking up the area, as if the Government
were about to put a chain mesh fence around the park and open it only on certain days.
Experience shows that tourism and usage of reserved areas within natIOnal parks boom
when those national parks are proclaimed. This area will be a national asset that will be
used by everybody in a manageable way. The Bill proposes that a management plan be
established in respect of the various usages within the national park.
The area concerned is very special. Very little of Australia is alpine area; most of it is
extremely arid. We should be taking well planned steps to ensure that that alpine area is
preserved, not only for existing generations but also for future generations.
The Alpine National Park will extend from Mansfield in the west to the New South
Wales border in the east, and will include some of Australia's most outstanding and
breathtaking scenery and unique alpine vegetation. It will link and incorporate existing
parks such as the Wonnangatta-Moroka National Park, the Bogong National Park, the
Cobberas-Tingaringy National Park, the Snowy River National Park and the Wabonga
Plateau State Park. It represents an increase of 75 per cent over the existing alpine park
area. Alpine parks in Victoria alone will increase from 395000 hectares to 690 000 hectares
of contiguous national park.
In creating this park, the Government has accepted the final recommendations of the
Land Conservation Council, with some minor modifications to allow for the harvesting
of timber. Some honourable members from both sides of the House have referred to the
inquiry into the timber industry. That inquiry is aimed at assisting the industry, which
faces extremely difficult problems, but not as a result of the Bill or of the proposal to
establish the Alpine National Park.
The Bill provides that the park will be proclaimed on 1 December 1985, although the
proclamation of certain areas will be delayed to allow for mature timber resources to be
harvested. The last area will be proclaimed in 1996.
The honourable member for Bulleen mentioned grazing disruption and the claims of
the mountain cattlemen to their natural heritage. The area currently excluded from grazing
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will remain excluded. The decision by the former Liberal Government to phase grazing
out of certain areas from 1990 onwards will not be altered, so that the Government has
only taken up the position adopted by former Liberal Governments. One additional area
of the Howitt Plains will be added to the area to be excluded by 1991. When that phasing
out is effected, the effect on grazing will be almost nil: 95·5 per cent of the high country
will still be available to the mountain cattlemen, as it is now.
It is preposterous to suggest that the national park will be locked up. It will be a focal
point for tourism, and will benefit regional economies; visitor levels will increase, as has
been shown in the case of other national parks.

Currently, approximately 100 graziers run about 20000 cattle in summer and about
5000 in winter in the alpine area. The Government's decision to adopt the
recommendations of the Land Conservation Council affects only one licensee on only one
of his runs. This licensee has three other runs on public land, as well as a considerable area
of privately owned land. The effect of the Bill will be to reduce his herd from 1100 to 600
by 1991. An area of only 3000 hectares is involved. The misrepresentation on this issue
that has been developed by the Liberal Party and the mountain cattlemen during the
Nunawading by-election campaign resulted from the position of one individual. One
individual whose herd will be reduced by less than halfhas stirred up the sort of opposition
that was constantly brought to the attention of voters in the Nunawading by-election.
The decisions of former Liberal Governments affected 17 families and 14 500 hectares
of land over the years, but there was no outcry from the mountain cattlemen in that time.
The Government has made virtually no change to that position, yet a political stunt has
been orchestrated and carried out by the mountain cattlemen because of one person
having to reduce his herd by less than half.
When talking about the ecological impact on the Alpine National Park, I indicate that
the need for protection of the area was first formally recognized in 1951 and 1952 by the
State Development Committee. Now, 35 years later, the Bill is the end result of that first
recognition. It has taken 35 years to reach the stage where Governments are prepared to
protect that very delicate ecological alpine area of Victoria.
As I said before, the alpine environment is a very narrow band and is very rare in
Australia. Protection for this band, as it occurs in New South Wales, has been effected,
and that State now has the Kosciusko National Park.
The area to which the Bill refers has very diverse vegetation. More than 1000 quite
different plant species are recorded, twelve of which occur only in the alps. Some 34
species of native mammals, 183 species of birds and 30 species of reptiles exist. Of course,
it is the most important water catchment in that State.
The alps provide at least 25 per cent of the total flow of all Victorian rivers, so the
establishment of the Alpine National Park must also be considered from the point of view
of water purity and water improvement in Victoria.
In listening to some of the comments of honourable members opposite, I noted that the
honourable member for Bulleen described himself as a natural conservationist-and by
that I can only presume that he is perhaps a nudist or something like that. The Liberal
Party conservation policy is arrived at by expediency and is constantly changed to suit the
mood of the day or, in fact, the lobby group of the day.
I point out to all honourable members opposite who have stood up and said they believe
in conservation that this Bill actually puts the lie to what they have said because, if they
really believed in conservation, they would ensure the protection of one of the unique
areas of Australia by supporting the Bill in this House and in another place. That suggestion
is also directed at the National Party; it should also support the Bill for the benefit and
enjoyment of future generations of Victorians. I support the Bill.
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Dr WELLS (Dromana)-Honourable members are debating a most important subject.
The House would be aware that the Natural Resources and Environment CommIttee
currently has before it a reference from the Victorian Government to examine the usage
of national parks and other recreation parks in Victoria and to present to Parliament a
detailed report in due course. I have the privilege of being a member of that committee,
and it is with that background that I make my comments on the Bill. I also point out that
I have spent five of the past seven Easter breaks walking and camping in the Bogong High
Plains. With my biomedical background, I believe I can claim to be a conservationist by
training and experience.
I make it quite clear that I am not in favour of destroying the biosphere of this planet,
this nation or this State. That is one of the great basic heritages that mankind possesses.
As has already been said, Victoria is a very fortunate State, not only climatically and
geographically, but also in that, in its history to date, it still has some 39 per cent of land
being Crown land. Therefore, it is ultimately under the control of the people, throu~
Parliament. It is also fortunate, because of past political planning, to have 5 per cent of Its
area designated and controlled as national parkland.

These are all relevant considerations when examining the proposal contained in the
Bill. Honourable members must address themselves to the desirability of a contiguous
national park in Victoria. Obviously, there are points in favour of such a park. I would be
one of the first to acknowledge that there must be some tourist value in such a development.
It may be very great in the future, but honourable members of the Government party
would have to acknowledge that, currently, that is not the case.
Tourist usage of such areas at this time is very sparse in comparison with, for example,
parks closer to major centres of population. One acknowledges that tourist development
in the future, it is hoped and expected, will be considerable. However, I believe these
things relating to the alpine area of Victoria are a reasonable distance into the future. The
decisions made in Parliament by politicians have to be balanced and must be made
according to the situation at the time, with as much acknowledgment as possible towards
the needs and possibilities of the future.
Therefore, the decision about a contiguous national park, which may be far more
important in the future, must also be cast against current conditions. That leads to the
question of the availability of funds for the further development of such a contiguous
national park if it were created.
One thing has become clear, both in my personal experience and as a member of the
parks committee of inquiry, and that is that land, or political designation alone, does not
make a national park. It may, in the judgment of the Government of the day, lock up or
preserve land for the future, but it does not make whatever is considered to be a national
park at that time.
Tourists require of such areas not only that there be land, but also that they have access
to it, that there be facilities on the land and that there be information available to them. It
is quite reasonable for them to expect those things.
It is equally obvious to me as a member of the parks committee of inquiry that there is
tremendous demand for funds to be made available at this time for the development of
what I believe to be something of the order of 5000 pieces of land in Victoria which are
designated as parks in some way.

Some of those pieces of land are close to Melbourne, as previous speakers have said.
Some of them attract enormous numbers of people, and most of them require considerably
more attention to be able to provide the great joy, satisfaction and recreation that they
could produce for a vast number of people, both tourists and people who live there for 52
weeks of the year.
Previous speakers have commented on the definition of a national park. I suggest to the
Government with the greatest respect that those words are not the most important words,
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conceptually, of what should be considered in terms of the creation, preservation and
usage of land for recreational purposes in Victoria, and of land for the preservation of
Victoria's flora and fauna. I believe the development on such subjects is at an early stage.
It is obvious that, although world conservation and national conservation movements
have definitions of what is a national park, the total community needs not only to pay
attention to conservation but also to the economic aspects of the usage of such land.
It is for that reason that I am not necessarily wed to the current definitions of what may
be a national park or a recreation park. Those definitions have evolved in relatively late
times-only in very recent years-in the development of such concepts.
It is important, if we are to do the best by our people and by these areas of land on into
the future, that the attitude this Parliament ought to adopt is to acknowledge that we have
the total biosphere at this time entrusted to us for only a short period, and we must be able
to hand it on in good condition to future generations.
Plans that we create should be created against a background of hundreds of years or
even longer. I say that bearing in mind that if one plans to construct a major building
using modern techniques, the building is likely to remain, if one leaves it there and
provides reasonable maintenance, for hundreds or even 1000 or 2000 years. However,
timber is a proven recyclable resource. It can be turned over in a relatively short period,
even in terms of human life; it can be turned over in the vicinity of 5 to 80 years at the
longest. One must consider the biosphere in terms of the elements we are discussing.
I am certainly not in favour of destroying the beauty spots and priceless areas of Victoria
by establishing concrete structures or building unnecessary roads through them if that is
not appropriate for a certain spot. However, I am not at all against planned, proven,
practical management of land which may involve the grazing of small numbers of cattle.
After all, if one looks back to the time before European man controlled the land, the land
did not consist of simply trees, plants and insects; it had running on it cattle, deer and
other species of animals and that occurred for thousands of years. The fires from the
lightning storms came and the land recycled successfully. Aborigines knew that and used
those techniques periodically to bring about bumoffs, for example.
In terms of low-density animal and economic usage of recreation areas, it is not adequate
to take a carte blanche decision to lock up whole areas ofland and never again allow cattle,
sheep or farmed deer to run on those areas. That is not common sense. It is not necessarily
practical. In large measure, the truth for that proposition is to be seen in the Bogong High
Plains, which forms a major part of the area currently under consideration. Those who
have walked and worked in those areas year by year are hard pressed to find damage
caused by light cattle grazing for a few months each year.
In terms of timber, there can be no adequate defence against the proposition that the
recycling and usage of timber in those areas, if properly conducted, is desirable.
I shall refer to a third area, which is one about which doctrinaire political minds
immediately throw up their hands in horrow and cry HU nmentionable!" I refer to the
question of mining in areas of Victoria. I am not one who wishes to irreparably destroy
areas nor one to say that an area should be raped by one sector of the community at a cost
to the rest of the community lasting forever. We should not indulge in the production of
goods which are totally uneconomic. However, there are instances and locations where
mining can take place and where there is no significant damage to the land above ground
and where provision can be made for total restoration of the area when the mining
operations are completed.
Life is never handed to us on a plate, and we always have the difficulty of making a
dollar to buy clothing, to eat, to live and so on. If mining can be carried out responsibly,
we should not, by doctrinaire decisions, exclude as a matter of principle such economic
activities when they can be fitted responsibly into appropriate multi-use programs.
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It is necessary for Western man to look again at his designation of what recreation areas
will be called. It is not sufficient to call an area a national park and to state, by definition,
that nothing can happen in the area other than people wandering through it in small
numbers, the butterflies and insects enjoying it and the fires ravaging through it every so
often by an act of nature. That is not practical management of what is, in the end, our only
resource.

Without wishing to oppose the eventual creation of a contiguous national park in the
area, now is not the time to proceed. I am pleased that the Premier has been able to fit into
his busy schedule time to be in the Chamber for this debate. I should have thought it
appropriate for the Government to await receipt of the report from the committee of
inquiry into parks because that committee is charged with surveyin~ the total scene in
Victoria. I should have believed our needs were to examine the existlng situation before
embarking on major new moves into new areas.
There is a real need to examine the competition for money in our society. The
Government is under pressure from many areas. It may be that some of our environmental
ambitions must be slowed down a little in view of more urgent needs in the health or
education areas or in other areas for which the Minister for Conservation, Forests and
Lands is responsible.
With the greatest respect, I submit to the Government that it should think again about
practical, caring, sensitive multiple-use policies for land areas under its control. It is not
sufficient to throw the baby out with the bath water and to lock up everything on ideological
grounds and then, when people do not have jobs, throw one~s hands up in the air. The
Government can never replace the total economic capacity of the community. Every
hectare of Victoria must be considered from that point of view and against the background
that it is our heritage in trust for but a short time.
Mr E. R. SMITH (Glen Waverley)-I am surprised that the Government has decided
to press ahead with the Bill because there has been so much opposition to it from the
mountain cattlemen, as honourable members are aware, the groups that make up the
tourist industry in the area and the Victorian Ski Association.
During the recent break, I visited Falls Creek and spoke with the people who live there
about their objections to the Bill. One of the things that struck me was the Government~s
double attitude to the areas in question. On the one hand the Bill will effectively stop any
type of development and usage of the areas, in spite of the honourable member for
Ringwood~s contention that the aim of the Bill was not completely to stop usage of the
land, but would allow people to be able to go there for holidays and to use it for tourist
purposes. On the other hand, the Government is assisting-and I applaud it for this-the
Dinner Plain project in an area contiguous to the area in question in the Bill.
Honourable members know of areas such as Mount Buller, Mount Hotham and other
areas which are being used to their maximum capacit¥. However, the Dinner Plain project
will cost in the vicinity of $1 million and is beIng assisted and supported by the
Government, and I applaud that move.
The alpine areas that are at present being utilized are bein~ used to their maximum. If
no further development is made in the alpine regions the SkI fields of New Zealand and
New South Wales will completely outfox those in Victoria and attract more people.
Mr Cathie-We have an Alpine Resorts Commission.
Mr E. R. SMITH-Victoria does have an Alpine Resorts Commission, but there
appears to be a double standard in that we attempt to promote the development of some
special areas while at the same time stopping development in other areas.
In Australia there are 600 000 skiers; 500 000 are downhill skiers and the others are
cross-country skiers. The sport of cross-country skiing is one of the fastest growing activities
in the alpine area at present. This form of skiing is more easily adaptable to family groups,
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which are better able to afford that type of skiing because the rates for outfitting skiers are
lower. If one takes up that sport one avoids having to pay the cost of ski lifts, which is
approximately $25 a head a day.
The alpine area can be further developed. The developers are concerned that the Bill
will prevent them from being able to think ahead about development of alpine areas. The
Dinner Plain project includes the construction of a town which will accommodate 2000
people. Chalets and shops will be built. It was originally thought that it would be impossible
to include a sewerage system in the development, but after the developers had seen how a
sewerage system was achieved in ski resorts overseas they went back to their drawing
boards and included the sewerage system in the development of the town.
The developers behind these sorts of skiing activities are concerned that the alpine area
will be completely cut offfrom further development and that they will not be able to help
to put Victoria back on the tourist map for skiing. As I said before, the ski fields in New
South Wales and New Zealand are able to draw skiers away from Victoria by offering
cheaper package tours.
Earlier I hit at the Government for not being more influenced by the developers behind
such areas as the Dinner Plain project. The mindless conservationists-not those who are
genuinely interested in conservation-have been trying to prevent the development of
Dinner Plain. The Government has been able to stop these people, for which I applaud it.
I understand that the Dinner Plain project is being built on freehold land and that the
conservationists could have used their influence to prevent it from continuing.
Falls Creek is completely saturated by development. If one visits the Falls Creek area
during high season one has to pay $10 a day for parking on the mountain. Often it is
terribly hard to find a parking space. Unless one has booked in advance one may find it
hard to stay on the mountain overnight and, therefore, one must again travel down the
mountain. The whole area could be developed in a responsible and reasonable way. Most
of the ski resorts such as Bulla, Hotham, Buffalo and Baw Baw are being utilized to the
maximum.
The State Government assistance to the Dinner Plain project is not only in the form of
money; it is also helping to Quell the carping criticism from the pressure groups who
always try to stop people from enjoying themselves or try to thwart the provision of
facilities for people to enjoy themselves. If the Government is aware of the value of a
project such as the Dinner Plain project, it is being short-sighted in going ahead with the
Bill which will, in effect, destroy the chance for other areas, for example, Spion Kop, which
is directly opposite Falls Creek, to be properly and suitably organized.
This mountain has a south face that ensures the holding of snow. I gather that it holds
the snow for more than 1000 vertical feet, which will ensure that alpine skiing is available.
The area is within the boundaries being sought for the new contiguous alpine park. If
honourable members are single-minded in their resolve to try to build a new tourist
attraction, we should consider the development of nearby towns to alpine areas, such as
Omeo. As a result of the development of Dinner Plain, Omeo will experience a growth
that will resemble the days of the gold rush.
As the Dinner Plain project is contiguous to the proposed national park area, towns that
are beginning to grow as a result of the decentralization policy will further develop if the
Dinner Plain project is planned properly. The project is estimated to cost $100 million,
which includes the funds from the Victorian Government. The development of Dinner
Plain will go ahead to develop Victoria and help it compete fairly with the other two skiing
attractions in New South Wales and New Zealand.
The ski season lasts for only fourteen weeks a year, and for the majority of the remaining
38 weeks there is very little or no snow. This is where the mountain cattlemen come into
the picture. Some of their leases will be revoked. I refer honourable members to the map
at the back of the Bill. If honourable members were responsible, they would realize the
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crucial work that is being done by the mountain cattlemen. They are unpaid fire fighters;
they help to keep the mountain trails open and it is in their interest to protect the land
from the ravages of bush fires.
At the same time the huts that are used by the mountain cattlemen in the highlands can
be used in the winter months to provide protection for skiers when they get lost in the
alpine areas. As the honourable member for Benambra said, the alpine area is considered
by the experts to be the most highly volatile area in the world during the summer months.
The appropriation in the Budget for forestry departments has been reduced. They do not
now have the resources that they had in former years, so how can this expansion to the
parks area be made safer, particularly if the mountain cattlemen are removed from the
area? The high mountain country will become more vulnerable.
One often hears how the mountain cattlemen are exploiting the area. I suppose in any
situation there will always be some who will exploit the conditions, but the vast majority
of mountain cattlemen abide by the spirit of the agreement. When I visited Falls Creek I
realized that it would be simple to monitor the number of cattle heading up the mountains.
The Government could employ a pensioner or an unemployed person to count the number
of cattle trucks that pass by one particular spot. It would then be easy to work out how
many cattle are in the area and to see whether the mountains are overstocked.
Mr Maclellan-An aerial photograph could be taken.
Mr E. R. SMITH-I agree with the wise interjection by the honourable member for
Berwick that an aerial photograph could be taken. That would be another means by which
one could monitor the number of cattle in the alpine region.
The point is that the mountain cattlemen are not exploiting the alpine area. They are
reasonable people who have earned their living in the mountains for many generations.
They feel for the land and have a great sense of responsibility towards it. Usually the
academics rarely visit the alpine area, but if they do they may try to pass judgment on an
area for which they really would not have the same feeling as the mountain cattlemen.
The worst damage to the alpine region that I found out about during my trip, apart from
the bush fires that have ravaged the land, was to the rare moss beds. I gather that this
natural resource is vital to the State Eleetricity Commission's hydroelectric scheme in the
Kiewa Valley.
The authority has indicated that capital equipment that is lost in the area can be
replaced, but the moss beds, or water soaks as they are known, cannot be replaced. If they
are burnt out or lost for ever the whole area will be endangered-that is, the whole hydroelectric area. It is not only cattlemen as environmentalists who are concerned about the
future of the area. It is also people who own the chalets who have a vested interest to
ensure that the area is held safely and protected over the years so that it will not be wiped
out. Their investments are as important as that of the cattlemen. If cattlemen were forced
out of the area, considerable damage would be done environmentally. Admittedly, the
cattlemen have a vested interest in keeping fires under control. However, with the reduced
Budget allocation to the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands this year the
area is in real danger.
Another concerned group is the Victorian Ski Association. It considers the Bill will
endanger the lives of skiers. I thought that view was far fetched until I spoke to the people
concerned. The national president, Mr Geoff Henke, cited the example of the New South
Wales experience where, for the past eight years or so, New South Wales skiing fields in
the Kosciusko National Park area have been subject to the usual bureaucratic restrictions,
and rather excessive controls have occurred. It was alleged that one of the shelter huts was
removed by burning. I found that hard to believe, but I was assured by many of the people
that some of the ski shelter huts have been removed.
Mr Henke went on to say that various ski clubs have applied for permission to build
staging huts on the Bogong High Plains between Falls Creek and Mount Hotham, a
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distance of 10 to 11 miles as the crow flies, but they have had no success. In the absence of
those facilities the lives of skiers who nobody can really stop entering the areas in practiceall the fences and man made barriers will not stop people going into those areas-are
endangered. It is not only their lives that are endangered, but also the lives of police,
volunteers and others who search for missing persons.
The ski clubs have even offered helicopter air lifts to help the Government provide ski
huts, but the Government has refused to listen. If people are discouraged from visiting
and entering those areas whether it be for cross-country alpine skiing or whatever, they
will go to New Zealand on cheap package tours. The poor old Victorian snowfields will
then be the losers.
This year has been a record ski season. There has been competition between the ski
hostels and ski resorts and between various shops in the area where people hire ski
equipment and other necessities. It is often a preconceived idea that skiing is for the elite
and people who are privileged. However that is not the case. It is a sport that the average
working man and woman may save their money to take part in.
Mr Remington-How much is it to get in?
Mr E. R. SMITH-It is approximately $10 to get in to the car park. If those people are
lucky enough to park their car and do cross country skiing they may get around for the
week-end for about $20 to $30. It is something that the working man can afford. While at
Falls Creek, I put this argument to the people who pioneered the area 25 or 30 years ago.
They had to hump gear into the area and camp out in the open. In all ways they had to
rough it. Any suggestion that skiing is for the elite and privileged falls on unreceptive ears
in those circles.
At Falls Creek and other places there is competition between areas in the price of hiring
equipment. I am sure that if developers were not allowed to operate in a sensible and
controlled manner and prepare those areas so that they are attractive propositions for the
working people of this State, the people concerned would be in a quandary. My concerns
are for the tourist industry, cattlemen, families and fire fighters. Bush fires will certainly
occur if cattlemen are removed from those areas.
I thought it ironic to find that the high tension overhead powerline that is proposed to
be placed through McIntyre's, the Dinner Plain architects, rather splendid 10 acres on the
edge of the Yarra River in Kew has not been opposed by conservationists. If they were fair
dinkum they would not allow this giant powerline to go right through the middle of what
is one of the best parks in the area. I know the Minister will quickTy hasten to point out
that it is private, freehold land, but I speak in the interests of conservation.
I sum up by stressing the concerns of people who have been living and earning their
livelihoods in the alpine area that the Bill will stop future development. Their concerns
are for the bush fires which they are afraid will ra vage the area and which, at this stage,
they cannot do much about. At least the presence of mountain cattlemen in the area
alleviates the problem to a considerable degree.
The cattlemen, who have put their lifetime resources into their business, are frightened
about what will happen to their livelihood. At every turn of the wheel we seem to be seeing
moves to try to eliminate people who are doing proper work through private enterprise to
develop this country.
I urge the Government to examine the provisions of the Bill. I feel strongly about the
future as a result of this contiguous national park concept. I am strongly opposed to any
proposal to contain the area as proposed in this Bill. The Bill should be withdrawn or
significantly amended between here and another place.
Mr LEIGH (Malvem)-I speak on the Bill as a man of this House who represents a
community that probably visits national parks frequently as there is little public open
space in my electorate. In talking about the heritage of Australia and the bush, the concept
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seems independent of all of us, whether we be members of Parliament who represent
country areas or city areas. The Bill represents an enormous move by the Government in
the direction it wishes to take.
The Minister's second-reading speech made much of the fact that during the last election
campaign the Premier made a commitment to establish a national alpine park and to
combine it with the Kosciusko National Park. At the outset I indicate that it is the Liberal
Party in this State that has been primarily responsible for the establishment of national
parks over the many years. It was not the present Government which pretends to be a
great conservationist. It was the good old conservatives of the Liberal Party, not the
current Government, who created most of the national parks. During the election campaign
and the Nunawading Province by-election mountain cattlemen were assisting the Liberal
Party. That is not surprising because the life styles they have carried on over 150 years are
at stake.
I am not surprised that the mountain cattlemen want to participate actively in trying to
stop this Bill proceeding. The Government said that it would take only a measly 4·5 per
cent of the total area. However, it is typical of the Government to take the first piece of
the cake, later on to take another, then another, so that sooner or later it has taken the
whole cake and the people are left with nothing. That is the way in which the Government
acts on a whole range of issues. It is not surprising that the Mountain District Cattlemen's
Association of Victoria fought so desperately to ensure that the Liberal Party had the
numbers in the Upper House. The mountain cattlemen should be congratulated for the
stand they have taken against the Government.

It is easy for politicians to enter Parliament and to pretend to be greenies. Government
party members in particular, profess to be great greenies. For many of my early years I
lived on an island in Papua New Guinea, so I have an understanding of conservation. I
did not get it out of a book like the Minister for Education. I experienced it as pal;! of life.
There is no doubt that, in this nation and throughout the world, conservation is being
impinged on by development. I accept that there is a balance between conservation and
development. Honourable members are talking of a fine balance and the direction that
must be taken.
It is hypocritical for Government members to talk of the timber resources in the State
when each member has houses, chairs, tables, other furniture, and so on, that have been
built out of wood from trees that have been chopped down somewhere. That is a fact of
life. Is there an honourable member in the House without a piece of timber anywhere in
his home? Of course not. The Minister for Education is sitting at the table in the Chamber.
Timber is a resource that has to have controlled usage. I accept that and so do members of
the Opposition. However, the Government is saying that it wants a magnificent national
park to stretch ultimately from one end of the State to the other, in which case the
Government should back up what it wants to do with monetary resources.
In the second-reading speech, the Minister made much of the fact that, with the creation
of the alpine park, there would be proper and responsive management of the area. How
responsive was the Government in its Budget? The allocation in 1984-85 was
approximately $10· 5 million; for 1985-86 this allocation has nearly been chopped in half.
Fire suppression in the State has been thrown out the door. The Government is saying
that it will let everything grow out in the bush, what does it care?
Government party members are making these decisions in Parliament while not knowing
anything about these matters, and that is typical of the Government. Why is the
Government acting in this manner? Once again, there is the eternal pressure of certain
groups of people in the Labor Party-the John Halfpennys, the Bill Hartleys and so on,
who have the real control of the Labor Party. Those members of the Labor Party who are
on the greeny fringe advocate that everything should be left alone and not touched. That
is fine, but the fact is that the human race exists.
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The human race needs to use some of the world's resources but those resources should
be used with great reservation. For example, when trees are removed, they should be
replaced. That is important. Many years ago that did not happen and in certain parts of
the country the landscape was bare of trees. No honourable member could suggest that the
mountain cattlemen have desecrated the land that they have managed for more than 100
years. They have not. To survive it has been necessary for them to nurture the land.
The Government cannot say that the mountain cattlemen have ruined the landscape
and, therefore, they should be gotten rid of. The Government, which has been in office for
a very short period, cannot tell people whose families have existed on that land for more
than 100 years how to maintain that environment. It should be obvious to the Government
that it is in the interests of the mountain cattlemen to protect that environment; it is their
li velihood.
Although the Government has reduced its Budget allocation for conservation in a whole
range of areas, it wants to increase the size of national parks. Not only is this year's Budget
allocation not the equivalent of last year's allocation, but also it has not increased in line
with either inflation or the consumer price index. The area to be looked after by the
Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands has been increased, yet the amount of
money available to care for that land has been reduced.
It is farcical of the Government to say that the Department of Conservation, Forests
and Lands can do a better job of caring for that environment than the mountain cattlemen.
The mountain cattlemen are part of Australia's heritage. Provided that the mountain
cattlemen are not damaging the environment and provided that they are looking after it,
there is no reason for the existence of the proposed national park.

As I said earlier, this is merely one of the great dreams of the Government. It is an easy
promise to keep because it affects only a small group of people in the community who
basically have very little power. It will cost a few votes in the bush, but the Labor Party
never had the votes in the bush, anyway; it will do better with the trendy voters in the city.
It became obvious in the Nunawading Province by-election that the aims of the
Government in this Bill did not work. The Labor Party flogged to death what the Opposition
would do about this Bill-however, there was a massive swing against the Government.
The Government should have learned a valuable lesson from the exercise. It should
have learnt that the community was not prepared to put up with the shenanigans of the
Government in its deference to only certain groups of the community. People want the
environment maintained on a balanced level, whether they live in Malvern or anywhere
else. I support that view, as would every honourable member. One cannot escape from
the fact that people do have some rights. The Government has to realize that mountain
cattlemen have rights. I am sure the Opposition would be very interested to learn what
else the Government will promise if the Bill succeeds-perhaps another extension of a
national park, or an increase in the size of national parks by 10 per cent or 20 per cent.
The Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands cannot guarantee that will not happen.
Once again, this Bill is an example of the thin end of the wedge. It is little wonder that
there have been instances in the House where the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services has given great vitriolic exhibitions in condemning mountain cattlemen. The
Government is attempting to cover up its mistakes. As I said earlier, the mountain
cattlemen deserve to be congratulated on their stand during the Nunawading Province byelection when this Bill was so significant an issue. It clearly demonstrated to the Minister
for Education, who represents the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands in this
place and who I believe is reasonably intelligent, that the Labor Party was wrong on this
issue. Members of the Labor Party will have to concede that they have a lot of problems
with this Bill.
The Government should withdraw the Bill because there has been no demand by the
community for it.

1466

ASSEMBLY

30 October 1985

National Parks Bill

Mr Cathie-We have had a mandate for it twice.
Mr LEIGH-Why is it that the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands, which
will be responsible for administering the park, has had its finances cut in the Budget? The
Government should ensure that the parklands that Victoria already has are maintained in
a proper fashion. Indeed, there are insufficient officers in the Department of Conservation,
Forests and Lands to prevent owners of four-wheel drive vehicles and trail bikes from
ruining the environment of Victoria~s parklands. Does the Minister seriously suggest that
the Government can increase the area of parklands and protect it with less money?
The Government must take a realistic view of protecting the parklands that Victoria
has and ensure that people use such areas in a proper manner. Indeed, much of the natural
bushland is inaccessible even to people who own four-wheel drive vehicles. There is not
much use in creating a national park if the community cannot gain access to that park.
The Government has given in to a minority group within the Labor Party which pulls the
strings of power. However, the Government is supposed to govern in the interests of the
entire community. The Mountain District Cattlemen~s Association of Victoria has no
power or influence. The Government has a chance to demonstrate that it cares for all
groups in the community by withdrawing the Bill.
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-I thank all honourable members who have
contributed to this important debate. I listened carefully, especially to the contributions
made by members of the Opposition. I did not hear one argument in principle against the
proposed Alpine National Park.
I obtained the distinct impression that members of the Opposition did not really have
their hearts in the debate. Although they may be committed to opposing the Bill when it
comes to the vote, most members of the Opposition said they were conservationists.
The Government is determined to create an Alpine National Park contiguous with the
Kosciusko National Park in New South Wales. It has been a longstanding commitment of
the Government.
That concept is magnificent, bold and imaginative. Parliament has a magnificent
opportunity of grasping that concept and ensuring it is carried out. The House has an
opportunity of ensuring, not only for the present generation of Australians but also for
future generations of Australians, the creation of a magnificent piece of heritage of
international standards that will be enjoyed by both Australians and visitors from overseas.
I do not believe the Government can accept the crocodile tears of so many Opposition
speakers who said that they' are really conservationists at heart but that unfortunately they
have to vote against the BlIl. I accept that they are conservationists at heart and I believe
now they will be able to carry the argument in their own party room.
The House heard a lot of argument from the Opposition, which I do not believe has any
great substance. Firstly, the House was told that the proposed Alpine National Park could
not be a national park because it was an area of land that had been touched by all sorts of
activities of man. If one examines the definition of a national park, one realizes that it
does not have to be an area completely untouched by the activities of man in the past.
Mr Perrin-Not according to the United Nations.
Mr CATHIE-Ifthat is all the opposition there is to the Bill, it is a semantic argument
on how one defines a national park. Let me clear up this matter now by referring to the
international definition of a national park as determined by the International Union for
the Conservation of Nature. That definition states:
A national park is a relatively large area where one or several ecosystems are not materially altered by human
exploitation and occupation, where plant and animal species, geomorphological sites and habitats are of special
scientific, educative and recreative interest or which contains a natural landscape of great beauty.

All the aspects of that definition could be applied to the alpine area within Victoria. If that
is the only concern that exists, I am sure Government members are prepared to sit down
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with the Opposition to determine whether common agreement can be reached on a
definition.
Perhaps more substance was put forward in the second argument advanced by a number
of members of the Opposition who claimed the Government has not provided adequate
finance and management support to maintain the present national parks and to safeguard
them against the danger of fire.
The Government rejects that argument. The Government has indicated its preparedness
to double the number of park rangers in the national park from 11 to 22. When the
Government made that announcement, the Opposition argued that if that were the only
resource the Government was prepared to put into the alpine region, it was not good
enough. However, I point out that the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands
has a total work force of more than 600 people in the alpine region. That large staff is
capable of being employed wherever needed in the alpine area.
The third ar~ument related to the effects the proposed Alpine National Park would have
on the timber mdustry. Even though it would hardly affect the future development of the
timber industry in thIS State, the House had to listen to a succession of speeches on the
loss of employment in the timber industry and the loss of great resources to that industry
in the State.
Naturally the timber industry is a major industry that offers employment in country
and regional Victoria. However, the reduction of availability of mature timber as a result
of the passing of the Bill would be less than 1·5 per cent. Indeed, independent assessments
conducted by people in whom the National Party has great confidence-people such as
Professor Batchelard and Or Groves from the School of Forestry at the Australian National
University-have examined the proposal for an Alpine National Park and concluded that
the proposal would have no signficant effect on the mature resources available to any
timber mill or any group of timber mills.
The House has heard arguments about the mountain cattlemen and how the Government
was seeking to throw those mountain cattlemen off the Victorian alps. If the Bill is passed
in its present form, 95·5 per cent of the alps will still be able to be grazed. The Bill will
reduce the grazing areas available by only 0·8 per cent.
It is nonsense to claim that the 100 mountain district cattlemen who are currently using
the area for grazing purposes will be thrown off the mountain when the Bill is passed,
because the proposed legislation will affect only one out of 100 mountain district cattlemen.

I wish to make a plea to honourable members opposite, if they are conservationists at
heart-as they tell us they are-not to pass up the opportunity of creating an allline
national park. If it is just a matter of detail and a Question of considering specific proviSIOns
regarding grazing rights, timber resources or mining leases, then the Government is prepared
to sit down with the Opposition and negotiate on those issues because the Government
wants to ensure the passage of this measure to allow for the creation of a contiguous
national park. I invite members of the Opposition to examine the details and be prepared
to enter into serious negotiations on the details of the proposed legislation to save the
magnificent concept of creating a great national park in our great alpine area.
The House divided on the motion (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).
~~

Noes
Majority for the motion
AYES
Miss Callister
MrCathie
DrCoghill
MrCrabb

«

34
10

NOES
Mr Austin
MrBrown
MrColeman
MrCooper
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AYES
MrCulpin
Mr Cunningham
MrErnst
Mr Fogarty _
Mr Fordharri
MrGavin
MrsGleeson
Mr Harrowfield
Mrs Hill
Mr Hill
Mrs Hirsh
MtHockley
Mr Jolly

NOES
MrCrozier
MrDelzoppo
MrGude
MrHann
MrHayward
MrHeffeman
MrJa.sper
MrJohn
Mr Kennett
Mr Leigh
Mr Lieberman
MrMcGrath
(Lowan)
MrMcGrath
(Warrnambool)
Mr Maclellan
Mr Perrin
Mr Pescott
MrPlowman
MrRamsay
MrReynolds
Mr Ross-Edwards
Ms Sibree
MrSmith
(Polwarth)
Mr Steggall
Mr Stockdale
MrTanner
Dr Wells
MrWilliams
Tellers:
MrLea
MrSmith
(Glen Waverley)

MrK~nnedy

MrKirkwood
Mr McCutcheon
MrMathews
Mr Micallef
MrNorris
MrPope
Mrs Ray
Mr Remington
MrRoper
MrRowe
Mr Seitz
Mrs Setches
MrSheehan
MrShell
Mr Sidiropoulos
MrSimmonds
MrSpyker
Mr Stirling
MrTrezise
DrVaughan
MrWalsh
MrWilkes
Mrs Wilson
Tellers:
Mr Andrianopoulos
MrMcDonald
PAIR
MrCain

I

Mr Evans
(Gippsland East)

The Bill was read a second time, and passed through its remaining stages.

TRANSPORT (VICTORIAN PORTS AUTHORITY) BILL
The debate (adjourned from September 17) on the motion of Mr Roper (Minister for
Transport) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.

Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-The Opposition opposes the Bill and will do everything
in its power to reject it through the processes of the Parliament so that it will not be
imposed upon the ports in Victoria.
The method the Opposition will use in discussing this Bill and the people it will use will
be: the honourable member for Hawthorn, who will speak on the commercial issues
involved; the honourable members for Portland and South Barwon, who will outline the
effect of this Bill on the ports of Portland and Geelong; the honourable member for
Western port, who will outline the effect of this Bill on the port of Western port, and other
speakers who will complement their remarks.
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The Minister for Transport, in his second-reading speech, did not give adequate reasons
for the reintroduction of the Bill. Some honourable members will recall that the Bill was
presented during the Parliamentary session prior to the last election and was rejected by
the opposition parties in the Upper House. Such is the occasion now.
The Bill is not needed. All it would do would be to satisfy the ideological belief of the
socialists running the Government that the centralizing of power and control would of
necessity bring efficiencies and effectiveness into the operations of the port. Nothing could
be further from the truth.
One needs only to read a report in the Australian Financial Review of 20 October, at
page 18, where the reporter, Terence Maher, describes in the lead article, "In Victoria's
transport system there is panic where there should be crisis management". How the
Minister for Transport could have the gall to present to the House another quasiGovernment organization, when he has not yet mastered effectively the control of the
ones established by his predecessor, that run the organs of public transport, is quite beyond
me. Surely he would want to concentrate the efforts of his limited skills and manpower
and the resources available in ensuring that the statutory organizations he has in the public
transport area are running effectively and efficiently. Nothing could be further from the
realities of the situation and the desire that I have just expressed.
These experiments in quasi-Government organizations have been extraordinarily costly,
as the Budget Papers reveal. Why would the Minister ask this House to agree to yet
another statutory organization with unknown costs and certainly unknown benefits? Where
in the Minister's second-reading speech is there an argument that suggests that the current
arrangements for the ports in Victoria are inefficient or ineffective?
There is only one brief mention of difficulties in misunderstandings between the Port of
Geelong Authority and the Port of Melbourne Authority when marketing the advantages
oftheir individual ports to Japan. Why that would confuse the Japanese, I have absolutely
no idea, because they are used to marketing their goods and their services in all sorts of
ports under all sorts of circumstances around the world.
I am sure the Japanese are not at all confused. Rather, they would wish there to be the
most competitive situation possible in this country. It is not, of course, all one-sided for
the benefit of the Japanese. Many people in this country export to Japan and elsewhere
and they have similar vested interests in the fiercest possible competition between our
ports.
I refer to a report on the adequacy of Australia's ports which was a Commission of
Inquiry into the Maritime Industry conducted by the Federal Government in 1976.
Honourable members may think that that document is out of date. However, the points I
wish to make by quoting from this document are still absolutely relevant today. I quote
firstly from page 1, paragraph 5:
Broadly, this commission, operating today, has found that many Australian ports compare favourably in many
ways with overseas ports in many countries visited by the commission in the course of preparing this report.
However. there are areas of great criticism, primarily of some Australian capital city ports in their handling of
general cargo in containers.

I turn to page 6, clause 30, which states:
Melbourne received much less criticism.

Further, on page 14:
It seems to the commission that we should try to take more risks with our investment in ports. Looking at
overseas ports, the commission saw that where ports had a willingness to take risks, these ports got about their
work more effectively.

That really is what the Opposition is on about. The report continues:
It seemed to the commission that this was largely because of what might be called a "commercial" orientation
to port development, something lacking in many of Australia's ports.
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The commission believes that it would be in the long run best interests of Australia to deliberately encourage
the port authorities to develop their ports in advance of needs.

I turn to page 16 and quote from paragraph 64:
It was the view of this commission, after looking at how ports in Australia are run, that those which seemed to
operate most effectively gave representation on their boards to a cross-section of users. The commission thinks
that ports should follow those examples to ensure that port planning and development take into account all the
factors involved.

Clause 70 on page 17 of the report states:
In this connection the Commission noted that the Japanese Government makes direct grants to ports for
approved plans for port development.

On page 20 the fifth recommendation of the report states:
It is recommended that, wherever the situation exists, ports be relieved of the necessity of paying to State or
other governmental bodies any portions oftheir revenue, using the full receipts ofthe port solely for development.

The Bill totally conflicts with the recommendation of the Commission of Inquiry into the
Maritime Industry. On page 24 the document states:
With regard to the planning process and consultation, the Melbourne Harbor Trust was frequently singled out
as being exemplary in its consultations with all concerned regarding port needs, present and future. On the other
hand, the Maritime Services Board ofN.S.W. was almost unanimously criticised, particularly with reference to
planning and consultation for Sydney's and Botany Bay's requirements.

Nothing has changed, except by way of improvement in the Victorian ports, since the
report commissioned by the Federal Government and completed in 1976 was made.
Everything that I have quoted from the report detracts from what the Minister is trying to
provide for in the Bill. As I mentioned earlier, in 1984 when the Bill was before Parliament
it was rejected.
For the benefit of honourable members I should like to table a confidential Cabinet
summary sheet that explains many things; amongst other things, it explains that not all
members of Cabinet at that time were in favour of the Bill. Obviously one of the Ministers
saw fit to leak the information out of the Cabinet because of his or her concern for the
impact upon the port structure and the costs that might incur for trade and commerce
within the State.
Mr Simpson-What was the date?
Mr I. W . SMITH-The date was 1984.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! The honourable member will ignore
interjections.
Mr I. W. SMITH-I am sorry that honourable members on the Government back
bench are not circulated with Cabinet minutes like members of the Opposition but for
their benefit, I am prepared to table the document and quote the relevant parts. Under the
sub-heading, "Is there agreement" the document states:
Boards of Port Authorities generally prefer an Advisory Ports Council to provide general co-ordination.

What is the Minister's reason for introducing the BillLocal MPs from the Geelong area--

I notice that the honourable member for Geelong and the Minister for Sport and Recreation
are absent from the Chamber... tend to favour retention of the Port of Geelong Authority in its present form.

This Bill is substantially the same as the Bill originally proposed. What has changed since
then? The Government has lost a few seats and there have been a few semantic changes in
the Bill currently before the House when compared with the earlier Bill. Nevertheless I
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shall quote further from the paragraph under the sub-heading "Is there agreement", which
states:
Port users in Melbourne are generally satisfied with Port of Melbourne Authority and stressed need for easy
access to operating management and prompt decision making.

The Cabinet document is well set out and I shall turn the page and refer to the heading
"Public Presentation" where, under item 6, "What Criticism is Anticipated and How will
it be Answered", the document states:
That ports are operating well at present so why change things. Response should be that there are existing
problems in duplication of facilities, conflicting forward plans, over-supply and rationalization of services,
inconsistent pricing and investment policies; and these can best be resolved by a single Port Authority, with local
interests represented at Board level, and with management Boards at each of the ports to deal with ordinary
operating matters.

That totally conflicts with the experts whom I have just quoted in the report of the
commission of inquiry.
Mr Gavin interjected.
Mr I. W. SMITH-There is no reason for the Federal Government to update the
document. The Commission of Inquiry into the Maritime Industry is still a very accurate
working document and is supported by the colleagues of the honourable member for
Coburg in Federal Parliament who are still satisfied with it.
Mr Simpson-What date is it?
Mr I. W. SMITH-The former Minister for Public Works-the honourable member
for Niddrie-was so effective at running the ports that he is not even a member of Cabinet
now! For him to interject and criticize any document as being out of date ought to be
totally disregarded.
Although the document is old it is still a relevant working document on Australian
ports. If not, why does not the Federal Government-which is of the same political colour
and ilk, more or less, as the Victorian State Government-do something about it? It has
not. I am grateful to the Minister who leaked the document.
Mr McNamara interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! The honourable member for Benalla
is out of his place and interjecting.
Mr I. W. SMITH-On the back of the confidential Cabinet summary sheet, which was
provided, is a list of organizations that were consulted. That list made my task ever so
much easier when I found it necessary to speak with the various bodies involved in the
Bill.
Central to the Bill is the composition of the proposed Victorian Ports Authority as
outlined on page 6. The proposed authority is to consist of twelve people, namely: the
Director-General of Transport; eleven other members appointed by the Governor in
Council of whom there shall be-the managing director, a member of the local board of
the Port of Melbourne Authority; a member of the local board of the Port of Geelong; a
member of the local board of the Port of Portland; a person elected by the officers of the
authority; a person nominated by the Victoria Trades Hall Council a person who performs
duties for a union or association primarily concerned with seagoing or waterfront activities;
a person nominated by the Minister from the Australian Chamber of Shipping and the
Australian Steamship Owners Federation; two persons associated with the Victorian Port
Users Association, the Australian Chamber of Manufactures, the Victorian Farmers and
Graziers Association or any other body concerned with port users who are nominated by
the Minister; and one other person.
The reason for my going through that list is that I have no doubt that the Minister would
intend, and no doubt say, that he will pick the "best" people for the position, but who are
the "best" people and in whose opinion?
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I have no doubt the Governor in Council or the Lieutenant-Governor in Council wili
take the Minister's advice.
An Honourable Member-Who by then might be the Minister?
Mr I. W. SMITH-That is right. When one examines the construction of this authority,
one concludes that the Director-General of Transport is obviously beholden to the whims
and wishes of the Minister and his Government. So, similarly, is the managing director.
A person who is a member of the local board of the Port of Melbourne Authority or the
Port of Geelong Authority or the Port of Portland Authority, could be a businessman, a
trade union official or anybody else but particularly he is somebody whom the Minister
has already appointed to such a board. It is theoretically possible for those three slots to
be held by the trade union movement. They probably will not be, but if they will not be,
why not spell it out in the Bill?
We now have five people who are eating out of the hand of the Minister and it continues.
One will be elected by the employees of the authority itself.
Mr Gavin-What's wrong with that?
Mr I. W. SMITH-Absolutely nothing; but he will be a person who is union oriented
and, although I have no problem with that, I have a problem with the balance, as I shall
point out in a moment.
The next two positions-one from the Trades Hall Council and one held by a unionist
from the unions directly involved-of course, are obviously union people, so we are now
up to eight people, who could well be either directly eating out of the hand of the Minister
or directly belonging to the union movement.
What hope does one have, with that sort of balance, in then appointing three other
people from private enterprise? I concede that the positions from the authority of the ports
of Melbourne, Geelong and Portland could well be private enterprise people. If they could
well be, and they will be, spell that out in the Bill; do not leave it open to doubt and do not
tip the balance of this authority.
What the Opposition, in negotiations with the Minister and his advisers-and what I
think the Minister adopted, in the face of losing the Bill completely and after taking the
enlightened attitude of joining the opposition parties in a form of negotiation-pointed
out was that the Opposition would not have a bar of the potential of an unbalanced
authority. Ifa balance is sought within the authority, and the Government is fair dinkum
about it, the authority should consist of approximately one-third of people from the trade
union movement-and from the Minister's own area of responsibility-one-third of
people who actually trade in and out of the ports and one-third of people whose business
is directly involved in the ports, in stevedoring and running the ships and facilities.
If one is going down that track, one might have some semblance of balance; but the
Opposition's objections do not stop there. That is just a paramount objection to the basic
construction of the Victorian Ports Authority itself.
I draw the attention of honourable members to the construction of the local board in
the port of Melbourne, the port of Geelong and the port of Portland. A similar imbalance
can take place there. All of these positions are held at the whim and behest of the Minister.
We might be persuaded to think, unlike most other people in the community, that the
Minister for T:-ansport is a reasonable sort of person and that he would put people of
extraordinary ability into these positions but, if that were the case, why has the messa~e
come through to the people from the Port of Geelong Authority that it would not be In
their best interests to attend a public meeting? In other words, "You attend the public
meeting in Geelong to discuss the Transport (Victorian Ports Authority) Bill and your
jobs are on the line".
That sort of attitude, while it may not directly come from the Minister, is indicative of
the standover tactics permitted and encouraged by a Bill, the central aim of which is to
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deprive people in a local area of their local control, competitiveness and input into their
port and to replace that with a costly bureaucracy run from Melbourne. Although I do not
want to foreshadow his amendments, I know that the Minister will be moving amendments,
that are, he will claim, the subject of agreement between various organizations and himself
and that is substantially correct. These organizations are either extraordinarily politically
naive, or they feel under some form of threat from the Minister or, more particularly,
from those who are directly involved in the administration of the Bill. Perhaps, if these
very people had directed their attention to page 12 of the Bill, proposed section 35E (3),
they would have seen for themselves the provision:
The Victorian Ports Authority shall from time to time, after consultation with the Local Board concerned,
determine the scope of responsibility ofthe Local Board and notify the Local Board in writing of its determination.

In other words, "We, the Victorian Ports Authority, think that we want all the power"and tell me what bureaucracy does not want to centralize all the power-"and you fellows
down there in Geelong and Portland can twiddle your thumbs; that is what we have
decided you will do. You have nothing to do. We will pay you a bit for attendances at
meetings but you can talk your heads off, put up your plans-put up your recommendations,
but here, in proposed section 35E (3) it says that the Victorian Ports Authority shall from
time to time determine the scope of responsibility and advise in writing".
What a sham that makes of any local control. It is a farce to create the local boards of
the authorities as described in the Bill and then to castrate them with that proposed section
on the following page. If they had any common sense, they would have buried that
proposed section way back in the Bill-not just in the page after the appointment of the
local boards of the authorities. However, the naivity and trust of the people in Geelong in
the Minister and his advisers is absolutely amazing. They entered into a process of
negotiation and satisfied themselves that they would have autonomy under the Bill when
they do not.
They have satisfied themselves that they will have a genuine say when they will not and
they have satisfied themselves that their ports will go ahead. Their ports might go ahead,
but it will be in spite of the Bill, not because of the Bill; because the Bill talks about
rationalizing facilities. Rationalizing what facilities?
Mr Gavin- Tugs.
Mr I. W. SMITH-The honourable member for Coburg would have to treble the
horsepower of each tug and have them whizz from port to port if he were to provide
anything to rationalize. What absolute nonsense! In any case, if the Government intends
to rationalize any of these facilities, it can do it now. It does not need the Bill to rationalize
the use of tugs or cranes or anything else.
The Minister could call up the Chairman of the Port of Melbourne Authority and his
counterparts in Geelong and Portland and say, "I think we had better sit down and talk
about how we can make our ports more efficient and how we can make it cost less for the
people who use our ports." Has he done that? No; he has this draconian, theoretic Bill
that will impose his will upon people who do not want the sort of control taken out of
their hands that this Bill will effect.
Mr Shell interjected.
Mr I. W. SMITH-I am interested in the interjection of the honourable member for
Geelong. I have a Cabinet document before me which mentions the local member for
Geelong. I am sure the honourable member will be able to explain to his constituents why
$11 million that has been accumulated by the thrifty operation of the port of Gee long will
not be available to them.
Mr Shell-Nonsense.
Mr I. W. SMITH-Those people will have no say because threats made by the Minister
for Transport and his advisers have left that $11 million in limbo. What about the fellow
Session 1985-47
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travellers of the honourable member-the Geelong branch of the Waterside Workers
Federation of Australia, is the federation urging the Government wholeheartedly to support
the Bill? No, it has been urging the Liberal and National parties to throw out the Bill in
the Upper House. What sort of politician does that make the honourable member for
Geelong?
Mr Shell interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! The honourable member for Geelong
will have the opportunity of making a contribution at a later stage.
Mr I. W. SMITH-The Geelong Trades Hall Council is having two bob each way and
I can understand its reasoning. The council does not want to embarrass the Government,
but the reaction of the waterside workers is different. At a meeting called in Geelong to
discuss the Bill, one waterside worker said, "We must face the reality that Australian ports
should be competitive. We want Geelong to be competitive and if we are prepared to put
in a little extra and make our port more efficient, why should we not get a share of the
action?"
I am sure honourable members would agree that that is the correct view. The people of
Geelong are proud of what they have done. The only reason why the port of Geelong exists
is that people have been prepared to put in a bit more and those who use the port have
received better value for their money.
The Opposition is often accused of knocking without offering alternative proposals but
that is not the case. The Opposition has told the Minister that to effect co-ordination and
co-operation of the ports, it is not necessary to have the Bill. The Bill will act against cooperation, particularly at local parochial level. The Opposition will put forward proposals
that will allow interests in Victorian ports to own and control their ports, and to a large
extent those ports will be privately operated.
Mr Roper interjected.
Mr I. W. SMITH-That will be done so far as possible. I do not want to pose the final
solution to a policy on ports that will be adopted by the Liberal Party before the next
election. However, the Opposition will be sitting down with interested groups in each port
and will devise arrangements so that they can run the ports as competitively as possible.
When that is done, the fruits of their efficiencies will be to their advantage. Alternatively,
if they are inefficient, they will wither on the vine.
Surely that is the fundamental principle, the realism of the commercial society in which
we live. If any port interest groups want to duplicate facilities, they can do so. Honourable
members should remember my quotation about ports that provided facilities ahead of
demand being more competitive and effective. If any port wants to add a facility, albeit a
potential duplication, which in the long run will win additional trade for the port, at the
expense of another port or another country, that is what competitive life is all about. The
Minister interjects that that would be waste, but that simply demonstrates his ideology of
socialism. Socialists would have one of everything and would reduce everything to the
lowest common denominator. The capitalist society is not like that; it is full of competition.
If facilities are duplicated, in the long run they must earn a dollar and pay for the
investment. No harm can come from privatization of Victorian ports because those who
work in and use the ports can go out and be as fiercely competitive as they like.
If the Government is to become further involved in the transport field, what Terence
Mater identified in the Australian Financial Review will occur. He stated:
What Mr Roper must take personal responsibility for is the panic that passes for crisis management ...

That fellow is certainly on the ball. If the Government wants to go down the track and
establish a larger, more complicated, costly organization controlling from a central point
the fate of ports that have a pride and parochial interest in their efficiency, it will create
socialism and will reduce everything to the lowest common denominator. Honourable
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members know from experience that that will produce less efficiency and higher costs for
people using the ports.
If the Minister wants to do something about efficiency, he should consider the cost of
employing waterside workers. By the time one pays the wage and overheads ofa waterside
worker, penalties and so on increase the cost to $1000 a week. I do not know of any other
industry where basic manual skills are paid for at that exorbitant rate. Meat industry
workers cost a similar amount, especially boners in the boning room who each cost
approximately $900 a week with overheads and penalties.

Mr Roper interjected.
Mr I. W. SMITH-A boner receives only half of the $900 a week, but that is what it
costs an employer. If the Minister believes he is so good, he should concentrate on
reducing costs involved in employing waterside workers. That would stimulate more trade
through the ports because it would result in a reduction in stevedoring costs and would
make it more attractive for people to export and import. The volume of trade would
certainly improve.
There is nothing to preclude the Minister from intervenin~ in these areas and exercising
his expertise. However, none of that has occurred. The Mmister has applied standover
tactics through his officers intimidating people from the port of Gee long. Those people are
not even allowed to speak at a public meeting that would have a significant effect on their
future.
The Minister asks me where I obtained that allegation. I am making the allegation based
on the fact that none of the people involved in the port of Geelong were at the public
meeting.
Mr Roper-Which people?
Mr. I. W. SMITH-None of the authority's members or senior employees.
Honourable members interjecting.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! Honourable members will have the
chance of making a contribution later.
Mr I. W. SMITH-The Opposition made inquiries and discovered that those people
believed it was more than their positions were worth. They told members of the Opposition
that it would not be in their interests to attend that public meeting. If they are the sorts of
standover tactics of the Ministry-perhaps they have not come directly from the MinisterI do not see much hope for the Bill. If the people who will operate the Bill when it is
proclaimed are involved in these standover tactics, how can the people of Geelong be
assured that they will receive value for money? It is obvious that they will not. The
employees of the port of Gee long will be under remote control and the port will wither.
The City of Geelong and its municipalities owe their existence to the port of Geelong. It
is a natural port for the handling of bulk commodities. It is a very efficient port and I have
no doubt that with aggressive marketing it would be efficient in the handling of other
commodities, such as forest residues and wool.
The Premier recently opened the Elders IXL Ltd new wool complex in Corio and
boasted about the quantity of bales that would go through the port of Geelong. What a
farce! No bales are going to the port. The Government has done nothing to allow that
situation to occur.
Mr Ernst-Are you saying it should be regulated?
Mr I. W. SMITH-Absolutely not. The Government has not allowed this to happen.
Its standover tactics have not enabled the Port of Geelong Authority to compete for wool,
which is traditionally one of the assets that passes through the port.
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Honourable members interjecting.
Mr I. W. SMITH-I am trying to inform some of the rather naive members for the
Geelong area that the hopes of the press and some pepple in Geelong were fostered by the
Premier's statement, but the basis for that optimism has not materialized. Why? It is
because of the standover tactics.
An Honourable Member-That is not right.
Mr I. W. SMITH-If it is not right, why is there not considerable wool going through
the port of Geelong? The Government has not allowed the authority to compete on the
open market and it does not intend to let the authority have that power.
Mr Remington interjected.
Mr I. W . SMITH-The honourable member for Melbourne would be an expert! The
most sinister of the allegations that have been made concerns the public authority dividend.
Honourable members know that this levy is imposed upon the Port of Melbourne Authority
and, logically, it will be imposed on all ports in due course.
At the moment the port of Portland is in a negative earning situation and would not be
affected by the levy, but the port of Geelong would be affected and there is no doubt in my
mind that the $11 million now buried in a biscuit tin in the bottom of the garden of the
Minister for Transport will be used to pay the public authority dividend that would
inevitably be set if the Bill were allowed to pass.
The community requires that this money remain under the control of the existing
authority and not under the control of a new body that effectively does not have independent
power, as I mentioned earlier.
Other provisions in the Bill relate to alterations in the Marine Act and they may have
an adverse effect on the traditional mechanisms for piloting, salvaging and all the other
factors associated with the traditional running of ports. No argument appears in the
Minister's second-reading speech about why these aspects of the present administration of
our ports should be changed. If the Minister had substantial arguments to put to the
House, why were they not proposed?
The Bill is an ideological endeavour by the socialist Government to centralize control
because it believes in the theory that central unitary control of the means of transport,
exchange and whatever else is enshrined in the Labor Party platform, is the means to
efficiency. Quite the reverse is the case. The means to efficiency is to encourage private
enterprise to be independent and to be fiercely competitive. The Liberal Party is totally
opposed to this unnecessary and draconian measure and it advises the Minister to get his
other statutory authorities in order before he messes up what are essentially efficient ports.

The sitting was suspended at 6.25 p.m. until 8.5 p.m.
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-In speaking to the Bill and with due respect to the
Minister, I wonder whether the debate should be adjourned until the Minister is free. I
appreciate the problem he faces as he has already spoken to' me about that.
The SPEAKER-Order! The motion is in the hands of the honourable member for
Lowan.
Mr W. D. McGRATH-I move:
That the debate be now adjourned.

The motion was negatived.
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-I appreciate that the Minister for Transport will have
to leave shortly to solve the pending railway strike. With regard to the Bill, I refer to the
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speech reported in Hansard that I made on 18 April 1984 when the Bill was previously
before the House under the former Minister of Transport. In my opening remarks I said:
The Bill establishes the Victorian Ports Authority and represents the second major piece oflegislation concerned
with the restructure ofthe transport industry introduced by the Minister of Transport. The first piece oflegislation
concerned the restructure of the former Country Roads Board, VicRail, the Transport Regulation Board and so
on. At that time, the National Party supported the restructure because VicRail was facing an annual loss of
between $350 million and $360 million a year.

By allowing the restructure of the road transport system in this State, the Government has
not lived up to its promise and the Minister for Transport brings in a Bill for the second
time in a little over eighteen months. The situation has not changed; the National Party
will continue to oppose, as it did in April 1984, the concept of establishing a Victorian
Ports Authority.
The key element of the proposed legislation appears before page 12 of the Bill: for the
next 45 pages the Bill is irrelevant. On page 6 the Bill establishes the membership of the
Victorian Ports Authority and then it goes through other machinery processes of establishing
local boards for the three main ports of Melbourne, Geelong and Portland. It then goes to
proposed section 35E (3) of the Act which states that the Victorian Ports Authority shall
from time to time, after consultation with the local boards concerned, determine the scope
of responsibility of local boards and notify the local boards in writing of its determination.
This is saying that those local boards will be established as the machinery will be set in
action but they will have no power because proposed section 35E (3) overrides all other
initiatives that may be taken. Ifit does not suit the Victorian Ports Authority, the rest can
go jump as that is the all-powerful body.
Regardless of what happens in the meantime, it removes any initiative or autonomy
that the local ports may have. It is necessary to examine the Bill and to analyse the reasons
why the National Party opposes the measure.
I shall start with the port of Geelong, which has been well managed. I refer honourable
members to the 1984 annual report of the authority in which the chairman, Mr Niel
Samuels, says, under the heading Hport Trade":
Overall, the port recorded a significant increase of25· 75 per cent in gross tonnage handled in 1984.

Under the heading ""Finance" he says:
As a result of the improved trade, total revenue of the port increased by $4·77 million (41·67 per cent) in 1984.

Does that suggest that the port of Geelong is failing? Not at all. It has autonomy and can
exercise initiative, so it is achieving that type of result.
Under the heading ""Community Involvement" the chairman says:
During 1984, the port authority was pleased to be able to play a more active role in the affairs of our local
community.
In addition to our commitment to the economic development of the Geelong region, the authority is also keen
to make a positive contribution to the social and environmental welfare of the area in which we operate.

An important role for a large business organization such as the Port of Geelong Authority
is to have community involvement, and that community involvement will continue while
the authority has autonomy. If that autonomy is removed and control of the port is placed
in the hands of a centralized authority in Melbourne, much of the local interest, support
and pride will be lost to Geelong, and Geelong will be seen to be looking to Big Brother in
Melbourne to provide all the answers. No longer will the port authority have the motivation
and initiative that is so vital to survival in all aspects of industry and commerce.
I turn now to the authority'S balance-sheet. Its assets in 1983 included investments at
cost of $8 103 638, and in 1984 that figure had risen to $10673 758. Its working capital
included investments at cost of$929 276 and in 1984 that figure has increased to $1 034935.
In other words, the authority has liquid investments of more than $11·5 million. An
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autonomous port can be run competitively as an efficient business, if given the initiative
to do so.
It may be said that some of the charges imposed by the Port of Geelong Authority are
too high. When the authority charged a lower rate for wheat through the wharf, it was told
by the Premier two years ago to increase its wharfage fee to $1 a tonne, and it had to obey
that instruction, so up went the charges. The honourable member for Rodney interjects
that the instruction probably came from the then Assistant Minister of Transport, Mr
Simpson. That may well be right.

The authority'S report for 1984 discloses that just over 400 vessels entered the port in
1984, a record and a marked increase over the 1982 figure. The total trade in 1984 was at
a record level of just over 7 million tonnes. Those figures indicate to me that the Port of
Geelong is doing very nicely.
I now refer to some other documents produced by the authority. A document entitled
"Portside" released in September 1985 says:
French Fries Fill the Freezer
Less than 12 months after it was commissioned, the Port of Gee long's new public cold store is almost bursting
at the seams.
Major frozen foods manufacturer, McCain Australia Pty. Ltd. has taken a large proportion of the store's
300 000 cu. ft. capacity to store a range of potato-based products destined for the take-away food outlets and
supermarkets of South and Western Australia.

That kind of initiative keeps the port up and firing. If a Victorian ports authority were
established, I wonder whether it would be given the opportunity of taking that sort of
initiative or whether such initiative would be phased out under the directions of a
centralized authority located in Melbourne. That is one of the underlying fears the National
Party would have if it supported the Bill.
I invite honourable members to consider the development plan for the port of Geelong
for the period 1983 to the year 2010. Ten specific projects are to be undertaken. Project 1,
which is scheduled to be undertaken from 1982 to 1987, involves a floating breakwater
development and city foreshore redevelopment. Project 2, which is to be undertaken in
1983 and 1984 and which has in fact begun, is the contruction of a dust-free bulk cargo
discharge facility at Lascelles Wharf No. l.
Project 3, to be undertaken from 1983 to 1991, is the continuation of the development
of the Corio container terminal. It appears that Government interference is currently
restricting container business out of Geelong. I understand that the Government has
directed the Port of Geelong Authority not to seek business in the market-place. That
indicates what would happen to the port if a centralized port authority were established: it
would lose the advantage of competitiveness in many areas.
The develeopment plan for the years 1983 to 2100 shows that people who have autonomy
and pride and a community of interest in their port know where they are going. Establishing
a centralized authority will only result in the loss of some of that emphasis and drive and
will bring about an undermining of community interest and development in the City of
Geelong.
The next most important port, in the view of the National Party, is the port of Portland,
which is undoubtedly the best deep water port in Victoria if not in Australia. Its
development has been hindered by vested interests in Melbourne for a long period. Only
now, with the Alcoa development about to come on stream in the next twelve months, do
we see that that port may have the opportunity of beginning to achieve its full potential.
A shipping berth was to be established there for the convenience of the Alcoa smelter and
the State Government at the time-a Government of a different philosophy from the
present Governmernt-provided $5 million to enable the construction to be undertaken.
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The servicing cost in relation to that $5 million is currently approximately $750000 a
year, making it extremely difficult for the port authority to show a profit.
In the 33rd Annual Report for the year ended 30 June 1984, the Chairman of the Port
of Portland Authority, Mr Ian Stoney, makes the following point:
Trade increased during the year by more than 50% to I 359 187 tonnes.

I appreciate the interjection of the honourable member for Niddrie, and I shall take it up
later. The chairman also stated that trade statistics are comprehensively reported in the
annual report and that:
The increases in trade produced a significant increase in revenue which contributed to an 84% reduction in the
Government Grant when compared to the previous year-the grant for 1983-84 was $400,000.

Therefore, the authority is obtaining the Government grants, but the reason why it needs
a grant is to balance the $750000 commitment to provide the shipping berth. The
honourable member for Niddrie, who raised this point by interjection, used to be the
Assistant Minister of Transport, and should know all that.
With the development taking place at Portland and the possibility of the Alcoa project
coming to life, that amount of$750 000 for servicing costs will certainly be needed; it will
be well and truly covered by the imports to and exports from the Alcoa plant. That
indicates that, in the very near future, the port of Portland will not be subservient to the
Government for the grants it receives to retain its balance, but that it will be able to make
it in its own right.
If that argument were pursued further, it would be realized that there is a well-known
statistic throughout the Western District that indicates that if all the wool grown within a
60-kilometre radius of Hamilton were sold in that city and then shipped out to Portland,
the port of Portland would be the biggest wool shipping port in this country. However,
because of the vested interests in Melbourne, the wool sold in Portland is brought to and
dumped in Melbourne and then shipped out through the port of Melbourne.
A very large inland road and rail component is involved in doing that, and I quite often
question the rationale of why the wool grown within the regions of Geelong and Portland
should be sold in those regions and cities and then transported by road to the port of
Melbourne for shipping.
An extremely high cost in primary industry is that of inland road and rail transport. The
annual report of the Port of Portland Authority indicates that the number of vessels that
came into the port of Portland in 1979-80 was 175; that figure increased to 251 in 1983-84.
It also indicates that the number of live sheep exported from the port of Portland in
1979-80 was 28 624, which increased to 103 932 by 1983-84. In 1979-80, 47 667 tonnes
of bulk barley was exported, and yet, by 1983-84, that figure had increased to 137 224
tonnes.
To quote only those few figures does not indicate that the level of business is declining
at Portland. However, if opportunities are provided and the autonomy is allowed for ports
to continue to operate in a competitive situation, they will grow and continue to grow and
prosper without the establishment of a bureaucratic monster controlling them, such as the
Victorian Ports Authority.
The second paragraph of an article by Kenneth Davidson, which appeared in the Age of
26 September this year, under the heading, "Port plans a test for Kennett", states:
The legislation is ...

The article refers to the proposed legislation now before the HouseThe legislation is central to the long-term strategy for the economic development of Victoria-to enhance
Victoria's competitive strengths vis-a-vis the test of Australia and the world by building on its central location
within the "golden triangle" of population, industry and markets in the area bounded by Adelaide, Hobart and
Sydney-Newcastle.
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Honourable members are tonight arguing about establishing a Victorian Ports Authority,
and yet, the most sensible way of establishing a centralized port authority would be to
establish it within that Hgolden triangle" rather than picking out Victoria as a single entity.
That is the way one should proceed if one is hell-bent on establishing a centralized
controlling body within the ports that service the imports and exports of this country,
which are so vital to the economic stability and well-being of the nation.
I suggest to the House that the port of Portland is providing for local people and local
communities the opportunity of participating in its activities. I know the Portland
hinterland committee and the people within that hinterland are proud of the port and are
concerned that it has not developed as they believe it shoud have developed. However,
that is not the fault of the local community but of other people who are directly outside
the port of Portland.
About fifteen years ago, when it was decided that there would be no more shipping by
wool buyers of wool that was grown in the Western District out of Portland, a number of
wool growers in that district took it in their own hands to export their wool directly to the
port of Portland and across to London for sale. That is the degree of pride and concern
that those people had about the business that took place through the port at the time.
I venture to suggest that that pride still stands, because the port of Portland has autonomy.
If there were an establishment of a local board, as proposed in the Bill, the real pride of
the community and its interest would die a natural death and those concerned would
become subservient in regard to any policy being developed by a centralized port authority.
When similar proposed legislation was introduced in the House in 1984, I explained
that my reason for criticizing the proposed legislation was that no cost-benefit analysis was
provided by the then Minister of Transport, Mr Crabb, who is now the Minister for
Employment and Industrial Affairs. After forwarding that reason to one of the Ministerial
advisers of the present Minister for Transport-and I am grateful to that adviser for his
co-operation and the way in which he has attempted to provide me with information,
which I certainly appreciate-he provided me with what I would call a cost-benefit analysis,
which shows that there could be a total benefit of some $8·8 million as a result of the
establishment of the Victorian Ports Authority.
However, one key item in the cost benefit is the rationalization of dredging operations
of the Port of Melbourne Authority and the Division of Ports and Harbors. Provided no
major capital works are required generally in all ports, that alone will provide a direct
benefit of some $4 million. I put it to the House that a saving of$4 million can be achieved
without the establishment of a proposed Victorian Ports Authority. The Port of Melbourne
Authority has two dredges, as does the Division of Ports and Harbors. I understand that
the workshops at the port of Melbourne are situated alongside each other.
I suggest to the Minister for Transport that, if the amalgamation of port authorities into
the proposed Victorian Ports Authority does not take place, it will be extremely easy for
him to bring about rationalization of dredging operations to gain a cost benefit of $4
million.
I shall refer to centralized control. That issue leads to the question of what autonomy
local port boards will have. I have put forward the argument that they will have no
autonomy. Proposed section 35E (3) states that:
The Victorian Ports Authority shall from time to time, after consultation with the Local Board concerned,
detennine the scope of responsibility of the Local Board and notify the Local Board in writing of its determination.

That indicates that all autonomy for local boards will be lost. If a local board took an
initiative with which the proposed Victorian Ports Authority did not agree, the authority
could override the local board, as it is empowered to do that under the provisions in the
Bill.
The National Party opposes a number of issues in the Bill. If the Bill were passed, many
initiatives that could be taken in the Western District of Victoria by the ports of Portland

Transport Bill

30 October 1985

ASSEMBLY

1481

and Geelong would be lost. The Victorian Farmers and Graziers Association is opposed
to the proposed legislation. I understand that the Minister for Transport will put forward
proposed amendments at a later stage.
The Bill allows the proposed Victorian Ports Authority to overrule initiatives local
boards may take. Instead of establishing a bureaucracy to centralize port authorities, all
the Minister needs to do is establish a communication base whereby the chairmen of the
main port authorities in this State-the Port of Gee long Authority, the Port of Melbourne
Authority and the Port of Portland Authority-the Government could even include the
We stern port authority-would meet to discuss policy, marketing and promotion. That
could be done on a reasonably formal basis so that there would be general agreement
between the main shipping authorities in this State.
Another great transport department, such as the one established through the
amalgamation of authorities such as the Country Roads Board, the Transport Regulation
Board, VicRail and so on, does not need to be established. The amalgamation of the
authorities I mentioned has not been able to achieve some of the initiatives it was hoped
would be achieved.
Although many letters have been written in support of the Bill by organizations which
are prepared to sign letters, many people behind the scenes have expressed their opposition
to the measure when speaking to members of the National Party.
Before the Minister for Transport proposed a number of changes to the local boards, a
public meeting was held at Geelong. It was called by the Geelong Chamber of Commerce,
the Geelong branch of the Victorian Chamber of Manufacturers and the Waterside Workers
Federation of Australia. One could say that those organizations are strange bedfellows.
However, approximately 43 or 45 people attended the meeting. A motion was put to the
meeting that all organizations in the Geelong area oppose the establishment of the proposed
Victorian Ports Authority. The motion was passed by 36 votes to approximately six votes.
The honourable member for Geelong was present at the meeting. From the information
I have, I understand that he indicated that he had spoken with the Minister for Transport
and made some suggestions but that the Minister had not been prepared to listen. After
the result of the vote was made known to the Minister, he got busy and put forward a
number of suggestions for the composition of the Geelong local board in order to allow
for the inclusion of a representative from the Geelong Chamber of Commerce and the
Geelong branch of the Victorian Chamber of Manufacturers. The Minister also suggested
other minor amendments.
In his own mind, the Minister has not been certain about the Bill as he has been
chopping and changing it all along. To ask members of the opposition parties to support
the Bill is totally inappropriate.
I have put before the House adequate reasons why the National Party should oppose
the Bill. I shall recapitulate on the main points; proposed section 35E (2) and (3) leave the
local boards devoid of any power. Those provisions take away autonomy from the local
boards because they empower the proposed Victorian Ports Authority to overrule any
initiatives a local board may take.
The Minister could quite easily call the chairmen of the boards together on a monthly
or two-monthly basis for consultation on policy, marketing and promotion of Victorian
ports. The Bill will create another bureaucracy, and it is not in the best interests of western
Victoria for the ports of Gee long and Portland to be subservient to the proposed Victorian
Ports Authority.
Regardless of the membership of the authority, the Victorian Ports Authority will have
the muscle. It is unlikely that that muscle will allow the growth and development of the
ports that are so vital to country people.
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Mr SIMPSON (Niddrie)-I am delighted to join the debate on this very important
Bill. One should have expected that it would be supported by all sections of the House. I
had the privilege in 1977 of being shadow Minister of Public Works and at that time that
portfolio was responsible for the ports of Victoria. In 1982 when the Labor Party was
elected to government I had the honour of being the Minister responsible for that portfolio
until July 1984; when I was fortunate to be transferred in October to the position of
Assistant Minister of Transport. I have had an abiding interest in and a good working
knowledge of Victoria's sixteen ports since 1977 until the present time.
Before I go on to that matter, I wish to respond to the comments made by the honourable
member for Polwarth, who has returned to the Chamber, in his new capacity as shadow
Minister for Transport. The Victorian ports now come under his area of responsibility for
the Opposition. I fear that what honourable members heard tonight from the honourable
member for Polwarth illustrated that he has not done the necessary homework and research.
I intend to highlight those particular areas.
The honourable member for Polwarth began enunciating to the House that he had a
team behind him. It was an extremely impressive introduction. He said that the honourable
member for Hawthorn would take over the second quarter; he would take over the first
quarter; the honourable member for Portland would take over the third quarter; and the
honourable member for Gippsland West would take over the fourth quarter because he
failed to kick any goals.
The honourable member for Polwarth did not even read the Bill. He quoted from a
document that he said was a Cabinet document. That happens to be patently wrong. I
have seen this document because I believe it was the same document released as a press
release in 1984 by the honourable member for Berwick when he was the Minister of
Transport.
Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-On a point of order, Mr Acting Speaker, the honourable
member for Niddrie, whose declining influence -in this area is well known, has cast
aspersions on a document from which I have quoted. I table the document for his
information. The document is headed 'Confidential for Cabinet-Summary Sheet'.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! There is no point of order. The
honourable member for Polwarth indicated earlier when he quoted from the document
that he would table it.
Mr SIMPSON (Niddrie)-That is the same document that was widely distributed
thoughout Victoria as a press release by the honourable member for BerwIck. In fact it
was not a Cabinet document. That was a good one to start off with, and the honourable
member for Polwarth's first mistake.
Secondly, he said that the document was a report that he unashamedly would compare
with a document released in 1976. There is one document dated 1984 and then the
honourable member produces a document dated 1976, nine years earlier, and tries to
make out that these documents can be used for a comparison. That is absolute nonsense.
It is ridiculous to compare the two documents. If the honourable member for Polwarth
thinks that is the way this Government acts and that it does not update documents over
nine years, he is wrong. That was another good one!
He then stated that it would be only a matter of time before the Port of Portland
Authority and the Port of Gee long Authority would be paying public authority dividends.
All honourable members are aware that the Port of Melbourne Authority is paying a
dividend as are the State Electricity Commission and the Melbourne and Metropolitan
Board of Works. All the gloom and doom predicted over the introduction of those dividends
two years ago has not come to fruition.
The honourable member for Polwarth indicated that this public authority dividend
would be incurred eventually by the Port of Portland Authority and the Port of Geelong
Authority. What are the facts? If one reads page 56 of the Bill one sees that it excludes the
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Port of Portland Authority and the Port of Geelong Authority. As I indicated earlier, had
the honourable member for Polwarth read the Bill, he would have read what was included
on page 56. He should read that page and, when he checks his speech in H ansard, he will
notice that he was wrong again. That was another good one.
He also said that Portland was in a negative situation. Thank goodness the honourable
member for Lowan did his homework! He indicated that for the first time in the 30-odd
years since the establishment of the port of Portland it is breaking even. I shall come back
to that aspect when I comment on the speech made by the honourable member for Lowan.
As recently as a fortnight ago I visited Portland and I strongly urge the honourable member
for Polwarth also to visit the area. I suggest that Polwarth is closer to Portland than
Niddrie! The honourable member for Polwarth should see Mr Rob Harrison who will tell
him precisely what is the situation. That was another mistake made by the honourable
member for Polwarth.
The honourable member for Polwarth said that the Bill was heading in the same
direction as the Maritime Services Board of New South Wales. He is wrong again. As a
matter of fact, on the visits I made to New South Wales when I was the Assistant Minister
of Transport and the Minister of Public Works to meet with those people from the
Maritime Services Board, I found they were very impressed with the proposal embodied
in this Bill. They intend to implement precisely the same thing in New South Wales.
Instead of Victoria following New South Wales the situation is absolutely the contrary.
Only this week one of those boards was established in Newcastle. Again I urge the
honourable member for Polwarth to make a telephone call to the Maritime Services Board
of New South Wales to ascertain that again he was wrong.
The honourable member mentioned that no consultation on the Bill had taken place
and that bullying and standover tactics had been used-I think they were the words he
used. I was very closely associated with the consultation that took place over the drafting
of the Bill and it was pertinent to the way in which the Government operates. It was a
superb example of the way in which the Government introduces a Bill as essential as the
Transport (Victorian Ports Authority) Bill.
I shall relate to the House the procedure that followed in this particular instance and
which is followed in many cases by Ministers responsible for other portfolios. No fewer
than 40 different maritime-related organizations were invited to consult with the
Government. The consultation lasted for more than nine months. The meetings varied in
size from about twenty people from some of the smaller organizations to about 100 people
from some of the larger organizations.
There was a complete coverage ofall those involved in the industry and every opportunity
was accorded to those people. Working papers were delivered to their various elected
representatives in advance of those particular meetings. Many of the meetings were held
in the theatrette of the World Trade Centre because of the large response from maritime
industry unions and various organizations. It was necessary to use the theatrette of the
World Trade Centre to accommodate all those people. So much for the bUllying and
standover tactics related by the honourable member for Polwarth!
Might I also add that in attendance were people who were members of the Liberal Party
Parliamentary wing and the National Party Parliamentary wing. On the occasions that I
was present not one Question was asked; nothing was challenged and not one positive
contribution was put forward. The former Minister of Transport, Steven Crabb, and the
others at the head table could do nothing other than ascertain that, as no objection came
from the Parliamentary representatives, it could only be assumed that they were in accord.
No comment was made by those representing the Liberal Party in this place and the
National Party in this place, but they have said they will oppose the proposed legislation
in this place. They obviously are thinking of some cheap political advantage. I gather that
the honourable member for Polwarth was wrong once more.
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Letters of response to this Bill have been received from almost every one of the 40
organizations that attended the working parties and consultative process that took place.
Obviously it would be impossible for me to relay to the House all of the 40 items of
correspondence that have been received by the Minister and honourable members.
However, I have selected one letter from the Portland area, one from the Geelong area
and one from the Melbourne area, which are the three major ports of the sixteen ports in
this State.
Instead of quoting from a document that was first brought out in 1976, as the honourable
member for Polwarth did, I shall quote letters dated October 1985 and September 1985. I
shall not quote documents that are eight or nine years old, but current correspondence.
An Honourable Member-Will you table the letters?
Mr SIMPSON-Yes, I shall ask that the three items of correspondence be incorporated
in Hansard.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! Have they been shown to the Speaker
for approval?
Mr SIMPSON-No.
The ACTING SPEAKER-I cannot accept the incorporation.
Mr SIMPSON-The first letter, dated 24 October 1985, is from the Portland
Development Committee to the Minister for Transport, Mr Roper. It states:
Dear Minister
The Portland Development Committee, which has representation from Local Government, Port of Portland
Authority and community interest, wishes to express support for the Transport (Victoria Ports Authority) Bill
presently under consideration by the Parliament.
The committee sees the Port of Portland as a vital link in the progress of economic activity in the Portland
region and hinterland, encompassing the Green Triangle area of South West Victoria and South East of South
Australia.
The committee envisages that the new structure will enhance opportunities for utilisation and expansion of
the extensive Port facilities of Portland.
Yours faithfully
GRAEME DA WSON
Executive Officer

It will be interesting to hear comments from the honourable member for Portland, who is
part of the team announced by the honourable member for Polwarth.

The next letter, dated 22 October 1985, is from the Geelong Chamber of Commerce and
directed to Mr lan Smith, MP, Parliament House, Spring Street, Melbourne. I presume it
is the honourable member for Polwarth who received this letter. It states:
Dear Mr Smith,
The introduction into State Parliament ofthe Transport (Victorian Ports Authority) Bill some time ago caused
considerable concern in Geelong and led to a public meeting at which were represented many organisations from
the region.
Following that meeting, a great deal of discussion has taken place with senior staff from the Department of
Transport, and the Minister has had drafted a number of amendments to the Bill, a copy of which is attached.

He obviously did not read it.
These amendments satisfy the concerns ofthe Geelong Chamber of Commerce, and I write to formally advise
you that the Chamber no longer opposes the Bill, as amended, and requests that the Parliamentary Opposition
to allow its passage through both Houses of Parliament.

The letter is from G. V. Esler, Secretary of the Geelong Chamber of Commerce. Everyone
in Geelong knows Mr Esler happens to be secretary of the chamber.
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The next letter is from the Association of Emplcyers of Waterside Labour, which is
commonly known as the AEWL. Anyone who has had associations with the waterfront
knows that this is not a socialist organization. It is further right of Genghis Kahn in
political philosophy. It is a conservative group. As I have indicated I have not selected
any radical left-wingers out of the numerous items of correspondence. I have deliberately
chosen what are recognized in the community as conservative organizations, such as the
Geelong Chamber of Commerce, the Portland Development Committee and the AEWL
in Melbourne. The letter from the AEWL is directed to the Minister for Transport, Mr
Roper, and concerns the Transport (Victorian Ports Authority) Bill. The letter sums up
precisely my feelings about the Bill. It states:
Thank you for the courtesy to circularise the Draft Bill which meanwhile has been extensively discussed in
other places with Executives ofthe Ministry.
The Draft Bill is the outcome of extensive consultative procedures in which this Association has participated.
We support the establishment of a central Authority to control and direct Victorian Ports in respect of policy,
development, co-ordination and specialisation, thus effecting highly necessary economies, avoiding expensive
duplication and fragmentation ofresources.
It is also noted that it is not the intention to superimpose on existing structures expensive new structures but
rather to integrate existing expertise, resources, and energies into the one Authority to meet the best interests of
the State of Victoria.

We express the hope that on the various Boards adequate representation will be set aside for Port
Users/Employers Organisations to ensure that in discussions, decisions, and recommendations, balanced
representative views will emerge.

It is signed by Mr John A. Helfrich, area chairman of the association. To whom did a copy
of this letter go? It went to none other than the honourable member for Polwarth, Mr Ian

Smith. Here is the spokesman reborn in this Parliament. Everything was agriculture with
him when I knew him as a Minister, but he has been thrown into the deep end by his
Leader, trying to impress his team with the announcement that they would take a quarter
each.
They must have been devastated when not only did he trip over once but tripped over
no fewer than six times in his first lap of the first quarter in this game with the team that
he outlined would follow him.
I have indicated that my association with ports goes back as far as 1977. To take up
some of the points raised by the honourable member for Lowan I indicate that when I
became a Minister in 1982 there were sixteen ports. Officers of the four main ports of
Geelong, Portland, Melbourne and Westernport met in my office. Not only the chairmen
were present but also the managers and necessary personnel, depending on what matters
we would be discussing.
That happened every three months. It was immensely useful, but it did not work,
unfortunately. It did not work because while there would be discussions when those people
got back to their own little boards, they returned to the little war that goes on and to the
parochialism that exists. I hope these people now view it as their letters indicate they do,
but it has taken a long time for them to view it as a vision of Victoria.
Victoria has sixteen ports, and they should all be going in the one direction to the benefit
of the whole of Victoria. Does any honourable member for one moment believe shipping
companies are going to use the port that the Government nominates, that for wool they
should go to Portland or Geelong and that for such and such they should go to some other
port? Honourable members should not kid themselves. These companies are so big that
they would finish up nominating the ports of their choice in the whole of Australia, and
that may not include any port that the Victorian Government cares to nominate.
What can be done under one port authority is to pick out where ports are ideally suited
for particular requirements. Obviously, the port of Melbourne, which ranks as the sixth
port in the Southern Hemisphere for containers, is where container shipping should be. If
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there had been a Port of Melbourne Authority, a container wharf would never have been
set up in Geelong, and container shipping would always have been at the port of Melbourne.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr SIMPSON-When I became the Minister responsible for ports, these arrangements
existed. I could not disregard them. It was a matter of making everything work as though
there had been proper consultation. There was also this little competition of 27 cents a
tonne wharfage for wheat that was going through the port of Portland and 40 cents a tonne
for wheat wharfage charges going through the port of Geelong.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr SIMPSON-I made some inquiries; in South Australia the wharfage was 87 cents
and in New South Wales it was nearly $1.30. Victoria was subsidizing the port of Portland.
I made the decision that the ports should not be fighting against one another and that both
the port of Portland and the port of Geelong would take wheat at a wharfage charge of $1.
As the honourable member for Lowan knows, this is the main reason there is no longer a
subsidy, and there is no loss by the port of Portland after 30 years. The port is now
charging uniform prices and sensible prices that are in comparison with the sister States.
The other matter referred to by the honourable member for Lowan was the dreadful
debt that he said was $750000 a year, and which I believe was $800000 a year, concerning
the interest bill incurred by the port of Portland. This was brought about by none other
than the previous Liberal Party Government. When coaxing the Alcoa organization to
come to the State, the Liberal Party Government said that the Government would build
the wharf from which the Alcoa organization would operate for $5 million. That is
enshrined in legislation. It is there for the sole use of the Alcoa organization, for which the
Victorian Government said it would pay $5 million. The Liberal Party Government then
put that charge on to the port of Portland and said that the port of Portland would incur
the $800 000 interest bill on the proposition. This was the mess that the port of Portland
was in when I took over responsibility for the port authorities.
I understood clearly the parochialism that had been installed. I am not against
competition. However, it was sensible to say that the sixteen ports in Victoria should work
with each other and not against each other. The reality was that shipping companies would
go to the ports that they would want to use, anyway. Therefore, it was sensible to utilize
the existing facilities and advantages of those parts. This is what the Bill does.
The port organizations that have been through the consultation program for nine months
understand it, and written testimony has been sent to the honourable member for Polwarth,
who has ignored it. Either he is dumb, or he thinks there is some political mileage
involved. If the honourable member, prior to the last State election thought that the
people of the Geelong electorates would revert to support the Liberal Party, he was wrong
again, because the people in the Geelong district returned five Labor Party members out
of six State members of Parliament, and the honourable member for South Barwon was a
bit shaken by that result.
Everyone in the industry understands what the Government is doing, and that is what
matters. There will be proper use of resources and rationalization and port authorities will
be acting as Victorians. The vision I had for port authorities was that as we were all
Victorians we should not return to a situation of fragmentation. The port of Geelong is
now going better than ever. The port of Melbourne is now going better than it ever has in
its whole history. Those port authorities understand totally the provisions of this legislative
measure, and this is what I understand from my most recent visit to Portland about a
fortnight ago. Not only the port of Portland, but all business people and unions associated
with the maritime industries totally support the Bill.
At a meeting at which 80 people attended, one of the questions I was asked was whether
the National Party and the Liberal Party would support the Bill, and I answered that I
believed in the interests of Victoria, this time round the opposition parties would see the
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sense of the legislative measure. The views of the opposition parties expressed in the
debate have proved my answer wrong; the opposition parties do not have any vision for
Victoria and I am proud to say that the vision that I and the Government have for Victoria
is the best for Victoria and for the sixteen ports involved.
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-I ordinarily enjoy the comments of the honourable member
for Niddrie as I regard him as a friend. He is an interesting character when he is out of this
place, but I am bound to say that the honourable member is now reaching the stage where
he is starting to believe his own rhetoric. One ought to examine some of the so-called
rebuttal that the honourable member has put forward. He referred to a Cabinet document
and suggested that it was a press document. He slowed down fractionally when the
honourable member for Polwarth on a point of order tabled the document concerned. It
was clearly a Cabinet document. There were no charades or make believe; it was a
document that clearly reflected the views of the Government.
The honourable member for Niddrie made particular reference and great play of letters
that he had received from many people from other areas and he mentioned a letter that he
had received from the port of Portland. It all fell at the end when he said that the executive
officer, the hired help, the person who depends on the Minister for his pay-roll, was the
man who signed the document.
The honourable member referred to the Geelong Chamber of Commerce. I know a little
of the chamber because I am a past executive officer of that body, among other things. I
know very well Mr Graham Esslcr and the decision taken by the chamber. I make the
point that the President of the Geelong Chamber of Commerce, who is the man who
controls and pulls the strings, is Mr Don Devenson, the General Manager of the Ford
Motor of Australia Ltd of Geelong and a well known supporter of the Australian Labor
Party. He is well known in the Geelong community but he is not respected for the way in
which he has undertaken his support of the Labor Party.
I make no apologies for saying that in this place. There should be no doubt about the
authenticity of the submission by the Geelong Chamber of Commerce.
The honourable member for Niddrie quoted from many letters. I have here a letter
dated 19 September 1985 from the Government's partner in the Portland aluminium
smelter, Alcoa of Australia Ltd. What does the Government's partner have to say of the
Government's involvement in the proposed Victorian Ports Authority? The letter states,
inter alia:
Thank you for your letter of September 13 inviting comment on the State Government's draft proposals for
the Victorian Ports Authority.
Whilst I am not sure whether we can add anything new to the current debate I believe it is appropriate that as
a significant, if somewhat specialised Port user, AJcoa should lend its weight to the argument in favour of
maintaining the autonomy of the Port of Gee long.
Over the years the Port of Geelong Authority has shown itself to be both innovative and sufficiently adept to
run its affairs on a financially viable basis. Indeed the ability of the Port to remain in the black has been the
driving force behind its capacity to initiate a number of important physical developments.

So much for the letters, documents, arguments and nonsense put forward by the honourable
member for Niddrie. The letter continues:
Certainly we oppose any situation in which this one viable port is run as a milk cow to subsidise the
inefficiencies of ports throughout the rest of the State.

The Government's partner supports the continuation of the Port of Geelong Authority
which it does not want used as the financial milking cow of the Government. Alcoa knows
better than anyone what the intentions of the Government are.
How often has one heard the Premier in this place laud the efforts of the Alcoa
organization? It is interesting to note that the jackals on the Government back bench are
quiet when I quote the Alcoa organization. The letter continues:
Moreover it would be a matter of even greater concern if the traditional port users were disadvantaged by
increased port charges to support the process further.
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That letter should put to rest any doubt about what the business community and the port
users think of the proposed legislation.
I noted with interest the reference by the honourable member for Niddrie to the need
for policy development and co-ordination, but he would not have heard one word of
opposition to that from either the Opposition or the National Party.
However, the Opposition disagrees with the need for the heavy hand of Government
and an added bureaucracy and cost burden to be borne by the community.
The honourable member also made a selective reference to meetings that occurred
under the chairmanship of the former Minister of Transport, the Honourable Steve Crabb,
and he referred to members of the Liberal Party and the business community. I remind
the honourable member that, given my former responsibility as the Director of the
Melbourne Chamber of Commerce, I was present on more than one occasion when those
meetings took place. It would be less than accurate to suggest, as the honourable member
did, that no concern was expressed at those meetings about the proposed legislation.
Indeed, there were interjections from both the Opposition and the National Party when
the honourable member made that suggestion.
It should come as no surprise to the Government that the Opposition is opposed to the
Bill because the Opposition has never believed it was necessary to use a sledgehammer to
crack a nut.

For many years the three key ports of Melbourne, Portland and Geelong have operated
effectively and efficiently without the heavy hand of a central bureaucracy. In the past I
have been involved with two ports; the port of Melbourne, through my involvement as
the Director of the Melbourne Chamber of Commerce and the port of Geelong because I
grew up in that area.
The performance of the port of Geelong over many years demonstrates its efficiency
and effectiveness. Those two aspects have been envied by port authorities not only in
Victoria and around the Commonwealth of Australia but also overseas.
In the closing portion of his remarks, the honourable member for Niddrie referred to
the container operation at the port of Geelong, which he described as a mistake and said
that it would not have occurred if there had been a central port authority. In plain terms
the honourable member was speaking of the capacity of a large bureaucracy to dictate to
the people who run the port of Geelong-the volunteers, the tradespeople and all those
associated with its uses-he told us what will happen.
Any illusion about the intentions of the Government disappeared when the honourable
member let the cat out of the bag in the closing portion of his remarks when he said it was
a mistake to develop Geelong as a container terminal. The Bill reflects a continuing
commitment by the Government to big government, big business and big unions. The
Government is concerned with doing big deals; it is not committed to the concerns of the
people who use the ports. It does not care about the customs agents or the people who are
dependent upon the supply of goods and services through the Victorian ports.
The Government has done private deals. It is incredible that the matter dates back to
1982. I have a copy of a media statement that I was quoted as having made in October
1982 challenging the Government to come clean because it was clear that under the
Minister of the day a deal was being cooked up. I quote from the Geelong Advertiser of 26
October 1982, which states, inter alia:
One could be forgiven for feeling that Big Brother is about to take over-like an octopus the Ministry of
Transport is sending out its tentacles.
I hope it does not crush and destroy independent and vital authorities which have succeeded in the past largely
because of their independence and commercial outlook.
The Port of Geelong Authority is one of the few making a profit in the transport area.
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Even the honourable member for Niddrie agreed that the Port of Geelong Authority is an
effective and efficient organization. I wish to refer again to the letter I quoted earlier.
Mr Remington-Who signed it?
Mr GUDE-Let me accommodate the interjection by the honourable member for
Melbourne who is often concerned about such matters. The letter is signed by Mr D. L.
Schaffer, Operations Manager of Alcoa, Geelong. Even the honourable member for
Melbourne would have to agree that he is a responsible officer.
If the honourable member for Melbourne does not agree that the operations manager in
Geelong is a responsible officer, then he should say so. The honourable member for
Melbourne suggests by interjection that that is his view which, no doubt, reflects the
position of the Government.
I now refer to a later letter, because currency seems to be important in this debate. Let
me go forward a week, from 19 September to 27 September and to a letter addressed to
the Minister for Transport which states:
I write to inform you that my council has resolved to oppose the provisions of the proposed Victorian Ports
Authority legislation which provide for the integration of the port of Gee long into a Statewide system.

If honourable members believed every word of the honourable member for Niddrie, that
no one was opposed to the legislation and everyone in Geelong believed it was marvellous,
they would be wrong. The Government's partner, Alcoa of Australia Ltd, does not want
the authority. The letter from the City of Geelong also states:
The competitive nature of the port has resulted in a successful operation being established-

Honourable members interjecting.

If the honourable members who are interjecting had been listening instead of talking, they
would be aware that the letter is dated 27 September 1985. The letter further states:
The competitive nature of the port has resulted in a successful operation being established-one which
provides valuable support to the city and the region, and accordingly the State. The proposals now before the
Parliament imply a loss oflocal authority and decision making. Local boards are to be given housekeeping duties
only---

They know that the game is up!
Mr POPE (Monbulk)-On a point of order, the honourable member has mentioned
who the author of the letter is, but he has not given the House the date of the letter.
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-On the point of order, I am happy to repeat the date even for
the honourable member for Monbulk. The date of the letter is 27 September 1985. I
repeat, for the third time, it is signed by the Town Clerk and Chief Administrative Officer
of the City of Geelong and it states:
Local boards are to be given housekeeping duties only, and are directly responsible in all manner of things to
the Ministry through the Victorian Ports Authority. The real power however rests with the Victorian Transport
Directorate.

Do not let there by any doubt about that. The Government has not fooled the people of
Geelong or its partner, Alcoa of Australia Ltd; it has not even fooled the waterside workers
and the waterside unions of Geelong. They may have capitulated and buckled under for
the moment, but they will not forgive the Government. The honourable member for
Geelong knows that. I remind honourable members that the letter is addressed to the
Minister for Transport. The letter continues:
My council urges you and your Government to reconsider this matter and not to remove the ability of the port
of Gee long to act as an autonomous body within, of course, the parameters of appropriate legislation.

Honourable members should listen to this because it is important; the honourable member
for Niddrie does not want to hear it. The letter concludes:
These views were also confirmed at a public meeting held in Geelong on 26 September 1985.
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Is it not amazing? If honourable members had believed the honourable member for
Niddrie who is consumed by fantasy in this House, they would think that everyone
supported the proposed legislation. What nonsense! Even the waterside workers in Geelong
do not believe that. Members of the Government might have gone around the countryside
and bought offa few people temporarily, but the chickens will come home to roost.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr GUDE-I am happy to answer the interjection by the honourable member for
Monbulk.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ernst)-The Chair is not happy about it.
Mr GUDE-I am prepared to stand on my public record. Honourable members will
discover that when I was the Chief Executive of the Melbourne Chamber of Commerce, I
consistently, for three years-going back to 1982-congratulated the former Minister, the
deposed Minister who was thrown out of Cabinet. That is why he did not have the Cabinet
paper. I supported him publicly in the Geelong Advertiser not for the Victorian Ports
Authority but for better co-ordination. I supported him for the proposition of co-operation
and for communication, not for added bureaucracy. The former Minister mentioned that
he held meeetings every three months. By way of interjection, there was a suggestion that
at that time the port of Geelong had done extremely well. That is a fact. The dead hand of
Government is not needed to run the ports of the State; added bureaucracy and the
spending of thousands of dollars, also is not needed. I shall examine the excesses of the
Government in the transport area. My memory is not too bad, I can recall the Government
paying $60 000 plus for persons to run the State transport authorities.
Let me illustrate how efficient and effective are the transport authorities and the present
Minister for Transport. The Road Traffic Authority has a rather substantial net deficit for
this year of $12·5 million. That shows how well managed and efficiently that authority
was managed by the previous Minister of Transport, Snappy Tom! If one examines the
State Transport Authority, one finds the same thing.
I went to the Papers Room earlier today to find copies of all of the reports of the four
authorities established by the present Government, a Government pre-occupied with
more bureaucracy, more regulations and higher charges, and I had trouble finding the
report from the Road Construction Authority. It is interesting that it is now the end of
October and there is no report from that authority. The reason is the inefficiency ofbi~er
bureaucracy. Changes are constantly being made. The honourable member for Niddne is
a former Minister, but he has no interest in the matter any more. Mr Crabb used to be
Minister for Transport but he no longer has an interest in the matter. The present Minister
for Transport is absent from the House because he is trying to end a rail strike. He is an
academic and does not understand these things.
The Government is trying to build a bigger bureaucracy and is getting nowhere. The Act
is being substantially amended to meet the needs of organizations.
The Bill has now been debated for a couple of hours and the rebuttal by the
Government-one of the most serious speeches I have heard by the honourable member
for Niddrie-has been absolutely destroyed and refuted. I am more than happy to table
the documents from which I Quoted.
Members of the Opposition assumed that the honourable member was representing the
Government in the rebuttal because, after all, the Minister is not able to be here. It is
important that the Minister should be here. How can a Minister introduce a Bill and then
not stay in the House to hear argument on the matter?
The Opposition considers it is of such importance that the Minister be here that I move:
That all the words after ··That" be omitted with the view of inserting in place thereof the words "this House
refuses to read this Bill a second time until the Minister for Transport is available to adequately respond to issues
contained in the Bill".
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The Opposition is concerned that the Government has treated the Bill shabbily and has
sought to blackmail the community generally. The spokesman for the Government in this
place has attempted to convince the House that the Bill received widespread community
support. That is clearly not so. I have read to the House a letter from Alcoa of Australia
Ltd which clearly refutes the proposition that it supports the Bill. There is also a letter
from the chief officer of the City of Geelong representing the Geelong community.
Mr Shell interjected.
Mr GUDE-For the benefit of the honourable member for Geelong, I point out that
the letter refers specifically to a meeting that took place in the community-not with just
one or two people, but a community meeting-at the City of Geelong. The people at that
meeting supported the position reflected in the letter. In spite of that, for the second time
the Government is trying to put it over the community, business people and port users.
The Government attempted to pass legislation two years ago on this matter. It reached
a stage of negotiation on many substantial amendments to the Bill, but it had the good
sense to withdraw the Bill. One would have thought that the Government when
reintroducing the Bill would have left it intact, with all the amendments in place. It did
not do that; it tried a con trick again.
The Opposition will not stand idly by and allow this charade to continue. The Minister
of the day does not even have the time or the commitment to be in this place to listen to
the arguments that have been put forward by the Opposition and the National Party who
have a clear commitment to oppose the Bill. It was not something that the Government
or the Minister did not know; it was clearly understood. The Minister understood it clearly
before he walked out of this place. The Minister is not the only person who could deal
with an industrial dispute. Where is the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs?
Why is he not dealing with the dispute so that the Minister for Transport can be here to
listen to the arguments on this important Bill?
The Opposition demands that the Minister returns to this place before the Bill continues
any further.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the House that honourable members speaking on the
Bill from now on are speaking not only to the motion but also to the amendment.
Mr SHELL (Geelong)-The purpose of the Bill is to co-ordinate port planning,
development and operations on an integrated Statewide basis. The Melbourne Chamber
of Commerce wrote to the then Minister of Transport, Mr Crabb, on 21 May 1984 as
follows:
The Melbourne Chamber of Commerce thanks you for the letter forwarded at your direction by the DirectorGeneral of Transport regarding future plans regarding co-ordination of Victoria's ports.
We wish to express our appreciation of the way in which you and your staff, especially Craig Cook, kept us
informed and involved in deliberations.
As you know this Chamber opposed the concept ofa VPA approximately twelve months ago.
However, when it became clear the Government intended to proceed and formed task force groups, we were
pleased to play our part in the workload and to nominate for a representative voice on appropriate authorities.
Given the fate of the Bill, we now feel the best offer the Chamber can make is to restate our preparedness to
work with the Government for an effective port system.
Staff of the Chamber and/or office bearer members of the Port User Groups we operate are available to assist
you.
We hold the view that a co-ordinated ports approach is desirable and are prepared to work with Government
to achieve same.

An Honourable Member-Who signed that letter?
Mr SHELL-I cannot read the writing, but it says underneath, "P. A. Gude".
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The Geelong Port Authority was established in 1905 as the Geelong Port Harbour Trust
and the name was changed in 1981 when the Port of Geelong Authority Act conferred
additional powers on the commissioners.
The Port of Geelong Authority has jurisdiction over all waters in Corio Bay and the
Geelong outer harbour, all port facilities, and offshore works.
The objects of the Port of Geelong Authority are to provide, operate and develop
efficient cost-effective port facilities and service, and to utilize the resources of the port to
make a positive contribution to the socio-economic well-being and progress of the local
community and the State.
In the 1984 annual report of the Port of Geelong Authority, the chairman states:
1984 was a year of considerable growth and development for the port of Geelong.
External factors combined with the port authority's continued drive to improve both the level of trade and our
facilities to handle it efficiently, to achieve a substantially increased volume of shipping through the port and a
satisfactory trading result.
The Economy
Victoria was at the forefront of the national economic recovery which gained strength as the year progressed.
The rural economy in particular buffeted by widespread drought through 1982-83, experienced a dramatic upturn
in 1984. A good season produced record grain harvests and firmer prices for most agricultural commodities.
The port handled a record 3·03 million tonnes of grain exports for the year, as well as improved volumes of
general cargo.
Aided by the more buoyant conditions, a new wave of industrial development in the Geelong region will
bolster the local economy and generate further increased throughput for the port in the coming year, and beyond.
The first stage ofthe Elders Pastoral Group's new wool handling centre at Lara was opened in October. When
fully developed it is expected to be the largest complex of its kind in the world. Exports from the complex will
provide a significant boost to the growth of traffic through the port's container terminal.
Barrett-Burston (Australia) Ltd will soon be completing Australia's biggest malthouse and malt storage complex
on land made available by the port authority near the bulk grain pier. Exports, both in bulk and containers, will
help stimulate additional shipping.
In the longer term, the port of Geelong is quietly confident of becoming the base for the manufacture of
Australia's new $1500 million submarine fleet. The port authority has worked closely with the State Government,
the Geelong Regional Commission and the then Victorian Chamber of Manufactures (now the Australian
Chamber of Manufactures) in the ambitious bid to secure this exciting project for Victoria.
Development and Diversification
The authority's contribution to regional economic development is a vital component of the far-reaching Port
of Gee long Development Plan which we unveiled in 1983.
The plan aims to ensure the orderly expansion and technological advancement ofthe port's facilities to meet
growing user needs through to the year 2010.
During 1984 the new Siwertell dust-free dry bulk unloader was commissioned. Despite some initial teething
problems, the unloader is now fully operational and in accordance with the development plan, has superseded
the previous grab cranes.
With its 600 tonnes/hr capacity, the Siwertell puts Geelong ahead of any other Australian port in terms of
speed, cost-efficiency and environmental protection for handling dry bulk cargo.
With the advent ofthe Siwertell, the port also moved to introduce its own bulk stevedoring service.
Access to the port is one ofthe major issues addressed in the development plan. To accommodate even larger
vessels, the plan maps out a progressive dredging program which commenced during the year under review.
The $3 million project to deepen the access channel to the pier serving Alcoa's Point Henry aluminium plant
was completed in December.
Investigations have already begun to determine our next dredging priority.
In November, the authority entered a new field of activity with the opening of a new public cold store adjacent
to Corio Quay. The port is now able to offer shippers an integrated service covering loading/unloading facilities,
stevedoring and chilled or frozen storage.
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During the year ahead, the development plan will be re-appraised and revised in the light of changes and
emerging trade patterns to ensure that future stages accurately meet users' needs.

Port Trade
Overall, the port recorded a significant increase of25·75% in gross tonnage handled in 1984.
The major increase was in bulk grain exports, which reached a record 3·03 million tonnes, 500% higher than
the volume shipped in the drought-beleaguered previous year. Geelong continued to be the major grain handling
port in the Southern Hemisphere.
Trade in containers and agricultural equipment also increased, as did steel with the introduction ofa scheduled
service by the NYK Line for the Ford Motor Company.
Imports and exports of oil and petroleum products remained relatively stable, as did imports of fertilizer raw
materials and alumina.

This occurred during the past twelve months when the port was operating under the
proposed Victorian Ports Authority structure. The Port of Geelong Authority has been
fortunate in being able to secure the services of various good chairmen in recent times. I
mention people such as Peter Blakistan, Mr Gordon Murray and the current chairman,
Mr Neil Samuels.
The port authority has also had good commissioners, including Mr Paul Blazer, and
current members such as Mr John Robb and Mr Frank Self. The authority enjoys good
relations with the Geelong Regional Commission, which is the planning and development
authority for Geelong.
One area of growth outside the grain handling facility of the port was in the Rippleside
ship repair operations. A major growth source in 1984 was the contract repair and
maintenance work for the Australian Navy, including a comprehensive overhaul ofHMAS
Bayonet, an attack class patrol boat.
A further contract was won in 1984 with the NYK Line carrying steel for the very
successful Ford Motor Co. of Australia Ltd in Geelong, and this opened up opportunities
for other cargoes to be imported and exported from Geelong.
The Port of Geelong Authority has operated at a profit and carries out its functions
effectively. In 1981 the profit was $3·9 million; in 1982, $4·1 million; in 1983, $3 million;
and in 1984 it enjoyed a massive profit of $4·9 million, or nearly $5 million. In the 1984
report, it shows net assets of$51 million.
The introduction of the Bill will not adversely affect the port of Geelong but will in fact
promote Geelong along with the other ports in Victoria. The success of the Bill will enable
Victoria to grow and Geelong will grow along with the rest of the State. As I mentioned,
the Port of Geelong Authority has been operating under the structure of the Victorian
Ports Authority Bill for the past twelve months.
The Chairman of the Port of Geelong Authority, Mr Neil Samuels, said in the annual
report that 1984 was a year of considerable growth in the development of the port of
Geelong.
At a meeting with Geelong waterside workers, a member of the executive committee
said that the Geelong port had never operated better than it had been for the past two
years. That included the past twelve months when the authority was operating under the
structure of the proposed Victorian Ports Authority. It proves that it can work and is
working very well indeed.
When the Bill was before the House in 1984, the Opposition at least had some reasons
for not accepting it. In 1984 the Opposition opposed the Bill on the ground that the Port
of Geelong Authority would lose its considerable assets, that the new port board would be
expanded from three to the current membership of eight and that it did not enjoy the
support oflocal organizations.
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The honourable member for Hawthorn tried to say that the people in Geelong would
not support the Bill. That is absolute nonsense. The honourable member for Hawthorn no
longer lives in Geelong and he is out of touch with what is happening. He would not have
a clue, anyway.
In 1984 the National Party opposed the Bill. Why did it do so? The National Party has
not put forward a reason tonight and it did not put forward a reason in 1984, except to say
that the headmasters told it to oppose the Bill. Who are the headmasters? They are the
farmers and graziers and, like little boys, members of the National Party went off and
opposed the Bill.
Under the Bill the local board of the Geelong port authority will be made up of the chief
executive officer; the Managing Director of the Victorian Ports Authority, or his nominee;
one member from the officers of the authority elected from those employed in the port of
Geelong; one person from three names submitted by the Geelong Trades Hall Council;
one person from a union or association primarily concerned with seagoing or waterfront
activities; such other members, but not more than three, having knowledge of port activities;
and one person from local government. The total membership of the board will be eight.
The proposed local board structure is much superior to the existing body, which has
only three members. Year in and year out people from the Geelong Trades Hall Council,
the Geelong Chamber of Manufactures and the Geelong Chamber of Commerce have said
that they wanted a say in how the port was run. That was denied then by the Liberal
Government of the day and by the National Party. The Bill provides far greater
representation for the people who use the port, who work at the port and who reap benefits
from it. The Bill addresses the previous situation, corrects it and makes it far more
acceptable to the Geelong people.
On 17 February 1984 the then Minister of Public Works, the honourable member for
Niddrie, addressed a meeting in Geelong attended by more than 200 employees and users
of the port. Following the meeting the Minister took the concerns to the then Minister for
Transport, now the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs. The then Minister
for Transport visited Geelong on 15 March 1984 and addressed another meeting of the
Geelong port employees and made the following commitments: the assets of the Port of
Geelong Authority should be retained iri Geelong, which made good business sense; major
investments would go through a filtering process and investment decisions that affected
only Geelong would be made in Geelong, while other decisions would be made where
appropriate.
Previous investment decisions by the Geelong Harbor Trust and, since 1981, the Port
of Geelong Authority had to have the approval of the Minister. The organization did not
have complete autonomy in that it had to gain authority from the Minister for investment
decisions.
A further assurance was that there would be no redundancies or forced transfers as a
result of the restructure. Historically the ports of Melbourne and Geelong have been in
competition and previous decisions had been made on the basis of local members of
Parliament lobbying the Ministers. Decisions will now be made on a rational basis. The
Government will do its best to persuade growers that wool shipments should be dispatched
from Geelong.
The then Minister for Transport met a deputation on 15 March 1984 from the Geelong
Local Government Committee. The Geelong City Council is represented on that
committee. The Minister made the same commitments and gave assurances that another
costly superstructure would not be built. He said the local government representative
would be appointed to the local board. He said that competition needs to exist between
Victorian ports and interstate ports and not amongst Victorian ports only.

Mr Gude-Who said that?

Transport Bill

30 October 1985

ASSEMBLY

1495

Mr SHELL-The former Minister for Transport, now the Minister for Employment
and Industrial Affairs said that when he visited Geelong on 15 March 1984. The honourable
member for Hawthorn was not in Geelong and he would not know.
In July this year the Geelong people were informed of the proposal to reintroduce the
proposed legislation. Once the announcement was made the opposition that was voiced
in 1984 started to raise its head again. All major organizations in Geelong voiced their
concern about the Bill. On 16 August I made representations to the current Minister for
Transport, expressing some of the concerns about the draft legislation. At that stage I
raised two matters of concern, namely, the responsibilities of the local board and the
financial arrangements of the local board.
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-On a point of order, the honourable member has referred to
meetings but he has not quoted dates or authenticated the document to which he refers.
The honourable member is obviously reading and I ask that he table the document.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Harrowfield)-Order! Is the honourable member
prepared to table the document?
Mr SHELL (Geelong)-The documents from which I am quoting are copious notes
that I have prepared. I shall make them available if necessary.
On receipt of a reply from the Minister, I asked for further consultation in tbe Geelong
area. On 26 September a public meeting was called by the Geelong branch of the Chamber
of Manufactures and the Geelong Chamber of Commerce, and Mr Don Deveson was in
the chair. Approximately 60 people attended that meeting, which was a lot fewer than the
200 people who attended the previous meeting. Mr lan Stoney, Mr Craig Cook and the
honourable member for Polwarth also attended that meeting. The honourable member
for Polwarth did not state any views on that occasion because he did not have any.
Several assurances were requested by the meeting before the proposal could be supported.
I shall quote from a letter of 22 October from the secretary of the Geelong Chamber of
Commerce, Mr G. V. Esler to Mr I. Smith. It states:
The introduction into State Parliament of the Transport (Victorian Ports Authority) Bill some time ago caused
considerable concern in Geelong and led to a public meeting at which were represented many organizations from
the region.
Following that meeting, a great deal of discussion has taken place with senior staff from the Department of
Transport. and the Minister has had drafted a number of amendments to the Bill, a copy of which was attached.
These amendments satisfy the concerns of the Geelong Chamber of Commerce, and I write to formally advise
you that the Chamber no longer opposes the Bill, as amended, and requests that the Parliamentary Opposition
allow its passage through both Houses of Parliament.

Honourable members should recall that the honourable member for Hawthorn, in his
previous position with the Melbourne Chamber of Commerce, supported the Bill, but he
has now changed his mind. Has he changed his mind because of the Parliamentary Liberal
Party or because of the validity of any argument put to him? I suggest it is purely because
of the Liberal Party.
After that meeting the Minister for Transport sent a telex reaffirming the previous
assurances, which stated:
I. Budget allocation from the VPA for Capital and Operational requirements.

2. Operational decisions affecting individual ports will be made at that level.

3. Local boards will have access to the Minister.
4. The existing container crane will remain.

S. Other VPA projects will include an evaluation ofthe long ...

Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-On a point of order, Mr Acting Speaker, the honourable
member for Geelong stated earlier that he was referring to copious notes. Honourable
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members do not mind that, but the honourable member has done everything but say
"comma" and "full stop".
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Harrowfield)-Order! Will the honourable member
please come to his point of order.
Mr GUDE-The Opposition wants the honourable member for Geelong to make a
contribution to the debate free of the written word.
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Atfairs)-On the point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, the honourable member for Hawthorn has quoted from extensive written notes,
which may have been written for him, and has also read every word. The honourable
member for Geelong is speaking from copious notes and I suggest that there is no point of
order.
Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-On the point of order, Mr Acting Speaker, the Minister
has not been listening to the debate and is out of his depth.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Harrowfield)-Order! Will the honourable member
please get to his point of order!
Mr I. W. SMITH-The honourable member for Geelong has mixed in his speech
quotes from letters and quotes from copious notes. I have been listening carefully,
unfortunately, to what the honourable member has been saying. When he has been
digressing from his copious notes and quoting from correspondence it has been unclear.
To clarify the situation, the honourable member should at least table the correspondence.
The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! Although it is not permissible for honourable
members to read their speeches, it is permissible to refer to copious notes.
Mr I. W. SMITH-On a further point of order, Mr Acting Speaker, honourable members
who have been in this place for some time are aware of the custom and tradition that
when honourable members quote from documents, they should not only refer to the
documents but they should also make them available on request from honourable members.
That request has been made, Mr Acting Speaker, but you have ignored it. I now repeat the
request that the honourable member for Geelong make available the documents from
which he is quoting.
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Atfairs)-On the point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, the honourable member for Geelong stated when the point of order was first
raised that he was quoting from copious notes. The honourable member for Polwarth has
no right to ask for documents when the honourable member has said that he has quoted
from copious notes.
The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! If the honourable member for Geelong has quoted
from correspondence, I ask him to table those documents. I should remind honourable
members that they may quote from copious notes.
Mr SHELL (Geelong)-Mr Acting Speaker, I shall certainly table whatever
correspondence I have quoted. The telex of the Minister for Transport sent on 1 October
1985 states:
I. Budget allocation from the VPA for Capital and Operational requirements.
2. Operational decisions affecting individual ports will be made at that level.
3. Local boards will have access to the Minister.
4. The existing container crane will remain.
5. Other VPA projects will include an evaluation of the long term location of bulk chemical facilities. This
will involve the Port of Melbourne, Port of Geelong and Port of Western port.
6. Attempts will be made to achieve an appropriate regional balance on the VP A Board.
7. The Port User Bodies on the Geelong Local Board will be the Geelong Chamber of Commerce, Geelong
Chamber of Manufacturers and the Farmers and Graziers.
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8. Ministers will continue to have responsibility for selecting Local Board Chairmen.
9. Schedule 4A, subsections 2 and 3 of the Bill will be amended to include prior consultation with the local
board.

These assurances have been accepted by the Geelong organizations with only two exceptions
to my knowledge. The first was the Geelong City Council which was rolled at a Geelong
local government committee because it did not have the numbers. Nine municipalities
are involved on that committee, but the Geelong City Council could get only one vote.
The second organization objecting is the Geelong branch of the Waterside Workers
Federation of Australia. The federation is objecting because for decades it has lost members
under the previous Administration. It now has only 120 members but ten years ago it had
400 members. The waterside workers are sceptical and will not be convinced about the
proposed legislation. I spent 3 hours with them after the meeting to which I referred
earlier. I even climbed up on the container crane to have a look at the port.
The Geelong Chamber of Commerce, the Geelong Chamber of Manufactures, the
Geelong branch of the Victorian Employers Federation, and the Geelong Trades Hall
Council support the Bill. Who does not support it? The honourable member for Hawthorn
does not support it now but he did when he was with the Melbourne Chamber of Commerce.
I can understand why the Liberal Party was concerned about the Bill. It believed it
would get some political mileage from opposing the Bill. The Cain Government holds five
of the six seats in Geelong and that was the same position in 1982. The Liberal Party tried
to change that position by indicating that it would block the Bill, but it did not succeed.
The Labor Party still has five members of Parliament who represent Geelong and they
will remain.
Finally, I should like to quote from the Age of 26 September 1985. I shall gladly table
this article. The article, by Kenneth Davidson, states:
The legislation is central to the long-term strategy for the economic development of Victoria-to enhance
Victoria's competitive strengths vis-a-vis the rest of Australia and the world by building on its central location
within the "golden triangle" of population, industry and markets in the area bounded by Adelaide, Hobart and
Sydney-Newcastle.
This strategy is unlikely to achieve its full potential unless the present counterproductive competition between.
the major port authorities is replaced with co-ordinated policies which maximise the natural strengths of each
port so that they become an integrated part of the Victorian transport system, connecting as economically as
possible with the rest of Australia and the world.
The Victorian Ports Authority legislation was first put to the Parliament by the Cain Government last May
and was rejected in the Legislative Council. There was no attempt to amend the legislation to remove elements
it might have found objectionable or to contact the business organisations directly affected to ascertain their
attitude to the proposed changes.
Apparently the Opposition response was gut political. It reckoned it might be able to pick up some of the five
Labor seats in Geelong if it ran a campaign arguing that integration ofthe port authorities would lead to the loss
to Geelong of the substantial profits accruing to the Geelong Port Authority from the large throughput of bulk
grains and oil.
Now the election is over and Labor did not lose seats in the Geelong area even though the Government policy
of port integration was known, it should be hoped that the Opposition will change its stance and base its attitude
to the legislation on the long-term advantage to the State-especially as one of the new Liberal members, Mr
Gude, supported the legislation in his former capacity as executive director of the Melbourne Chamber of
Commerce.

The article continues:
The alternative to the VPA proposed by the Government, a ports commission proposed by the VFDA, would
have no teeth and would delay the decision making process as all the vested interests had their say and took
proposals back to their organisations for approval.
If the VPA fails to get through the Parliament next week, the co-ordination role will be played by the Transport
Minister and his department-which will inevitably mean the essentially commercial decision making process
will become more politicised and bureaucratised than it need be.
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I am sure that is the last outcome the Opposition and its traditional supporters would want.
As we are now a long way from the next election, Mr Kennett has the chance to show some real leadership
while exercising power responsibly in the long-term interests of the State rather than what is perceived as the
short-term interests of the Liberal Party by some of his members.

The Geelong community as a whole supports the Bill. It did have reservations, but those
reservations have been answered. Only two bodies stand out in this regard, the Geelong
City Council, which seems to knock everything that is proposed, and the Waterside
Workers Federation of Australia. I support the motion and oppose the amendment.
Mr CROZIER (Portland)-I am pleased that at long last the Minister for Transport has
returned to the House for the latter stage of the debate, but I suppose in typical fashion it
would not matter very much whether he or any of his colleagues on the front bench
listened to the debate, because this Bill has all the hallmarks of the characteristic style of
the Government, much play about consultation, the copious process of consultation of a
democratically elected Government committed to all those nice rhetorical principles of
social democracy. However, honourable members know that this is the Government that
put the "con" into consultation, the "con" into consensus and the "Cain" into chicanery.
I have been listening with great interest to the contribution of the honourable member
for Geelong, who referred to copious notes and made lengthy quotations. Among his more
original comments was a statement to the effect that although certain Geelong interests to
which he referred did have some reservations about the Bill, those interests have been
completely won over.
I shall take the House through some of the reservations expressed when the measure
was originally introduced. As the Minister for Transport correctly pointed out, this Bill, in
his words, is substantially the same, except for some minor amendments, as the Bill
rejected by the Legislative Council in May 1984. On that occasion, during the debate in
another place, I quoted from some correspondence with the now honourable member for
Geelong. To provide the necessary background and perspective, I propose to again quote
briefly from that correspondence. I refer the House to a letter from the honourable member
for Geelong of 23 December 1983 to the then Assistant Minister for Transport in which
he said, among other things:
The Geelong Chamber of Commerce has a concern that with the loss of their autonomy--

At that stage the chamber was concerned about the loss of autonomy and although the
honourable member endeavoured to assure the House that the chamber is no longer
concerned, I suggest that some members of the chamber are concerned. The point I make
is that on that occasion the fears of the chamber, and presumably those of the honourable
member, were, to some extent, put to rest by a statement read to a meeting of the chamber
held on 1 July 1983 to the effect that the honourable member for Geelong had been assured
by the then Minister of Transport and the Premier that there would be no loss of autonomy
for the authority, that there would be an encouragement of liaison between the several
Victorian port authorities and that the retention of autonomy would extend to the port's
finances. I wonder whether any such bland assurances could now be given, even though
the proposed legislation is little different from its original form.
As my colleagues on this side of the House have pointed out during the debate, this Bill,
which purports to be all about co-ordination of port planning developments and operations
so that these can be integrated on a Statewide basis, is really a legislative takeover of
Victorian ports.
The objective may sound plausible but, in effect, it is a move towards a centralized
control of all port operations on the ground. As pointed out by the Minister for Transport,
although the ports, as he conceded, have developed independently over a long period,
there are, as he says, existing problems in duplication of facilities, conflicting forward
planning, oversupply, rationalization of services and inconsistent pricing and investment
policies.
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I suppose what that means is that the Big Brotherism that is such a feature of the
Government will not really allow genuine competition between the port authorities that
have been responsible for much of the dynamic growth of the port of Portland and the
port of Geelong.
My colleagues have documented at some length some of the salient features of the
achievements of both those port authorities. This is why they have developed to a position
of strength because they have been served by people of vision and dedication. The rivalry
which has existed between them has spurred them on, given them a competitive edge and
within the obvious constraints of capital funding and recurrent funding available they
have made remarkable progress.
But according to the Government this is not the way the ports should develop because
there must be a centralized control which will determine the destinies and the future
development of all ports, not only the major ports but also the minor ports to endeavour
to persuade the Victorian public and especially local interest groups that there will be a
meaningful degree oflocal input.
In addition to a very large Victorian Ports Authority, which is proposed to be established,
there is provision in the Bill for local boards, but as pointed out by my colleagues, under
clause 8 of the Bill, specifically section 35E, the responsibility oflocal boards is not defined.
That is made plain in section 35E (3) which ::;tates:
(3) The Victorian Ports Authority shall from time to time, after consultation with the Local Board concerned,
determine the scope of responsibility ofthe Local Board and notify the Local Board in writing of its determination.

The following sub-section states that a determination under sub-section (3) shall have no
effect unless submitted to and approved by the Minister. That means that the local boards
do not even know what they have to do, they will not know until they have been told by
the authority, and even the authority cannot tell them with any certainty unless and until
the Minister approves.
When I said that this was a thinly veiled legislative takeover of the ports, I believe that
is amply borne out by the Bill. I am disappointed that the honourable member for Niddrie,
the Minister responsible for ports in the previous Government, is not in the House at
present. He made great play on his knowledge in his remarks.
Mrs Toner-He made a great speech.
Mr CROZIER-I enjoyed his speech; I usually do. He made great play on his knowledge
of the Portland scene especially, and the Geelong scene and the sort of consultation that
he encouraged as Minister. I give credit for that, as have my colleagues, but had he been
as effective as his predecessor in the former Liberal Government, the port of Portland
would not be now waiting for an essential extension of No. 5 berth, which was approved
by that Liberal Government and which was earmarked for development, and would have
taken place but for the unfortunate advent of the Labor Government.
Some of the material has just been lying about; most of the steel for development was
purchased in the final stages of the previous Liberal Government and it has been slowly
rusting since. The large gap which exists in the No. 5 berth is still there. Unless that
extension is approved-and the Minister may have something to say about this when he
responds finally.
Mr Roper-It was your deal and it was bankrupting the port!
Mr CROZIER-It was the Liberal Government's deal and it was its plan that the No.
5 berth should be completed for good reason. Not only is it needed in the normal course
of port operations at Portland-and there have been times in the past twelve months
when there has been considerable congestion because of the build up in port trade with
live sheep ships as well as the new wood-chip development-that extension to the berth is
badly needed.
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Also when the first potline of the Alcoa smelter comes on line as planned towards the
end of next year, or whenever it does, there will be further congestion. When the first
ingots start to roll off the production line, it is proposed that most of that production will
be exported. The construction of that berth will then be acutely needed.
I ask the Minister to advise the House just how and when the people of Portland can
expect to have that necessary extension to their port facilities. That is only one example of
the administration and priorities of the Government.
In the context of the Bill, when the Legislative Council defeated this proposal in May
1984, the then Minister of Transport was quoted as saying that it really did not matter
much because the objectives of a centralized control of the ports would be achieved by
other means.
From my observations of the activities and the style of the boards of the port authorities
since, I must say that I half agree with him. One of the reasons why the Government is
able to say that it has a degree of community support for its proposals is because it has
sold its proposition skilfully, and I give it full credit both to the director of the Victorian
ports, Mr lan Stoney, and also to the officer of the Minister's department who put the case
well.
I also agree that Mr Stoney-who is obviously the nominee and would become, if the
Bill does pass, the managing director of the new Victorian Ports Authority-could make
the structure work because I have confidence in the ability of that individual executive.
He has a great deal of experience and I respect his opinions and ability. I also respect his
knowledge of the main Victorian ports and their needs. However, legislation should not
be structured around one person, however able that suitable person may be.
Having said that and having agreed that I can see the Victorian Ports Authority under
Mr lan Stoney working well and working in a way that would not disadvantage, in the
short-term at least, the other major ports of Portland and Geelong, over time-and it may
be far sooner than later-than a structure of this order with this cumbersome costly
bureaucracy ~ this cumbersome process of consultation through the local boards, which
will quickly become ossified and ineffective, and effective decision-making will increasingly
pass to the ports authority and to the Minister.
There is an essential difference between the approach of the Government and that of
the Opposition to the matter. It is not just an academic difference of view or academic
philosophic difference but, in terms of decentralization, the Opposition knows that the
Cain Government has turned its back on the concept of decentralization both from an
economic and a social point of view. In spite of some very ineffective attempts to convince
the public otherwise, honourable members know that the Government is a centralist
Government as are almost inevitably all socialist governments or all governments of this
persuasion.
Increasingly over time, if it remains in office, it has a tendency to fasten on to a rigid,
centralized, bureaucratic structure until that tendency is overwhelming and finally becomes
entrenched. That is precisely what will happen if the proposed Victorian Ports Authority
is imposed on our ports.
An Honourable Member interjected.
Mr CROZIER-I did not quite pick up that interjection, and I shall not invite the
honourable member to repeat it. However, I point out that the Opposition has very real
concern about the opportunity for effective local input. In spite of what I have said about
Mr lan Stoney, the Opposition has real concern that, over time, there will inevitably be a
basic dictatorship from the centre-a very rigid dictatorial structure-that will simply be
in harmony with the Government's oft repeated phrase about bringing statutory bodies
under closer Ministerial control. That is a euphemism for saying that the Government
does not trust the locals. It does not like statutory authorities that are at arms' length from
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the Government because it feels it cannot control them, and control is exactly what the
Government is attempting by this Bill.
The Opposition knows from its experience and from the history of the ports of Portland
and Geelong that they have been extremely well served, within the obvious financial
constraints of capital and recurrent spending Budgets, by local people of considerable
expertise and dedication. I am absolutely convinced-and I can quote historical examples
to prove in repect of both those ports-that the fact that those ports have enjoyed a degree
of autonomy has been instrumental in their progress. The Opposition has considerable
misgivings about a legislative superstructure that would tie them to a centralized and
increasingly bureaucratically staffed system.
The Opposition knows that the Minister's predecessor is probably the best example of a
Minister building a bureaucratic empire in the history of this State, and I do not doubt
that the current Minister has rather enjoyed that. He seems to be hell-bent on continuing
the process. That is not in the best interests of the State or the ports.
To sum up, there are essential differences between the views of the Opposition and
those of the Government. The Opposition does not believe this massive, elaborate,
cumbersome and costly superstructure is necessary; it does concede that a broad
co-ordination of ports policy is desirable. As my colleagues have pointed out, that can be
achieved much more simply without any of what is proposed m the Bill and without
sacrificing the essential dynamic input that has characterized the development of Victoria's
ports to this stage.

Mr ROWE (Essendon)-In speaking on the Bill I direct the attention of the House to
the fact that the measure arose out of the Government's economic strategy that was put
before the people of Victoria prior to the last election and endorsed by them. After listening
to the debate tonight, one would be bitterly disappointed in the Opposition's contributions.
They have contained plenty of cliches about dictatorships and centralism, but on no
occasion was an alternative philosophy or strategy advanced for enhancing Victoria's
advantages in this area.
Honourable members heard from the Opposition spokesperson that the Minister for
Transport should co-ordinate the various port authorities in this State. If one considers
this proposal sensibly, one sees quite clearly that the honourable member for Polwarth is
su~esting that the Minister himself should intervene in what basically are commercial
deCIsions. It seems to me that what has been put forward as an alternative strategy would
result in a far more bureaucratic structure and one that would certainly be subject to far
more political interference than that proposed in the Bill. The Government is proposing a
single authority.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr ROWE-Honourable members heard claims from the Opposition that the
Government is creating an additional qango, whereas the reverse is the case. We will see a
reduction in the number of authorities, improved co-ordination and enhanced efficiency.
It is important to see this matter clearly within the economic context, and I can
understand why the honourable member for Hawthorn, in his former capacity, wrote to
the Government endorsing the plan. Undoubtedly the business community endorsed the
economic strategy. The people of Victoria endorsed it, and the business community
generally understood what the Government was saying in this area.

One complete chapter of the economic strategy is devoted to Melbourne's central
location within the Port Phillip District. It itemizes clearly the economic benefits to
Victoria of this central location. It points out that 70 per cent of Australia's population is
located in what is called the golden triangle-the area bounded by Sydney, Hobart and
Adelaide-with each of those cities being one hour's flying time away. To most economists
it is a rational proposition that Victoria should take advantage of that natural location by
adopting initiatives in the transport area to enhance that central location, and should take
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investment and public sector administrative decisions that can be of benefit to industry
and commerce in this State.
It is in that context that we talk about the deficiencies of the past in respect of transport
policy. We consider the role of Government and the general principles for enhancing
Victoria's central location within the Port Phillip District and, in particular, Melbourne's
location. Clearly, we outline the benefit for the State in the development of a single port
authority to co-ordinate investment and administrative decisions as well as matters of
planning for Victoria's ports.
It is interesting to note the contrast between the positions adopted by the Government
and the Opposition in this area. Prior to the last election, the Government put forward an
extensive economic statement on the way it sees transport and development of Victoria's
seaports. That proposal was in stark contrast to the position adopted by the Opposition.

When one examines the transport policy put forward by the Liberal Party before the last
election one notes-The SPEAKER-Order! The time appointed by Sessional Orders for me to interrupt
business has now arrived.
On the motion ofMr ROPER (Minister for Transport), the sitting was continued.

Mr ROWE (Essendon)-The transport policy put forward by the Labor Party during
the last election stands in stark contrast to that which was put forward by the Liberal
Party. No part of the Liberal Party's transport policy contained reference to the
development of ports within Victoria.
It seems to me that a very logical development has been proceeded with by the
Government to consolidate within the transport portfolio all areas that are related to
transport in an economic sense, including the development and oversight of ports.
However, that was not the case with the Liberal Party. It saw fit to just forget all about the
development of ports in Victoria.

I now refer to a document to which the honourable member for Polwarth referred
extensively. He said that he had in his hands a confidential Cabinet document relating to
the Bill. If one closely examines the document from which that honourable member
quoted, one realizes quite clearly, particularly when one notes the date, which is 30 March
1984, that the document does not relate to the Bill now before the House. If one looks
even more closely at the document, one notes there is no submission number on it and no
copy number; more importantly, no Ministerial signature appears on the document.
Therefore, the honourable member for Polwarth was certainly deceptive in trying to
convey to the House that the document had some status, which quite clearly it does not
have in this debate.
However, the document does contain, on the last page, a list of the organizations that
were consulted about the development of the policy relating to the Bill. Some 40
organizations are listed as having been consulted about developing the proposed legislation,
and that is probably the most important point that should be mentioned in reference to
the document.
In his contribution to the debate, the honourable member for Portland was certainly
prepared to make a number of statements to the effect that the Government was centralist,
and other remarks of no real substance. At no stage did he put forward an alternative
policy, nor did he inform the House of the view of the people of Portland about the
measure.

Mr McNamara- What would you know about it?
Mr ROWE-If the honourable member for Benalla will listen for just one moment, I
shall inform him of what some people of Portland have said. The Portland Town Council
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considered the matter. An article that appeared in the Portland Observer of Friday, 4
October 1985, under the heading, "Port authority-council gives blessing", stated:
That the Portland Town Council have a regard to the strong expressions of support from Port of Portland
Authority management and Port of Portland Authority Advisory Board personnel, also indicate its support for
the Victorian Ports Authority legislation proposed by the Victorian State Government.
The recommendation was adopted on a motion from Cr Joy Davis. There was no dissent.

In other words, it was a unanimous decision of the council. The article also stated that, in
considering the report before it, the council was also unanimous in adopting a
recommendation that the council should ask the Liberal and the National parties whether
they intended to oppose the proposed legislation.
Mr Leigh-Mr Actin~ Speaker, I direct your attention to the state of the House, so that
honourable members will be able to listen to the remarks of the honourable member for
Essendon.
A quorum was formed.
Mr ROWE-As I was indicating to the House before the interruption, the Bill was
unanimously endorsed by the Portland Town Council. It is interesting that the honourable
member representing that area failed to inform the House of that view and that he has, in
fact, taken a contrary stance on the Bill tonight.
I also take this opportunity of indicating to the House the extent of support from other
quarters. I shall quote from a letter from the Australian Chamber of Manufactures dated
2 October 1985, which reported on a meeting held in the office of the Minister for
Transport to discuss the proposed legislation. That letter indicates that the Australian
Chamber of Manufactures (Geelong Branch) Executive, the Geelong Chamber of
Commerce Executive, and the Victorian Employers Federation (Geelong Branch) Advisory
Committee have all seen fit to support the Bill. That is is another section of the community
that has seen fit to publicly declare its support for this important measure.
Mr Leigh interjected.
Mr ROWE-That is a ridiculous comment to make by way of interjection. It is a
reflection on those important bodies to suggest the decision was made under pressure.
The letter from which I shall quote next comes from a rather large firm, P&O Australia.
I should like to quote from it extensively because it is important.
The letter states:
We understand that the Victorian Government is once again giving consideration to an enabling Bill that will
allow the ports of Victoria to be co-ordinated under an all ports charter.
We have for many years been involved in port activities in Melbourne, Geelong and Portland. Our subsidiary
or associated companies, Seatainer Terminals Ltd. United Stevedoring and, Australport Services (Vie) Ply Ltd,
are inherently involved as lessees of the Port of Melbourne Authority as stevedores and as container terminal
and depot operators. We have, particularly in the immediate past, been subjected to actions, especially of the
Geelong port authority, which are tantamount to nationalizing stevedoring at that port. At Geelong, there are a
number of contracting stevedores but the port authority has now taken upon itself to operate a container terminal,
a bulk unloading facility, and is now wishing to make inroads into the normal area of private enterprise. The
reason for this is that Geelong has totally over-capitalized some of its port facilities. Not confined to Victoria, we
have witnessed in many ports of Australia over-supply of port facilities brought about to a degree by lack of coordination between ports and certainly a lack of awareness by some port authorities of the fact that capital has to
be paid for.
In reviewing the foregoing, we would like to advise that we see much benefit from a co-ordination of the ports
of Victoria such as are envisaged in the ports enabling Bill.

The letter was also sent to the Leader of the Opposition.
Shire and city councils, business bodies, chambers of manufacturers and large industrial
organizations involved in industry clearly understand the benefits of the Bill. Unfortunately,
despite community support, the opposition parties cannot see the benefit for Victoria.
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One can appreciate their perspective when one considers that the opposition parties
previously rejected the proposed legislation in May of last year when they were hoping to
gain some political advantage in the Geelong area. However, that was not the case as the
Government retained its seats in that area with increased majorities. At that time the
community was well aware of the Government's attitude on this important issue.
I shall refer to the economies of scale in relation to the operation of the ports within
Victoria. The estimates prepared by the Ministry of Transport regarding the costs associated
with the establishment of the proposed Victonan Ports Authority are of the order of$I·7
million a year. That includes additional costs as a result of the introduction of the new
authority, such as corporate structures, associated overhead costs, additional
communication costs, additional board members, changes in salary levels and items of
that nature.
I shall refer to the costs flowing directly from the introduction of the proposed Victorian
Ports Authority. The cost benefit of reductions in costs of support staff of the Division of
Ports and Harbors is $300 000; the cost benefit from manpower already documented in
the white collar area is $1· 25 million; and the benefit from the rationalization of dredging
operations of the Port of Melbourne Authority and Division of Ports and Harbors is $4
million. The total direct cost benefit is approximately $8 million.
The indirect cost benefits flowing from the proposal include the broader availability of
specialist skills from larger organizations, which will amount to a cost benefit of$400 000;
and the cost benefits from better co-ordination of marketing and investments, development
of multi-market transport operations concept and so on will amount to approximately
$500 000. The total cost benefit of direct and indirect benefits of the proposal is of the
order of$8·8 million. That is not an insignificant amount of money!
At no stage during the contributions from the honourable members for Polwarth and
Portland did they mention the significance of the direct or indirect benefits flowing from
the proposal.
The Government has set about the task of identifying those sections of the Victorian
community in which it has a natural advantage, and it is setting about providing the
infrastructure and support to enhance that natural advantage so that Victoria can grow
economically. That is in stark contrast to the transport policy of the Liberal Party, which
does not refer to the development of ports in this State. That is a fundamental difference.
The Government regards the development of ports as part of an integrated development
ofa sensible and economic transport system. More importantly, it regards transport as an
integral part of the infrastructure of the Victorian economy. Those important factors
should be recognized, and they stand in stark contrast to the comments made by members
of the Opposition.

Mr DICKINSON (South Barwon)-As the honourable member for South Barwon, I
am the only Liberal Party member of Parliament representing an area of Geelong
comprising some 170 000 people. The Bill has come before Parliament on not one occasion
but on two occasions. Its purpose is to co-ordinate port planning, to abolish the Port of
Geelong Authority and to establish a centralized bureaucracy.
The main objection that the Liberal Party has is that the Bill is part of a socialist
philosophy to bring everything together where there will be equal shares of misery for all.
I shall refer to the Minister's who have had responsibility for this area. The honourable
member for Niddrie, the former Minister of Public Works, bullied and blustered his way
at Geelong until one of the chairmen had to resign. There was then the Flying Scotsman
from Arbroath, the present Minister for Employment and Industrial AffaIrs, whose first
introduction to Geelong was to visit the area with a team of media people, sit on a train
and have his photograph taken. However, the train did not stop at Lara, it went express to
Werribee. The only two occasions on which the former Minister of Transport visited the
port of Geelong was for the purpose of buttering up the port authority.
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Dr COG HILL (Werribee)-On a point of order, Mr Acting Speaker, I draw your
attention to the statements made by the Speaker earlier today when he indicated that he
intended not to permit the making of imputations against individual honourable members,
and quite rightly so, in accordance with Standing Order No. 108. I ask you, Mr Acting
Speaker, to draw that fact to the attention of the honourable member for South Barwon;
that he should withdraw the imputations he made against the Minister for Employment
and Industrial Affairs.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Remington)-Order! In my opinion, the remarks were
not unparliamentary, but I request the honourable member for South Barwon to bear in
mind the remarks made by the Speaker earlier today regarding behaviour of honourable
members towards other honourable members during debates.
Mr DICKINSON (South Barwon)-From time to time I have addressed certain matters
to the attention of the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs. I well remember
the occasion when I asked him to intervene in a situation to remove the Eureka flag from
the Flinders Street railway station. Of course, he did not do that because he is under the
thumb of the Builders Labourers Federation.
The present Minister for Transport was transferred from the health portfolio. He came
to Parliament with considerable knowledge which he gained in New South Wales where
he was instrumental in puttin~ together a book on Aboriginal education and another
document called The Myth oJ Equality. Inside the book to which I have referred is a
wonderful pictorial display of underprivileged children, of whom we are all aware, but
there is also a picture of a crew from the Geelong Grammar School which is about to put
a boat into the water. The Minister has this to say about one of the most outstanding
schools in the country:
Some schools have no library books . . . this photo shows Geelong Grammar at their expensive play.
T~e ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Remington)-Order! I am fascinated by the background
of the present Minister but I fail to see where this is relevant to the matter being debated.
I ask the honourable member for South Barwon to come back to the Bill and to take note
of the comments made in an earlier article about remarks against certain members of the
House.
Mr DICKINSON-This is relevant to the debate because the Geelong Grammar School
sold vast acreages ofland to the Shell Co. of Australia Ltd. When a Minister of this House
denigrates one of the finest educational institutions such as Geelong Grammar, it shows
the calibre of the man-The ACTING SPEAKER -Order! That is your opinion, but that does not happen to
be my opinion. I request the honourable member for South Barwon to come back to the
Bill before the House.
Mr DICKINSON-I am informing the House of the background and calibre of Ministers
who are responsible for important portfolios. It is time people in Geelong realized this
about the Government which is leading the State. Anyone who cares to look at the book
can do so in the Parliamentary Library.
Mrs TONER (Greensborough)-On a point of order, Mr Acting Speaker, the honourable
member for South Barwon has not spoken on the Bill and has not once mentioned the
Victorian Ports Authority. I suggest that he should return to the Bill and I ask you to rule
on the matter.
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-On the point of order, Mr Acting Speaker, the honourable
member for South Barwon made particular mention of the fact that the land in question
was sold to the Shell Co. of Australia Ltd. Anyone who has knowledge whatsoever of the
ports system in Geelong would know that the major user of that port is the Shell
organization. If the remarks made by the honourable member do not have relevance to
the debate, certainly the entire debate has no relevance. He has made the point that the
Premier was a member of that school for a short time.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Remington)-I uphold the point of order and ask the
honourable member for South Barwon to return to the Bill.

Mr DICKINSON (South Barwon)-The people in Ge~long and the major users of the
port of Geelong are concerned about the attempt made by the Government to centralize
the port system and to take away the autonomy of the port of Geelong. Geelong has had a
history of excellent men at the helm, in particular Mr Spencer NaIl, who was outstanding
in attracting major industries to Geelong in the early 1950s and 60s; Sir Roy Fidge, a
former Mayor of Geelong; Mr Ernest McCann, who was an active member in the Geelong
promotion group; Mr Peter Blakiston; and Gordon Murray, who are still alive and active
today, have had and still have a great interest in the use of the Port of Geelong Authority.
It is interesting when one speaks with these men today to find that they are aghast at
what the Labor Government is doing. The Port of Geelong Authority was chaired by Mr
Peter Blakiston until he was forced to resign after the intervention of the honourable
member for Niddrie when he was the responsible Minister. Under Mr Blakiston's
chairmanship the port went from strength to strength. At the time he took over he faced a
$500000 deficit and five and a half years later a profit of$4 million had been made.
It would appear that Geelong made one fundamental error; it was too successful. Those
men envisaged how things should be in Geelong and outlined that in the year 2001 plan
for centralizing the port facilities at Point Wilson. It was suggested that the whole port
operation should be centred midway between Geelong and Melbourne. I cannot emphasize
enough that if one centralizes the port authority which will control rates, the power base
will be where that authority is based. Namely, if one centralizes the authority in Melbourne,
the power base will be in Melbourne.

Honourable members are well aware of the militant unions that control the Labor Party
power bases and if a council in Melbourne determines the rates, that council will control
the activities of the port. The ports that receive protection do so at the expense of others.
This has already been seen in Western port with the disappearance of the BP Australia Ltd
oil refinery. People look for prices and quality of service.

Mrs TONER (Greensborough)-On a point of order, Mr Acting Speaker, I draw
attention to the fact that the honourable member at South Barwon is reading his speech.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Remington)-Order! I am aware that is the practice of
honourable members to refer to copious notes and I note that the honourable member for
South Barwon is reading his speech line for line and word for word. I ask him to adopt the
proper procedures of the House. He may refer to copious notes but the reading of a speech
is in breach of the practices that honourable members are required to adopt in this House.

Mr DICKINSON (South Barwon)-Thank you for your guidance, Mr Acting Speaker.
The Liberal Party is concerned about the future of the port of Geelong. The Bill is an
attempt to socialize and centralize the facilities of Geelong. Governments have no place
intervening in what is taking place in Geelong. The Elders-IXL woolstore is an example
of when the Premier went to Geelong to boast about how wonderful it was. The woolstore
was built off the Geelong highway and the wool from that store is sent to the port of
Melbourne, not to the port of Geelong.
The honourable member for Niddrie sometimes had a good working relationship with
the Port of Geelong Authority, but the authority did not know that it would come under
control of the next Minister, the present Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs,
who paid only two visits to the port before he went to the office of Mr Mackenzie, the
honourable member for Geelong Province in another place, to talk with representatives of
the trade union movement. They sent their minders like Craig Cook who was put on the
pay-roll of the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs. Those salaries had to be
paid.
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Mr ROWE (Essendon)-On a point of order, Mr Acting Speaker, it appears that the
honourable member for South Barwon is quoting from a document. In accordance with
usual practices I ask that he make the document available to the House.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Remington)-Order! The honourable member for South
Barwon is quoting from a document. I ask that he make it available.

Mr DICKINSON (South Barwon)-Mr Acting Speaker, I am prepared to have the
book The Port of Geelong Development Plan 1983-2010, incorporated in Hansard for the
benefit of all honourable members.
The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! The request that was made was whether the
honourable member for South Barwon is prepared to table the document.

Mr DICKINSON-Yes, Mr Acting Speaker, I am prepared to table the document.
Honourable members are well aware that the minders in the Ministry of Transport are
affiliated with unions. Mr Cook is a former organizer of the Maritime Services' Union.
The Minister for Transport has endeavoured to woo small interest groups in Geelong. I
wonder if he compares himself with John Batman, who thinks he bought the town from
the Aborigines! I wonder which groups the Minister consulted. I have consulted with the
key users of the port and the wharf labourers and they tell me what they want.
One of the major users of the port of Gee long is Alcoa of Australia Ltd, and the Minister
might be surprised by what the Alcoa company said about the Bill. I shall deal with that
matter in due course. Some of the largest industries in Geelong are fearful that if they do
not give Big Brother what he wants they may not receive the sweetheart deals from the
Hawke Government or Senator Button, the Federal Minister for Industry, Technology
and Commerce. I am mindful of the way the Labor Government had to woo Alcoa of
Australia Ltd and what the Shell Co. of Australia had to do to receive concessions from
the Government.
When one examines the container facility installed by Mr Blakiston, one should be
reminded that the majority of containers go to the western suburbs of Melbourne and it is
far easier to ship those from Geelong to the western suburbs than from Melbourne. Studies
have been undertaken, for example, into a railway line between the Geelong line and Corio
wharf. Such a link could have been made with far less expenditure for the taxpayers of
Victoria that the $21 million development of Webb Dock in Melbourne. On the first
occasion on which this Bill was presented to Parliament the former Minister of Transport,
Mr Crabb, told Parliament he had the Port of Geelong Authority commissioners on side;
that was not so and we saw the chairman, Mr Gordon Murray, resign.
Australian Labor Party members in Geelong have to toe the party line and do what they
are told. Honourable members in another place have said nothing to support interests of
Geelong in this regard. The honourable member for Geelong told us tonight what the
trade union movement at the Trades Hall Council wanted. I have correspondence from
the Trades Hall Council. It was concerned about the future and independence of the
Geelong port, the welfare of the people who work there and the welfare of the people who
work in Geelong.
Honourable members all know that Commissioner Murray's chairmanship of the port
authority was not renewed and that the Labor Party was busily putting some of its own
representatives in at various tiers of the organization so that they could control the
situation. I cannot emphasize enough the excellent work of Spencer NaIl, who served from
1933 to 1958, Sir Roy Fidge, the late Ernest McCann, Ted Fairney and Herbert Lumb. I
recall the early 1950s in Geelong. The Minister deprived me of the opportunity of referring
to Geelong Grammar because he, like the Premier, seems to have a fear of that school. I
remember when the Shell oil refinery began operations in Geelong. The Avalon air base
started in Geelong and, during the later years of the Bolte Government, the Alcoa smelter
started in Geelong. They are great corporate businesses which have given thousands of
families in Geelong a future.
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When the Whitlam Government came to power, it devastated the textile industry in
Geelong by one stroke with the removal of tariffs. We saw company after company having
to stand down people in that area. This is the history of Geelong. It has had ups and downs
with business and it is a town of employment. It is of concern to all people in Geelong that
the port of Geelong becomes and remains viable. Geeloilg battles and continues to battle
on.
The recent announcement by the Minister of an increase in freight rates for wheat
coming from New South Wales could result in that wheat being lost from the port of
Geelong in the future and going to another port in another State. There is also every
chance that road use will become the norm and that the facilities in Geelong will not be
used. Parliament and the people of Geelong need to be reminded once again of the
excellent work of the commissioners of the Port of Geelong Authority.
It is worth while recognizin~ the current situation of the Port of Geelong Authority and
that the general manager who IS the chief executive, is frightened to speak out, just like the
chairman and chief executive of the Geelong Regional Commission. On occasions when
some new project is to be opened, one sees their faces featured in newspapers, but they are
public servants and are fearful of speaking out and being independent. They cannot stand
back with due objectivity and say what they think. The trade union movement has its men
well ensconced.
Mr GAVIN (Coburg)-On a point of order, the honourable member for South Barwon
is clearly flouting your ruling, Mr Acting Speaker, by reading his speech. He is going
through his speech comma after comma, page after page. Earlier you asked him not to
read his speech. I ask you to direct his attention once again to the Standing Orders.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Remington)-Order! There is no point of order. I have
watched the honourable member for South Barwon and although he is freely referring to
copious notes, I think he is endeavouring to make his speech without reading it.
Mr DICKINSON (South Barwon)-Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker, for your tolerance.
I appreciate that the Labor Party is all about endeavouring to fill the positions with party
faithful, whether it be Mr Frank Self or Mr Tony Valler. Those men have served their
time in the Labor Party and have to be looked after. It is the fashion of the Labor Party to
look after its own and provide jobs for the boys.
I shall refer briefly to what has occurred in the history of port management elsewhere in
the world. In the United Kingdom the Rockfell report in the mid 1960s stressed the need
to return to the original separate port authorities. After the 1936 amalgamation in Canada,
it was later found that the amalgamation had to be undone because people in Vancouver
did not want to be answerable to what happened in Ottawa. Why should Vancouver be
answerable in that way? The Question is the same for Geelong. Why should everything be
referred to Melbourne?
Until two years ago in New South Wales the ports were all serviced by the Maritime
Services Board. Now each port is reverting to the situation of making deCIsions for itself.
In Queensland the Port of Brisbane Authority and the Gladstone, Mackay, Cairns and
Townsville authorities all have their own administration. South Australia has so many
small ports that they do not all have their own administration.
I said earlier that I would refer to a letter from Alcoa of Australia Ltd. Alcoa lends its
weight to the current argument in favour of maintaining the autonomy of the port of
Geelot:Ig. The letter states:
Over the years the Port of Geelong Authority has shown itself to be both innovative and sufficiently adept to
run its affairs on a financially viable basis. Indeed the ability of the Port to remain in the black has been the
driving force behind its capacity to initiate a number of important physical developments.

The company also says that it opposes a situation in which this one viable port is run as a
milk cow to subsidize the inefficiencies of ports throughout the State, such as the port of
Melbourne. When one considers the major companies that a port uses, whether they be
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Elders-IXL, which employs 55 people at the Lara wool handling centre; the BarrettBurston malting plant which employs 16 people; Alcoa, which employs 2500 people; Shell,
which employes 856 people; Ford, which employs 5200 people; Australian Portland
Cement, which employs 370 people; Blue Circle Southern Cement, which employs 200
people; or the phosphate co-operative, which employs 400 people, one realizes the
significance of the extent to which people depend on the port of Geelong.
One knows the union has its key men placed in key positions. We know Norm Gallagher
had humble beginnings and now dominates the building scene in Melbourne. John
Halfpenny, the born-again socialist from the Communist party of Australian Labor Party
fame is now telling us where we will build the diesel submarines. It is a joke to be talking
about diesel submarines in the Pacific Ocean when the Russian navy has 500 ships and its
major submarine force is nuclear, the largest of which weigh some 22 000 tonnes and are
capable of doing 63 knots under the water. Yet, this socialist Government of Victoria
visits the ports of Geelong and Portland with its journalists and assures people wherever
it goes that there is no need to be afraid-the Government has the solution!
I wonder what the Honourable Judy Dixon, the former teacher from Tintern Church of
England Girls Grammar School, would have to offer on the running of the Geelong ports,
but she was present with the former Minister for Transport, on a recent visit to Geelong.
One wonders what the Minister for Transport, Mr Roper-the intelligent educationalist
from New South Wales, who has written learned books on matters such as Aboriginal
education-has to offer Geelong ports. That Minister ran the Health Commission and
now runs the Ministry of Transport. What next? Will it be the Education Department?
The honourable member for Werribee has had much to say in this debate. The township
of Werribee also depends on operations through the port of Geelong.
Mr Speaker, I cannot commend enough the work that has been done by the men of the
Port of Gee long Authority and I am very concerned that politicians are allowed to dismiss
lightly the work of men such as Mr Gordon Murray-and, of course, the Premier fixed up
Sir Brian Murray.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Remington)-Order! When referring to honourable
members and to Ministers, the honourable member for South Barwon should refer to
them not by Christian names and surnames but by the positions that they hold. The
honourable member has referred to the Minister for Transport in terms other than the
position of Minister and I suggest that he bears this in mind during the debate.
Mr DICKINSON-I am aware that the Minister for Transport holds a very responsible
portfolio. I am concerned that this responsibility and the concern of the Geelong community
receives the very best attractions of this Minister. Too often, there is a tendency to
centralize and even to regionalize and, when one telephones the local representative to
request a meeting to talk about some concerns, the local representative is not prepared to
liaise with local politicians but instead refers them to the publicity section in Melbourne.
It concerns me greatly that there are so many bureaucrats in the pipeline that people
cannot meet and talk to with common sense.
It is disturbing to realize the amount of wool that is produced in Western Victoria and
to realize that 175 000 bales are trans-shipped by road to Melbourne, that 5000 bales are
containerized and shipped from Geelong and 300 000 bales are containerized in Melbourne
and leave that port. This commodity should be shipped out of Portland and far more of it
should be shipped out of the port of Geelong. It only requires the length of the Geelong
railway to the Corio wharf to achieve this.

Geelong has 115 labourers remaining at the port of Geelong and these labourers have
told me that 470 men used to work at the port. Now, their numbers are dwindling. They
believe they can undercut the rates in Melbourne. They are not greedy. They want to take
pay packets home to their wives and to support their children. There is a short distance of
railway line needed for those two container terminals to be active in Geelong but, with
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this Bill, Geelong can kiss goodbye to that ever happening and Geelong's assets of $11·6
million will go out the door.
The sooner the Geelong area has better representation in Parliament, the better. The
people of Geelong need better representation than that ~ven by the honourable member
for Geelong, who spends a lifetime going doorknocking In the area and having cups of tea
and talking of what the Premier does for Geelong. Basically, the people of Geelong are
interested only in getting jobs and in obtaining security for themselves and for their
families. In the honourable member for South Barwon, the Geelong people know there is
one person in Parliament who is prepared to stand up and speak on their behalf when the
need arises.
I make the point, too, that Victoria should be getting value for its money and it is getting
this through the port of Melbourne. This port has a five-tiered system of bureaucracy. The
port of Geelong has a one-tier system of bureaucracy and it operates extremely well,
whereas the Port of Melbourne Authority runs at a loss; it had to look elsewhere for money
to pay the public authority dividend, the little taxing scheme that the Treasurer introduced.
I am very concerned that the Bill is an endeavour to control the wharves in the State of
Victoria to the detriment of the people of Geelong and to the detriment of the people of
Portland and that all the Government is doing is handing power to John Halfpenny, Bill
Hartley and other trade unionists. The current Minister for Transport knows nothing
about running ports. He may know a lot about Aboriginal education and why people
should not send their children to Geelong Grammar, but I point out that two Geelong
grammarians have addressed Parliament tonight. Those men are tough and are more able
to deal with the situation than the current Minister.
On the motion ofMr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources),
the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until next day.

FORESTS AND COUNTRY FIRE AUTHORITY (PENALTIES) BILL
This Bill was received from the Council and, on the motion of Mr CA THIE (Minister
for Education), was read a first time.

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for PQlice and Emergency Services)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

Honourable members will be aware that the Equal Opportunity Act 1984 repealed and
replaced the Equal Opportunity Act 1977 and the Equal Opportunity (Discrimination
Against Disabled Persons) Act 1982. The changes made by the Parliament in 1984 expanded
the jurisdiction of the Equal Opportunity Board to hear complaints of discrimination on
the grounds of physical impairment, marital status and private life.
Since 1977 there has been the opportunity to evaluate the effectiveness and
appropriateness of the administrative and machinery provisions of the Act from the point
of view of both the Equal Opportunity Board and the commissioner. There are a number
of administrative changes which the board and the commissioner have sought to render
more effective the operation of the equal opportunity legislation.
There is no doubt that the expansion of the board's jurisdiction has also resulted in the
need for amendments of a machinery nature. This Bill seeks to implement a number of
administrative procedures which it is hoped will allow for the more efficient and effective
implementation of equal opportunity for all Victorians.
I propose to deal first with the administrative machinery changes which this Bill
implements. Perhaps the most obvious change is the translation of the Equal Opportunity
Act into neutral gender language. The Government has accepted the principle of wherever
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possible drafting legislation in neutral gender language since its acceptance of the
recommendations of the Legal and Constitutional Committee on the Interpretation of
Legislation Bill 1982.
Of all the Acts of this Parliament there is perhaps no Act it is more important to have
drafted in neutral gender language than the Equal Opportunity Act. It is this legislation
which embodies the principles of equal opportunity for all Victorians and the
encouragement of evolutionary change to accomplish that end.
It has been a constant source of irritation to some and amusement to others that the
Equal Opportunity Act refers to the male gender exclusively. Clause 4 of the Bill will
remove that anomaly.
Of the other administrative and machinery amendments contained in this Bill the most
noteworthy are the transfer of the educational function of the board to the commissioner,
the granting of power to the board or the president to make interim orders, the provision
of power for the board to conduct preliminary conferences, and the empowering of the
commissioner to accept a complaint from a person acting on behalf of another person who
is impaired and is unable to make a complaint himself or herself or to authorize another
person to make a complaint.

Other clauses mirror provisions within the Sex Discrimination Act and the
Administrative Appeals Tribunal Act in respect of penalties for false and misleading
information; the protection of bona fide complainants from suit; penalties for hindering
or obstructing persons on the staff of the board, or hindering or obstructing the
commissioner or persons on the staff of the commissioner in the exercise of their powers
and functions under the Act; and providing protection for any member of the board or
commissioner or any person acting under the direction or authority of the board or
commissioner in the performance or exercise of their duties under this legislation. The
Bill also allows for the appointment offurther part-time members of the Equal Opportunity
Board as required.
I turn now to the substantive provisions of this Bill. Clause 9 of the Bill transfers the
educational functions of the board under section 16 of the Act to the commissioner. There
has been some criticism of the blurring of functions caused by the existing section 16. The
board itself believes it is inappropriate for a quasi-judicial body to be responsible for the
duties contained within section 16. The new organizational structure of the equal
opportunity program is another ground for requiring the educational function to be
transferred to the commissioner. The educative function will cause less conflict with the
commissioner's existing role of conciliation than it does with the role of the board as a
quasi-judicial body.
In order to allow the board to have a meaningful input into the formulation of the
educative program to be conducted by the commissioner, it is a requirement under the
Bill that the commissioner consult with the board and must give consideration to any
proposals put by the board in carrying out the functions under section 16 of the Act.
Clause 14 provides that the board, or where the president thinks fit, the president, on
the application of the commissioner or the complaint may make an interim order where a
complaint has been lodged but has not been referred to the board. At present interim
orders can be made only during the course of proceedings before the board. Circumstances
may arise where it is desirable that an interim order be made after a complaint has been
lodged but before the matter has been referred to the board.
The clause provides that an interim order may apply for no longer than 28 days after
the date of its making unless it is extended by the board or the president.
Clause 15 empowers the board to authorize one of its members to hold a preliminary
conference with the parties to a complaint for a number of purposes. The board has
experienced several hearings where much time has been spent endeavouring to clarify
preliminary matters relating to a complaint. This is both time consuming and expensive.
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Clause 15 also empowers the board to make what is in effect a consent order where the
parties to the complaint agree to a resolution of the complaint or any part of it during the
preliminary conference. The clause also adapts a provision contained within the
Commonwealth Administrative Appeals Act which allows a party to a complaint to object
to the presence of a board member who conducted a preliminary conference sitting on the
hearing by the board of a complaint. The Government believes this clause will provide for
a much more streamlined and efficient operation of the board and will reduce the costs of
the board and the parties.
In view of the decision of the Government to transfer the registration of complaints
function from the registrar of the board to the commissioner, the provision of preliminary
conferences is particularly important as the board will first become aware of a complaint
following its referral by the commissioner.
Clause 11 permits the commissioner to accept a complaint lodged on behalf of a person
who, because of impairment, is unable to lodge a written complaint or to take proceedings
under the Act and who is also unable to authorize another person to act on his or her
behalf. At present proceedings may be taken under section 41. However, this section does
not give a personal remedy to an impaired person. It is not anticipated that the
commissioner will receive many complaints under this provision.
Clause 16 is intended to make it clear that hearings of the board must be held in public
unless the board considers it appropriate to hold a hearing or part of a hearing in private.
The clause also gives the board power to restrict the publication of any evidence or
information except in a manner which it approves.
Clause 19 gives the commissioner responsibility for the prosecution of offences under
section 59 of the Equal Opportunity Act. This section makes it unlawful to publish or
cause to be published an advertisement which indicates an intention to do any act which
is or might be unlawful. In its present wording neither the commissioner nor the board
have been given any functions in relation to the enforcement of the section and it was
therefore not clear how any such infringements were to be prosecuted. The clause also
empowers the commissioner to require a person to produce to the commissioner such
documents as the commissioner requires. This power is necessary for the commissioner
to take proceedings under the section.
I should also like to make a reference to clause 10 of the Bill relating to the sexual
harassment provisions of the Act. The present power of the board to make orders is
limited to situations where there has been "an act of discrimination". The amendment
contained in clause 10 makes it clear that for the purposes of the Equal Opportunity Act
an unlawful act under section 20 is an act of discrimination.
Finally, I regret to inform honourable members that a clause outlawing discrimination
on the ground of sexual preference was removed from the Bill as a result of an Opposition
amendment in another place. The Government had a clear mandate to legislate to outlaw
this type of discrimination and it is most unfortunate that it has been prevented from
pursuing its policy. I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr LEIGH (Malvern), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 12.

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (WESTERNPORT) BILL
Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The Bill will amend the Town and Country Planning Act 1961 to abolish the Western Port
Committee and provide for the Minister to establish the Westernport Regional Planning
and Co-ordination Committee in its place. The Bill will also excise the remainder of the
Shire of Pakenham from the metropolitan area and include it in the new Westernport
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region. Honourable members will be aware that an undertaking was given at the time that
the Town and Country Planning (Transfer of Functions) Bill was being debated during
the autumn sitting of Parliament that the Melbourne Metropolitan Planning Scheme
would be revoked for the Shire ofPakenham at a later time. The Government is honouring
that undertaking in this Bill. The existing Western port catchment co-ordinating group will
be disbanded as part of the process of establishing the new committee.
Government and community concerns about the possible impacts of industrial and
residential developments on the waters of Western port and of residential and other
developments in the landscape of the southern Mornington Peninsula, and hence about
land use planning arrangements in the region, emerged in the early 1960s.
In response to these concerns, the Westernport Regional Planning Authority was
established in 1969, and in 1976, following publication of a report on the first phase of an
environmental study of the waters of Westernport and its catchment, the Western port
Catchment Co-ordinating Group was established.
The Westernport committee was established to advise the Minister when the Westernport
Regional Planning Authority was abolished late in 1981. Its major planning function has
been to advise the Minister on planning permit applications for matters defined in planning
schemes as being matters of regional significance. The issue of consolidating planning and
co-ordination efforts was raised in mid-1982 and an interdepartmental committee was
convened to review the issue. The committee's recommendations form the basis of the
Bill now before the House.
The Western port region is redefined in the Bill and will now comprise the municipalities
of Bass, that part ofCranbourne which is outside the metropolitan area, Hinders, Hastings,
Korumburra, Mornington, the part ofPakenham which is outside the metropolitan area,
Phillip Island, Wonthaggi and Woorayl, together with Westernport and the islands within
it. On 1 July 1986 when the section excising the remainder of the Shire ofPakenham from
the metropolitan area comes into operation the complete shire will be in the Westernport
region. The Bill also provides for the Western port region to be amended by order of the
Governor in Council published in the Government Gazette. This is currently the way the
region is amended and has been retained to allow some flexibility. Consequential and
complementary to this, it will be necessary to amend the definition of the "metropolitan
area" within the meaning of the principal Act to provide for the excision of any area from
the metropolitan area by order of the Governor in Council.
There are important planning issues of more than local significance in the Westernport
region, particularly issues relating to pressures on the sensitive environments of
Western port, the southern Mornington Peninsula the coast and the Dandenong Ranges
foothills.
Although many of these issues are the direct responsibility of an individual agency or of
two or three agencies working closely together, there has been concern at the lack of overall planning, at the ad hoc approach being taken, including the proliferation of bodies
being established to study and co-ordinate action on issues. There is need for some form
of regional organization to advise on the over-all co-ordination of planning and
development and for management of the environment.
The prime focus of any new organization must be the ongoing task of representing State
and regional interests in land use and related environmental issues within the Westernport
catchment. However, this will require an involvement in wider matters such as economic
development, employment and community services. Also, many issues relate to a wider
area than the physical catchment, or are not catchment oriented issues.
Over the past year, the Government has been evaluating alternative regional planning
and co-ordination arrangements for a number of areas in Victoria and it is now recognized
that a regional commission or a regional planning authority is not the answer in all
circumstances; arrangements must be tailored to the needs of a particular area.
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The option recommended by the interdepartmental committee and accepted by the
Government is for some form of advisory, consultative, co-ordinating body.
The aim in establishing this new body is to consolidate and upgrade co-ordination and
planning arrangements in the Western port region. This will be achieved by the option of
combining the existing co-ordinating group and planning committee and the new committee
will be the primary body within the region with resvonsibility for providing advice on
over-all planning and co-ordination. To achieve this, It is essential for the new committee
to be established with a broad charter as an "umbrella" body with links to many of the
existing committees in the region. The new committee will also take over the functions of
the Westernport Catchment Co-ordinating Group which is a non-statutory body and as
mentioned earlier, will also be disbanded. I should point out that althoulP.t the Bill provides
for the committee to be established, the Minister will have the responsibIlity for establishing
the committee and will determine what matters are referred to it for advice. The committee
will also be able to initiate advice to the Minister relating to the purpose for which it was
established.
Matters which may be appropriate to refer to the committee for advice to the Minister
could include certain applications for permits which are referred by councils in the region
to the Minister pursuant to provisions m the local planning controls. A number of planning
controls in the regions have referral provisions. These were originally referred to the
Westernport Regional Planning Authority.
The authority to specify such items in planning controls for referral to a regional
planning authority is contained in clause 11 A of the Third Schedule to the principal Act.
When the regional planning authority was abolished, the provisions of the Town and
Country Planning (Westernport) Act 1981 substituted the Minister for the regional planning
authority as the referral authority and required the Minister to refer such permit applications
to the Western port Committee constituted under the same legislation.
It is proposed that the Minister be able at his discretion to delegate certain of his powers
and functions under the Act to the Western port Regional Planning and Co-ordmation
Committee, which will effectively involve the committee in the decision-making process
thus strengthening its role and responsibility for planning in its region.
The expansion of the Westernport region as proposed in this Bill will mean that those
municipalities proposed to be added and not previously members of the Westernport
Regional Planning Authority will not have the authority to include in their respective
planning controls specified matters for referral.
For the sake of consistency, it will be necessary to amend clause IIA of the Third
Schedule of the Act, so that all municipalities in the enlarged region will have the authority
to amend their respective planning controls to include items for referral to the Minister
and hence to the committee.
The Bill is a further step in the implementation of the Government's policy of encouraging
the work of regional planning and development bodies aimed at enhancing the economic,
social and physical development of their areas. I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of Mr PLOWMAN (Evelyn), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 12.

MAGISTRATES (SUMMARY PROCEEDINGS) (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of the Bill is to provide a simplified procedure for the enforcement of unpaid
infringement penalties, and to make other unrelated amendments of a relatively minor
nature.
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Since coming to office, the Government has been progressively improving the
administration of justice. Initiatives have been taken to ensure that delays in courts are
minimized; that efficiency is improved; and that the substantive law and procedure within
the State are brought up to date by an extensive program of law reform and review.
Strategies have been developed to respond and adapt to changing community needs
through a process of consultation and implementation of a courts change program.
The new enforcement procedure outlined in the Bill is part of those initiatives. Generally
known as PER IN-Penalty Enforcement by Registration of Infringement Notice-it will
introduce new technology to the Ma$istrates Courts system and facilitate the disposition
of uncontested matters where an infnngement notice has been issued.
.
It follows an extensive review of the alternative procedure process permitted under Part
VII of the principal Act by a task force comprising Police and Law Department officers
who worked in close consultation with representatives from local government, the Law
Institute of Victoria and other interested parties. A report proposing the chan~e was
circulated to all potential user groups, including all local government bodies in VIctoria.
Comments were invited and considered.

The new provisions relate to all types of infringement notices currently issued for
breaches of the law in this State, including those for traffic, parking, transport, boating,
litter and dog Act offences. In addition, penalty notices issued under the Companies
(Victoria) Code and Securities Industry (Victoria) Code have been included in line with
the Government's commitment to ensure that those codes are complied with.
The latest available statistics indicate that approximately 30 per cent of all cases before
Magistrates Courts in Victoria are dealt with through the alternative procedure process.
Of these, 93 per cent are handled by a Stipendiary Magistrate in Chambers in the absence
of either party, and only 7 per cent are referred to open court for hearing. These figures
indicate that Magistrates are spending a good proportion of their time out of court dealing
with minor uncontested cases when they ought to be in open court hearing contested or
more serious matters.
Under the PERIN system, persons who do not pay infringement notices-"on the spot"
fines-within 28 days will be served with a courtesy letter allowing them additional time
in which they may either pay the original penalty with prescribed costs or indicate their
desire to opt out of the system and have the matter dealt with in open court. Magistrates
will become involved only where a matter is referred to open court.
If defendants do not respond to the courtesy letter, the enforcement agency may issue a
certificate to that effect and forward it to a central computerized court where an order will
be made enforcing the original penalty and imposing additional costs.
The benefits to all parties involved are substantial. Enforc~ment agencies will receive
early advice of persons wishing to attend court and will not be required to undertake
costly and time-consuming administrative procedures where the matter is not contested.
In particular, the police will be able to maximize use of a new computer system recently
installed at the penalties payment office and reduce time spent in preparing documents,
issuing process and attending court. More police will be released for public safety and
enforcement duties, especially in the area of traffic control.
For courts, the diversion of fixed penalty offences from open court lists or chamber
business will further- this Government's intention to reduce delays in the courts. The
community at large will benefit through a better utilization of public resources.
Persons served with infringement notices will also benefit. The making of an enforcement
order will not result in a conviction. Simplified procedures will apply to requests for time
to payor instalment orders and persons wishing to contest the matter after an enforcement
order is made will be able to apply for its revocation at any time prior to the execution of
a warrant to enforce payment.
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PERIN is of particular importance in relation to penalty notices issued under the
Companies (Victoria) Code and the Securities Industry (Victoria) Code. These are included
within the proposed legislation so that the Corporate Affairs Office can take prompt action
against persons or corporations who fail to submit necessary documents required under
those codes and to assist enforcement activity regarding other offences.
At present, only 34 offences under the Companies (Victoria) Code and five offences
under the Securities Industry (Victoria) Code are prescribed for penalty notice purposes.
It is proposed to request the Ministerial Council to extend the range of offences which
can be dealt with by penalty notice to all offences under both codes, except the more
serious offences. This would enable many offences which are presently dealt with by
ordinary court process to be disposed of quickly and efficiently, thus freeing Corporate
Affairs Office staff to deal with the more serious matters and cases where persons give
notice of intention to appear.
Payment of the amount due under a penalty notice does not alter the obligation to
provide the required documents. Special provision has been made to treat payment or the
making of an enforcement order as a conviction for the purposes of section 571 of the
Companies (Victoria) Code and section 142 of the Securities Industry (Victoria) Code so
that a person or corporation still defaulting can be made liable to additional penalties for
each day that they fail to comply. This will retain consistency with existing provisions in
the codes, where payment of a penalty notice within the statutory period also carries that
liability if the particular act or thing required is not done.
As no court hearing actually takes place except where the defendant opts out of the
scheme, the making of an enforcement order will not be regarded as a conviction for any
other purpose.
The other amendments in the Bill make relatively minor changes. Section 84 of the
principal Act is amended to facilitate additions or deletions from the list of offences for
which the alternative procedure process may be used. Acts administered by the Corporate
Affairs Office are included by amendment to Schedule Two to enable the alternative
procedure to be used for offences under those Acts where that method of prosecution is
considered the most appropriate.
Provision is also made for the inclusion in the PERIN scheme of infringement notices
issued under the proposed traffic camera legislation if that comes into operation.
A definition of Commonwealth taxation offences is added to section 11 to allow
summonses for these offences to be served by post. This will overcome a situation created
by recent amendments to the Commonwealth Act and avoid the need to amend this
section on each occasion that penalties are increased. The amount of $1 000 mentioned in
the section is also altered to comply with the penalty unit concept.
Section 69 of the Magistrates' Courts Act 1971 is amended to include the offence of
equipped to stear' under section 91 of the Crimes Act 1958 and offences against
the Occupational Health and Safety Act 1985 among those able to be heard in Magistrates
Courts at the option of the accused. Limits are also placed on the penalties able to be
imposed by Magistrates under the latter Act.

~~going

Section 91 of the Crimes Act 1958 is amended by substituting a provision permitting
the court on the application of the prosecution to make certain forfeiture orders following
a conviction for an offence of going equipped to steal. 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 Tuesday, November 12.
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ADJOURNMENT
Public street lighting-Union activity in Wimmera-Rainforest in east GippslandFlinders Delicatessen-Construction of facilities on railway land, Hampton-Bendigo
pre-schools-Sale of replica guns
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Industry, Technology and Resources, who is responsible for the State Electricity
Commission. I refer to the fact that there is a two-year waiting period for the installation
of public street lighting, despite the continual representations of municipalities throughout
the State.
Some time ago I raised this matter for the attention of the Government in an extremely
public manner via media statements and I received widespread coverage at the time. I
referred to the fact that the Shire of Mornington has been advised that public lighting
proposed for the recent upgraded traffic intersection of Mornington-Dromana and Craigie
roads, Mornington would not be considered for design until July 1986.
The council has also been advised that the earliest possible time for construction will be
at least six months from that date. With my colleague, the honourable member for
Mornington, I was successful in bringing pressure to bear and, although it has not been
satisfactorily resolved at this time, the proposal to establish overhead lighting at the
intersection of Derril Road and Tyabb Road has been resolved.
I ask the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources for an immediate response
to a situation that presently exists in the Shire of Cranbourne. The Dandenong-Hastings
Road, Cranbourne-Frankston Road, Centreville roundabout, has recently had a major
upgrading. The council received funds from the Road Traffic Authority for the constructlon
of a large diameter roundabout at the intersection of those two busy main roads under the
black spot accident alleviation program.
Many serious accidents have occurred at that intersection and life has been lost. The
roadworks that have been carried out have been necessary to the community's interest.
The problem that exists is that even though the upgrading was funded under the black
spot accident alleviation program, it is indeed a black spot at the moment because the
State Electricity Commission has told that municipality it can expect a two-year wait for
overhead lighting to be installed in the manner that is required.
Prior to the commencement of the upgrading work, the Shire of Cranbourne, in July
1984, made application for urgent approval of a shared cost lighting scheme for the
intersection. In February 1985 the State Electricity Commission was requested to carry
out initial design to allow temporary lighting poles to be located in ultimate locations.
Verbal advice from the commission was that this was not possible due to the current large
work program and lack of staff.
The municipality has made further inquiries and has established that an offer is likely
to be made in February of next year for an agreement between the council and the Road
Construction Authority to design and share costs of the scheme. Assuming a prompt reply
is received from the Road Construction Authority, the SEC forecast is that it will establish
a survey of design criterion to install the lighting and that under the normal conditions it
will take up to two years before that program is completed.
The initial approach was made in July 1984 and it appears that the SEC will carry out
this urgently required, lifesaving scheme four years after the initial application.
It is a scandalous and deplorable situation that the Government is in such disarray that
it cannot organize one of its major instrumentalities, an organization with 23 000
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employees, to install urgently needed lights at any intersection in a period of much less
that two years. I ask the Government to attend to this matter forthwith.
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-Although the Minister for Employment and Industrial
Affairs is not present, I ask the Minister for Public Works, who I know has a keen interest
in industrial relations, to mention to the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs
the matter of union activity in the Wimmera area.
The Wimmera area has been relatively free of industrial action by unionists until the
past twelve or eighteen months. There has been some activity by the Builders Labourers
Federation and some affiliated unions with the building of a T AFE college in the area.
Recently, carpetlayers employed as sub-contractors on the T AFE building at Horsham
were forced to join the union and the threat was made that if they did not do so, all Hooker
organization project sites across the State would be black banned. Some weeks after that,
a much publicized situation occurred where, once again, the BLF placed pressure on a
work experience student undertaking a work experience program with a garden landscape
operator. After much publicity-this fifteen year old student had to pay $94 for a half-year
membership-received a refund of that membership fee from the union.
This week in Horsham a union field officer arrived in the city and put pressure on a
bricklayer and his labourers to become affiliated with the union. The project on which the
bricklayer is working is a Shell roadhouse and that has Statewide ramifications. The
bricklayer concerned is a sub-contractor to a master builder. He does not wish to join a
union but the master builder has said that for the sake of industrial peace it is better to
pay the union and allow the job to go on. Here is a person who is forced to join a union
against his will so that industrial peace can be achieved. That is purely and simply
industrial blackmail.
There is no such thing as compulsory unionism in Australia and it is time that some of
these union officials had it spelt out to them and had some appropriate tough Government
action taken against them so that people in trades are not subject to blackmail by union
officials. The field officer involved in this incident explained to me on the telephone that
he was not interested in the welfare of the bricklayer, he merely wanted to obtain his union
subscription.
I am sick and tired of this type of industrial action. Honourable members on the
Government side of the House might like to handle that type of situation in the city, but
the business community, employees, employers, sub-contractors and contractors get on
well and are performing a top job in providing job opportunities in the Wimmera area.
We can do without the union field officers bringing about industrial pressure in the
workplace. I ask the Minister to examine the matter and ascertain what action he can take.
Mrs TONER (Greensborough)-I direct to the Minister representing the Minister for
Conservation, Forests and Lands in another place the wilderness area in east Gippsland,
which has a significant area of rainforest and other types of forests that are comparable
with those in any other forest in Australia.
Victorians have taken a great interest in conservation matters and have been prepared
to say their piece in respect of the Franklin River, the Daintree tropical rainforest and the
Great Barrier Reef and it is good that we are coming to an understanding in Victoria about
the botanical and biological marvels in our State.
My constituents in the Greensborough and Eltham area take a great interest in
conservation and this is understandable if honourable members exam me the beautiful
bushland and the lovely mudbrick residences amongst the bushland.
I have had numerous expressions of concern about the future of the Rod~er River area
with its mature rainforests and many rare plant species. There has been partIcular concern
about the endangered species, especially the longfooted potaroo. I suppose the honourable
member for Malvern would never have heard of that animal! I direct the attention of the
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House to a very scholarly work, the "East Gippsland Coalition proposal for National
Parks in East Gippsland". It is subtitled HA greenprint for the Forests", and was prepared
by the Australian Conservation Foundation, the Conservation Council ofVictoria-Honourable members interjecting.

Mrs TONER-Honourable members opposite may scoff. However, the Native Forests
Action Council, the Wilderness Society and the Victorian National Parks Association
have also contributed to this very important work that should be considered by all
Victorians because it contains proposals for parks and reserves in east Gippsland, which
is still a relatively untouched area in south-eastern Australia.
The proposal also includes management zones along the major east Gippsland
watercourses. The Daintree experience and the struggle of the conservationists there
against the very insensitive Queensland Government has made Australians very much
aware of the record of destruction of the rainforests which once covered the whole of
Australia and which now cover only 0·25 per cent of the continent.
In 1988 a feature of our bicentenary of white settlement will be that we have disposed
of three-quarters of the 80 000 square kilometres of rainforest that existed in 1788. The
remaining quarter of rainforest in areas such as Daintree and east Gippsland have been
left, not because we appreciated them, but rather because the areas were too remote to
exploit. The tyranny of distance, rather than the conscious planning that should involve
us with rainforests, has preserved what is left in Australia, and that would fit within a
radius of 70 kilometres.
Within the rainforests are half of all the plant species in Australia and 30 per cent of all
vertebrate animals. Therefore, we have a very destructive record over the past 200 years.
Victoria has only 0·6 per cent of Australia's rainforests. We are pleased that the Federal
Government is attempting to implement an agreed national policy on rainforest
conservation. Pending the development of this policy, Victoria should be examining
carefully the preservation of this last untouched area-the last untouched corner of southeast Australia-by giving wilderness status to the Rodger River forests, which incorporate
the Gelantipy Plateau, the Bowen Range and the Snowy River National Park.
Victoria has only two declared wilderness areas-the Avon and the Big Desert. Therefore,
we are at a crucial stage in considering a number of matters arising from the Ferguson
timber inquiry. The future of the Rodger River area, the Lower Snowy and the Errinundra
Plateau is currently being considered. We should take an interest in our own backyard and
our unique rainforests.
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-I direct a matter to the attention of the Minister for Transport.
It concerns a small business enterprise located at the Flinders Street railway station. The

name of the firm is the Flinders Delicatessen. The problem is a tale of inefficiencies,
incompetence and neglect.
Some months back the senior male member of the family, Mr Mezza, suffered a stroke,
partly due to the problems he confronted in running the business and partly because of
the redevelopment program at the station, which has had a major impact on the financial
viability of the business. It is unusual, but the business has had to contend with the dirt,
the building materials, the relocation structures and even, on one occasion, raw sewage. I
do not think anyone would consider that that is in any way a reasonable situation for that
company.
For some time now the company has tried to negotiate a settlement with the Metropolitan
Transit Authority to quit the tenancy and retire from the business. It has met with a
singular lack of support. It is interesting when one compares the way in which the
Government has turned its back on this company with the way in which it provides beer
and bonuses for workers on the site of the Flinders Street redevelopment program.
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I refer to an article that appeared in the Age of Saturday 26 October. It was written by
Tony Harrington under the heading ~~Beer, bonuses for workers" and states:
The State Government is providing benefits ranging from free beer and rooftop barbeques to "disability
payments" totalling at least $1·9 million a year for building workers employed at Flinders Street railway station
on the $24 million redevelopment program.

The article goes on to mention hand-outs to the trade union movement ranging from
barbecues to monthly meetings. The contrast is with a small company that has had to face
many serious difficulties and eventually it received a hearing with the Ministry.
A Mr Kudlicki, who was referred to in the Age article, has been dealing with the
company's claim. The Government eventually got around to making contact with the
Small Business Development Corporation to get a panel of three names to obtain a proper
arbitration on the settlement terms. The Government selected a Mr Bill Pickard from a
panel of three names supplied by the corporation. Mr Pickard is the Executive Officer of
the Retail Confectionery and Mixed Business Association.
The arbitration took place on or about February this year. Mr Pickard's proposal was
rejected by the Government. One can presume that he wanted to reach an agreement that
was more than the Government wanted to commit itself to. That was not enough for the
railways.
In May of this year they asked Price Waterhouse to undertake a further survey. It took
a long time to do so. Indeed, it took until 8 August for the company to complete the survey
and make a submission to the transport authorities. It is now the end of October and the
matter has been going on for a year. The male proprietor of the family business has
suffered a stroke and the wife has had to sell the business. On 12 October a settlement was
reached whereby the company was told it could effectively move out and leave a tenant in
place. The medical reports were submitted to Mr Alan Reiher as recently as 30 September.
Obviously the honourable member for Morwell has no care or compassion for human
beings. However, members of the Opposition do. I ask the Minister to take a personal
interest in this matter so that it can be resolved expeditiously.
Dr VAUGHAN (Clayton)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Transport. In a letter to his predecessor, Mr Crabb, on 14 February 1985, I stated:
Dear Minister,
I refer to the attached Notice of Planning Permit Application to the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of
Works dated 2 February 1985 by the Metropolitan Transit Authority to construct a minor depot for track
maintenance facilities on Railway land off Railway Crescent, Hampton in the City of Sandringham.

Further in that letter I stated:
The purpose of my letter is to inquire whether alternative sites have been examined, and, if so, the reasons for
rejecting these.

I first raised this matter two weeks prior to the last State election and prior to being elected
as the honourable member for Clayton. In the following two weeks the former Minister of
Transport was moved to a new portfolio and the new Minister for Transport, and new
Ministry staff, took up that portfolio.
When my letter was not responded to, I wrote to the new Minister, and I thank him for
acknowledging my representation. On this occasion I am raising the matter to again pursue
a reply. I seek from the Minister his advice on the action the Government proposes to
take on the site. The site is now located within the electoral district of Brighton which at
the time of my original representation was between members, given the retirement of the
former honourable member for Brighton and the electoral redistribution.
I was pleased to provide assistance to the constituents of the Brighton electorate at that
time and I have an open door policy, even for the constituents of the Leader of the
Opposition. I would be only too pleased to assist them.
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However, on this occasion I seek from the Minister for Transport his advice on the
action the Government proposes to take. In conclusion, I add that the honourable member
for Brighton raised this matter on the motion for the adjournment of the sitting on 25
September, together with other matters relating to the same site.
Mr JOHN (Bendigo East)-I raise a matter with the Minister for Consumer Affairs, as
the representative of the Minister for Community Services in another place, concerning
pre-school problems in the Bendigo area. In the past month more than 1000 children have
applied for kindergarten places in Bendigo and 190 children have not been placed.
Therefore, approximately 20 per cent of children in Bendigo seeking kindergarten places
for 1986 are unable to obtain positions, even though they will be eligible for school in
1987.

This is an appalling and outrageous situation when the Government has a policy' that
all children are entitled to one year's pre-school education. The parents of these chIldren
are outraged that these places are not available. There is a strong need for a kindergarten
in the Shire ofStrathfieldsaye, which is in the heart of the Bendigo East electorate. In 1979
the consultants, Scott and Furphy, reported on the needs of pre-school facilities in the
electorate that I represent. It is clear that no one has taken any notice of the needs of the
electorate since 1979.
The Government must take ultimate responsibility for the lack of resources provided
for pre-school education in the Bendigo district. Victoria has lavish tertiary and fairly
good secondary facilities, but 190 children cannot obtain pre-school accommodation for
1986 in Bendigo. That is a serious matter that I raise with the Minister representing the
Minister for Community Services in another place. The Government has ridden into
office on the policy of providing pre-school education to all children on an equal footing.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr JOHN-Members of the Government back bench are making interjections like
hypocrites. I am concerned that 190 children will not obtain places next year unless urgent
action is taken in the Bendigo area. I repeat that places must be found for 20 per cent of
applicants in the Bendigo district for the next pre-school year. I hope Government members
recognize that these children must have pre-school education because of its importance to
their future social and education development.
Mr NORRIS (Dandenong)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services about the continued sale of replica guns. Perhaps I should use the
word "weapons" because many of these guns could be used for firing projectiles. On a
previous occasion the honourable member for Frankston South made a good speech on
how these guns could be used to fire projectiles.

I raise the matter tonight because a constituent of mine, when cleaning the bedroom of
her 14-year-old son, came across one of these replica guns. It is difficult to pick a replica
from the original simply by sight and feel. My constituent confronted her son with the
weapon and the son readily admitted that he and his mates know how to make the
modifications so that they could fire projectiles. He explained the modifications to his
mother in detail.
If honourable members were to see these replica guns, they would be forgiven for
believing that they were seeing the real thing. If one found oneself on the business end of
one of these replicas, one would not argue with the person holding it.
The Government introduced courageous legislation which was lauded by members of
the community, including the Police Force, despite opposition from the gun lobby. My
concern is with the small-time crook, the amateur, who is trying to feed a drug habit, or
local kids who may attempt to hold up milk bars or chemist shops. The big criminals can
purchase real guns, but I am concerned with the enthusiastic amateur.
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The SPEAKER-Order! 1 should advise the honourable member for Dandenong that
listed on the Notice Paper is a Bill dealing with controlling the use of replica firearms. If
the honourable member does not anticipate debate, he is in order to seek some action on
the matter. However, if he anticipates debate on the use of replica firearms, he is out of
order.

Mr NORRIS -I am not anticipating any debate but am merely expressing a concern
of a constituent. One can easily picture a scenario where a tragedy could occur with a
police officer confronting a suspected hold-up person and legitimately, in self-defence,
killing that person ifhe or she were holding a replica weapon. Honourable members could
imagine the public outcry. 1 am fearful of teenagers being in possession of these replica
weapons.
1 ask the Minister to convey my concern and that of my constituent to the Minister for
Consumer Affairs. The advertisements in newspapers always contain wording to the effect
that possession of replica pistols is forbidden in New South Wales. 1 ask the'Minister to
consider the points 1 have made and to take on board the views of my constituents.

Mr WALSH (Minister for Public Works)-The honourable member for Gippsland
West raised a matter concerning the State Electricity Commission of Victoria and public
street lighting in Cranbourne. 1 shall pass on that concern to the Minister and no doubt he
will respond to the honourable member.
The honourable member for Lowan raised a matter concerning work experience for
young people in the Wimmera area. That matter was adequately answered by the Minister
for Education on a previous occasion. The honourable member also raised the matter of
young people being forced to join an organization by field officers and their dues being
paid by the contractor. The matter concerns Federal awards, not State awards. The new
member of that organization would enjoy the benefits that are set out in the award and the
conditions that are applicable. However, what concerns me and the Government is that
the contractor has paid the dues for that person. This is a concern that the Government
has had for some time. It has been going on for many years and when contractors cave in
to the bullying tactics of organizations the consequences flow on to other contractors who
must fall into line. That is a problem that exists within the building industry at present.
The Government is not happy about the bullying tactics being applied by any
organization. Its policy is to encourage people to join unions and not to force them into
joining, because those people would enjoy the benefits that the union has fought for over
many years.

Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-The honourable member for Greensborough
raised a matter for the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands and urged the
protection of a wilderness rainforest area in east Gippsland. The honourable member
referred to a document entitled HA Greenprint for the Forests", which sets out proposals
for further national parks and reserves in east Gippsland.
1 am well aware of the long-term interest that the honourable member for Greensborough
has had in conservation issues and 1 shall pass on those matters to the Minister ror
Conservation, Forests and Lands to see what further action can be proposed to protect an
area that represents a fast vanishing part of our heritage that ought to be preserved for the
future enjoyment of Victorians.

Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-The honourable member for Hawthorn raised
the question of a delicatessen at Hinders Street station and he claimed the owners had
suffered as a result of the development of the Hinders Street station.
As honourable members are aware, this is a most successful development-as one can
gauge by talking to the commuters using the station, who are extremely pleased with what
has occurred. However, honourable members are aware that while building works are
going on there can be some disadvantage to people who are renting or occupying premises
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nearby. There can also be some disadvantage to workers because of the changing conditions.
I shall have the matter taken up by the Ministry and reply to the honourable member.
The honourable member for Clayton raised a matter concerning residents along the
Sandringham railway line in Hampton who claim to be disadvantaged by the proposal to
build a gangers~ hut in Orlando Street. The proposed gangers' depot is a much-needed
facility because the gangers working along that area currently have virtually no place for
amenities on that line.
The development will be consistent with the residential nature of the area. The compound
is not a huge area; it is 40 metres by 70 metres, which is not all the railway-owned land
available. The area will be segregated from neigbouring houses by the planting of shrubs
and quick-growing trees.
One of the complaints of residents concerns a fuel dump, which is, in fact, a 4-square
metre storage shed. That facility is necessary for the area and its location along that line is
the most appropriate place for it.
The properties of the people who live in Orlando Street, who are protesting, abut this
railway land, which has been in a fairly derelict condition for some time. It is not the kind
of area that can be readily made available as a park without extensive work to protect
people from trains as they pass by.
The matter is currently under appeal, the determination for the permit having been
given by the Minister, and that appeal has been adjourned but will proceed.
The honourable members, including the honourable member for Brighton, who has
made representations, and others, have suggested that the hut be built on railway land
opposite and in the normal course of events that might be something that could be
investigated but currently that land is being used by the Penman Lewis Foundation, which
has a lease for 60 years from 6 October 1980. The fact that an organization has a lease
certainly limits the options available.
Other problems are associated with that lease and the honourable member for Brighton
mentioned those problems when he raised the matter some time ago. It would appear that
the lease has been offered to the City of Sandringham by Sir Norman Granville Lewis on
the basis that the sale would be a taxation benefit to him.
The honourable member for Brighton expressed his concern about this self-styled Knight
of Malta, suggesting that he was involved in this not for the benefit of society but simply
for the benefit of himsel(
Indeed, the whole history of that lease suggests that there are significant problems. The
land was initially leased for $1860 in 1971. That amount was not reviewed when the lease
was changed in 1980, but has now been reviewed and the result is that the Valuer-General
has revalued the land at $21 000 a year.
The land has significant commercial potential. The Government would like to have the
appeal run its course. It believes it will win the appeal, construct the gangers area, protect
the neighbours with the development of an appropriate native area and, at the same time,
deal with the other ills in a proper way. This had been proposed to be turned into a place
for the aged back in 1971 and was supposed to be built on in six months, but that condition
of lease was never complied with.
It is unfortunate that this man seems to have misled a most reputable charity, Nadrasca,
which is the address of the Penman Lewis Foundation, which is a reputable organization
in the eastern suburbs assisting the handicapped. The organization believes it can buy the
land for $40000 where the Valuer-General gives it a value of $21 000 a year in rental
return. It is extremely unfortunate ifNadrasca has been conned into spending any amount
by the foundation.
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The Government is communicating with the or~anization to direct this to its attention
so that it is in no further difficulties. A reply is beIng sent to the honourable member for
Brighton and I also shall be corresponding with the honourable member, who is.not in the
Chamber at present.
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-In representing the Minister for
Community Services in another place on a matter raised by the honourable member for
Bendigo East, I point out to him that the increased allocation in funds for pre-schools
since the previous Liberal Party Government is $27 million a year. The funds increased
from $25 million in 1981-82 to $52 million a year. I am sure that any ~overnment can be
extremely proud of having increased the funding for pre-school runmng costs by such a
significant amount.
'
The Opposition needs to make up its mind. It cannot go around saying that there should
be massive cuts in Government spending because that would also mean cuts in pre-school
spending; staff would be sacked and a large number of places would be eliminated for
children who are now in places.
By comparison, the Cain Government has pledged to provide children with one year's
pre-schooling and has been widely applauded for providing an additional $4·5 millIon of
funds when there was a cut back in Federal funding. The total increase that had to be
found was $9 million a year for a full year. Instead of the honourable member for Bendigo
East complaining about the lack of places, he should be congratulating the Government
for the enormous effort it has made in pre-school education. The Government has doubled
the number of pre-school field officers to assist children with special needs and has increased
staff from 20 in 1981-82 to 42 this year. It is funding the field officer employed by the
community health centre at Eaglehawk and the officer employed by St Luke's Family
Care. It is also the first time that a State Government in Victoria has brought mobile preschools to isolated children in three country regions that are among the areas covered by
the scheme.
The Government has taken resources for pre-schools away from the metropolitan areas
and into regional centres and country areas. The Government's record is a proud record.
Over the past three years, the Government has met the needs of all centres that required
subsidies and in each year since 1981-82, where sessions were still required after the
reallocation to growth areas, the Government further funded an additional 300 sessions.
In central Victoria, the Raywood centre has been opened, and there have been
developments associated with centres at Harcourt, Castlemaine and Morong.
Mr JOHN (Bendigo East)-On a point of order, the Minister appears to be reading
from a document and I wish to inquire what the document is and whether it can be tabled
or otherwise identified.
The SPEAKER-Order! Is the honourable gentleman referring to notes or is he reading
from a document?
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-I am reading from a document that I
shall be delighted to table. It is a press release of the honourable member for Bendigo
West.
The Minister for Community Services has advised me that she had extensive discussions
with the honourable member for Bendigo West over a period, as he has made it quite clear
that he has taken the Bendigo area to heart and is ensuring that as much of the resources
and commitments that can be given to the area are given. I would say particularly of the
Minister for Community Services that there is no other person in Parliament more
dedicated to ensuring that pre-school education is provided for all children in Victoria
particularly in Bendigo and in other provincial areas.
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-The honourable
member for Dandenong raised a concern expressed to him by a constituent about the
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misuse of replica antique firearms. It is true that over the past twelve months there has
been an upsurge in the sale of replica antique firearms and also an upsurge in the sale of
the black powder, whose use is associated with them. This occurred as a by-product of the
Government decision twelve months ago to deregulate the possession of genuine antique
firearms.
When the extent of the problem became apparent, I immediately contacted firearm
dealers through their association and asked them to ensure that replicas, that could be
converted for use with black powder and thus become dangerous firearms in the sense that
genuine antiques never can be, were not sold except to people who held current shooters'
licences.
I am delighted that there was compliance by the gun dealers with that request. I will
shortly be making arrangements to provide a permanent solution to the problem by
making a special arrangement in the case of replica firearms manufactured after 1949. It is
my hope and belief that that will mean the difficulties that cause concern to the honourable
member's constituents will then be a thing of the past.
The motion was agreed to.
The House adjourned at 12.30 a. m. (Thursday).
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Thursday, 31 October 1985
The SPEAKER (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds) took the chair at 10.34 a.m. and read the
prayer.
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

DAIRY INDUSTRY
Mr AUSTIN (Ripon)-I refer to the Premier's pre-selection promise to assist the dairy
industry in Victoria and ask whether he is aware that financial worries were wholly or
partly to blame for seven recent suicides by dairy farmers. Further, in view of his
Government's continuing lack of effective encouragement of this industry, will the Premier
instigate an inquiry into costs and incomes in the dairy industry?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-At the outset, I reject the assertion made by the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition in the first part of his question. On the advice that has been given to me
and to two Ministers, it is unwise of the honourable member to draw such a conclusion. It
may well pre-empt the views of some of the families concerned. I make no comment
beyond that.
So far as the economics of the dairy industry are concerned, I point out that milk prices
will have risen three times this year-in January by 2 cents a litre; followed by a further
rise of 3 cents a litre, of which 2 cents was paid to the farmer; and, following his examination,
Mr Justice Robinson recommended that milk prices should be reviewed each six months.
That recommendation was accepted, and the first of those si]{-monthly reviews, which has
just been completed, will result in a further rise of2 cents a litre, of which the farmer will
receive 0·3 cents a litre.
The honourable member should have regard to the fact that the percentage share of the
retail price of milk that is paid to farmers is higher under the present Government than it
was under the former Government. Let me quote the figure: in 1978 it was 37·9 per cent,
in 1981,40·8 per cent, in 1983, 41·8 per cent and as from 1 November 1985, it will be 43·2
percent.
My final point is that three price increases have occurred this year. The over-all increase
to dairy farmers over the past two years is 14 per cent, and that is a little less than cost of
living adjustments.
The only other comment I make is that I think the Opposition understands that
rationalization is occurring in the industry, as it must. It is recognized that production
must be curbed in some way, and that policy is being pursued by the Federal Government.
Honourable members also know where the main problem lies. It is not with that small
part of the product that is the responsibility of the Victorian Government-approximately
13 per cent in the market milk area. As all honourable members know, the real problem is
in the manufactured milk area. The Victorian Government has been generous in respect
of milk prices in the area where it has responsibility, recognizing, as it does, the over-all
difficulties of the industry.

STATE INSURANCE OFFICE
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the National Party)-I refer the Treasurer to the
tabling of the annual report of the State Insurance Office for 1983-84, which was delayed
until April 1984. Mr Speaker, I hope the Treasurer is listening. Could the Treasurer give
an undertaking that in this, a non-election year, he will table the annual report of the State
Insurance Office for the year 1984-85?
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Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-Under the new Act I am required to table the report of the
State Insurance Office within fourteen sitting days of Parliament. Therefore, as the Leader
of the National Party would be aware, that report will be tabled shortly.

BROADCASTING OF TAPE RECORDINGS
Mr HARROWFIELD (Mitcham)-Mr Speaker, as the Presiding Officer of the
Legislative Assembly, would you confirm for the House whether procedures allow for tape
recordings to be produced to this House?
The SPEAKER-It is a novel request with no precedent to guide me. I do not know
why, following the occurrences of last week, there would be any reason for tapes not to be
brought before the Bar of the House, if the House so concurred.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order! I am attempting, off the top of my head, to respond to the
question. However, before I do respond finally, I should like to confer with the relevant
Parliamentary authorities. Either today or no later than Tuesday week I shall give a
response and opinion regarding the question.

STRIKE BY AUSTRALIAN RAILWAYS UNION
Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-I refer the Minister for Transport to the strike by the
Australian Railways Union. When will the Minister use his well-known skills of negotiation
and diplomacy to bring about an amalgamation of railway unions so that we can get rid of
these stupid demarcation disputes which are crippling our public transport system?
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-That is an interesting question and I would
certainly wish one did have the skills to bring unions together. As honourable members
would be aware, there was an attempt by the organized union movement to do that
approximately 70 years ago, when the Australian Railways Union was set up. That
incorporated most of the unions involved in the railway industry at that time. The various
unions hold very strongly to their particular traditions and this does occasionally cause
stoppages. However, I can inform the honourable member that that is not the cause of
tomorrow's stoppage.

ROAD-RAIL BRIDGE OVER THE RIVER MURRAY
Mr HANN (Rodney)-Is the Minister for Transport aware that the New South Wales
Heritage Commission has placed an interim conservation order on the road-rail bridge
over the River Murray between Moama and Echuca and the area immediately downstream
from that brid~e where the new road and rail bridges were to be constructed? Is he also
aware that an Independent engineering report shows that the present bridge is extremely
unsafe and quite dangerous and has only a limited lifespan? If the Minister is aware of the
situation, can he advise the House of what action he proposes to take to resolve this
dispute between Victoria and New South Wales relating to the historical aspects of the
area so that the construction of the new road-rail bridges can be expedited?
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-Just over a month ago the honourable member
and I, together with officers of both the railways and the Road Construction Authority,
inspected the bridge and the areas around it.
We discussed the concerns that have existed in Echuca and in the railways for many
years and the fact that the bridge is now totally inadequate. The fact of the matter is, as
the honourable member suggests, that the bridge is totally inadequate.
At present it is necessary to use almost the lightest engine in the State to cross the bridge
because it will not bear a heavy, efficient engine. It is necessary to take light trucks across
it, which in many cases are only half full. Consequently, there is an increase in the cost of
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hauling the 400 000 tonnes of grain from the Riverina. The extra cost to Victoria of having
to follow these inefficient practices is approximately $2 million a year.
This has been a matter of concern to Echuca, to the railways and to the road authorities
for many years. Efforts have been made between the various Government authorities to
arrive at an agreed position about what should happen. The Minister for Planning and
Environment and myself have reached agreement on behalf of this State. We have agreed
that the new rail bridge is urgently needed.
We are now holding discussions with the New South Wales authorities to obtain the
agreement of that Government. Already, the Honourable Laurie Brereton, the Minister
responsible for roads in New South Wales, who also has responsibilities through the
Maritime Services Board for the River Murray, has agreed with the propositions we have
put forward, which will ensure that it is possible to run effective rail traffic into Victoria as
well as to run effective road traffic. The Minister responsible for conservation in New
South Wales, Mr Carr, has been approached to ascertain whether he will adopt a similar
attitude. I certainly hope he does.
The placing of the herita~e order may cause some difficulties but I hope and believe they
can be overcome. V/Line IS already preparing an environment effects statement, as it is
required to do under both Victorian and New South Wales law, and I expect that that will
be expedited. We have also invited the Queensland professor of engineering, who is the
person who said that this is an historic bridge, down to the area so that he can actually
examine the bridge, because this is not just a matter of history for engineers, it is a matter
of whether the structure stays up. The professor will have to put his professional reputation
on the line with this bridge.
The problems with the bridge mean that engineers are now examining it extremely
Il!gularly, which increases the cost to this State. If a heavily over loaded truck went over
the bridge it could well create real problems so that there could be a breakdown of
communications between the two border towns. That would present enormous difficulties.
I shall continue to keep in touch with the Deputy Leader of the National Party about
this matter. We will have to ensure that the agreements that we have so far obtained are
maintained and are built on by the New South Wales Government.

TAMPER-PROOF TAPE
Mr GAVIN (Coburg)-Can the Minister for Police and Emergency Services advise the
House about the circumstances in which the use of tamper-proof tapes is indicated?
The SPEAKER-Order! I presume this is the responsibility of the Minister?
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-Yes, Mr Speaker. I am
grateful to my colleague, the Attorney-General, who has recently drawn to my attention
the availability of a new product called TPR tape, for which licensing rights have recently
been acquired by 3M Australia Pty Ltd.
This tape incorporates a function that verifies the fact that recordings taken on it have
not been subject to interference of any kind. That is clearly a matter of great advantage
both to police, who increasingly use tape recorders for conducting interviews, and for the
interviewees concerned.
It is also of inestimable advantage where tapes become evidence in actions arising from
claims of defamation. It is very useful where the conversations of public figures are taped
either by others or by themselves.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-On point of order, there is a great deal of innuendo in
that remark, Mr Speaker, and I ask you to rule on whether that answer is in accordance
with Standing Order No. 108.
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The SPEAKER-Order! Without referring to the Oxford Dictionary, perhaps I could
rule that I did not hear any innuendo in the response given by the Minister to the question.
I presume it is a matter that is affecting his administration of the police, and of tape
recordings. I shall listen for innuendoes.
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-I have no idea what
the honourable member for Doncaster may have on his conscience but I can only suggest
that if the cap fits he should wear it.
It is clear that there would be a great deal less uneasiness in the community at present,
particularly with regard to the matter raised earlier by the honourable member for Mitcham,
if it were known that the taping of a conversation which took place between the Leader of
the Opposition and Mr Farmer of the Bulletin had been recorded through the TPR process
and will have the function of enabling people to verify that no interference with the tape
has occurred. Similarly, there would be a great deal less uneasiness on that matter if the
tape, not having been subject to the TPR process of verification, was in more secure hands
than those which is currently the case.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable gentleman is perhaps extending the answer to
the question.
Mr MATHEWS-Mr Speaker, I was asked about the circumstances in which the use
ofTPR tape recording-Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-On a point of order, the Minister is deliberately
impugning the Leader of the Opposition and I ask that you, Mr Speaker, rule him out of
order.
The SPEAKER-Order! I do not believe the Minister has impugned the Leader of the
Opposition to this point, but I point out to the Minister that the answer he is providing to
the House is well beyond the question he was asked.
Mr MATHEWS-Ifthere has been any impugning it has been on the part of the "Deep
Throat" on the opposite side of the House confirming to the media that the thrust of the
Bulletin article is correct. At least the Leader of the Opposition now knows that it is less
likely that he will be brought down exclusively by his own big mouth. He is being undone
as well by the "De~p Throat" who sits behind him.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the Minister that he is now entering into that area that
he had not entered before the previous point of order and I will rule him out of order if he
continues to embark on that course. Has the Minister finished his response?
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-It is difficult to speak
in the uproar from the Opposition about this new and extremely useful technical innovation
and its significance for law enforcement in court proceedings and the Parliamentary
procedures of this State.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MATHEWS-There would be far less uneasiness in the community if the TPR
process, for which licence ri~ts are now held by 3M Australia Pty Ltd, had been available
to the Leader of the OpPosItion when the tape of his conversatIOn with Mr Farmer was
being made.
Mr Hann interjected.
Mr MATHEWS-I am surprised that the Deputy Leader of the National Party would
take any other view of that. The Leader of the Opposition has constantly addressed me.
Why should he expect me to do differently?
The SPEAKER-Order! Would the Minister complete his reply?

Honourable members interjecting.
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The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the Minister that ifhe defies the Chair, I will no longer
hear him and I shall call on the next question.
Mr MA THEWS-In reply to the honourable member for Mitcham, I confirm that the
product is now available and I suggest that its general use will be very much in the
community interest.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the Minister that the question was asked by the
honourable member for Coburg.

NUNA WADING BY-ELECTION
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I address a question to the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services and I refer to the Minister~s statement in Parliament on 24
October that the honourable member for Waverley Province in another place had not
misrepresented himself as a photographer from the Age during the Nunawading byelection. Is the Minister aware that two statutory declarations have been sworn in the
company of a police officer, both of which identity Mr Cyril Kennedy as the person who
misrepresented himself as a photographer? So as not to prejudge the police inquiry into
this matter, will the Minister now withdraw his original statements?
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-As I have repeatedly
told the House, I have made no inquiries of the police whatsoever about Mr Miller alias
Mr Maguire nor has any information on this matter been offered to me by the police. It,
therefore, plainly follows that I would have no information about affidavits of the nature
suggested by the Leader of the Opposition, sworn before an officer of the police.
I asked the honourable member for Waverley Province about the matter and I received
his assurance. I have no reason to doubt that assurance. I wish I could say as much for
assurances one obtains from the Leader of the Opposition.

RAIL DISPUTE
Mr KIRKWOOD (Preston)-Will the Minister for Transport advise the House of the
progress of negotiations in resolving the proposed rail stoppage which is not related to a
demarcation dispute?
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-Unfortunately, I cannot report that there has
been progress. This dispute tomorrow is most unfortunate in that there were plenty of
opportunities for discussion about the issues which the Australian Railways Union says
the dispute is about, as indeed there were meetings set down today which would have
allowed these issues to be discussed.
The situation is that the union has decided to take this action and, indeed, some of its
members have already taken action in that this morning shunters in the Melbourne yard
took their own action and walked off the job, clearly disadvantaging a significant number
of country passengers and also, because of the trains having to go through Caulfield,
disadvantaging metropolitan passengers on that line also.
One of the key matters in this dispute is the suggestion that the Government is cutting
funds for the Metropolitan Transit Authority. The Budget contained a 22 per cent increase
in the subsidy from the community to the Metropolitan Transit Authority. That can
hardly be regarded as a cut.
The Government has made it clear that it will take some time to improve the efficiency
of the railway system and it is proceeding with those steps. The Government wants to do
so in consultation with the unions and with management. I call on the unions to use the
consultative process rather than the strike mechanism before there are any discussions.
Action was taken last· night to have the matter listed before the Australian Conciliation
and Arbitration Commission, and it is listed as an urgent matter for tomorrow morning.

1532

ASSEMBLY

31 October 1985

Questions without Notice

The Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs and I will seek the opportunity
today of discussing the matter with the unions, as could have occurred if the meeting
which had already been set down for today had proceeded. We will do everything we can
to persuade the Australian Railways Union not to take the strike action that it is proposing
to take and will make it clear that there is a limit to the amount the taxpayers of the State
are prepared to provide. That limit has been reached.

CHAIRMAN OF THE VICTORIAN TOURISM COMMISSION
Mr PESCOTT (Bennettswood)-Given the admission by the Minister for Industry,
Technology and Resources on Tuesday that prior to June 1984 the Chairman of the
Victorian Tourism Commission, with the Government, had deliberately sought to bypass conditions laid down by the Australian Loan Council for the borrowing of money,
how many instrumentalities under the responsibility of the Minister have also sought to
do so? How many are doing so now? How will the chalet at Mount Buffalo be funded,
given that this year there is no allocation for it in the Budget?
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-It is sad that the
honourable member for Bennettswood is on some sort of vendetta or witch-hunt. This
only shows his abysmal ignorance. When the matter was first raised with me I suggested
to the honourable member that he seek the advice of two groups of people: firstly, Mr Don
Dunstan, the Chairman of the Victorian Tourism Commission, so that the honourable
member could at least be informed of the facts; and, secondly, the shadow spokesman on
financial matters so that the honourable member could be informed of the exact
arrangements regarding the Loan Council and its operation both before 30 June 1984 and
since.
It is obvious from the honourable member's appalling question that he has taken neither
of the steps that I suggested. I repeat, he should seek the advice of those two people before
he makes more ofa goat of himself. The question is detailed so I shall attempt to write to
the honourable member for Bennettswood in response to it. I shall attempt to outline each
of the four or five issues to which the honourable member alluded. I assure him that he is
barking up the wrong tree.
Prior to June 1984 global limits were not imposed on Loan Council operations and by
arrangements between the Federal and State authorities, borrowings could be undertaken
other than through the Loan Council limits. That was done by the Liberal Government in
Victoria and the present Labor Government in Victoria as with other State Governments.
Since June 1984 different arrangements have been put in place. The matter is simple and
straightforward. If the honourable member for Bennettswood does not believe me, he
should talk to the people whom I suggested.

EASY KEY KIT
Mr W ALLACE (Gippsland South)-Is the Minister for Consumer Affairs aware that a
firm is promoting an easy key kit which it claims will open any lock and which can be
obtained on request; if so, what action is the Minister taking?
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-The honourable member for Gippsland
South has been trying to ask this question for some weeks and finally he has succeeded. I
thank the honourable member for the question; I am sure all honourable members will be
interested in the matter because at some stage they would have found themselves in the
embarrassing situation of having locked their car keys in the car. They would have been
frustrated about the way in which they would have access to the car.
Honourable members have all witnessed scenes of people on the sides of roads trying to
open their cars with coat-hangers or smashing a window to get into the car. As' the
honourable member outlined, extensive advertising has been done on the easy key. I am
sure we would all like a copy of the easy key to have access to motor vehicles when
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required. In the past there was a limited distribution of these keys, mainly through
automobile dealers, garages, service stations, police, ambulance services, fleet owners,
companies and small businesses. Some hotels and motels kept them on the premises to
assist their guests if they happened to lock themselves out of their cars.
I have been concerned about the extensive advertising campaign. I am sure the
honourable member for Gippsland South is similarly concerned that if we all have an easy
key, people will not have much security over their cars. We would not be pleased about a
massive distribution of the easy keys, which is what the promotion campaign seeks to do.
As an extension of discussions by Ministry of Consumer Affairs staff the Victoria Police,
the Royal Automobile Club of Victoria and other organizations I shall ensure that the easy
key is available when required, but there will be limited distribution, as in the past. I thank
the honourable member for askin$ the question because if the easy key became widely
available the security of motor vehIcles could become a serious problem.

ADMINISTRATIVE ARRANGEMENTS ORDER
Mr CAIN (Premier)-By leave, I move:
That there be presented to this House a copy of Administrative Arrangements Order No. 38 of 1985.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr CAIN (Premier) presented the order in compliance with the foregoing order.
It was ordered that the order 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:
Education Act 1958-Resumption of Land at Lakes Entrance-Certificate ofthe Minister for Education.
Metropolitan Transit Authority-Report for the year 1984-85-0rdered to be printed.
State Insurance Office-Report and statement of accounts for the year 1984-85.
Transport-Report ofthe Ministry for the year 1984-85-0rdered to be printed.
Victorian Solar Energy Council-Report for the year 1984-85.
Victorian Transport Borrowing Agency-Report for the year 1984-85.

NATIONAL TENNIS CENTRE BILL
This Bill was returned from the Council with a message relating to amendments.
It was ordered that the message be taken into consideration later this day.

APPROPRIATION MESSAGE
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 Historic Buildings (Amendment) Bill.

STAMPS AND BUSINESS FRANCHISE (TOBACCO)
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer) moved for leave to bring in a Bill to amend the Stamps Act
1958 and the Business Franchise (Tobacco) Act 1974 and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
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The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT-CENSURE OF MINISTER
Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill)-I move:
That this House(a) condemns the Minister for Local Government for his handling ofthe local government portfolio, in
particular(i) his total lack of understanding and knowledge of local government and in particular local
government in rural Victoria;
(ii) his blatant disregard of the principles of democracy in his attitude to the result of the poll he
caused to be held in the Traralgon City and Shire;
(iii) his blatant political appointment of Ms Creati to the Local Government Commission reviewing
the councils in the Geelong area;
(iv) his acceptance of the now discredited Victoria Grants Commission report as the blueprint for
restructure oflocal government throughout Victoria;
(v) his consistent threats of restructure without having spelt out any benefits at all to local government
or the people of Victoria; and
(vi) his failure to set the criteria for his statewide review oflocal government boundaries which was
announced in July but by mid-September had still not been set; and
(b) calls on the Government not to proceed with any enforced statewide amalgamations unles it can be
shown that there are obvious social and economic advantages to the ratepayers and residents, and the
proposed changes have substantial community support.

The motion covers a number of issues and areas concerning local government throughout
Victoria. One of the main concerns that has surfaced in local government is that the
advantages of changes proposed by the Minister for Local Government have not been
enunciated.
The Premier and the Minister for Local Government have both said there is a demand,
but have not explained the reasons for the changes the Government wishes to implement.
This is because of their complete lack of understanding oflocal ~overnment. It also points
out the enormous differences in philosophy between the socialIst left of the Labor Party,
on the one hand, and the Opposition and the National Party, on the other hand, about the
role and function of local government.
I do not believe that the Minister has the full support of all Labor Party members on the
direction he is taking and the things he is endeavouring to achieve. People in the Labor
Party and on the Government benches appear to be quiet about this issue.
When the Minister has been questioned on the restructure of local government, and he
has been less than clear in his answers, his statements and speeches, and this has caused
confusion in local government circles and has shown that the Minister has no regard for
or no interest in local government.
The Minister has not looked at the role of local government nor has he considered the
direction in which he wants it to go. He has used the argument presented in the Moye
report as a bible for the reasons for restructure. That document has been completely
discredited to the extent that the new chairman of the Local Government Commission
has distanced himself from that document.
The former Minister for Local Government knows full well that pure economic
arguments do not stand up in the practical application for local government in this State.
The philosophical difference is that the State Government is considering bringing together
a regional type or a sub-State-Government type of local government in Victoria. The
argument presently is about boundaries and nothing else. I suggest that the question of
restructure in local government goes far deeper than just the alteration to territorial
boundaries. The roles of the three tiers of government in Australia are not clearly
understood by politicians or by the Public Service. Competition for more power and
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influence between State and Federal politicians, and between State and Federal public
servants has led to an overlap of functions and responsibilities at both State and Federal
levels and an embarrassing and unnecessary expansion at both levels in the Public Service.
Inter-Government relations between Federal, State and local governments as they relate
to fiscal matters are confusing, unclear and are in a mess. When one considers the methods
by which the Victorian Grants Commission money is allocated not only from the Federal
field but also from the State field one will note that that point is well made. For many
years there has been much confusion, secrecy and ill-feeling towards the inter-Government
arrangements between the three tiers of government in Australia.
The assumption that, in our system, Governments will raise taxes appropriate to meet
their expenditure requirements does not exist. We know that in Australia 80 per cent of
taxation is raised by the Federal Government, sixteen per cent of taxation is raised by the
State Governments, and four per cent of taxation is raised by local Government.
In 1984-85 the States depended on the Federal Government for 55 per cent of their
total revenue. If one contrasts that with the position of local government, which receives
around 26 pr cent of its total revenue from the Federal and the State Governments, then
one wonders about the Minister's claim that local government is grossly inefficient. I
suggest that the inefficiencies of the State Government should be looked at more closely.
But the argument that the Minister has used does not hold because our system is not
one whereby each of the tiers of Government raises the taxes that it spends. We must
examine the best way in which the benefits to be derived from our taxation can be
delivered to the people for whom the taxes were raised in the first place.
Human services is the reason the Government has given for the restructure. The delivery
of human services is best carried out by local government. It is a point that has been made
by all people involved in this discussion, including the Premier, the Minister, and even
the new Chairman of the Local Government Commission. I do not think anyone denies
that; it is an admitted fact.
The Government will now make the structure of local government bigger so that it will
be less efficient, less accountable and easier for Government to control, which is, I believe,
the philosophy behind the move by the Minister and the Government.
The money the State Government spends on human services is mostly raised by the
Federal Government and passed on to the State for delivery. The dilemma for the
Government has been: does it deliver these human services through its regionalized
department-and there has been regionalization of all the departments involved-or does
it deliver the human services through local government?
After much argument in Labor Party circles over the delivery of these services by the
regionalized departments or by local government, no agreement could be reached. They
are very divided on that issue; so, to solve the dilemma, the Government decided that it
will regionalize local government.
Within local government there are three different definable groups, and even they can
be split up into others. They are the metropolitan cities, the provincial cities and the rural
shires. The provincial cities can be split into two areas-the major provincial cities of
Geelong, Ballarat and Bendigo; and the urban metropolitan cities, which have fringe area
development that ties into the shires and into the current metropolitan development.
It is clear that there are many different types of municipalities. Local Government is
not uniform in its size, in its approach or in its delivery of services. The Minister'S
arguments have been sad to listen to, especially when he started to argue about the services·
delivered by the City ofKnox and the Shire of Bet Bet. It was distressing to see a Victorian
Minister for Local Government confusing the roles of those two municipalities.
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Metropolitan city councils are human services based, as are provincial city councils,
although they also provide local government property services, but the rural shires are
basically property servicing operations that have a different function and a different role.
There has been a downturn in Victoria's rural areas, but for some time there has been
strong growth in metropolitan municipalities and the bigger provincial cities.
Local government is a key to turning around that problem. It plays a far more significant
part in rural shires than in the big cities, particularly metropolitan cities.
Local government is one of the key organizations in rural Victoria; people relate to it in
many ways, whether they be sporting, voluntary or other community activities. The
various activities of rural communities revolve around the local council.
If one intends to have a new structure where three or four councils in rural Victoria are
put together, or parts of them-because the structurin~ does not relate to amalgamations,
but to drawing new boundaries-three councils will vIrtually operate in the same council
chamber, which will cause many more problems within the system than currently exist.
There is nothing wrong with the local government structure as it is today. It needs, as
local government structures always do, some fine-tuning, but it does not need, want or
desire a huge change in the structure of boundaries throughout.
From where has the plea come for boundary changes? Who has been asking for them?
Have the metropolitan cities in Melbourne cried out for a change to their boundaries?
Have people in provincial cities cried out for a change in their boundaries? Have the
people in the small rural shires cried out for change in their boundaries? The cries did not
come from those areas; they came from the socialist left and others in the Labor Party
movement-not all of whom are in this Chamber-because they have been unable to
infiltrate local government in Melbourne to have sufficient influence to control local
government in their desire for total power and control.
A few councils have asked for reviews of their boundaries. One of the Labor Party's
front men-who is now somewhat discredited and, I would say, probably very lonely, in
local government circles-Mr Moye, has been advising councils to seek larger territories,
take over territories and to get bigger. He has been saying, "I will give you more money if
you get bigger". Because he was Chairman of the Victoria Grants Commission, some
councils made applications to him, some with embarrassing and potentially disastrous
results. That was just what the Minister wanted, and they fell right in.
I hope there will be no more of these foolish moves in the local government area. Rural
shires were advised by the former Chairman of the Victoria Grants Commission to obtain
more territory. He has been a great believer in bigger regional-type local government for
years, and the directions he has given have been taken up by councils in some areas. The
results of the reviews that are now coming to light are proving to be exactly what the
Minister for Local Government and the left wing of the Labor Party required.
Local councils believed, and some still do, that the Local Government Commission was
an independent and impartial forum where their views would be taken into account and a
balanced judgment made for the good of the area and local government in general. The
Minister knows that is not so. Local government can forget the independence and
impartiality of that commission. The situation that now exists is very bad, particularly
where people have been legally appointed to a commission and given the job of
restructuring, or suggesting restructuring, and then going ahead with it and dividing local
government into segments, which are yet to be defined, in Victoria.
The new full-time Chairman of the Local Government Commission, Mr Morris, is
certainly not what one would call an independent and impartial person for the position.
We all know that Mr Morris has been extremely vocal about his dedication to the Bains
report and his desire, expressed in both his speeches and his writings, for larger local
government units. He is a failed candidate for the Labor Party for Monbulk in the 1976
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election and is well known in that area for his radical regional views on local government.
He has talked about it for years and he has made no secret of his intentions, if appointed,
to make the Labor Government larger.
Mr Weideman-On a point of order, Mr Speaker. This speech is excellent but more
honourable members should be here to listen. I direct your attention to the state of the
House.

A quorum was formed.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-I have been informed by the Clerk that
honourable members who came into the Chamber have gone back out. A quorum is not
present.

A quorum was formed.
Mr STEGGALL-If we consider these fears and problems that the Government is
facing with local government structure today, we must attempt to understand why it has
those fears and problems. I have a letter from the Premier addressed to the honourable
member for Rodney spelling out the areas in which the Government has some concern. It
states:
In addressing issues such as the constitutional recognition of local government, powers of general competency
for councils, and new State/municipal financial arrangements, my Government has been hampered by the fact
that we are unable to deal with local government as a uniformly strong and capable sphere of government
throughout the State. Thus, in tackling the first comprehensive reform of the municipal structure in the history
of this State, my Government is aiming to strengthen the role which local government plays in the government
of Victoria, and indeed, the Federal system.

In its attempt to restructure local government, the Government is heading down the wrong
path-a path on which many countries have headed but from which they have pulled
back. There are no advantages in making local government territorially bigger than it is
now. The only advantage will be that State Governments will gain more control.
There is no difficulty in giving the powers of general competency to local councils in
their present form. There is no need for a State financial agreement to be reached. Can the
Minister explain what benefits he sees in altering the local government boundaries? Can
he explain, for the benefit of local government, the social and economic advantages to the
ratepayers of the proposed restructure, and what is the role oflocal government in Victoria?
When the Minister addresses those questions perhaps he might examine closely the role
of State Government in Australia's present local government system.
Over the years the Federal, State and local governments have lost their way and now
they overlap in many areas. The power of influence and Public Service empire building
have created an awkward system in which local government must function. Many times
the Minister has mentioned the delivery of human services and what it is all about, yet I
believe the restructuring of local government is politically motivated. This applies to the
three tiers of government in the collection of taxation payments and in the delivery of
human services.
The Human Services Programs Report said this about State and local relationships:
An analysis of the impact of State Government programs at the local level revealed a system of funding
characterized by the complexity and concern for detail. The Sub-Committee examined some 60 programs, each
of which was directed to a specified local service and/or a specified component of that service (for example
vehicle purchase) and which usually had detailed conditions of funding. Distribution of funds was not, for the
most part, related to needs, and was uneven across the municipalities in the two Regions.
In interviews with local government officers, the most frequently mentioned disadvantage of the system was
inadequate levels offunding, which have not kept pace with rising costs and increasing demands for local service
provision. A study of local income and expenditure on human services revealed that, for the most commonlyprovided services, local government usually bore at least half the cost of service delivery.
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The reporting requirements of many programs were seen as unnecessarily detailed and administratively
expensive. The specific nature of the funding system and individual programs was seen to inhibit the ability of
local government to respond flexibly to meet local needs and to develop integrated planning for local services.

When the report identified the problem of delivering Iwman services, local govemment
was not upset about it. It was reported to work with the State Government to deliver
human services and was prepared to establish a working relationship with State
Government, and to share officers, if necessary, to deliver the human services listed in the
report. Most of the services to which the report referred were handled by local government,
and 50 per cent of them were funded by local government.
The people who argued against the Human Services Programs Report were officers of
the department, particularly of the former Health Commission. The bureaucrats in this
State have a vested interest in ensuring that they hold on to the control of the delivery of
the services, which they are now delivering inefficiently in many instances.
The argument on human services did not result from local government; the Government
knows full well that its arguments were with the bureaucracy. As I do not want to waste
the time available to me, I shall turn to the situation today. In July the Minister for Local
Government indicated that terms of references would be provided for the Statewide
review. Those terms of reference have not yet materialized and, from my undertaking,
will not be written. The Statewide review, which was intended to be finished by about
October, has only just started. It began with the pseudo-Minister for local government,
Mr Morris, sending out letters to all local councillors setting out a series of questions and
once again causing more confusion.
It is clear that from the start the Minister for Local Government and his department
have not known exactly how they will achieve what they are trying to do. The Statewide
survey that is currently in progress will be conducted basically through a questionnaire
and a significant follow-up by the chairman of the Local Government Commission, Mr
Morris, by personal trips around the State. He is being sent by the Minister to soften up
people involved in local government and to try to convince them personally of his
undertaking and desire for bigger structures.
Local government will be tested rather severely by the directions in which the commission
is heading. It will have to stand up and be counted for the first time in a long time. Local
government will have to justify its existence. Many councils have never thought in this
way. One of the benefits that may result from the review is that local government for the
first time in a long while will have to have a close look at itself. The confused state of
relations between State Government, Federal Government and local government has been
brought about by all areas and a lax approach in the identification of the role of local
government by councils as well as a lax approach in the identification of the role of State
Government by State politicians. That is one of the major reasons why the current
situation exists.
Had local government been more vigilant over the years, it perhaps would have been in
a far better situation. I know that as Mr Morris moves around the State he will place
considerable pressure on councils, individuals and groups. I am sure the people concerned
will respond to that pressure and examine the benefits of any restructuring or amalgamation.
Nothing has been delivered until now. Today is the ideal time for the Minister to indicate
for the first time what the benefits are.
The Chairman of the Local Government Commission, who was investigating the
restructure of local government, sent a questionnaire to all councils. I am sure many
councils would have had difficulty in understanding what the questionnaire was all about.
The first question asked by the chairman was:
What role do you see for Local Government over the next 50 years?

I believe the role of local governments for many years, a role that will continue in the
future, is to be an informed and responsible decision maker in the interests of developing
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the community and its resources; to be a responsive and effective provider and coordinator of public services at the local level; to be a catalyst and resourceful initiator of
local government efforts, and to represent the local community to other Government's
generally in a wider sphere. That is the most appropriate description that I have seen for
local government for some time. Those words were taken from a speech given by the
Federal Minister for Local Government and Administrative Services, Mr Tom Uren.
The next question asked in the questionnaire was:
What structural weaknesses currently exist which need to be overcome?

The Chairman of the Local Government Commission is actually referring to boundaries,
but that is only one area of the structural weakness of local government. The main
structural weakness of local government is the lack of ongoing financial commitment for
funding and planning arrangements.
State Government funding for local government has affected library services, Municipal
Association of Victoria funding, municipal offices and so on, because funding was initiated
for these purposes but has since decreased. The Federal Government has reduced the
personal income tax percentage allocated to local government.
The next question posed in the questionnaire was:
What is the nature and scale of changes which are required?

Very few changes are required in local government boundaries. It is an ongoing operation.
Principles must be adopted by both local government and the State Government that are
applied to metropolitan cities, small provincial cities, larger provincial cities, shires and
so on. Economic advantages must be proved to exist and there must be local support for
these changes. If the benefits of structural changes are spelt out local government will
support them. The Minister for Local Government has the opportunity to list those
benefits, but he has not taken up that opportunity, nor have his officers.
The next question in the questionnaire was:
Do you have any specific proposals for minor boundary reform (e.g. boundary re-alignment)?

Examples have occurred where minor boundary reform is required. For instance, in the
township of Gun bower, the shire boundaries of Rochester and Cohuna run down the main
street.
The next question asked in the questionnaire was:
Do you have any suggestion which would assist the Commission in developing detailed guidelines (based on
section 24<1 ofthe Act) to assist in the restructuring process?

The main suggestion is to remove party politics from the local government structure. If
the Ministers ideas are implemented, party politics will be imposed on councils throughout
Victoria.
All the Government's troubles in local government have come from the metropolitan,
usually Labor Party dominated, councils and the National Party does not want to see that
influence in the country areas.
The next question asked was:
Can you suggest significant natural boundaries which could be adopted as segment boundaries, so as to avoid
changes within one segment affecting neighbouring segments?

The Government wishes to divide the State into twenty segments and then examine each
of those segments in a review by the Local Government Commission. This is a dangeroils
game because, if local government is hell-bent on assisting in self-destruction, once the
segments are identified to the liking of the Minister for Local Government, with tacit
approval from some areas of local government, then the next step would be an easy step
to the twenty regional governments that are down the path if this approach is to be
continued.
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The next question asked was:
What segments of the State are high priority and what segments are low priority?

I suggest none of the segments have a high priority and that anyone dobbing in his
neighbours or other regions should think very carefully·, because the Minister and the
Government will use anything that is written down as an argument against that person at
a later date.
The next question asked by the commission was:
How should the Commission carry out the subsequent stages of the process?

I do not agree with the process. I suggest that the process should be halted at this stage
until the self-inquiry that was introduced this week in Canberra can be considered. The
Federal Government has had its financial inquiry into local government; I have not seen
the report and I do not know whether the Minister has seen it, but it is a big report and it
should be considered at this time when we are examining the structure and-I do not
mean just the boundaries, but the functions, the role and the accountability-of local
government and its relations with State and Federal Governments.
It would be a good idea if this restructure drive that the Minister is hell-bent on
achieving could be halted to give local government, the State Government and the Federal
Government a chance to examine exactly what is in the report of the self-inquiry and
decide how to come to grips with the delivery of human services throughout the State.
There is a problem to overcome, in that taxes are gathered in the main by the Federal
Government and it is agreed that in the future human services will be delivered by local
government.

I do not believe anyone disa~ees with that and the Minister cannot tell honourable
members how the change in temtorial boundaries will benefit that process. I ask that time
be given so that all three tiers of government may consider the self-inquiry and learn what
the advantages would be before the Minister goes ahead and wrecks local government as
we know it today.

Mr COOPER (Mornin~ton)-A motion to condemn is a serious motion and it is a sad
motion, especially a motIon to condemn after a Minister has been in the job for eight
months. However, this is a well-founded motion and it is one that will obtain the strong
support of local government throu~hout the State. It is reasonable to ask, "After eight
months in the job, what is the Mimster doing?" The most direct answer one could gIve
would be that the Minister is implementing Labor Party policy and philosophy on local
government.
While I strongly disagree with the policy and philosophy of the Government, I make it
clear that the Minister has the bit between his teeth and is directing himself towards that
policy and that philosophy.
At page 13, of the Labor Star of May 1985 that philosophy was spelt out, in part, by a
statement that the aim is to greatly increase the number of ALP members serving as local
government councillors and thereby lead to a much more widely accepted grassroots base
for the Australian Labor Party.
That view probably sums up the direction that the Government wants to take in its
approach to local government. It does not hide its light under a bushel. The Minister for
Local Government certainly does not hide his light under a bushel. He wants to politicize
local government and so does his party, and they are directing themselves towards that
aim.
I remember in 1981 hearing the former Leader of the Labor Party and the then Leader
of the Opposition, the Honourable Frank Wilkes, speak at the opening of the campaign
for the seat of Frankston. He said, in part:
Control local government and you will control State and Federal politics.
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That really is a statement of fact. I heard the man say it; I have never heard him back away
from that statement and I do not believe the Minister would back away from that statement
either.
It is a statement of fact, a statement of the philosophy towards which the Labor Party is
directing itself. It is obvious that the heady days of the Whitlam Government from 1972
to 1975 saw the emergence of the plans for regionalization. Those plans were buried in
1975 but they have not been forgotten, and the direction that the Government is now
taking and pushing itself towards, is down the track ofregionalization. That is the ultimate
aim of the Government.

The Minister is pre-empting the inquiry of the Local Government Commission. The
statements attributed to the Minister in the journal of the Municipal Association of
Victoria of April 1985 and many similar statements show why local government has very
little respect for or confidence in the Minister.
Almost identical statements have been issued by the quasi Minister for Local
Government, Mr Stuart Morris. His mind is made up and he is going through the routine
simply to make it look good; that is, to make it look good ifhe can.
Gi ven the basic bias of the Minister and the Chairman of the Local Government
Commission, restructuring, to them, means nothing more and nothing less than a reduction
in the number of councils. They are committed to restructuring and to amalgamations on
a grand scale, and they have both made that quite clear in statements in the media, in
letters, and in direct speeches to local government units throughout Victoria.
Therefore, I say to the House and to the Minister that they are biased even before the
investigation begins. They have made their bias quite clear. They have the cheek-if I can
put it it in such strong words-to openly boast of their bias and their partisanship on this
matter. What hope has local government of an impartial investigation? Under the
circumstances I have outlined, local government has no hope.
The Chairman of the Local Government Commission is a member of the Labor Party,
and it would appear that he got his job especially through that membership. He is a
member of the North Fitzroy branch, along with some well known Labor Party people
like Peter Batchelor, the Parliamentarians Brian Howe and Barry Pullen, and a Mr John
Howie, a partner in the firm of Slater and Gordon, which has the honour of being legal
adviser to the Local Government Department. I suggest that the form guide of this
chairman and of the Minister indicates that there is little hope of anything but bias and
partisanship in their approach to amalgamations, which is what they really mean when
they use the Kerin "'restructuring".
There is very little hope that local government will be given a fair deal. If one needs any
evidence of that, one need only turn one's attention to some investigations that have been
carried out. There is probably no better example than the situation that developed in
Traralgon early in August this year when the Minister, in what is widely referred to as a
jackboot approach, hammered the City of Traralgon, and particularly the Shire, into
conducting a referendum. He threatened them publicly and privately; these statements
were made and a referendum was held.
That referendum, of course, showed that the people of Traralgon, both in the city and
the shire, were not at all interested in an amalgamation.
Having been advised of the results of the referendum, which indicated that more than
70 per cent of the population said, "'No way" to amalgamation, the Minister for Local
Government is referred to in an article that appeared in the Sun of 7 August which stated:
Mr Simmonds says he will ignore the results of the first poll on amalgamation held at Traralgon at the weekend.
He called the poll just three weeks before the municipal elections andjust after he announced a state-wide review.
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Mr Alexander, the Secretary of the Shire of Traralgon, is also reported in that article as
having stated:
No doubt ifthe poll had gone his way he would have accepted the result, but because it went the other way he's
like a spoilt boy-he's going to take his bat and play another game.

I suggest that encapsulates the attitude of the Minister towards local government and the
issues currently before the House and the State. The Minister is saying, "We will have
amal~amations, and we will have them regardless of what you want". Therefore, it must
be saId that bias and partisanship exist.
I recall a speech by the Minister to the Northern Districts Municipal Association at
Kangaroo Aat earlier this year in which he stated that amalgamating councils is no
different from amalgamating unions. I remember the faces in the audience turning blank
in response to the Minister, who was displaying insensitivity towards a great institution in
this State. It is a shame to see that happening.
The Minister for Local Government has also made some other statements that will
follow him for the rest of his political days, such as, "Choose your partners or I will choose
them for you". What a wand statement that is to make when one is attempting to negotiate
with 210 councils in thIS State on restructuring!
Of course, it then comes to the ~and statement-which the Minister made when asked
about the poll on amalgamations In Traralgon-that he would not pay any attention to it.
Obviously the Minister believes changing the structure of local government is like changing
the local football team committee or the local hall management committee-nothing more
and nothing less.
I have heard the honourable gentleman say-he cannot deny it and I am sure he will
not-that there is no difference between amalgamating councils and amalgamatng unions.
It is clear the Minister is not interested in the views of local communities and that he will
ride roughshod over them. That is the view oflocal government throughout the State.
When one examines the activities of the Local Government Commission and the
question of restructuring, one should consider the words that were uttered in this place by
a former Minister of Local Government, as reported at page 390 of Hansard of 26 May
1982. That former Minister said:
Before any proposal is implemented to change the external boundaries of a municipal district or to establish a
new municipal district, there will be a facility for the electors most affected to require the holding of a poll to
measure the extent of public opposition to the proposal. The Minister is to have regard to the result of the poll in
forming an opinion on whether to make a recommendation to the Governor in Council.
I believe there is general agreement that some alterations to the municipal structure in Victoria are required
and in instances overdue, but there is no intention to proceed with a wholesale restructuring of municipal
government. The provisions in this Bill strike a balance and provide the mechanism for bringing about change if
it is desired.

That was said by the previous Minister for Local Government, now the Minister for
Housing, in this place on 26 May 1982. It was on those words that local government
rested. It took those words as factual. That is the promise that was made to local
government. The Minister said:
The provisions in this Bill provide the mechanism for bringing about change if it is desired.

What has happened today? The Premier is saying he is not interested in discussions about
amalgamations, because they will take place; the Government's mind is made up.
Now we see that the man who was promised to local government as a fair, impartial,
unbiased chairman of the Local Government Commission, is a leading member of the
Labor Party; he mixes with leading members of the Labor Party and is shown to be biased
not only by that association but also by the statement he has already made in the few short
weeks he has held the job by saying the same thing that the Government has said: "Don't
talk to us about whether amalgamation should take place. We are going to amalgamate
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local government and you had better come to us and tell us how you want it done
otherwise we will do it for you". That is encapsulated in the well-publicized statement by
the Minister when he said, "Choose your partners or I will choose them for you".
Contrasting words were spoken by the previous Minister for Local Government and
they were reiterated in the Municipal Association of Victoria journal of 1984 by the
Honourable Frank Wilkes who said that Government policy was and has always been
clear that local government must set the ball rolling and there was no intention at that
stage to change the policy.
In March 1985, a change was made. In this place the Minister utters soothing words,
but outside this place his words are different. He duckshoves the issue in the House and
refuses to come to the point. However, roaming the streets outside he is creating chaos
within local government and making statements that are regarded by local government as
disastrous and insulting.
The Minister has paid little regard to the sensitivity of local government. In the Labor
Star of May 1985, the Minister took it upon himself to announce boundary changes, or
his support for boundary changes, in the cities of Keilor and Essendon; without making
that information available to the councils, he went ahead and said that he was in favour
of these changes. In fact, his support was so strong that a councillor from Essendon hit the
front page of the local paper and said that the Minister was behind the proposed annexure
of part of the City of Keilor to the City of Essendon. That displays insensitivity. It shows
a lack of concern for a level of government that is managed in this State by 210
municipalities, all doing their best and all doing well. However, the Minister does not care
for that.
Perhaps the amalgamation that is in the forefront of publicity in recent times is that in
the Geelong area. I have spoken about impartiality, partisanship and bias. We have the
situation, as mentioned in the notes of explanation, of the appointment of Ms Creati to
the Local Government Commission. In the way that the Minister and this Government
operates, the appointment of Ms Creati might be regarded as a good thing. I do not wish
to enter into arguments whether Ms Creati should or should not be a member of that
commission, although I would be prepared to do so on another occasion.
The appointment of Ms Creati to the LQcal Government Commission, which is
investigating the restructuring and amalgamation of councils in the Geelong area, is a
good example of a Minister who is totally insensitive to local government anywhere but,
more particularly, in the Geelong area.
Ms Creati publicly stated that she was in favour of mass restructuring and amalgamations
in Geelong, yet that same person, who is partisan, has been appointed to review the
councils in the Geelong area.
Justice should be seen to be done in the case of the division of the Geelong area, but in
this case justice will not be seen to be done. Ms Creati is employed by a member of
Parliament who apparently is totally in favour of the amalgamations and is aware of her
partisanship and she is the vice-president of the Australian Labor Party's committee on
local government. On that issue alone the Minister should be condemned.
There is division over the proposed amalgamations among the Government ranks
between members who represent the Geelong area. The honourable member for Geelong
has produced a spectacular document entitled ··Submission to the Local Government
Commission" of 10 May 1985. It is printed on the cover that the document is by Hayden
Shell, MLA, Geelong, and his photograph has been included on it. Obviously the
honourable member was not scared of frightening people away! He says amongst other
things, on page 2:
The Geelong West Municipality . . .
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The honourable member for Geelong is a former councillor of that municipality. He
continues:
. . . is regarded as a unique Council and is a viable municipality and is held in high regard throughout the
region.

He continues to describe the other municipalities and the four distinct areas of operation
in local government. On page 5 he states:
It is my opinion that whilst these organizations are in place that there is no need for amalgamations within the
State Legislative seat of Geelong.

Before any boundary changes are made, including amalgamation, this should be put to the people affected, in
the form of a referendum.

What a wonderful statement; the honourable member for Geelong stated that:
Before any boundary changes are made, including amalgamation, this should be put to the people affected, in
the form of a referendum.

It would appear that members of the Opposition had thought that democracy may have
died, but apparently one of two members of the Government, one of whom is the
honourable member for Geelong, believe it is still alive. The honourable member for
Geelong should continue to make that type of statement in the party room and try to put
pressure on the Minister in this regard because the Minister does not believe in democracy
or doing the right thing. The Minister believes the best way to approach the matter is to
crash through regardless of the opinions of the people in the community.

Again the Minister has displayed his partiality in the investigations in the Geelong area.
In the early days, when he first took over the portfolio, he displayed that he was not on
top of the administration of this matter. On the day when submissions from councils in
Geelong were due, the Minister changed the grounds. It did not worry the Minister that it
would cost the ratepayers of Geelong between $60 000 and $100 000; he changed the rules
anyway. The ratepayers of Geelong have had to pick up the cost of the bunglings of the
Minister. As I said at the outset, the motion will be supported and applauded widely
throughout local government.
Another specific area that indicates why the Minister should receive the condemnation
of the House is the matter involving the Oakleigh City Council. How much does one have
to do and how much does one have to say to the Minister for Local Government before
action is taken? I shall run through a few of the matters that have been directed to the
attention of the Minister which indicate that his handling of the local government portfolio
should be condemned. The famous blue book allegations that have been made over a
number of years are allegations of seriousness and depth. They have been made by
members of the Labor Party who live in the City of Oakleigh and who are disturbed and
concerned about local government in that city.
I shall refer to documents that were made available to the Minister's predecessor. They
would no doubt be also available to the honourable gentleman, but if they are not, I shall
provide him with a copy. They relate to the coercion of council employees to join the local
Labor Party branch, tampering with postal votes, the regular use of violence a~inst
people, the use of council funds to provide drunken parties, the implication of graft In the
obstruction of health officers' ability to fulfil duties, the pushing of motions by those with
pecuniary interests, the use of council powers to intimidate and threaten members of the
Australian Labor Party and to facilitate interference in internal elections and disquiet
surrounding exceptions to town planning rules.
These are not new matters that have been dreamt up by people who do not have a
concern for democracy. They are matters that have been directed to the attention of the
Government by members of the Labor Party. They have gone to the highest level of the
party, including the Minister for Local Government.
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I wish to refer to a letter from Mr Roger Waiters of 112 Kanooka Grove, Clayton,
written in early 1983 in which he stated that at the 1981 meeting of the Clayton branch
executive of the ALP, Cr John Perryman espoused the necessity of forcing council
employees to join the Clayton branch if they wanted to keep their jobs. The Chadstone
Progress of 17 August 1983 quoted statements by the Mayor of Oakleigh. It was reported
that he referred to grave financial losses in relation to the council abattoirs of the city
claiming that the losses could be close to $ 700 000.
Apparently these matters have been i~nored by the Minister who has been asked on
many occasions to conduct an investigatIOn into the Oakleigh City Council. He has been
asked to disclose the results of the Morris inquiry into the council. The report will not be
made available, supposedly in the public interest. Many statements have been made by Cr
John Pyrgos who is a member of the Labor Party and a former Mayor of the City of
Oakleigh. He has said that something is wrong and something needs to be done, but he
was ignored by the Minister and the Government. Perhaps most serious of all were a
number of allegations consistently made to the President of the Australian Labor Party
and directed to the attention of the Minister for Local Government by Mr Russell
Cunningham who said, in a letter dated 14 August 1982:
I am an employee of the Oakleigh City Council at the Clayton Swimming Pool. I am 23 years of age and have
been a member ofthe A.L.P. since I was 18 . . .
This morning whilst in Clayton with Julie Millard. a part-time employee at the pool, we approached John and
Stephen Perryman.

John Perryman is Cr John Perryman, leader of the the Labor caucus on the City of
Oakleigh and Stephen Perry man is his son.
The letter continues:
... who were at the table, apparently on A.L.P. business. I know Stephen as we went to school together, and
was aware that his father was on the Council.
During the ensuing discussion, I mentioned my affiliation with the Nottinghill Branch, thinking that my
membership would put me in a favourable light with Councillor Perryman. He asked me who I knew there, and
after I mentioned three or four names, he suggested to me that I join his branch.
In reply I asked him what was wrong with the Nottinghill Branch. He then exploded in anger, shouting that
they were "left-wingers, communists, ratbags, and militant feminists", and that because of my affiliation with the
Nottinghill Branch I was "risking my job".
Stunned and amazed at what he had said. I smiled and said, "Oh. you're kidding." He then said that ifany of
our councillors heard you say that you'd lose your job.
I said, "What?" He then went on to say that I shouldn't fight my bosses and should join his branch straight
away.
I was still recovering from shock when Julie said I couldn't lose my job for political reasons. Councillor
Perryman asked her if she was "born yesterday" and that she was "politically naive" and "silly" and that she
"could lose her job, too". "that sort ofthing goes on all the time".

In a letter dated 20 October the same Mr Cunningham wrote to Mr Ray Hogan. That
letter has been made available to the Minister for Local Government. It states, in part:
The latest developments in my confrontations with Councillor Perryman are as follows.
I received a phone call on October 2 from the Clayton Town Clerk's secretary.

He obviously means Oakleigh, not ClaytonShe asked me to meet with the Town Clerk, Mr Prebble, on Monday, the 4th of October, at 8:30 a.m.

Mr Cunningham goes on to say that he went to the meeting and he suspected that it
pertained to Cr Perryman, so he took the pool supervisor with him for moral support. He
then stated:
We attended this meeting and were taken by surprise to find we were facing not only Councillor Perryman, but
a panel offour councillors, and the Clerk . . . and a man from the M.O.A. who was ostensibly representing me,
but who was not there at my request.
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Mr Cunningham went on to say that he complained again about the pressure being applied
to him by the council and Cr Perry man.
On 25 October a letter was sent by Mr Cunningham to the Federal Secretary of the
Municipal Association of Victoria, again complaining about the council. Cr Perryman, in
his statement, said, ~~It goes on all the time in Oakleigh". Councillor Perryman is now well
known throughout Victoria as a standover merchant of the worst sort. His son, Stephen,
has a track record and a form guide that is not envied by honourable members on the
Opposition side of the Chamber.
Step hen Perryman has had a non-illustrious career working for members of Parliament.
When these allegations were made, he was employed by the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services as his electorate assistant-the great defender of truth and
righteousness, the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, employed a standover
merchant.
I understand that Stephen Perryman has had a working relationship with the Minister
for Employment and Industrial Affairs as an assistant to the Minister. Stephen Perryman
is currently employed as an electoral assistant to the Federal member for Dunkley.
This man has a documented record of standover tactics and has had a close working
and personal relationship with the Minister for Police and Emergency Services. The
allegations of standover tactics have been drawn to the attention of the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services, not only in his capacity as a Minister but also in his capacity as
the honourable member for Oakleigh. The Minister has refused point blank to do anything
about it. He denies that there have been any breaches of the law or any occurrence that
would remotely call upon him to carry out his duty as a Minister. The MInister has backed
away from this matter and has done that because It suits him to ignore what goes on in his
own home patch.
The Minister for Police and Emergency Services makes all sorts of allegations in this
Chamber, but the dirt and filth that has emerged from his own backyard in the City of
Oaklei~ is a matter that the Minister ignores time after time. It is a disgraceful blot on
the Mmister and the Government. The Minister for Local Government should do
something about it, if for no other reason than to protect himself against being tarred with
the same brush with which the Minister for Police and Emergency Services has been
tarred.
Other councils throughout the metropolitan area are regarded by local government
people throughout the State as being "dirty" and are described as being "dirty".
Some of those councils have well-documented dirty tactics and dirty practices which
have again been brought to the attention of the Minister and which he has preferred to
ignore.
Breaches of the tax laws involving the City of Broadmeadows were recently brought to
the attention of the Minister. The matter was raised both in debate on a motion for the
adjournment of the sitting and in a question on notice. I received a reply to my question
on notice that could only be regarded as laughable and evasive.
If the Minister had in mind the goodwill not only of local government but also of
government generally, he would have drawn the attention of the Commonwealth
Government to the breaches that are occurring.
The City of Keilor is known fondly as the family council, because it is a real family out
there. I see a former councillor of that city rising in his place. The allegations that have
been made about the misuse of council cars in that city have not been kept a secret; they
have been well publicized but they have been ignored by the Minister. The City of
Sunshine, which likes to send its mayor and mayoress on fully-funded ~~peace trips" to
Tokyo, is also an example of the misuse of ratepayers' funds. It is somethIng that should
have'been brought to the Government's attention. It was but it has been ignored. The City

Local Government-Censure ofMinister

31 October 198 5

ASSEMBLY

1547

of Fitzroy, the leader in avant garde accounting, with its fabulous $2 million deficit, is
another example.
Those are four municipalities that could well be investigated by the Minister but, of
course, I do not have to tell the House-nor do I have to tell the people of the State-that
those councils are run by the Australian Labor Party, so, of course, they do not come
under attack or investigation. If a council is run by the ALP, it can get away with
practically anything because we all know that ALP councils could not possibly do anything
wrong!
I bring to the attention of the House the question of broken promises, promises made
by this Government and by this Minister in regard to matters of policy and matters of
great concern to local government throughout the State. The Minister should be acutely
embarrassed by the fact that, at the recent Australian Constitutional Convention held in
Brisbane, the delegation from the Australian Labor Party broke ALP policy on the
constitutional recognition of local government. Not only did it break its policy, it did so
blatantly.
I refer to responses made to inquiries by the Municipal Association of Victoria prior to
the last State election, which appear in a document titled, "Local Government Partnership,
Power and Percentage-The Responses," which sets out the responses from the three
major political parties. In regard to the question of whether the Victorian Parliament
should support full recognition of local government in the Commonwealth Constitution,
the Labor Party response-made at the time by the then Minister for Local Government,
now the Minister for Housing-was, in part:
The Labor Party further supports the concept-

I think "further" is a misprint; it should have been "fully"... of local government autonomy by clearly endorsing the need for constitutional recognition at both
Commonwealth and State level ...

I do not suppose it really comes as much of a surprise that local government took that as
a guarantee that this Government would back constitutional recognition of local
government at the then coming Constitutional Convention. What a shock it must have
been for local government delegates to that convention to hear that not only was the Labor
Party not prepared to go along with its policy and promise to local government but also
that the team, which was led by the Premier, not only voted against that move but it also
spoke against the move of giving constitutional recognition to local government.
What a classic example of a broken promise, a promise that was made to 210
municipalities. It was a clear promise, in writing. There are no problems; the Minister can
read it here in this report, which says that the Labor Party clearly endorses the need for
constitutional recognition at Commonwealth and State levels. A couple of months laternot even six months later-the team led by the Premier and all the heavyweights from the
Parliamentary Labor Party spoke against and voted against constitutional recognition. It
must have embarrassed the Minister that a matter of such importance in his portfolio was
treated in that way.
The Minister has been embarrassed by the Premier; and certainly the Premier, Parliament
and the State have been embarrassed by the activities of the Minister.
So far as the relationship between local government and the State Government is
concerned, funding arrangements for local government are a disgrace. If the issue were not
so serious, it would be a joke. There are thirteen well documented areas where the
Government and the Minister have broken promises to local government and broken
them blatantly. As I have mentioned on two or three occasions in the House, there could
be no better example of that situation than the relationship of the State Government visa-vis public libraries.
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Promises have been made since 1981 that the Labor Party, in government, would fund
public libraries on a 50-50 basis. The present performance level has sunk to a disastrous
65-35 relationship; and it will come as no surprise to you, Mr Acting Speaker, that the 35
per cent that is being contributed in that 65-35 relationship is being contributed by a
Government that promised 50-50 funding.
The story of the Cain Government and its relationship with local government over the
period since 1982, when the Government was elected, is sad and disastrous, but when one
examines the relationship that has developed between local government and the Victorian
Government since March of this year when Mr Simmonds became the Minister for Local
Government, one wonders just where local government is headed in Victoria.
Obviously local government is goin~ the way that the Minister wants it to go but I say,
very strongly, that local government In Victoria is not going the way the people in this
State want it to go. If ever I have seen a Government and a Minister shoot themselves in
the foot more than once a week, then this is the time.
I have never seen a Government so determined to lose office as the present Government
with its insistence on restructuring and amalgamation. The situation described in the
motion is a disaster and the Minister is a disaster. It is sad that it is necessary for people
to make these points. It would have been better for the Minister to recognize his
shortcomings and try to correct them or, ifhe could not do that, to resign.
It is sad that this issue needs to be emphasized so strongly.
I sympathize with Government members who are clearly embarrassed at the part the
Government is playing in local government throughout the State. I call upon them to
reverse; to halt now before it is too late; to protect and enhance the delicate fabric of the
local government structure in Victoria; not to destroy it and not to continue on the path
down which they are proceeding at present.
Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Local Government)-The motion has been on the
Notice Paper for some weeks while the opposition parties were obviously more intent on
dealing with other matters of importance. Perhaps one can forgive them for the paucity of
their performance, given that the material they thought was relevant was found to be no
longer relevant when the debate was under way.
The restructuring oflocal government is the biggest single issue facing local government.
The Government's initiatives are clearly visible and understood by the community. The
momentum of the work of the Local Government Commission is developing. The
appointment of Stuart Morris as the full-time chairman and the appointment of his
research officer this week will give a resource to that commission to enable the
Government's program to be implemented.
I should clearly inform the House as to the detail of that strategy so that the time given
to debate on this motion will not be totally wasted.
Two points of view were put, which I believe were incompatible. As I understand the
position of the National Party, it believes the world is all right and that there should be no
change. Also, and more importantly, it believes there should be no change in the rural
sector.
A former Prime Minister, who was elected from the rural sector, resists that proposition
to the extent that he, in his recent visit to South Africa, strongly argued against the concept
of apartheid. He is not ofthe view that people should be segregated. On the local government
scene, I question whether the National Party may not have been dragged into putting
forward these sorts of arguments in this Chamber.
The honourable member for Mornington engaged in a muck-raking exercise and talked
about what he considered to be the most mundane areas of local government. I do not
believe he contributed much towards the important issues that face local government in
Victoria. The National Party at least attempted to draw some conclusions from the Moye
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report. However, I point out that is not the only report that has dealt with the local
government structure in Victoria. Four significant reports have been presented in the past
122 years and those reports have all reached similar conclusions.
Anyone in this Chamber who has authority on local government issues would subscribe
to that view-and I refer to honourable members on both sides of the House. If one wishes
to check that, one should examine the record of the remarks made about the issue by the
Honourable Alan Hunt in another place, after the tabling of the Bains report, to determine
what was his attitude.
One might also discuss the matter with the honourable member for Benambra to
understand what his attitude might be; and one might discuss it with the honourable
member for Polwarth, whose views were reported in the Camperdown Chronicle. That
newspaper reported not only that the honourable member subscribed to the view that the
policy of the Government be carried out, but also that he has set out a detailed charter as
to how the local area could be organized to fit in with that concept to overcome some of
the problems associated with amalgamation and to work out their financial arrangements
to obtain local community input. That is a constructive and desirable approach.
What has occurred today is merely a reopening of some old sores; in fact, the old sores
are so old that I do not wish to waste a great deal of time on them.
However, I should like to deal with the question of Traralgon because it was made such
a feature of the entire exercise. The action taken in regard to Traralgon occurred as a result
of the procedures being carried out in the area, which provided for a poll to be held if 10
per cent of the affected persons requested it. That poll was held largely because I insisted
that the provisions of the Act be carried out. Having declared they wanted the poll, the
local residents were entitled to a poll. I did not have anything to do with the results of the
poll or the case being put.

Mr B. J. Evans-Even though you ignored the result.
Mr SIMMONDS-The result was available for all to see, and the responsibility of the
Minister is to respond to the result of the poll within two years. That is the position under
the Act.
The honourable member for Mornington quoted press statements that were
unsubstantiated. In fact, he also quoted remarks that I had made regarding my viewpoint;
he said that I had said that it is just as difficult to persuade trade unions to amalgamate
and to effect restructure of the trade union movement as it is to persuade local government
to do so.
There is a tremendous need, in the industrial sense, for a restructure of the trade union
movement to a greater administrative area and there are benefits for organizations if they
make the structure right.
The point I was making in the remarks that Mr Cooper quoted-and they were
misinterpreted-is that there are benefits to be obtained by making changes in structure,
and that is important to understand.
The question is how the restructure will occur. The Statewide survey will have been
conducted by the end of January. The Local Government Commission will have completed
the survey of the municipal boundaries in order to form an initial impression of the scale
and nature of the changes required.
Stage 2 will provide for further consultation and negotiation and, during this stage, the
commissioner will work with local councils and communities in an attempt to define the
options and to achieve voluntary change.
Stage 3 will be the formal inquiry stage. It will be a formal representation to the
commission on the various proposals that warrant further inquiry. A division of the
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commission will formally be appointed pursuant to the provisions of the Local Government
Act to carry out this inquiry in accordance with the provisions of the Act.
Stage 4 will be for consideration and implementation. This stage of the process is
governed by the detailed provisions of the Local Government Act. I suggest that those
who want to acquire an understanding of the criteria should read that Act. Upon receipt
of the commissioner's report the Minister must forward a copy to each council in the
relevant area. The municipal clerk of each relevant municipality must be given notice that
the report is available for inspection.
Restructure proposals can be implemented by Order of the Governor in Council on the
recommendation of the Minister for Local Government. That is simply a statement of
how the process will be developed. If one needs any clarification one should go to the
provisions of the Local Government Act which spell out the criteria that the commissioner
can take into account. The criteria include the community, diversity of interest in
communication patterns, historical, sociological, demographic features, economics and
employment services, demand and supply of services. There are other factors; the question
of population, geographical land use, fragmentation of municipal administration and so
on.
That is all clearly spelt out in the Local Government Act. It is not news; it is not a factor
that has been introduced by the Government; it is a desirable and objective criterion
which I believe will assist the commissioner in carrying out that function.
I direct a number of other issues to the attention of honourable members. The attempt
to denigrate the Moye report was clearly an example-if one cannot win an argument by
logic then one hires a gun to provide the ammunition to destroy the concept of the
argument. The critique commissioned by the Municipal Association of Victoria is an
example of an attempt to undermine the credibility of the report by the Victoria Grants
Commission. The consultants expressed doubts about the statistical methodology used by
the commission where it was undulging in an exercise which at best could be said to be
servicing those people who hired them for the purpose.
On the conclusion about population, we are using small samples and they are rather
tenuous. The use of a selective method of program from selected analysis is in contrast
with the commissioner's capacity to visit each of the municipalities at least three times
since 1977; and, having a total coverage of the local government scene as a base for its
findings, by comparison with the selective quoting of the organization hired by the MA V,
I believe is not a substantial contribution to be argued.
It was not just the question of financial viability of councils, although that is an important
factor. The disproportionate amount of rate revenue or expenditure from rate revenue
was illustrated in the Moye report where some councils derive as little as 11 per cent of
their expenditure from the rate base. The question of the independence of councils is at
stake if that situation is allowed to continue.

Mr Steggall-How many?
Mr SIMMONDS-One at 11 per cent, which I quoted, was the lowest. There are only
four councils in Victoria that obtain better than 50 per cent of their expenditure from their
rate base. I am not defending the situation; I am trying to explain the variation in the
dependency of local municipalities and the independence of local government. No one
has taken the position of suggesting that small rural shires do not face different problems
from those faced by large metropolitan councils.
Mr Steggall-I appreciate that.
Mr SIMMONDS-The Victoria Grants Commission takes that into account in the
distribution of funds. One realizes the variation in the distribution of funds when one
examines the figures for various local municipalities. Some 30 local municipalities receive
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in excess of $100 per capita from the Victoria Grants Commission and approximately
fifteen receive lesss than $20 per capita.
I su~est that the municipalities that receive less than $20 per capita are the larger
municipalities; for example, the Prahran City Council receives $17.17 per capita from the
commission and the Shire of Leigh receives $112.05. That random sample illustrates the
variation in the distribution of funds through the commission, and I suggest that the
source is broadly based.
Now that local government is not totally dependent on property sources for its revenueit is more dependent on a broader base-it leads one to question the relevant amount of
money to be provided. Local government will need to address those sorts of issues, and
the State and Federal Governments will be addressing them. The Self report will be a
contribution to any discussions.
The motion moved by the honourable member for Swan Hill does nothing to contribute
to discussion on the difficulties faced by local government; it rather seeks to rake over a
few coals. I shall deal with a number of the specifics that were raised to avoid being
accused of ignoring the concern expressed by members of the National Party and those
members of the Liberal Party who have debated the motion today.
The motion, which has been on the Notice Paper for some weeks, refers to the
appointment of Ms Joan Creati to the Local Government Commission. Firstly, she was
appointed because there was a vacancy on the commission and, secondly, because the
person who resigned from the commission was a woman. I thought it was appropriate in
this case to maintain a balance. Ms Creati was appropriate for the appointment because
she came from the City of Geelong. I should have thought that those people who have an
interest in local government would be aware of the need for that balance. Geelong is an
important provincial city, and I should have thought that it would be important that that
element be taken into consideration. I should have thought that Ms Creati-who has the
expertise and an interest in the area-would have been considered an ideal appointee.
I was rather surprised by the reaction of the Geelong community, which should be
proud of its locality, to the appointment of one of its citizens. Some sections of local
government took umbrage at that appointment. As a matter of history, court action was
taken and the court upheld the appointment of Ms Creati. The court ruled that Joan Creati
was capable of impartiality. The subsequent inquiry lasted only two days-it did not set
the world on fire! The result and the findings of the inquiry have not yet been made
available to me.
The debate on the motion indicates the turmoil that can be created for political purposes.
The motion has nothing to do with the issues now facing local government. Some
honourable members have raised the issue of politicization oflocal government. I suggest
that those honourable members should reflect on the use of the courts in the manner it
was used by the Geelong community.
I am heartened by the comments of honourable members representing the Geelong area
who assured me that there is an acceptance and awareness in Geelong of the independence
of Joan Creati and the commission in their capacity to make a judgment about the
restructure in Geelong and other areas that may be associated.
An Honourable Member-Talk to the ratepayers!
Mr SIMMONDS-The interjection is important. A number of people with an interest
in local government and who are not directly involved-for example, the ratepayers-are
most likely to be the beneficiaries of the restructure, which can only improve the present
arrangements.
Mr Cooper-What about a referendum?
Mr SIMMONDS-The honourable member for Mornington is concerned about holding
a referendum. He has a public record around the State of saying that he has seen maps of
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boundaries which reflect the structure of local government that the Government has
designed. However, he has never been able to show me such a map. I have asked him to
do so publicly several times and I shall do it again. I asume him that there are no maps
redefining the boundaries in Victoria. If the honourable member for Mornington has seen
such a map, he has seen something I have not seen. Ifhe can draw one, I shall be interested
in seeing the result.
The Oakleigh City Council was another matter of concern raised by the honourable
member for Mornington. It is also of concern to the people ofOakleigh. I have assured the
people of Oakleigh that they will have a continuation of local government through that
council. I have been exhorted by both sides of the fence in Oakleigh to put in place an
administrator.
The position in Oakleigh is that a number of councillors could have been in breach of
the Local Government Act. I have written to those councillors in accordance with my
responsibilities as Minister for Local Government. They are required to respond in
accordance with the Local Government Act by 8 November. If the response is acceptable
it will be dealt with on that basis.
I assure the House that the Oakleigh City Council has been dealth with fairly and justly
in accordance with the Local Government Act. I suggest to those people who want to
remove the council and place an administrator in charge of the city that they consider
what they are advocating. Discussions have already been held in Oakleigh. Some members
from the opposition side of the House wanted to abort those elections, but I point out
that, at the elections, a new majority was elected and subsequently the name of a mayor
was drawn from a hat. Those procedures are provided for under the Local Government
Act.
If the honourable member is interested in the independence of local government, I
suggest he should think twice about intervention, unless there is a legal basis for
intervention, and then the courts should be allowed to carry out the intervention.
Similarly, the Fitzroy City Council issue has been raised. I assure the House that a
program that was put in place under the guidance of the former Minister for Local
Government, Frank Wilkes, prior to my becoming Minister for Local Government is
being carried out. The latest report of the program indicates that the financial administration
of Fitzroy has improved considerably and that it is well on target in accordance with that
program.
That is the proper way to assist and work with local government where the State has the
capacity to give assistance and guidance. It should not intervene at the drop of a hat for
political purposes every time a member raises under privilege in the House a matter,
which he or she would not be prepared to raise outside this Chamber.
As Minister for Local Government, my responsibility is to administer the Local
Government Act. The motion before the House is, in many respects, out of date because
the substance of it has been dealt with. The information made available by the Chairman
of the Local Government Commission to honourable members and councils this week
clearly indicates the Government's strategy regarding the restructure oflocal government.
I have visited approximately 106 municipalities throughout Victoria and I am aware of
the lively interest in local government that was not a feature not so long ago. There is an
awareness and a spirit of co-operation developing in the local government that will ensure
that the work of the commission brings about the objectives of the Government.
The important aspect of the response by the commission is that local government
communities, such as Hampden, Camperdown, Shepparton, Mooroopna, Wodonga,
Tambo, the Latrobe Valley, Bendigo and Geelong, have the opportunity of being involved
in determining the structures of local government relevant to this century-the age of
computers and rapid communication-which was not the case when the boundaries were
first drawn up.
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Many illustrations exist throughout Victoria of municipal boundaries drawn up in the
last century inhibiting the capacity of local communities to get on with the job of being
part of the government.
I remind the House of a comment made by the Leader of the Opposition when he said
that there was room for only two levels of government. I do not notice any member of the
Liberal Party or the National Party offering to retire or resign from this Chamber and I
am sure the same can be said in the Federal arena.
Mr Cooper-He did not actually say that.
Mr SIMMONDS-Ifhe did not actually say that I would like him to inform the House
of exactly what he did say. The only possible inference one can draw from the Leader of
the Opposition's comments is that local government is for the chop. If the Leader of the
Opposition did not mean that, he should clarify his remarks and explain what he meant
by having "two tiers of government". Which tier will be removed to conform with that
objective?
The Leader of the Opposition has the opportunity to rebut what I say today and I should
be interested to hear what he has to say on this matter.
The Government is committed to developing local government as a a third tier of
government on a partnership basis through amendments to the Local Government Act so
that local government has autonomy and the ability to be a real partner in the delivery of
services that the community needs and desires.
The financial arrangements would, necessarily, have to be reviewed and that is a complex
process. The honourable member for Polwarth was correct when he said, as reported in
the Camperdown Chronical, that the financial arrangements are complex and should be
dealt with over a period, but should not be an obstacle put forward in an effort to avoid
restructure; they should be addressed locally and with the support and co-operation of the
community. I support that proposition and I commend it to the Opposition.
Mr B. J. EVANS (Gippsland East)-Honourable members have been waiting with
bated breath for the Minister for Local Government to give some indication of the reason
behind the suggested restructuring of local government. The Minister said a great deal
about the benefits of such a restructure, but he has not spelt out the nature of those
benefits.
In accordance with Sessional Orders, the debate was interrupted.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The time allotted under Sessional
Orders for Government Business to take precedence has now arrived. I shall resume the
chair at 2 p.m.
The sitting was suspended at 1.1 p.m. until 2.4 p.m.

BROADCASTING OF TAPE RECORDINGS
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Mitcham raised with me, by way
of question this day, whether House procedures would allow for tape recordings to be
produced and played to the House. In responding to that question, I do so on the basis
that the production of tapes has been sought by resolution of the House.
The longstanding practice of the House has been for it to be informed by the spoken
word given directly by a member in debate or by a witness. The written word in the form
of reports, documents and papers has also been sought in the past to assist debates in the
House. I can find no authority that would positively prevent the House from seeking to
inform itselfby the playing of the recorded word ifit so resolved. I have consulted with all
parties before coming to this conclusion.
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Without the express approval of the House, it would be irregular for an honourable
member to seek to introduce such a device as an aid to debate. I hope that is clear to the
House; even though it may be more entertaining!
Subject to compliance with the rule of relevancy, which is particular in this case, and
the inhibition of the sub judice convention, it would not be improper for the House to
seek such form of information if it so desired. I observe that it would be preferable and in
the best interests of the House if I set the appropriate guidelines if tapes were to be
intoduced into the proceedings of the House.
Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn)-Mr Speaker, you pointed out that you consulted all parties
concerning the matter. I did not clearly understand from your comments whether you
were referring to political parties that may be represented in this Chamber or whether you
were referring to various sources and precedents that guide the order of business in this
Chamber.
If you have not consulted with colleagues of mine in the Opposition, I seek your leave
to make a presentation to you on the matter in your chamber at some future date because
there are a number of aspects of the ruling that cause me considerable concern about
precedents that may be established.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the House that I conferred with the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition, the Leader of the National Party, the Deputy Premier and the Clerk of the
Legislative Assembly before coming to my conclusions.
I should add that objections were raised by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition to the
playing of tapes and there was qualified objection from the Leader of the National Party.
With respect to the remarks of the honourable member for Balwyn, I shall be prepared to
listen to him on the subject in my suite at any time convenient to us both.

GROUNDWATER (BORDER AGREEMENT) BILL
The debate (adjourned from October 17) on the motion of Mr McCutcheon (Minister
for Water Resources) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-The House is considering a Bill to approve and provide
for carrying out an agreement for the management of groundwater adjacent to the border
of South Australia and Victoria, to amend the Groundwater Act, to repeal the Groundwater
(Reserves) Act and for other purposes.
The Bill will ratify an agreement between the State of Victoria and the State of South
Australia for the sharing and co-ordinating of groundwater reserves in the vicinity of their
respective borders. To that end, the Bill is specific in that its provisions apply to a strip of
land some 20 kilometres each side of the State border running from Bass Strait to the
vicinity of the River Murray in a north-south line. This 40- kilometre wide corridor, which
is referred to in the Bill as the designated area, is divided into eleven zones, each of which
is designated "A" and "B". The "A" zones are on the South Australian side of the border
and the "B" zones are on the Victorian side.
Water is a scarce resource in the southern part of Australia and the Bill deserves the
support of the House to ensure that this scarce resource is shared equally between the two
States. A technical committee with representatives from each State investigated
groundwater reserves in the border area and produced a definitive document entitled, A
Management Proposal for the Groundwater Resources along the State border of South
Australia and Victoria. The introduction of that report sets out the reasons for the technical
committee inquiring into all aspects of groundwater. The report stated:
The groundwater licensing authorities in the States of South Australia and Victoria recognize that future
development of the lands adjacent to the border would depend on the ground water resource. In most areas
groundwater is the only reliable water source and unregulated large scale withdrawals could compete with existing
private and town water supplies, perhaps to a point where continuity of the supply could not be assured. as the
effects oflarge ground water withdrawals in one State may extend across the border into the other State, there is a
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need to investigate the extent of the resource, its present use and its future management to ensure its equitable
distribution.

Honourable members would be aware that, in similar situations, long and detailed
arguments over the use of surface water have occurred and the problem is even worse
when ground water is involved. If groundwater in the vicinity of the border were used up
by one State more than the other, serious trouble could occur. It might also mean that the
aquifer on which the groundwater bores would draw could be placed in jeopardy. For that
reason, the report stated:
A committee, called the South Australia/Victoria State Border Groundwater Sharing Committee, was formed
of representatives of the Department of Mines and Energy (SA), Engineering and Water Supply Department
(SA), the State Rivers and Water Suply Commission (Vic.) and the Department of Minerals and Energy (Vic.).

I note that the Department of Minerals and Energy was involved in a water matter, but
that is because the responsibility of the Groundwater Act is shared between the Minister
for Water Resources and the then Minister for Minerals and Energy.
The report continued:
In addition, Professor S. D. C1ark of the Faculty of Law, the University of Melbourne, was iilvited to join the
committee.

Legal disputes have arisen in the past over the sharing of water. Therefore, it was a good
idea that a person well-versed in the law could advise the committee on an equitable
formula for the distribution of water and for a reasonable share to be made available to
South Australia and Victoria. The report continued:
The committee has completed its findings and had formulated a draft agreement to be recommended to the
appropriate Ministers in each State. This agreement provides for the effective management of the groundwater
resource in a designated area.

I have already stated that the designated area is within a strip of land 40 kilometres wide,
straddling the border of the two States. It continued:
The draft agreement was compiled after a critical analysis of the legislative implications of such a management
proposal and following an assessment of all available groundwater information.

It is apparent where surface water is going to and from where it is coming, but there are
technical difficulties with groundwater.1t is difficult to monitor the reserves of ground water.
It is difficult to adjudicate on how much water will be available for persons wanting to use
that water. The recharging of the aquifer is often a delayed and slow process. In some parts
of Australia it is not known where rain water in one part of the land ultimately finishes
and into which groundwater basin it drains. It is necessary, therefore, to proceed with
caution when the apportionment of ground water is being considered.

The Premier signed an agreement on behalf of the State of Victoria on 15 October last
and I understand the South Australian Government gave notice of its intention to initiate
legislation complementary to that of Victoria in the Parliament on 22 October last. The
agreement I have mentioned is set out in the schedule of the Bill.
The schedule sets out the permissible volume that can be extracted in any given year.
This ranges from 3500 megalitres in zones 8A and 8B and 71 000 megalitres in zones 1A
and 1B. These zones and entitlements are set out in the Second Schedule. The varying
amounts reflect the knowledge accumulated by both the South Australian and Victorian
departments. However, even with this knowledge, there is no certainty how long the water
will last. The rates of recharge on aquifers are difficult to determine.
There are also other acts of man, like the clearing of land and the diversion of rivers,
that affect groundwater reserves. Often there are considerable delays before the effects of
those acts of man are discernible and before the results can be m.easured. Because of the
unknown quantities, the agreement sets in place a review committee to monitor any
variation in the groundwater reserves. The committee comprises representatives from
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both Victoria and South Australia. Its powers are set out clearly in the schedule clause 28,
which states:
(I) The Committee shall meet to consider the report prepared by each Contracting Government relating to
the previous year.
(2) At intervals of not more than five years, the Committee shall review(a) the permissible distance from the border between the State of South Australia and the State of
Victoria; and
(b) the permissible annual volume of extraction-

The House should be aware that there is an ongoing monitoring of the amount of water
extracted and also a monitoring of the resources of water that are left for the future. Clause
28 (3) of the schedule states:
At intervals of not more than five years, the Committee shall review(a) the permissible rate of potentiometric surface lowering; and
(b) the permissible levels of salinity (if any) established pursuant to sub-clause 28 (6)in relation to each zone and if the Committee is satisfied that any alteration to either or both the same is desirable
in relation to any lone, it may recommend any such alteration to the Minister of each Contracting Government.

It is strange to speak of salinity in groundwater reserves but, because of the lack of
information and the difficulty of obtaining information, there is always a danger should
the underground aquifers be drained to an extent that salt-water intrusion from the sea
can occur. I know from experience that in the Westernport area of Victoria it has been
proved that a natural course of water comes through the aquifer and that water bubbles
up underneath Western port Bay.
If the aquifer in this area were lowered to any depth, the pressure of the water would be
lowered and the salt water would intrude into the freshwater ground reserves with a
disastrous effect on crops, because the water is used in irrigation.

Clause 28 (4), of the schedule states:
Where the Minister of each Contracting Government agrees with any such recommendation ...

That is a recommendation from the committee-... the permissible rate of potentiometric surface lowering or the permissible level of salinity, or both as the
case may be, for any zone shall be deemed to have been altered in accordance with any such recommendation.

I reinforce that point; there is ongoing monitoring of the situation so that the water cannot
be fouled either by salinity or by too much water being taken out of the basin. The
committee may at any time recommend to the Minister of each contracting Government
that a permissible level of salinity be declared for any zone.
Clause 9 of the Bill limits the powers of the committee to the powers expressed in the
agreement. In other words, the committee is confined to the powers delegated to it under
the agreement signed by Victoria and South Australia. In the agreement the expression
"permissible annual volume" is mentioned and it is defined as the annual volume of
extraction specified for each zone in the Second Schedule. It is defined in clause 1 of the
agreement with the actual volumes for each zone being specified in the schedule.
The review committee set up under the agreement is empowered to review and if
necesary to vary the volumes that are set out in clause 29 (2) of the schedule. The
permissible annual volumes have been derived by officers of the relevant South Australian
and Victorian authorities using a formula which has regard to capacity for recharge-both
laterally and vertically-and to a volume equivalent to a specified draw-down-this drawdown being the "permissible annual rate of potentiometric surface lowering". That means
that under the agreement both States can draw upon the water level. They can reduce the
water level in aquifer by 50 millimetres with ongoing monitoring taking place and if this
draw-down on the water is exceeded the committee must take action.
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Groundwater licences are issued by the Rural Water Commission of Victoria and are
based on the volume of water per irrigated area per annum. The Bill does not apply to
water used for stock and domestic purposes. With respect to irrigation, for example, 3
megalitres per hectare per annum for crops and cereals and 6 megalitres per hectare per
annum for permanent pasture is allowed under the terms of the agreement.
Few bores in Victoria are metred, Koo-wee-rup with 250 metered bores being the main
exception. The reason for this is that there is a fear in that district that there could be an
intrusion of salt water from Westernport Bay into that main body offresh water, which is
used extensively for agricultural and horticultural purposes. Many of the crops grown have
a sensitivity to salt and it would be a disaster if that aquifer were polluted by salinity.
It is also rare for a licence holder to take his full annual entitlement in anyone year, the
demand on the resource being greatest in periods of low rainfall-which is self-evident. If
conditions are such that a shortage of groundwater is anticipated or occurs, the commission
is empowered by the Act to impose restrictions to ensure an equitable distribution of the
resource. This means that, in the event of drought in the area when there has been an
overuse of water, the committee can act quickly to ensure that the amount of water used
does not proceed to a point where too much water is used and the groundwater reserves
are placed in jeopardy.

In relation to the designated areas under the Border Groundwaters Agreement, the
review committee will know, from the annual reports-and under the terms of the
agreement the committee is required to report annually to the respective States on matters
pertaining to groundwater reserves and to make recommendations to each State as to the
opinion of the committee-how the water will last and whether there is any need to vary
the terms of the agreement.
In relation to the designated areas under the Border Groundwaters Agreement, the
review committee will know the volume of extraction authorized for each zone from the
annual reports made to it each year by the two contracting Governments. When this
authorized volume reaches the permissible annual volume the management prescriptions
of clause 26 would come into play and further permits would be issued only at the
discretion of the review committee.
Even before this, and with a view to investigating the likelihood of such a situation, the
review committee could have declared a period of restriction enabling it to consider all
applications for new permits. Naturally, this is a matter that will be examined in the
future. Both Governments are aware of the number of bores that are presently in place.
However, demands could be made for additional water, and this is taken into account by
the committee when considering new applications.
Alternatively, the committee could make recommendations to the contracting
Governments that- restrictions be imposed under the Gr011ndwater Act or that more
intensive monitoring take place. Thus, under both the existing Groundwater Act and the
new Border Groundwaters Agreement mechanisms are available for both the Rural Water
Commission of Victoria and the review committee to monitor the use-and protect the
interests of Victorians and South Australians-and consequently the availability of the
groundwater resource and to take such remedial action as is necessary to ensure that such
resource is not unduly depleted.
The agreement contains a permissible rate of potentiometric surface lowering, which is
expressed as 0·5 metres or 50 millimetres. This is intended to reflect a regional groundwater level charge. The annual report which each contracting Government forwards to the
review committee includes details of the potentiometric surface levels obtained from
observation bores within each zone in the preceding year ending 30 June.
The levels in any individual bores are the product of many factors, such as groundwater
pressure gradients, proximity to a recharge source or to a large extraction bore, or the
geological nature of the aquifer, and such levels reflect both local and regional groundwater
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conditions. As I mentioned earlier, many of these recharge sources are not clear and, in
many instances, are difficult to locate.
From an analysis of the readings from many bores, the review committee is in a position
to determine any zonal variations or trends in the levels. When these trends or variations
are of an adverse nature the review committee is in a position to take remedial action
similar to that described above in relation to the permissible annual volume.
The base or data level for the calculations of the potentiometric surface lowering is that
level existing at 1 July 1982.
I turn now to several clauses in the Bill. Clause 10 empowers a member of the review
committee or a person authorized by the committee to enter any lands and have free
access to any bore situated on those lands. The clause is necessary so that the committee
can effect its responsibility of measuring any changes in the amount of water extracted and
any drop in the level of groundwater reserves. Some people may consider that provision
an intrusion on private rights. However, the rights of the State should override the rights
of the individual.
Clause 12 amends the Groundwater Act 1969 by inserting proposed section 3 in the
principal Act so that the interstate agreement takes precedence over that Act. The proposed
section contains an appeal mechanism whereby the State of South Australia can appeal
against any action of the Minister, the Rural Water Commission of Victoria or the
Director of Water Resources. The South Australian legislation has a reciprocal clause
which protects both parties.
Clause 13 repeals the Groundwater (Reserves) Act 1984. I make it clear to the Minister
for Water Resources and the House that I have some qualifications about this provision.
The Act to which clause 13 refers, namely, the Groundwater (Reserves) Act 1984, No.
10066, contains a series of amendments to the principal Act, the Groundwater Act of
1969.
I questioned whether the repeal of that Act by way of clause 13 affects the amendments
to the principal Act contained in that Act. When I asked this question I was told that this
provision of the proposed legislation is covered by section 15 of the Interpretation of
Legislation Act 1984, which provides that the repeal of an Act which amended another
Act shall not affect the amendment, unless the repealing Act so expressly provides.
Therefore, clause 13 of the Bill does not affect the amendments to the Groundwater Act
1969 made by the 1984 Act.
The effect of clause 13 is dependent upon section 15 of the Interpretation of Legislation
Act 1984. A practical problem is involved. If I were to go to the Papers Room and ask for
a copy of the Groundwater Act, I would be given a copy of the 1969 Act, but it would not
contain the amendments that were made to it by the Groundwater (Reserves) Act of 1984.
It is rather difficult for someone asking for the current legislation on, in this case,
groundwater in Victoria, to obtain clear information.
Perhaps the Minister for Water Resources might discuss with his colleagues the way in
which clause 15 of the Interpretation of Legislation Act is used, and I have no objection to
that. It should be qualified by the rider that clause 15 should not come into play until an
up-to-date amended Act is available.
If one selected the Groundwater Act from the set of statutes on the table in front of me,
one would find all sorts of pieces of paper stuck in all over the place, and that would be
regarded as the definitive edition of the Act.
Perhaps the Minister and honourable members should consider whether Parliament
should try to sort out some procedure whereby this can be simplified so that a person
going to the Papers Room or to the Government Printer and asking for a copy of the
Groundwater Act can expect to obtain an up-to-date Act with all the amendments in place.
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The effect of repealing this spent Act of 1984 means, as I understand it, that it would
not be available. Ifone goes to the Papers Room now, one is given a copy of the principal
Act and the amending Act of 1984. If the 1984 Act is repealed, I presume it will be
withdrawn as a spent Act and will not be available. Therefore, I wonder whether the
Minister might comment on that point in his reply to the debate.
I appreciate the offer of the Minister to make available to the Opposition advice from
Mr John Campbell of the Rural Water Commission, who was most helpful in briefing the
Opposition on many of the technical aspects of the Bill.

The Opposition supports the Bill and wishes it a speedy passage.
Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill)-The Bill does two things: firstly, it ratifies an agreement
between the Victorian and South Australian Governments; and, secondly, it creates the
Victorian half of a review committee which will be established as a watch-dog mechanism
for the area of land covered by the agreement, which extends some 20 kilometres either
side of the border between South Australia and Victoria and from the River Murray to the
sea.
It has been interesting to see how disputes that cross State boundaries can be overcome
by legislation that has its own set of rules peculiar to the area.

The people of this area are fortunate to have basins of groundwater and pumping
facilities. They also have the problems of draw-downs and shortage of water from drought
or any other reason.
If the agreement is drawn up and carried out in a sensible manner by the review
committee, no problem should arise. The Bill relates only to irrigation water, not to stock
or domestic water or town supplies. With town supply water, the Bill will actually protect
some of the towns in that region that rely almost entirely on the groundwater reserve.

The supply of ground water is a sensitive issue. Although the people in this area are
fortunate to have the water available, stringent rules must apply to prevent the
indiscriminate removal of that water. The groundwater Acts in both Victoria and South
Australia cover that eventuality and this Bill then creates a corridor inside the boundary
to ensure an agreed formula of draw-down levels, monitoring procedures and levels of
salinity that are acceptable to both sides. It is understood that bores more than 20 kilometres
from either side of the border do not have any significant effect on the groundwater system.
That is something on which I must accept advice from the experts.
I have a press release from the Pinnaroo Border Times of 1 August. This was in response
to a request for feedback about the agreement contained in the Bill. No doubt any
honourable member representing that area will have received feedback if it were thought
that the Bill will have a detrimental effect. However, I reserve my final judgment until the
Bill is presented in the Upper House.
The National Party supports the Bill in this place and, if any questions of a technical,
local or parochial nature arise, they can be addressed in the Upper House. The Pinnaroo
Border Times is possibly not often quoted in this Chamber. I shall now quote a statement
made by the South Australian Minister of Water Resources, Mr Slater, who said that
groundwater in South Australia:
... is the only source of water for irrigation, stock, domestic and industrial purposes in the South East and Mallee
regions.

The same is true of the Victorian side of the border. He further stated:
It is estimated that about 55 000 million litres of water are withdrawn by both States from this source each
year for almost 5000 stock, domestic, irrigation and municipal wells.

This is an extremely large quantity of water and highlights the need for a sharing plan between the States.
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That plan has been agreed to. A Bill has been drafted and when it is proclaimed it will
cater for both sides of the South Australian/Victorian border. Mr Slater continued:
The agreement will require consultation between the States on water allocations to large users, but not on stock
and domestic wells.

The agreement does not cover the stock, domestic or municipal wells in the area. Mr
Slater further stated:
If problems are identified, then South Australia and Victoria can take action under the agreement to protect
the resource.

This acceptable agreement represents a common-sense and logical approach to the use of
groundwater on either side of the border.
When the strategy plan committee was established to work out a formula and to draw
up the agreement and the legislation it included representatives from the Rural Water
Commission, the South Australian Engineering and Water Supply Department, the former
Victorian Department of Minerals and Energy, and the South Australian Department of
Mines and Energy, and Professor Clark of the University of Melbourne also aided the
committee. Professor Clark helped in the preparation of the report that incorporated the
agreement and the relevant legislation.
My only hesitation in total acceptance of the agreement between South Australia and
Victoria is that there was no local input into that committee. Although the Minister for
Water Resources may argue that the members of the Rural Water Commission and the
Engineering and Water Supply in South Australia would be seen to be representing the
locals, he knows full well that it is my unhappy experience that Government departments
do not always consider all the problems that affect local interest groups. For the moment
I shall assume that the local problems have been taken into consideration in the drafting
of the Bill. The National Party hopes to be assured of that while the Bill is between here
and another place.
Clause 6 provides for the appointment of members but does not indicate to what those
members will be appointed. I take it that they will be appointed to the review committee.
The committee will have two representatives from each State and it will have significant
powers. If the committee is carried away on a theoretical matter, a simple majority vote
will make it easy for the committee to proceed with that matter. That could make difficulties
for the irrigators in the area.
The review committee is necessary, but its powers will give it the capacity to be bloodyminded in its approach, and that could have a detrimental affect on the region. The
committee will be given the power to review and vary the volumes of water to be allocated
to each of the eleven regions from which the water is extracted. It will have the power to
apply restrictions on the amount of water to be extracted for up to five years. The powers
of the committee are considerable and should be treated with caution because of the
economic importance of the use of groundwater to irrigators in the area.
As I said earlier, the Bill covers irrigation. Provision covering water for stock and
domestic and urban purposes have not been implemented but the agreement will protect
the urban users or municipal users in that area, and there are a few. The area runs from
the River Murray in the north to the coast. On the Victorian side it runs through the
electorates ofMildura, Lowan and Portland. Honourable members on the Opposition side
of the House express the desire that the agreement be implemented successfully.
In another place, the National Party will try to identify and cover any problems that
arise on a local basis. There seem to be no problems at present. I hope I am wrong, but it
seems that not many people in the area know that an agreement has been reached, are
aware of the powers the agreement will give the review committee, or whether local people
are well enough represented on the review committee. The National Party supports the
proposed legislation.
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Mr W. D. McGRA TH (Lowan)-As the honourable member for Swan Hill mentioned,
the water agreement affects people on both sides of the border of Victoria and South
Australia. My electorate borders South Australia and runs from Serviceton in the north to
Apsley in the south. I know the importance of the underground water supply to both sides
of the border. One has only to visit that part of the country to see the extent of irrigation
on lands and the improvement in production in fodder, crops and the cash flows resulting
from the positive use of the underground water supply.
It is important to have such an agreement between the two States. Border anomalies
arise from time to time in various areas. If the proposed legislation suggests the provision
ofa review committee and proper regulations on the use of the underground water supply,
it should be supported. The Bill is a move in that direction.

I am aware of test grid where a number of pilot bores have been constructed on the
border of South Australia and Victoria on each side of the border at Nhill, Kaniva and
Bordertown. The tests will examine water quality in the Renmark aquifer. At the moment,
most of the water supplies come from the duddo sandstone. My understanding is that
through the co-operation of the Federal Department of Resources and Energy, its Victorian
counterpart and its South Australian counterpart test holes will be drilled in a grid on the
South Australian side of the border and an examination made of the Renmark aquifer to
determine the quality and quantity of water that is available 12 feet below the ground.
It is in that context that I direct the matter to the attention of the Minister for Water
Resources because recently the Nhill Water Board raised this matter with me. The local
authorities division of the Department of Water Resources has suggested to the Federal
Department of Resources and Energy that the test bore could actually be located at the
Nhill township. An acceptable water supply level was found, which could provide a good
alternative source of water to the Nhill township.

I have written to the Minister for Water Resources and the Minister for Industry,
Technology and Resources asking them to arrange for officers of their departments to
meet with the Nhill Water Board to co-ordinate a plan on this matter.
The test bore suggested for the Nhill area is approximately 10 kilometres south-east of
Nhill and it may upset the grid pattern. Interesting data might be obtained from a coordinated approach that assists in providing a valuable water supply for that township.
The honourable member for Swan Hill summarized the National Party's view and its
support for the proposed legislation. I have a direct interest in the area near the South
Australian border and proper control over those water resource areas is needed as more
centre-point irrigation systems are established. The only way water is obtained is from
underground bores. Adequate consideration of all the factors involved by people on both
sides of the border is needed. The Bill is a positive move in that direction.
Mr McCUTCHEON (Minister for Water Resources)-I thank the honourable members
for Narracan, Swan Hill and Lowan for their contributions to this debate. It is clear that
the Bill is supported by all parties and it is a progressive move that has the interests of the
two States at heart. It provides for the needs of people living close to the South Australian
and Victorian borders.
These arrangements have been drawn up over a period and have been duly endorsed by
the Premiers of both States. The proposed legislation honours the agreement that was
made.
The honourable member for Narracan queried whether the passing of the Interpretation
of Legislation (Amendment) Act would have an effect on amendments contained in Acts
that are repealed but still apply to the principal Act. The honourable member referred
specifically to clause 13, which repeals the Groundwater (Reserves) Act. The honourable
member asked whether people obtaining copies of those Acts would be informed of the
amendments that apply. I understand that is the case, that if an Act is purchased and one
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asks for the appropriate amendments the Government Printing Office will supply those
amendments, even following the repeal of the subsequent Act.
The honourable member for Lowan queried whether the arrangements would apply to
town water supplies. ~~Households", in the sense, referred to in clause 1 of the Schedule
means the ordinary farmhouse. The purpose of the Bill is to protect town supplies that
otherwise may be subject to depletion by irrigation, so the demands of the area are taken
into account. It is not necessary to make any further comments regarding the Bill. I thank
honourable members who participated in the debate.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time, and passed through its remaining stages.

NATIONAL TENNIS CENTRE BILL
The message from the Council relating to the amendments in this Bill was taken into
consideration.
Council's amendments:
I. Clause 23, line 25, omit "deemd" and insert ""deemed".
2. Clause 28, line 13, omit ""Registrar-General and the Registrar of Titles are" and insert ""Registrar of Titles
is".
3. Clause 28, line 15, omit ""on any conveyance".
4. Clause 28, line 17, omit ""this section" and insert ""sections 23,24 and 25".
5. Clause 28, line 18, omit ""the Registrar-General or".
6. Clause 28, line 19, omit ""(as the case may be)".
7. Clause 29, line 26, after ""Council" insert ""or in any Crown Grant of the land".

Mr TREZISE (Minister for Sport and Recreation)-I move:
That the amendments be agreed to.

The amendments are consequential and have no effect on the over-all principle of the Bill.
The amendments are self-explanatory; some of them correct spelling mistakes. Therefore,
there is no reason to go into the details of the amendments.
Mr REYNOLDS (Gisborne)-The first amendment corrects a spelling error, and the
others are necessary because the draftsmen of the Bill were not aware that an old law and
a new law title were involved. Therefore, because new law is involved, the amendments
are necessary.
That demonstrates a lack of consultation in the drafting of the Bill. It is typical of the
way in which the Bill was hurriedly introduced and the fact that the Government cannot
get it right. The answers to requests made by an honourable member for South Eastern
Province in the other place, Mr Ward, under the Freedom of Information Act prove that
the Government is flying by the seat of its pants.
The Premier made an announcement about "Cain's Cathedral" and then indicated that
the Government would undertake an environmental impact study on how the proposed
stadium would be established. "Cain's Cathedral" is a perfect name for the proposed
stadium as it will be a monument to the Premier when the wheels fall of[
The drafting errors in the Bill give me a further opportunity of pointing out that the
Government has mucked it up again. When car parking problems and access to the site
cause chaos in the area, when the proposed stadium does not earn the rate of return
expected, when the costs blowout beyond all projections and when the viability of the
Olympic Park complex is endangered, it will be on the Government's head. When that
happens, members of the Opposition will be able to say to the Government, "We told you
so!"
.
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The agreement concerning the exchange of land with the Army is an agreement in
principle only. I shall be extremely pleased when the exchange takes place, if it ever does.
The Opposition will continue to take an interest in this matter.
Mr W. D. McGRA TU (Lowan)-The amendments relate mainly to clause 28, and the
key words are:
... the Registrar of Titles are hereby authorized and directed to make all such entries or endorsements on any
certificate of title and the duplicate thereof ... or on any other document as may be necessary or expedient in
consequence of this section.

Undoubtedly many interest groups have put forward reasons why the Bill should not be
supported, including the Corporation of the City of Melbourne and the Lawn Tennis
Association of Victoria, based at Kooyong.
The National Party has examined the Bill closely and carefully and has analysed all
aspects of it. The National Party believes the Bill is in the best interests of all Victorians. I
am sure a proper tennis centre will assist with the promotion of tennis. The Victorian
Tennis Association is the controlling body of tennis in this State.
I am glad the Bill is being passed and I look forward to the centre being established so
that the 1988 Australian Open can be staged there. I hope the projected cash flow figures
outlined to Parliament become a reality and the centre is able to stand on its own feet and
become successful.
The motion was agreed to.

CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY LONG SERVICE LEAVE
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr CRABB (Minister for Employment and Industrial Atfairs)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The former Building Industry Long Service Leave Board, now the Construction Industry
Long Service Leave Board, was established over nine years ago and during that time, the
board has provided a significant benefit to workers in the building and construction
industry. Since its inception the board has paid benefits to over 7800 workers, amounting
to some $16·2 million. During the past financial year 43 per cent of the claims paid by the
board were to workers who worked for more than one employer to gain their entitlement.
This significant proportion reflects the benefits the portable long service leave scheme is
providing for workers in the industry.
The Construction Industry Long Service Leave (Amendment) Bill is an important
measure within the building and construction industry. It deals with major policy initiatives
as well as matters dealing with administration and enforcement aspects of the long service
leave scheme.
The issues addressed in the Bill may be categorized as follows:
including lift installers under the long service leave scheme;
providing the Minister with the ability to enter into reciprocal arrangements with
other States and Territories for the purposes of recognizing the service of persons in
the construction industry interstate for the purpose oflong service leave entitlements;
amalgamating the present two long service leave funds-that is, the Building Trades
Fund and the Metal and Electrical Trades Fund-into one Construction Industry
Long Service Leave Fund;
providing a power for the Construction Industry Long Service Leave Board to enter
into joint ventures as part of its investment portfolio;
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equating the entitlements of working sub-contractors with those now available to
workers in taking long service in advance of the entitlement to long service leave
accruing; and
making administrative and enforcement related amendments based on the experience
of the Construction Industry Long Service Leave Board in administering its Act.
LIFT INSTALLA TION INDUSTRY
The Construction Industry Long Service Leave Act 1983, as it now stands, specifically
excludes from the definition of "Construction Industry" in section 3, the lift installation
industry. Since the enactment of the legislation, the question of portability of long service
leave for the lift installation industry has been discussed between the unions and
representatives of employers in that industry, namely, the Lift Manufacturers Association
of Australia and the Metal Trades Industry Association and the Amalgamated Metal
Workers Union.
As a result of those discussions, agreement was reached between the unions and the
employers to have the industry, which encompasses the installation oflifts and escalators,
included in the portable long service leave scheme provided by the Act. The industry
agreed that the coverage should be backdated to 1 August 1983 when the metal and
electrical trades industries joined the scheme.
Clause 4 of the Bill provides for the industry to be included under the Act and also
reflects the terms of the agreement, that is, that the coverage under the Act would commence
from 1 August 1983. In providing for the inclusion of the lift installation industry,
provisions concerning reimbursements for employers long service leave payments and
payments in respect of the long service leave charge have been included.
RECIPROCAL ARRANGEMENTS
Following discussions over several years between the States' and Territories' long service
leave boards, it was agreed that recommendations should be made to the relevant
Governments to provide for reciprocal agreements for recognition of interstate worker
service.
In essence, the proposed new section 46A, as set out in clause 13 of the Bill, is aimed at
resolving problems that occur for persons who move interstate and who have accumulated
several years of service, but not the minimum to obtain an entitlement. The situation in
relation to workers is that employers have paid contributions in respect of the workers
but, because the minimum period of service has not been reached, the worker currently
forfeits the service credits available and the contributions paid by the employer remain in
the fund. The proposed section 46A proposes to alleviate that problem by enabling the
Minister to enter into reciprocal arrangements with other States and Territories to allow a
worker to transfer service credits interstate.
The provision will also allow working sub-contractors to transfer service credits interstate.
South Australia, New South Wales and the Australian Capital Territory have passed
similar legislation for this purpose.
AMALGAivlA TION OF FUNDS
In 1983, when the portable long service leave scheme was expanded to include the metal
trade construction and the electrical contracting industries, a separate fund for long service
leave was established.
Last year, in accordance with section 19 of the Construction Industry Long Service
Leave Act, the state of the sufficiency of both the Building Trades Fund and the Metal and
Electrical Trades Fund was investigated by independent actuaries appointed by the
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Construction Industry Long Service Leave Board. Arising out of the report of the actuaries,
the board recommended to Government that:
(a) the contribution rate for the Building Trades Fund be reduced from 3 per cent
to 2·5 per cent ofa worker's ordinary pay;
(b) the 3 per cent contribution rate for the Metal and Electrical Trades Fund be
maintained; and
(c) the two funds be amalgamated.
I was pleased to announce on 24 April this year that the contribution rate for the
Building Trades Fund, which has been held at 3 per cent since 1980, would be reduced to
2·5 per cent from 1 June this year. That action has been taken which will result in an
estimated $2 million reduction in the annual collection offunds from the building industry
which will, of course, benefit the industry generally.
The amendment proposed by clause 10 of the Bill which, in the main, provides for the
amalgamation of the two funds, gives effect to the third recommendation of the board.
The amalgamation of the funds will provide greater efficiency in administration and
reduce administrative costs.
JOINT VENTURES
The board is currently limited in its investment capability to the provisions of the
Trustee Act 1958, loans secured by first mortgage and property. It is now desired to expand
the board's investment ability to enable it to enter into joint ventures.
The Victorian State Superannuation Board was permitted by legislation in 1981 to enter
into such ventures subject to the consent of the Treasurer. The Construction Industry
Long Service Leave Board operates on the same principle as the State Superannuation
Board in that it is charged with the control and investment of money on behalf of persons
except, of course, that it deals with long service leave entitlements.
By providing the board with a capacity to enter into joint ventures, it will assist in
maximizing its return from its investment portfolio for the benefit of those in the
construction industry who come under the scheme.
Clause 10 inserts a new section 11 into the Act to provide for the board subject to the
consent of the Minister after consultation with the Treasurer, to enter into joint ventures
in the same manner as is now available to the State Superannuation Board.
BENEFITS TO WORKING SUB-CONTRACTORS
At present, section 48 of the Act enables a worker, subject to certain constraints, to take
pro rata long service leave in advance after ten continuous years service in the industry
but before the full entitlement of long service leave which accrues after fifteen years
service.
The amendment proposed in clause 14 of the Bill to insert a new section 48A into the
Act will allow a working sub-contractor to take pro rata benefits after ten years continuous
service without having to terminate from the industry to receive a payment. This will
equate the benefits between workers and working sub-contractors.
ADMINISTRA TIVE AND ENFORCEMENT RELATED AMENDMENTS
Since the operation of the Act in 1983, the board has been conducting a constant review
of provisions of the Act based upon its experience in administering the Act. The
amendments I now propose to deal with encompass a range of issues in relation to the
board's ability to carry out its responsibilities and, in particular, are aimed at better
enforcement.
However, I do not propose to deal with each of the amendments in turn but rather to
explain those of a more important nature. In this respect, I refer honourable members to
the clause notes attached to the Bill for an explanation of the relevant provisions.
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Clause 11 of the Bill sets down a new procedure for handling appeals by the Industrial
Relations Commission, against a certified assessment of the board in relation to the
payment oflong service leave charges. The new section 30A has the following features:
• that in hearing an appeal, if evidence is produced by the appellant that was not available
to the board at the time of certifying its assessment, the board may apply to the
commission to have the matter referred back to it for further assessment.
• that in hearing an appeal, the commission may determine the amount of long service
leave charges to be paid by an employer-including penalty interest calculated as
required by the Act-and costs and may make an order in relation to those charges
which has the same force and effect as if made by a Magistrates Court and is to be
enforced through the Magistrates Court System.
Clause 17 (b) inserts new sub-sections (9) and (10) into section 60 to enable the board to
recover long service leave charges owed to it from a corporation which is an associated
corporation.
The incidence of writing-off debts owed to the board by corporations which have gone
into liquidation is increasing as well as business arrangements by corporations in setting
up "labour only", "contracting" or "assets owned" companies which hold equipment and
machinery. In the latter circumstance the board is experiencing some difficulty in recovering
long service leave charges if the corporation chooses not to pay.
Proposed sub-sections (9) and (10) are similar to section 65 (2A) and (28) of the Industrial
Relations Act 1979 which was developed for a similar purpose. Under the new sub-section
(10) a corporation is an associated corporation if the directors of the respective corporations
are substantially the same or if they are under substantially the same management.
Clause 19 inserts a new section 76 into the Act to replace the existing sections 76 and 77
relating to Construction Industry Long Service Board decisions on what constitutes
construction work, building trades work or metal and electrical trades work.
The Construction Industry Long Service Leave Board is representative of both employers
and unions in the construction industry and is made up of part-time members. Bearing
that in mind, the present section 76 makes it incumbent upon the board to hear an
application seeking a determination on the nature of a particular work, once the application
has been submitted. Incidences are arising where applications are bein~ lodged which
cover matters previously considered by the board but which nevertheless It is required to
hear. This obviously expands the already heavy workload of a part-time board when it
could be dealing with matters of greater importance.
The new section 76 is designed in such a way that the board is to have the ability to
make decisions about construction work, building trades work and metal and electrical
trades work of its own motion or upon receiving an application in the prescribed form. It
is also proposed that the board is to be provided with the option of hearing the matter, the
option of making or not making a decision and with broad parameters in the way in which
it informs itself of the facts in a particular case. An appeal facility will still be available to
the Industrial Relations Commission for anyone affected by a decision of the board.
In short, the new provision adopts a common-sense approach to the board's decisionmaking process, yet still protects the rights of those affected by decisions.
Clause 21 substitutes a new section 86 for the current provision. The new section has
fairly wide powers in relation to requiring persons to produce all the information, including
books and documents, to the board which will enable the board to ascertain a person's
liability or entitlement under the Act. That provision is, of course, used in a judicious
manner by the board.
The section has been re-written with two aims in mind: firstly, to provide that a person
to whom a section 86 notice has been issued shall be required to furnish the information
at a place specified in the notice and, secondly, to produce consistency in expression which
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was lacking in the former section 86, in relation to the requirement to produce information.
It is important to note that the intention and effect of the section will not be changed in
any way by its redrafting.
The Bill takes up important issues for the construction industry and it has the support
of both employers and unions in the industry itself. I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 12.

LABOUR AND INDUSTRY (REGISTRATION FEES) BILL
Mr CRABB (Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

This is a Budget Bill, which is a short and simple measure designed to increase the
registration fees for factories, shops and market sites which are imposed by section 52 of
the Labour and Industry Act and set out in the fourth Schedule to that Act. The proposed
fees are to come into effect on 1 January 1986.
Honourable members are well aware that it has been the practice of Government since
the 1970's to increase fees and charges on an annual basis. The reason for this is obviousthat in order to keep pace with inflation Government fees need to be increased in accordance
with movement in the consumer price index. The revenue from the fees for the registration
of factories, shops and market sites serves to help off-set the cost of administering the laws
designed to protect the conditions of employment laid down under State awards and to
protect law abiding traders and small business through shop trading hours.
The increases proposed in the Bill are modest. The proposed fees represent a 7 per cent
increase over the present fees. I should also point out that these fees were not increased
last year and no account has been taken of that situation in the fees proposed in the Bill.
In that respect, the proposed fees could not be seen as a significant charge on business or
as representing an impediment to economic recovery in this State. I commend the Bill to
the House.
On the motion of Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 12.

LAND TAX (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The Bill will implement the Government's Budget initiatives regarding land tax for 1986.
Under the Land Tax Act as it stands, land tax liabilities in respect of 1986 for most
taxable land, including all taxable land in the metropolitan area, will be based on the
recent municipal valuations.
The Bill indexes the land tax rate scale and the general exemption level by 6·93 per cent
at an estimated cost to revenue of$3·2 million in 1985-86 and $5·8 million in a full year.
The weighted average increase in land values in Victoria in the twelve months preceding
the date to which the recent municipal valuations relate, that is, June 1982, is 6·93 per
cent.
Accordingly, indexation by this factor will result in land tax revenue in respect of 1986
being 6·93 per cent higher than land tax revenue in respect of 1985. That is to say, under
the indexation arrangements, land tax revenues increase in line with average land values.
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Individual taxpayers will, of course, experience increases in land tax which are above or
below average depending on the change in the value of their particular land holdings.
It should be remembered that land tax is only paid by a small minority. Land tax is paid
by about 80 000 of the State's 1·8 million land-holders. Over 60 per cent of the revenues
are raised from the 1000 biggest taxpayers.

All landowners with land holdings having a total unimproved value less than $58 950
will be excluded from land tax for 1986. As the most recent valuations is based on 1982
land values the exemption is also expressed in terms of 1982 land values. Less than 5 per
cent of principal residences in the State are taxable.
Individual taxpayers who experience above average increases in land tax will be owners
of quite valuable land which has increased rapidly in value. They will generally be able to
afford the tax and they stand to realize substantial capital gains when their properties are
transferred.
However, for those who have difficulty meeting land tax oblisations because their
incomes do not match their assets, there are hardship relief provisIOns in the Land Tax
Act.
As well as providing relief to taxpayers by indexation, the Bill also provides for an
increase in the land tax threshold.
F or many years, the minimum amount of land tax payable for anyone year has been
$1. The Bill will increase the threshold to $20 and avoid the necessity of sending out
accounts which are not economic to collect.
This move will free some 10500 taxpayers from land tax at a cost of$100 000 a year. I
commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr STOCKDALE (Brighton), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 12.

PAY-ROLL TAX (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The Bill implements two initiatives announced in the Budget. The measures are designed
to provide further assistance to small businesses in Victoria, to prevent larger firms
moving into higher pay-roll tax brackets because of increases in average weekly earnings
only and to facilitate employment throughout the Victorian economy. The adjustments
are in line with the Governmenfs commitment to index pay-roll tax so that there is no
real increase in the pay-roll tax rate and to reduce the burden of pay-roll tax as available
resources permit. Combined with the Governmenfs WorkCare reforms, this action results
in employers in Victoria benefiting from a significant reduction in real on-labour costs in
1985-86.
Firstly, in line with the Governmenfs policy of assistance to small business, the Bill
increases the basic exemption level from $215 000 to $230 ODD-an increase of 7 per cent.
This will benefit more than 5000 employers with pay-rolls within the range of $215 000
and $518 300.
Secondly, the Bill increases the threshold at which the 6 per cent pay-roll tax rate begins
to phase in from $1·1 million to $1·2 million. This concession will provide additional
assistance to some 300 larger employers with pay-rolls of between $1·1 million and $1· 3
million.
The measures proposed in this Bill will provide increased assistance to thousands of
Victorian firms, at a total full year cost of$7·6 million. As honourable members would be
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aware the Victorian Government has given top priorit~ to the creation of new jobs. Since
the trough of the economic recession in Australia in April 1983, there has been a 14·1 per
cent increase in employment in Victoria compared with an increase of9·1 per cent for the
rest of Australia.
This record reflects the fact that the Government has undertaken a series of significant
economic policy changes which have all combined to improve the performance of the
economy. The changes, I am introducing in the pay-roll tax area have been complemented
by the following range of economic policy measures:
The Government's economic strategy, which has already led to the go-ahead of major
employment generating projects in the Portland aluminium smelter, Esso-BHP's oil and
gas development, the National Tennis Centre, the convention centre, and the Victoria
project.
The new WorkCare system will cut workers compensation for employers by $600
million per annum in a full year.
Significant capital works effort in the public sector of over $4 billion; which is now
well outstripped by the expected growth in real private investment of 12 per cent.
The upshot of these initiatives will be to see 2·5 per cent growth in employment or about
45 000 extra jobs this year. I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 12.

FIREARMS (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The Bill continues the policy of the Government to progressively implement the
recommendations of the Firearms Consultative Committee as they are forthcoming in
order to improve the controls over firearms and the administration of the Firearms Act.
In addition to implementing those recommendations and some measures arising from
other sources, the Bill provides for the reconstitution of the committee itself in order to
provide greater representation to licence holders and to provide a broader base for the
formulation of policy advice.
The committee has now been in operation for two years under the leadership of Mr
Brendan Murphy. Regretfully, Mr Murphy indicated to me that he is not available for
reappointment due to his professional commitments. I am indebted to Mr Murphy for the
guidance he provided to the committee in its formative months and for his continuing
involvement with the committee in both its advisory and appellate jurisdictions.
The Governor in Council has been pleased to appoint Mr Garry Butcher, another
original member, to chair future meetings of the committee.
With the expiry of the second term of office of the members of the committee, the
opportunity has been taken to review the operations of the committee to date. As well as
its advisory role, the committee hears and determines appeals against decisions of the
Registrar of Firearms to refuse to issue, or to cancel, licences under the Firearms Act.
The committee consists of three barristers and solicitors, three police members and
three representatives of licence holders. Appeals may be heard by a division of the
committee comprised of one member from each of these categories.
In the first two years of its operation, the committee has been called upon to consider
79 appeals. This figure is considerably less than the number of appeals which it was
orginally envisaged would be made to the committee; so much so that three barristers and
Session 1985-50
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solicitors and three police members are an excessive requirement for the hearing of
appeals.
Given this situation, and considering the committee's other important role of providing
advice on all matters relating to firearms, the committee is to be reconstituted to include
two barristers and solicitors and two police members and to expand the representation of
licence holders from three to five members. Appeals will continue to be heard by a division
of the committee consisting of one member from each category.
Earlier this year the committee was called upon to determine an appeal against the
refusal of the registrar to issue a shooter's licence to a person who, by virtue of a court
conviction, was prohibited from being granted a licence. After determining the appeal, the
committee drew to my attention an ambiguity in the Act which the committee had
interpreted as granting it the power to uphold such an appeal and to order the issue of a
licence to the appellant. Such an interpretation, if correct, weakens the restrictions on the
possession of firearms by convicted persons; a situation considered to be undesirable by
the Government and the police.
The Bill clarifies the situation by providing that no person prohibited by the Act from
obtaining a licence shall have a right of appeal to the Firearms Consultative Committee.
The Bill also effects a range of amendments to the controls over pistols. It creates a pistol
collector's licence which will authorize the holder to collect modern pistols, replica antique
pistols and imitation pistols.
A collector who wishes to collect modern pistols is currently required to obtain a pistol
licence for each pistol, the licence being renewable annually. This requirement imposes an
unnecessary administrative burden on the police and collectors alike, the major concern
of the police is that a collector should be a suitable person to be entrusted with pistols and
that adequate security precautions are taken in the maintenance of a collection. These
requirements can most simply be met, while reducing the administrative burden, by
issuing a single pistol collector's licence conditional on the observance of security conditions
related to the number of pistols in a collection. In order to demonstrate that an applicant
for a licence is a genuine collector, it will be a prerequisite to the issue of a licence that the
applicant had been a member of a recognized firearm collectors organization for at least
six months or is otherwise acceptable to the registrar.
The licence will also authorize the collection of replica antique pistols. These pistols are
exact working copies of antique pistols which have been manufactured over the past 30
years. They are considerably cheaper than the originals and, since the exclusion of antique
firearms from the Firearms Act in December of last year, they have been available for
purchase without a licence. Although most gun dealers have restricted sales to the holders
of a shooter's licence, it is desirable that purchases of these weapons be limited to
appropriately licensed persons.
Over the years, a great deal of concern has been expressed at the ready availability of
imitation pistols which can be used in the commission of crime. Imitation pistols are
faithful copies of genuine pistols but, unlike replicas, are not capable of firing a bullet.
Their appearance, however, is enough to convince any person on the wrong end of the
barrel that they are the genuine article.
The difficulty in implementating controls over imitation pistols is in accurately defining
the pistols so as to exclude what are commonly considered to be toys. In New South Wales
no such attempt has been made, and it is necessary for manufacturers and importers of
toy pistols to have each toy approved by the Commissioner of Police. Such a system is
cumbersome and, to avoid this, we have relied on the concept of reasonableness in the
definition of imitation pistols. The possession of imitation pistols will require a pistol
collector's licence, and such pistols will be able to be sold only by gun dealers or licensed
pistol collectors. However, imitation pistols used in connection with the entertainment
industry or sporting contests will be excluded from the controls.
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The Bill also creates a corporate pistol licence for security firms that own large numbers
of pistols for issue to guard agents employed by the firms. At present, each pistol owned
by a firm requires a pistol licence authorizing the firm to purchase and possess that pistol.
Additionally, each employee is required to hold a pistol licence authorizing the holder to
carry a pistol. The effect of this dual requirement is that a security firm takes out two
licences for each pistol at a total cost of$1 00. A substantial annual outlay is thus involved
where a firm owns a large number of pistols.
The creation of a corporate pistol licence will provide some financial relief to these
firms. The one licence will authorize the purchase and possession of any number of pistols
and will cost $50 a year. Each guard agent employed by a security firm will still require to
be individually licensed.
Another aspect of security operations is also dealt with in the Bill by exempting pay-roll
guards employed by Metrail, who carry shotguns in the course of their duties, from the
requirement to hold a shooter's licence. Similarly, inspectors of dangerous goods employed
by the Department of Employment and Industrial Affairs who use firearms to test
ammunition and explosives are exempted from the licensing requirement.
I turn now to the final major provision in the Bill-the removal of the prohibition on
Sunday shooting. The Act presently prohibits any person from engaging in shooting for
pleasure, sport or profit of any kind on a Sunday. Exemptions may be granted by the
Minister to members ofa shooting club engaged in target practice. A lar~e number of these
exemptions are granted each year and to my knowledge very few, If any, exemption
applications have been refused.
The prohibition has several undesirable effects. It precludes the shooting of vermin or
the killing of dangerous or suffering animals by paid employees on a Sunday. It is not
consistent with the desirable concept of uniform firearms legislation throughout Australia
as Victoria is the only State or Territory to have such a prohibition, and it discriminates
against the shooting sports, particularly field shooters, as there are no restrictions on other
amateur sports.
The prohibition on Sunday shooting was originally contained in the Sunday Observance
Act, an Imperial Act which has applied to Victoria since its creation as a State. This would
indicate that the prohibition probably arose from a desire to maintain the rigid observance
of the Sabbath and preserve that day as a day of rest free from the annoyance of the
discharge of firearms. It is notable that when the original provision was enacted, the
majority of employees were required to work on Saturday so that Sunday was the only day
set aside for rest.
It has been put to the Government that the observance of Sunday as a day of rest is no
longer sufficient reason to prohibit shooting on that day. The prohibition is claimed to
restrict the opportunities available to game hunters to participate in their sports, such as
duck hunting and deer hunting. For the week-end hunter, the prohibition on Sunday
shooting severely restricts such activities or, at worst, leads to breaches of the law.

Advice from Fisheries and Wildlife Service officers also indicates that there is no
evidence to suggest that the removal of the prohibition would be detrimental to game
populations as much illegal shooting of duck, quail and deer already occurs on Sunday.
The removal of the prohibition recognizes these realities and will bring Victoria into
line with the rest of Australia. Should there be any concern from the farming community,
I would observe that the trespass to farms provisions of the Act will continue to apply and
that the permission of the owner to shoot on farm land will still be required, be it Sunday
or any other day of the week.
The Bill also effects several minor improvements to the Firearms Act, the details of
which may be found in the explanatory memorandum attached to the Bill. I commend the
Bill to the House.
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On the motion of Mr CROZIER (Portland), the debate was adjourned.
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-I move:
That the debate be adjourned until November 12.

Mr CROZIER (Portland)-I point out to the Minister and the House that, although
this is a relatively small Bill, it is an important, technical Bill. I contend that the date
requested by the Minister for the resumption of debate will not allow sufficient time for
responses to be received from groups and constituents contacted by members of the
Opposition or any other members of Parliament. It is conventional to adjourn debate on
most Bills for two weeks. That is all I am asking; it is a reasonable request.
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services) (By leave)-I indicate
that the adjournment of debate until 12 November includes the capacity for further
extension if required.
The motion was agreed to, and the debate was adjourned until Tuesday, November 12.

LEGAL PROFESSION PRACTICE (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

It concerns the regulation of the legal profession in Victoria. The profession is subject to a

complex scheme of regulation founded, ultimately, on the provisions of the Legal Profession
Practice Act 1958. An amendment to the Act in 1978 established the office of the Lay
Observer to monitor the adequacy of the operation of the professional bodies' disciplinary
powers. The Lay Observer in his regular reports to Parliament has drawn attention to a
number of deficiencies in the operation of the Act. In addition, the Law Institute of
Victoria has drawn attention to aspects of the Act that warrant amendment.
In August 1983, a working party was established to review and report on the proposals
of the Lay Observer and the Law Institute. The working party recommended that a
number of minor amendments be made to the Act, mostly so as to bring consistency
amongst various provisions, to regularize current practices or to make more effective the
powers of the disciplinary bodies. In particular, it recommended that disciplinary tribunals
be empowered to order a practitioner found guilty of misconduct to pay compensationto a limit of$3000-to a client who suffered financial loss as a result of that practitioner's
misconduct. At present, the tribunals have power to discipline but the client who suffered
loss is not compensated.
The Bill also rectifies the present anomalies in the Legal Profession Practice Act with
respect to the admission in Victoria of practitioners from overseas. Section 109 of the Act
now authorizes the Council of Legal Education to make rules for the admission in Victoria
of practitioners from the British Isles or any country that is part of Her Majesty's Dominions
or Territories or any country that is a member of the British Commonwealth. The section
takes no account of whether a country has a common law background and legal tradition
similar to Victoria's. Further, the council is presently prohibited from making rules
concerning the admission of practitioners from other countries, even though these may
have a common law background and legal tradition similar to Victoria's.
In 1979, an Inter-State Consultative Committee of State and Territorial Law Admitting
Authorities was established with the object of formulatin~ common criteria in Australia
for the recognition of overseas qualifications. That commIttee, through the Chief Justice
in Victoria, has recommended that Victoria's situation be rectified by extending the
powers of the Council of Legal Education to make rules concerning all overseas
practitioners. The rules· to be made will be consistent with those in other Australian
jurisdictions. The criteria proposed for admission will differ according to the legal tradition
of the country from which the practitioner originates-not according to whether the
country is part of the British Commonwealth.
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The Bill also incorporates amendments requested by the Leo Cussen Institute for
Continuing Legal Education. This institute was established by Act of Parliament in 1972
with a membership comprising the universities of Melbourne and Monash, the Victorian
Bar Council and the Law Institute. The objects of the institute include the provision of
continuing legal education for practitioners and a course for the admission oflaw graduates
to the Victorian Supreme Court. The major amendment concerning the institute is that
which permits a Treasurer's guarantee to be given for loans raised by the institute. The
institute has advised that it has been difficult to obtain finance in the past because of its
composite membership. The amendment proposed will facilitate the negotiation of finance
by the institute where the terms and conditions of the arrangements are satisfactory to the
Treasurer.
Finally, and perhaps the most important aspect of this Bill, are the provisions relating
to the Law Institute of Victoria's provision for insurance to its practising members against
professional negligence claims.
Professional indemnity insurance is presently provided by means of a master policy
arranged through insurance brokers in Australia, principally Lloyds of London. The claims
experienced in a number of recent years has resulted in a sharp escalation in premiums.
Earlier this year, the Law Institute became aware that the premiums for 1986 would be
increased by 125 per cent if current arrangements were to continue. These premiums
would be so high as to raise serious questions about the ability of many suburban and
country practitioners, in particular, to afford them. They would also pose considerable
barriers against entry into the profession, thereby reducing competition. Consequently,
the Law Institute of Victoria decided to investigate the possibility of a self-insurance
scheme as a means of reducing the extent of premium increase in 1986 and subsequent
years.
The scheme proposed would make use of an exemption under the Commonwealth
Insurance Act. As from 1 January 1986, the Law Institute would be required by the law of
Victoria to carry on the business of insuring solicitors and former solicitors. A committee
would be established to be responsible for the investment of the premiums, the handling
of claims, and the arranging of stop loss insurance.
The amount of the contributions-which will be paid at the time of solicitors applying
for annual practising certificates-and the level of cover will be prescribed by the Governor
in Council on the recommendation of the Law Institute and the committee established to
manage the scheme.
By virtue of the self-insurance arrangements, it is expected that the premium per principal
will be reduced from approximately $3000 to $2000. This reduction will be obtained
without any substantial reduction in cover. The level of cover presently cuts out at
$180 000 for each claim in the case of a sole practitioner or a two-partner firm. The figure
increases by $90 000 per additional partner, to an absolute maximum of$726 000. Under
the proposed self-insurance scheme, the cover will be $500000 per claim, regardless of
whether the firm comprises a sole practitioner or a number of partners.
It is expected that there will be a premium pool of around $5 million from which claims
will be met. These premium funds will be invested in Australia rather than, as at present,
overseas.

I believe the Bill makes substantial progress towards providing a better system of
regulation and discipline of the legal profession in Victoria. It assists in containing the
spiralling costs of providing legal services to the public and provides mechanisms for
compensation to the public when these services are not performed at a standard appropriate
to the profession. 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 Tuesday, November 12.
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TRANSPORT (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of the Bill is to make a number of amendments to the Transport Act 1983
and to repeal the Serviceton Public Hall Act 1956.
Honourable members will be aware that the Transport Act, which commenced operation
on 1 July 1983, was a significant measure which completely re-enacted the law relating to
transport. Experience has indicated that a number of amendments to various provisions
of the Act are required to ensure that the provisions operate as originally intended.
In summary, the amendments to the Transport Act contained in the Bill:
make certain officers in the Victorian Transport Service eligible for re-appointment
to the Public Service and provide for the transfer of persons to the transport service;
make further provision for traffic infringements, tow trucks, passenger services and
taxicabs;
clarify the powers of authorities to enter into joint ventures; and
provide for the appointment of part-time chairmen of authorities.
Part V of the Transport Act currently provides for persons employed in the Ministry of
Transport or in one of the transport authorities to be transferred to the Victorian Transport
Service on the determination of the Minister. Section 84 provides for a right of return to
the Public Service for those officers who were officers of the Public Service immediately
before being transferred to the transport service.
The need to amend section 84 arises because a number of senior positions in the Road
Traffic Authority, created as part of the restructuring of that authority, are not Public
Service positions. Officers of the Public Service who have been appointed to these positions
consequently do not qualify for the right of return to the Public Service provided for in
section 84. As this was not intended and was not understood by the officers concerned to
be the case when applying for these positions, the Bill amends section 84 to extend its
application to those officers.
Section 82 is also being amended to enable a Ministerial determination to be made in
respect of any person in the public sector, provided that person is then employed within
the Ministry or one of the transport authorities. This amendment will facilitate the
requirements of the Government in being able to move staff into the transport portfolio
and will also facilitate the movement of staff within the portfolio, which was a major
reason behind the creation of the transport service.
Schedule 9 to the Transport Act describes the offences in respect of which traffic
infringement notices may be served. The experience of members of the Police Force in
issuing notices has indicated that there would be operational advantages in amending the
wording used in the description of some offences to make clearer to members and to the
general public the nature of the offences concerned. The amendments to Schedule 9
provide for this as well as correcting a previous drafting error in the reference to tram lane
lines.
A recent Supreme Court decision has highlighted the urgent need to make a number of
amendments to the tow truck provisions of the Transport Act. The central issue in the
Supreme Court proceedings was the continued viability of the highly successful scheme
establishing controlled areas for the purpose of regulatlng the activities of tow trucks in
those areas. This continued viability is threatened by the decision in the case. To ensure
that the successful regulation of the tow trucks in controlled areas can continue, the
amendments made by the Bill make it clear that tow truck licences renewed by the Road
Traffic Authority on or after 1 July 1983 were validly issued.
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A number of amendments are also being made to the passenger ferry provisions of the
Transport Act. These amendments are designed to clarify and improve the existing
provisions to remove the uncertainties which have led to a number of difficulties in
enforcing the licensing of passenger ferries operating on Western port. The amendments
now make it an offence to operate a passenger ferry without a licence and remove the
current requirement for applicants for a passenger ferry licence to obtain the approval of
the appropriate authority.
The opportunity is also being taken of making a number of amendments to the provisions
of the Transport Act dealing with applications for commercial passenger vehicle licences,
to facilitate the processing of applications for taxi cab licences. Currently, the Act does not
make specified provision for taxicab licences.
Schedule 2 to the Act currently empowers the transport authorities to enter into various
commercial arrangements, including joint ventures, with a person or corporation carrying
on a business or transaction that will be of benefit to the authority. Honourable members
will be aware that the Metropolitan Transit Authority recently entered into ajoint venture
with Leighton Contractors (Asia) Ltd to undertake a li~ht rail project in Hong Kong. The
venture agreement was developed with full participation of commercial lawyers for the
authority as well as with officers of the Crown Solicitor's Office and Queen's Counsel.
Although legal advice available to the authority was that it was within the authority'S
powers under Schedule 2 to enter into the joint venture, some doubt as to this was cast by
the lawyers representing the Kowloon Canton Railway Corporation. It had always been
intended that this power would apply regardless of whether the person or corporatIon was
within or outside Victoria. The amendment to Schedule 2 makes this quite clear.
The Transport Act at present provides for the chairman of each authority to be appointed
from the members of the authority. It also makes specific provisions for the original
appointees to the position of managing directors of the authorities to be the chairmen of
those authorities for the term of their initial appointments. I should like to take this
opportunity of highlighting the excellent job being done by the current chairmen.
Although the provisions referred to were of advantage during the early years of existence
of the authorities, they are now being amended to provide maximum flexibility to meet
the ongoing needs of the authorities. These amendments will also facilitate the current
inquiry into the administration of the Metropolitan Transit Authority by expanding the
ran~e of possible recommendations that could be made regarding the appointment of a
chalfman to that authority. The amendments will enable any member of an authority to
be appointed as chairman and will also enable the chairman to be appointed from outside
the authority. In that case, the person appointed will also be a member of the authority for
such time as the person is chairman.
The Bill also repeals the Serviceton Public Hall Act 1956. That Act provided for the
erection by the Victorian Railways Institute of the Serviceton public hall. It is now
necessary to repeal the Act to enable the hall to be transferred to the Shire of Kaniva. This
is being done at the request of the shire to ensure the retention of the hall for use by the
town and the surrounding district. I commend the Bill to the House. I shall provide
assistance, by way of departmental officers, to the spokespersons of the other two parties
if they so require.
On the motion ofMr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth), the debate was adjourned.
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I move:
That the debate be adjourned until November 12.

Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-On the question of time, additional time may be required
for the adjournment of the debate because of the complexity of the proposed amendments.
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-Additional time will be granted if required.
The motion was agreed to, and the debate was adjourned until Tuesday, November 12.
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CREDIT (ADMINISTRATION) (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

This Bill is intended to deal with a number of technical and procedural problems that
have arisen in relation to the granting of credit providers' lIcences under the Credit
(Administration) Act 1984.
The main purpose of the Bill is to deem credit providers who applied for licences within
three months after the Credit (Administration) Act came into force to be "licensed" for
certain purposes. These credit providers are currently able to carry on business despite the
fact that they are technically "unlicensed" because of the transition provision in section
37 (3) of the Act which stipulates that the penalties which would normally apply to
"unlicensed" credit providers shall not apply to them.
That transition provision, however, is inadequate in relation to sections of the Credit
Act and the Credit (Administration) Act which apply only to "licensed credit providers"
or "licensees". These include section 81 of the Credit Act relating to assignments of
contracts, and sections 48, 56 and 62 of the Credit (Administration) Act 1984 relatin~ to
carrying on business in partnership, the payment of annual licence fees, and the positIOn
of personal representatives on the death ofa licence holder.
Clause 6 deems credit providers carrying on business under the transition provisions to
be licence holders for the purposes of those sections. The clause also provides for a pro
rata rebate offees for any applicant covered by the transition provisions whose applicatIOn
for a licence is declined by the Credit Licensing Authority. This is a transitional matter
which was overlooked when the Credit (Administration) Act was drafted.
The other changes made by the Bill are contained in clauses 4 and 5. Clause 4 repeals
section 29 of the Credit (Administration) Act which requires hearings of the Credit Licensing
Authority to be held in private and replaces it with a new provision requiring them to take
place in public, unless the authority considers that they should be private. This brings the
provisions on the licensing authority hearings into line with section 73 of the Credit
(Administration) Act relating to hearings before the Small Claims Tribunal.
Clause 5 repeals the requirement in sections 44 and 45 of the Credit (Administration)
Act for the Credit Licensing Authority to be satisfied of the educational qualifications of
an applicant before being able to grant that applicant a licence. It is believed that a person's
educational qualifications are not the criteria on which the Credit Licensing Authority
should be required to base its decision on whether to grant that person a licence.
The House will recall that when the credit Acts were passed last year, I stated that they
would be kept continually under review. That review is progressing at present in
consultation with the other States that have adopted the legislation, and I expect that a
number of changes will be made to the Acts next year as a result of the review. However,
this Bill is not a product of that review, and it is Intended only to deal with a number of
urgent transitional and licensing problems that have arisen and which cannot wait until
next year to be corrected.
On that basis, I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 12.

MELBOURNE SAILORS' HOME BILL
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of the Bill is threefold. The first is to repeal certain Acts relating to the
Melbourne Sailors' Home. I will provide a brief history and the reasons for this before
proceeding on to the other purposes.
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The Melbourne Sailors' Home has quite a long history dating back to 27 April 1868
when an order by the Governor in Council permanently reserved land which was granted
by the Crown to certain trustees to be used as a site for a sailors' home. Subsequent
legislation was enacted to enable the trustees to sell and acquire other land as a site for a
sailors' home and invest remaining proceeds of the sale of the land. These were the
Melbourne Sailors' Home Act 1901 and the Melbourne Land Exchange Act 1941.
More recently, the Melbourne Sailors' Home Act 1964 was introduced to authorize the
trustees of certain land upon which was erected the Melbourne Sailors' Home to sell or
lease that land to the Melbourne Harbour Trust Commissioners-Port of Melbourne
Authority-because the trustees considered that the provision of a home for seamen was
no longer practicable or necessary and that there were insufficient funds to maintain the
existing land and buildings. The trustees were also authorized and empowered by the Act
to apply any trust funds for any purpose most likely to promote the welfare of sailors who
operate out of ports of Victoria or who from time to time visit ports in Victoria.
The Melbourne Sailors' Home (Power of Trustees) Act 1968, which amended the
Melbourne Sailors' Home Act 1964, empowered the Trustees of the Melbourne Sailors'
Home to pay over all trust funds to the Public Trustee who was authorized to disburse
funds as follows:
(a) $45 000 to the Missions to Seamen;

$17 500 to the Stella Maris Club;
(c) $17 500 to the Sailors' Welfare No. 1 account; and
(cl) the balance of trust moneys to Sailors' Welfare No. 2 account.

(b)

The amending Act of 1968 established a trust committee entitled the Seamans Welfare
Trust Committee consisting of three members appointed by the Minister for Community
Welfare Services, two members of whom were to be appointed from a panel of three
names submitted by the Seamens' Union of Australia. The functions of the committee
were to direct the Public Trustee as determined from time to time on the best application
of funds from the Sailors' Welfare No. 1 account to promote the welfare of sailors who
operate out of or visit ports in Victoria.
Also established was the Seamans Welfare Advisory Council consisting of three members
appointed by the Minister for Community Welfare Services to advise on the most
appropriate means of applying any part of the capital or income in the Sailors' Welfare
No. 2 account for promoting the welfare of sailors who operate out of or visit parts in
Victoria. The council operated on the basis of making recommendations to the Minister
of allocations from the Public Trustee to the two organizations providing services for the
welfare of seamen in general, namely, the Missions to Seamen (Victoria) and the Stella
Maris Club.
The reasons for repealing the relevant Acts are that very few calls were made in recent
years on the Sailors' Welfare No. 1 and No. 2 accounts or for assistance through the agency
of the Seamans Welfare Trust Committee or the Sea mans Welfare Advisory Council. In
accordance with Government policy of reviewing the value of a range of consultative and
advisory mechanisms, the previous Minister for Community Welfare Services considered
the utility of the trust committee and the advisory council and determined that it would
be more appropriate to provide resources for specific inquiries or services which have a
high Government priority than to maintain general committees.
With the repeal of the Acts and the winding up of the Trust Committee and Advisory
Council, the remaining trust funds held and invested by the Public Trustee will need to be
utilized in the best possible manner and to assist in the welfare of sailors.
Hence, the second purpose of the Bill is to establish a separate trust fund as part of the
Public Account to be called the Sailors Welfare Trust Fund into which all moneys standing
to the credit of the Sailors Welfare No. 1 account and Sailors Welfare No. 2 account will
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be transferred. The. funds in those accounts total approximately $129 000. Provision is
made in the Bill that moneys standing to the credit of the fund may be invested in any
manner as approved by the Treasurer and the interest is to be credited to the fund.
The third purpose of the Bill is to authorize the Minister for Community Services to
make grants out of the Sailors Welfare Fund to organizations which promote the welfare
of sailors or the welfare of persons working in other Victorian maritime industries.
I wish to mention at this point that the Bill gives clear discretion to the Minister for
Community Services to the payment of grants out of the fund to organizations promoting
the welfare of sailors as the first priority. However, in order that the fund be utilized to the
fullest extent, the Minister is given discretion to make grants for other related purposes.
The Seaman's Union of Australia indicated agreement to this principle. I commend the
Bill to the House.
On the motion of Mr LEIGH (Malvern), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 12.

CO-OPERATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The Bill amends the Co-operation Act to provide flexibility and deregulation for credit cooperatives and, where necessary, a measure of regulation by an industry based body, the
Credit Co-operatives Reserve Board. The amendments will also provide for the
establishment of a national infrastructure.
The objective of these amendments is to enable credit co-operatives to compete in a
deregulated environment with banks, finance companies and building societies, to
maximize their return on funds, to strengthen their liquidity support system and to offer
Australia-wide services to credit co-operative members. It is in line with the aim of the
economic strategy for Victoria in encouraging the growth of commerce and industry in the
review undertaken by the Department of Management and Budget and the Ministry of
Housing.
The amendments have been developed after consultation with the Credit Societies'
Guarantee Fund Advisory Committee, the Victorian Credit Co-operative Association
Limited, and a group representative of the credit co-operative movement, the Credit
Societies Consultative Committee. The recommendations of this committee were filtered
through a legislative review committee, which also had credit co-operative representation.
The amendments which exemplify the deregulatory thrust include: determination from
time to time by the Minister of what funds are to be included as liquid funds, and what
are appropriate investments for surplus funds; relaxation of requirements for security for
loans; allowing certain bodies corporate to become members of credit societies; and the
removal of the requirement for the registrar's approval for real property dealings.
They are coupled with increased power for the Credit Co-operatives Reserve Board.
The board will now have power to advise the Minister on matters relating to credit cooperatives, and to issue operational guidelines for co-operatives. It will take transfer of, or
operate in parallel with, many of the particular powers now exercised by the registrar.
These include the power to appoint administrators, to conduct inspections, to direct
auditors of societies and to approve statutory reserve programs and continuing credit
arrangements. With such powers vested in the reserve board, an industry based body, it
will be able to respond quickly and with maximum flexibility to the needs of the movement.
Initially, the additional powers will facilitate a program of rationalization and
restructuring currently underway in the credit co-operative movement. This program will
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ensure that Victorian credit co-operatives are financially sound and able to provide an
efficient and effective service to their members.
The Bill provides for the strengthening of the Credit Co-operatives Reserve Boardnow called the Credit Societies Guarantee Fund Advisory Committee-by the addition of
two persons. One is to be a member of the Department of Management and Budget and
one is to be chosen by the Minister after consultation with the registered associations of
credit co-operatives.
With respect to the proposed national finance facility, the Bill permits the registrar to
grant approval to a body operating in Victoria to enter into contractual arrangements with
a body operating nationally. The national body will provide financial services, the liquidity
support and investment pooling mentioned earlier, and a settlement facility for electronic
funds transfer system. Approval may be granted on such terms and conditions as the
registrar sees fit.
The Bill will also allow a prescribed association of co-operatives and individual credit
co-operatives to act as agent for and to provide services for one another and for nonmember institutions. Credit co-operatives will be able to exercise these powers in respect
of credit co-operatives registered in Victoria or in any other State or Territory. The
Governments of the Commonwealth, all States and both Territories have been consulted
on the national finance arrangements and most are preparing, or have enacted, comparable
legislation.
The two amendments proposed to the Co-operative Housing Societies Act 1958, although
only minor, are important to the development of the co-operative housing society
movement.
The first seeks to amend section 72 of the Act to provide for the Co-operative Housing
Advisory Committee to be restructured and re-named.
The proposed Victorian Co-operative Housing Council will have its membership
expanded from six to eight members and the number of representatives of co-operative
housing societies will be increased from two to four.
In addition, the Registrar of Co-operative Housing Societies will be a member of the
council along with a representative of the Department of Management and Budget and
two others appointed by the Minister.
The amendment should improve the functioning of the existing committee and provide
a greater voice for co-operative housing societies.
The second amendment seeks to amend section 77 of the Act by allowing the execution
ofindemities to an aggregate amount of$30 million or such other amount as is prescribed
by regulation.
The provision of an indemnity to advances by a co-operative housing society has
enabled societies to provide home finance to Victorian families for some 40 years.
The execution of further indemnities has been stalled by the limit of funds available
being exceeded. The amendment will allow further indemnities to be executed in
furtherance of the Government's encouragement of home ownership.
In conclusion, I stress that the package of amendments caters for the immediate needs
of the credit co-operative and co-operative housing society movements at various levels.
It evidences the Government's appreciation of those needs and its commitment to the
continued growth and viability of the credit co-operative movement and the objective of
home ownership. Together with an over-all review of the Co-operation Act, which is
already in hand, and a complete review of the Co-operative Housing Societies Act, which
is planned for 1986, they will ensure that the movements continue to serve the financial
and housing needs ofa large number of Victorians. I commend the Bill to the House.
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On the motion ofMr BROWN (Gippsland West), the debate was adjourned.
Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-I move:
That the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 19.

Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-On the question of time, this is an abuse of the forms
of this House. This is a major proposal that the Government is implementing as it amends
the Co-operation Act. The Government has been telling the community for more than
two years that it has been working on this Bill and it now brings the Bill into the House in
the dying days of this Parliamentary sessional period and requests a two-week adjournment.
It is totally' unacceptable to the Opposition and I place on record that the Opposition
cannot facIlitate this motion for a two-week adjournment.
The amendments proposed to the Co-operation Act are complex and will have a wideranging and marked impact on the finance of many people in this State. They will infringe
on the banking sector, the building society movements and co-operatives. The Opposition
will be obliged to speak to a wide range of industry representative organizations and
individuals. This cannot be achieved in a two-week time span.
Mr Wilkes-It is 19 November; that is three weeks.
Mr BROWN-The Minister for Housing is indicating that it is not a two-week
adjournment: it is a three-week adjournment. If he pulls his finger out, he will find that it
is certainly not three weeks. It is an effective extension of two weeks and that is totally
inadequate for the needs of the Opposition to function effectively.
Already many Bills are on the Notice Paper to be discussed. Yet at this stage of the
Parliamentary sessional period, a major proposal is introduced and two weeks is allowed
for it to be dIscussed with interested parties. The Opposition cannot adequately discuss
this measure with the community within that time. It is an abuse of the forms of the
House. Unless the Minister for Housing can suggest a longer adjournment time, the
Opposition has no option but to suggest the adjournment of this debate until the next
sessional period of Parliament.
The House divided on the motion (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).
55
Ayes
Noes
26
Majority for motion
AYES
Mr Andrianopoulos
MrCain
Miss Callister
MrCathie
Or Coghill
MrCrabb
MrCulpin
Mr Ernst
Mr Evans
(Gippsland East)
Mr Fogarty
MrFordham
MrGavin
MrsGleeson
MrHann
M r Harrowfield
Mrs Hill
Mr Hill
Mrs Hirsh
Mr Hockley
Mr Jasper
Mr Jolly
Mr Kennedy

29
NOES
Mr Austin
Mr Brown
MrColeman
MrCooper
MrCrozier
MrOelzoppo
Mr Evans
(Ballarat North)
MrGude
Mr Hayward
Mr John
Mr Leigh
Mr Lieberman
Mr Maclellan
Mr Perrin
MrPlowman
Mr Reynolds
Mr Richardson
Ms Sibree
MrSmith
(Glen Waverley)
MrSmith
(Polwarth)
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NOES
Mr Stockdale
MrTanner
MrWeideman
MrWilliams

Tellers:

(Lowan)

Mr McGrath

Mr Pescott
Or Wells

(Warrnambool)

Mr McNamara
Mr Mathews
Mr Micallef
MrNorris
Mr Pope
Mrs Ray
Mr Remington
Mr Roper
MrRowe
Mr Seitz
Mrs Setches
MrShell
Mr Sidiropoulos
MrSimmonds
MrSimpson
Mr Spyker
Mr Steggall
Mr Stirling
Mrs Toner
MrTrezise
Dr Vaughan
Mr Wallace
MrWalsh
MrWhiting
MrWilkes
Mrs Wilson

Tellers:
Mr Cunningham
Mr Sheehan
PAIR
Mr Ross-Edwards

I

Mr Kennett

The debate was adjourned until Tuesday, November 19.

FORESTS AND COUNTRY FIRE AUTHORITY (PENALTIES) BILL
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

It is another of a number of Bills brought before Parliament in recent years following

reviews of penalty provisions in statutes.
The Bill amends the Country Fire Authority Act, the Forests Act and Acts related to
that Act to provide increases in monetary penalties to reflect the relative severity of the
offences by present day values.
Where sentences are prescribed for offences, the alternative monetary penalties have
increased on the basis of relativities prescribed in the Penalties and Sentences Act 1981.
Also, the monetary penalties are expressed in penalty units in line with the, by now, wellknown concept created in that Act.
As in the case of other legislation, the penalties proposed are maximum, leaving it to
the courts to determine the penalty imposed, having regard to the seriousness of any
particular offence.
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Of particular importance in the Bill are the provisions which increase fire prevention
and fire protection penalties to uniform levels in the Forests Act and the Country Fire
Authority Act. These increases reflect the concern of the Government as to the seriousness
of such offences bearing in mind the horrific consequences of recent bush fires, such as the
Ash Wednesday fires in 1983.
Some penalties have not been reviewed since the late 1950s or the 1960s and were,
therefore, long overdue for review.
For details in respect of the increased penalties, the attention of honourable members is
drawn to the notes on clauses attached to the Bill. I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr COLEMAN (Syndal), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 12.

VERMIN AND NOXIOUS WEEDS (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

Its purpose is to amend the Vermin and Noxious Weeds Act 1958, to restructure the land
protection advisory system and to allow Governor in Council appointees to the Vermin
and Noxious Weeds Destruction Board to be engaged in other employment.
The Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands was formed in 1983 by the
amalgamation of the Department of Crown Lands and Survey, the Forests Commission
and the Ministry for Conservation. The new department included three statutory
authorities-the Vermin and Noxious Weeds Destruction Board, the Forests Commission
and the Soil Conservation Authority.
A reorganization in the department has resulted in the creation of a new divisional
structure. The Land Protection Service is the division now responsible for the development
of land protection policy advice. This includes soil conservation, protection of water
resources, control of pest plants and pest animals, salinity control and the encouragement
of tree growing. It has responsibility under the new structure for administering the
provisions of the Soil Conservation and Land Utilization Act 1958, the Vermin and
Noxious Weeds Act 1958 and a part of the Forests Act 1958.
The Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands is currently reviewing the legislation
within the portfolio so that any ensuing Act will reflect the intentions of the Government
in restructuring the former departments and agencies. New legislation will abolish the
statutory authorities and transfer their statutory responsibilities to the department.
However, new legislation is not likely to be presented to Parliament before the spring
session of 1986.
At present, there are landholder advisory committees operating under the direction of
the Vermin and Noxious Weeds Destruction Board and the Soil Conservation Authority.
They advise those statutory authorities and the responsible Minister on aspects of
departmental programs and service delivery as they affect landholders and agricultural
production. However, advice is tendered to the board and the authority only on a specific
functional discipline-vermin and noxious weeds and soil conservation matters
respectively.
This Bill disbands the advisory system currently existing under the Vermin and Noxious
Weeds Act and replaces it with a new land protection advisory system. The new system
will complement the structural arrangements arising from the review that created the
Land Protection Service. This will broaden the range of matters considered by the existing
committees and result in advice that will consider the full perspective of land protection
issues in an integrated manner.
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The soil conservation district advisory committees will need to be maintained to
undertake the statutory responsibilities of the Soil Conservation and Land Utilization
Act. However, it is intended that the current committees be disbanded, with their role
being incorporated into that of the land protection regional advisory committees.
The Bill also amends the Vermin and Noxious Weeds Act to allow the Governor in
Council appointees to the Vermin and Noxious Weeds Destruction Boardto be engaged
in other employment. This will allow the incumbents to be employed within the department
in the interim period before the board is abolished, while still executing their statutory
responsibilities under the Act. It brings this Act into line with the Soil Conservation and
Land Utilization Act.
This action remedies the current inefficient and administratively confusin~ situation
where the board has overlapping responsibilities with the Land Protection ServIce and the
division of regional management, but has no formal staff management role.
It will also allow the Land Protection Service to be responsible for the administration of
legislation relevant to its role by appointing members of the board into its new structure.
The Bill also expands the role of the Governor in Council landholder appointees under
the Soil Conservation Act and the Land Utilization and Vermin and Noxious Weeds Act
by appointing them as members of the Land Protection Council. This will allow the
appointees to bring their experience and knowledge to the council and will enable them to
support the council in its dealings with the Minister and the department.
The amendments detailed in the Bill will rationalize the current inefficient and confusing
situation with regard to the old and new advisory systems and with regard to the Land
Protection Service and the statutory authorities. The amendments will result in a system
that is less costly to support and makes better use of the time and resources of both the
landholders and the department.
The Bill is an integral part of the ongoing reorganization process in the Department of
Conservation, Forests and Lands. The departmental reorganization has previously received
bipartisan support, and this necessary step in the eventual review or the portfolio's total
legislative base should be well received by all concerned. Consultation with landholder
organizations, such as the Victorian Farmers and Graziers Association and the Interim
Land Protection Council, has resulted in their endorsement of the amendments contained
in the Bill.
F or details of the provisions of the Bill, I refer honourable members to the notes on
clauses attached to the Bill. I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr COLEMAN (Syndal), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 19.

LIQUOR CONTROL (VIGNERON'S LICENCES) BILL
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

It has been the intention of the Government to regularly review the Liquor Control Act.
Indeed, a comprehensive review of that Act is currently being undertaken to indicate ways
in which Victorian liquor laws should be amended in line with contemporary social and
economic values. However, it is not my purpose here to pre-empt the findings of that
inquiry, but rather to introduce a relatively small, but significant, change to the Act that
will assist Victorian winemakers and, in turn, the Victorian tourism industry.
I refer to a recommendation of the all-party Economic and Budget Review Committee
or Parliament, which has been adopted by the Government, to abolish the ad valorem
component of the vigneron's licence fee.
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Currently vignerons pay an annual licence fee of $150 plus 5 per cent of the cellar door
sales over $500 000 a year. As the committee pointed out, the imposition of an arbitrary
threshold at $500000 ensures that the tax is very discriminatory, as only a handful of
vignerons in Victoria have cellar door sales in excess of that level.
Given the committee's findings that cellar door sales are a crucial factor in the viability
of many wineries and that the continued imposition of the ad valorem component would
tend to inhibit the growth ofwineries approaching that limit, the Government now moves
to abolish the ad valorem component altogether.
Although this amendment will result in a relatively small loss of revenue, the Government
believes it provides a further stimulus to the development of the Victorian wine industry
and, through the encouragement of cellar door facilities, a boost to the Government's
regional tourism strategy. I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr HAYWARD (Prahran), the debate was adjourned.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 12.

Mr HAYW ARD (Prahran)-I believe the time proposed for the adjournment of the
debate is adequate, as it is a relatively small Bill. However, it is possible that the Opposition
may need time to consult with community groups, and I should like the Minister for
Industry, Technology and Resources to give an assurance that, if the Opposition needs
additional time, he will give that request sympathetic consideration.
Mr FORDHAM (Minster for Industry, Technology and Resources) (By leave)- That
will be done.
The motion for the adjournment of the debate was agreed to, and the debate was
adjourned until Tuesday, November 12.

SOUTH YARRA PROJECT (SUBDIVISION AND MANAGEMENT)
BILL
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a seond time.

The Bill takes the second major step in the facilitation of this, the largest commercial
mixed-use development in Australia.
The first step was the South Yarra Project Act 1984, which was passed in the spring
Parliamentary session last year. That Act, honourable members may recall, ratified and
gave effect to the tri-partite agreement between the State of Victoria, the Council of the
City of Prahran and the Chia group.
The purpose of the Bill is threefold: firstly, it will provide the statutory framework for
the progressive subdivision of the four stages of the development; secondly, it will bring
into being a management structure to own and manage the common property elements of
the development; and thirdly, it will provide for a structure and system to lease and
sublease the underground car parks.
The need for the Bill results specifically from two factors, namely:
1. the inclusion as an integral part of the over-all development ofa central open space
linking a landscaped segment, the Central Green, with a water basin and canal, the
Central Blue, connected to the Yarra River by a lock passing under Alexandra A venue,
giving boat access to the Yarra River and Port Phillip Bay. This central open space is to
be open to the public only during the daylight hours; and
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2. the fact that the existing legislation, for example, the Strata Titles Act, was not
framed to cope with a development of this complexity. Project specific legislation is
now necessary to augment existing statutory systems.
Mr Jack Chia, the developer for this project, continues to show his confidence in
Victoria as the State with the greatest potential for the group's investment activities in
Australia. These interests now extend from manufacturing and commercial ones to the
fitness and leisure fields.
There is also no doubt that the continued success of the South Yarra development
remains an important measure by which local and off-shore investors assess other major
projects proposed in Victoria. This measure continues to stand up well to this critical
scrutiny.
The South Yarra Project will be developed in four stages over a period of about ten
years at an estimated cost of$1 billion. Stage 1 is well underway, and it will provide about
26 000 square metres of office accommodation, about 8300 square metres of specialty
shops and other retailing activities, and about 112 serviced suites.
The Bill represents a further step in the Government's facilitative assistance to the Chia
development. It should also be viewed in the context of the achievement of the
Government's objectives and in the State economic strategy to promote economic
development.
From the time that Jack Chia first became active in Melbourne, it was obvious that his
South Yarra Project would act as a major catalyst for other developments in the
Prahran-South Yarra area, and also would encourage other major international developers
to undertake very large multi-use projects in Victoria.
This has proved to be the case, so much so that the Government has recently announced
a strategic study into traffic and planning factors in the Prahran-South Yarra area. This
study is designed to assist the City of Prahran and State Government agencies to evaluate
the impact of the large developments now being proposed in the area.
Other large developments are also now being proposed in South Melbourne by the
Jennings and Costain groups at Southgate and Riverside Quay; and the Victoria Central
Project.
Thus the development industry is signalling that there is confidence by the development
industry in the Government to both handle and facilitate these large developments.
This is clear evidence that the Government's strategies to increase private investment
in development projects are working. The Chia development is providing many hundreds
of new jobs in both the construction and operational phases. The same can be said of these
other large developments.
I again refer to the very valuable advice and assistance that continues to be given by
council and staff of the City of Prahran in dealing efficiently with this large project, and in
meeting the challenges that are associated with it. The very large projects that I have
referred to place an enormous load on the councils concerned and the Victorian
Government appreciates the constructive help that is given when necessary by councils
and their staff.
The Bill will establish a system of subdivision that is specially designed to cater for the
South Yarra Project. This system could be described as that which would apply to a
conventional subdivision-that is, a land subdivision under the Local Government Actbut which incorporates certain elements of strata subdivision. In particular, there is put
forward the concept of a management body corporate to control and manage the common
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property components of the development, for example the central open space and the
communal elements of the car park.
As mentioned earlier, the fact that the central open space is in effect part public and part
private means that a statutory means needs to be provided to own, manage and operate
the Central Green and Central Blue. The Chia group, having established the development,
will sell the various allotments and may at some time in the future own no part of it.
The new owners of the various allotments will expect these areas to be well maintained
and operated, but could hardly be expected to assume responsibility for them in the
ordinary course of events. Equally the rights of the public to enjoy the central open space
in the daylight hours need to be protected.
Similarly, a management system will be needed to handle the car parking component of
the development. Car parking spaces will be provided for on title as ancillary to ownership
of particular buildings, or apartments in the case of strata subdivision. The residue of
spaces will be available to the general public, probably through a commercial car parking
arrangement.
The Bill will expand the usual bodies corporate approach with which we are all familiar
under the Strata Titles Act. Under this Bill the Chia development would include two
distinct types of bodies corporate.
Firstly, there will be the standard type of body corporate, which would be established as
a consequence of the strata subdivision of an allotment.
This type of body corporate will have expanded duties and powers under the Bill
requiring it to do a number of things that are necessary to accomplish the efficient and
orderly operation of the development. For example, to observe and comply with the
provisions of the car park and open space management prescriptions.
The Bill will also permit this type of body corporate to become a member of the second
type of management body corporate, thereby acquiring an interest in the ownership and
leasehold of land.
This second type of body corporate will come into existence through incorporation in
the First Schedule at the time of registration of the plan of subdivision. It will assume
ownership of common property and be provided with appropriate powers and
responsibilities to perform this and other functions.
It is necessary to gain an appreciation of the importance of the Central Green and
Central Blue to the success of this development, and to ensure that responsibility for the
orderly and proper maintenance of these areas is maintained over time. The Bill will
assign appropriate authority to the body corporate structure, to meet these responsibilities.
This will be accomplished by way of the ability to make and enforce rules.
The underground car parks will physically impinge on a horizontal plane at subterranean
level upon all the primary allotments contained in the development. For example, stage 1
of the development is a conventional subdivision of the whole of that stage into six
allotments.
Five primary allotments will be owned by the Chia group initially, and then by the
respective purchasers. The sixth allotment will be a portion of the Central Green as a
separate common allotment.
The car park will need to function without regard to any considerations or of constraints
imposed by title boundaries of the primary allotments and accordingly will need to be
subject to common management.
Effective management of the car parks can be achieved by leasing the car parks to the
relevant management body corporate. This would mean that from the point of view of
title the car park would remain divided between the freeholds of the primary allotments
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but from the point of view of management and operation the car parks would function as
single entities. The Bill also incorporates the lease in the form of a schedule.
As is the case with the bodies corporate, the Second Schedule provides for the lease to
come into effect by statutory rule as a consequence of the registration of the relevant plan
of subdivision.
The Bill also provides for the creation of statutory easements in favour of each primary
allotment over each other allotment. This will overcome any difficulties of appropriating
specific easements of support, and for servicing, drainage and sewerage purposes. The
course proposed in the Bill is a standard one and is similar to that routinely created for
more conventional subdivisions under the Transfer of Land Act 1958 and section 12 of
the Strata Titles Act 1967.
Finally, while it is true that this Bill is a technical one, it is also true that it is a clear
expression of Government that continuing facilitative assistance will be given as necessary
to the Chia South Yarra development, and to those other very large multi-use developments
that are being contemplated in Victoria.
The management structure and system proposed in this Bill are both necessary and
appropriate given the scope and complexity of the Chia development.
My department will assist spokespersons from the Opposition and the National Party
as they research and prepare their responses to this important measure. Honourable
members should not hesitate to notify me if they wish to seek advice not only from my
department but also from other departments involved in Bills as complex as this one. I
commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr HA YWARD (Prahran), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 19.

DECENTRALIZED INDUSTRY INCENTIVE PAYMENTS
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The Decentralized Industry Incentive Payments Act was introduced in 1972 to support a
policy of dispersed and general decentralization by providing a range of financial incentives
to firms located in country areas and designed also to attract firms away from the
metropolitan area. The major form of assistance was by way of pay-roll tax rebates.
These "decentralization" assistance schemes continued for ten years without review or
questioning of their effectiveness, appropriateness or value for money. Yet, over this
period, in 1983-84 dollar terms, Victorian taxpayers paid out more than $350 million for
pay-roll tax rebates-a substantial part of which simply went to benefit the Commonwealth
Government through company tax.
Belatedly, late in 1981, the then Government began to have doubts and set up an
internal review. At about the same time, the Victorian Chamber of Manufactures carried
out a survey and its findings were clearly unfavourable to these schemes. The chamber
found that:
. . . where firms are eligible to receive assistance, they make little use of it. Furthermore the respondents in the
(VCM) survey indicated that the incentives have little or no effect on corporate decision-making and provide
little benefit in terms of dollar saving, since benefits are small relative to the time and cost involved in pursuing
them.
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It concluded that:
Since most firms have problems related to being located in country areas and since most find current assistance
measures have done little to overcome these problems, there is a need to review the incentive structure, to gear
incentives more closely to industry needs, and encouragement of regional development.

The need for full-scale evaluation was remedied when this Government came to office in
1982 with the establishment of the committee chaired by Mr Stuart Macdonald. The work
of this committee, in its reports of November 1982 and 1983, together with the Victorian
Chamber of Manufactures and departmental surveys confirmed the inadequacies of this
form of assistance.
For most firms receiving payments, the benefits were of minor significance to their
operations; little significant "relocation" had been achieved; available assistance was
focused on only 15 per cent of Victoria's manufacturing industry, and did not address any
of the real problems underlying Victoria's relatively poor economy performance over the
decade; and most firms preferred "once off" loan assistance to continuing "handouts".
As a result of these studies and assessments undertaken during 1982 and 1983, including
the Macdonald report, the Government accepted that the "decentralization" incentives
were not effective in achieving decentralization objectives nor in assisting industry. The
Government decided that these resources should be redirected, as recommended by the
Macdonald committee, to specific and targeted support of Victoria's industrial and
commercial development, and as a key element of the Government's new State economic
strategy.
Accordingly, in April 1984 the Government announced that the decentralization
incentives provided under the Decentralized Industry Incentive Payments Act would be
discontinued, and that a range of new State and regional industry policy measures would
be introduced in the 1984-85 Budget. Provision was made for the discontinued schemes
to be phased out over a three-year period; and for special "adjustment assistance" to be
available to firms able to demonstrate significant financial disadvantage from the phase
out, to prevent loss of employment in country industry. The Government also committed
itself to an initial provision of$IO million both for these new schemes and for projects to
inititate its tourism strategy, in addition to the funds provided for the decentralization
schemes now being discontinued.
To implement its decision to discontinue decentralization incentives, the Government
took the adminstrative step of revoking the declarations under the Act of "decentralized"
and "special" industries. The purpose of the Bill is to give legislative effect to the
Government's decision.
In discontinuing these incentives, the Bill also makes specific provision for the phaseout arrangements. Consequential amendments to the Victorian Economic Development
Corporation Act are also provided for.
All firms affected by the proposed legislation have been made fully aware of the
Government's decision. All firms receiving pay-roll tax rebates in excess of$20 000 a year
were personally and individually contacted by officers of my department during 1984, and
all have had the assistance avcrilable under the new schemes fully explained to them. As a
result a considerable number of these firms have accepted positive and targeted assistance
packages under the new measures.
All smaller firms have also been individually contacted by the department and have
been provided with full information on the new schemes. I am pleased to say that a
considerable number of these firms have also seen benefit for themselves in the new forms
of targeted assistance. They have been particularly attracted to the support being provided
for business planning, under arrangements such that the firms themselves must also make
significiant contribution to the planning exercises.
Overall, additional expenditure on the new assistance measures directly benefiting firms
amounted to $6·5 million in 1984-85, with a further $13 million being committed for
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payment in the following three years and a remaining $4·4 million for later payment. Over
85 per cent of this assistance has gone to non-metropolitan firms. That is a substantial
beginning to our new direction in industry policy. As reported by them, this expenditure
will result in $7·6 million of direct capital investment by Victorian firms and the creation
of 630 new jobs-as well as ensuring the future of at least 3500 other jobs by revitalizing
and enhancing the competitiveness of the firms concerned and opening up new market
opportunities for them.
Already, some 132 firms have accepted assistance for the preparation of business plans,
and more than 100 are currently reviewing their business plans proposals with the
department. It has become apparent that there is a serious deficiency in business planning
in Victorian industry, and that industry greatly welcomes and values this very practical
scheme. Many firms are finding that a well-prepared business plan is of tremendous
"assistance to them in obtaining finance from private sources, as well as the financial
assistance made available under the new Victorian assistance measures. Of firms assisted
in this way so far, 49 per cent are non-metropolitan.
In addition, $2·5 million has been specifically allocated in 1985-86 for the purpose of
"adjustment assistance", with up to a further $1·5 million being provided in the form of
targeted financial packages to firms qualifying for adjustment assistance.
For 1985-86, expenditure on assistance to firms and allocations for industry development
projects under the new measures will increase to $13·9 million. In addition, $1·9 million
is being allocated to export market development, technology and innovation, and small
business projects. This more than doubles the expenditure achieved in the first year of the
new schemes.
Taking into account the phasing out of decentralization incentives, to which the Bill
will, when passed, give legislative effect, total assistance in the 1985-86 Budget going
direct to firms or for industry development projects and other services and supported by
industry, will be $73·3 million co.mpared with an expenditure of $64·4 million last year.
This 13·8 per cent in~rease clearly demon~trates the Government's commitment to building
Victoria's industrial strength.
"
This 1985-86 expenditure is also expected to involve commitments of assistance
payments in future years of a further $20 million. In effect, by the end of this financial
year, the Government will have committed some $40 million to targeted assistance under
the new industry schemes.
This record of achievement, even at this early stage in the implementation of the new
State and regional industry policy measures, stands in stark contrast to the performance
and effectiveness in support of Victoria's industrial and commercial development of the
measures they replace.
I turn now to the detailed provisions of the Bill.
Clause 1 provides that the purpose of the Bill "is to provide for the reduction and ending
of n!bates of the pay-roll tax and land tax to certain decentralized industries". Clause 2
provides that the Act shall come into operation on the day on which it receives Royal
assent. Clause 3 provides that the principal Act is the Decentralized Industry Incentive
Payments Act.
Clause 4 (1) defines "decentralized establishment", "special area" or "special establishment". In combination with other clauses in the Bill, this sub-clause establishes entitlements to incentive payments at the "phase-out" rates.
Clause 4 (2) provides a desirable power previously lacking in the Act. It enables the
Minister responsible for the Act to delegate to the Director-General of Industry, Technology
and Resources or to an officer employed in the Department of Industry, Technology and
Resources his power to approve payments of pay-roll tax and land tax rebates to
decentralized or special establishments.
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Clause 5 (1) inserts proposed section 2A into the Act to maintain the eligibility of
establishments that have changed only their names or locations or ownership, provided
they do not cease to operate as businesses for a period of three months. Clause 5 (1) also
allows a firm entitled to assistance under this measure to apply in certain circumstances
to take that assistance, or part of it, as a loan or payment, possibly in conjunction with
other Government financial assistance for economic development purposes.
Clause 6 provides the formula for payment of pay-roll tax rebates at "phase-out" rates
to decentralized or special establishments eligible to make claims in respect of the financial
years 1984-85, 1985-86 and 1986-87. Section 4 (5) provides that, in respect of the financial
year ended on 30 June 1985, the eligible employer will be entitled to 75 per cent of its total
entitlement to pay-roll tax rebate; in respect of the financial year ending on 30 June 1986,
50 per cent of its total entitlement to pay-roll tax rebate; and in respect of the financial
year ending on 30 June 1987, 25 per cent. Entitlement then ceases.
Proposed Section 4 (5A) maintains the current entitlement of a "special establishment"
to half the rate payable to a "decentralized establishment".
Clause 6 (3) defines "total pay-roll tax paid" as the rate applicable at the time of the
announcement of the discontinuation of incentive payments in April 1984.
Clause 7 provides the formula for payments of land tax rebates a "phase-out" rates to
decentralized or special establishments eligible to make claims in respect of land owned
on 31 December 1984, 1985 and 1986. Proposed section 4 (B) (1) (1 A) provides that, in
respect of the land tax assessed on land owned on 31 December 1984, the eligible employer
will be entitled to 70 per cent of its total entitlement to land tax rebate; in respect of the
land tax assessed on land owned on 31 December 1985, the eligible employer will be
entitled to 50 per cent of its total entitlement to land tax rebate; and in respect of the land
tax assessed on land owned on 31 December 1986, the eligible employer will be entitled to
25 per cent of its total entitlement to land tax rebate. Entitlement then ceases.
Clause 7 (3) inserts proposed sub-section (3A) after section 4B (3) of the principal Act to
maintain the current entitlement ofa "special establishment" to half the rate payable to a
"decentralized establishment".
Clause 8 introduces a transitional provision to make it clear that employers eligible to
apply under the Decentralized Industry Incentive Payments Act prior to the
commencement of this Bill are entitled to the rebates provided for in this Bill, and not
those provided for in the principal Act.
Clause 9 provides consequential amendments to the Economic Development Act and
the Victorian Economic Development Act by removing references to the Decentralized
Industry Incentive Payments Act.
Again, I will make available officers of my department to advise the spokespersons of
the two opposition parties, if they seek further advice. I understand that may not be
necessary, given the announcement that I made in 1983 and earlier this year; however,
that assistance is ready, if it is required.
On the motion ofMr HA YWARD (Prahran), the debate was adjourned.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 12.

Mr HAY\VARD {Prahran)-I request more time for the consideration of the Bill. It is
a fundamental measure and there are major principles involved. I recognize the points
made by the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources. However, as mentioned
in the previous discussion for extension of time, the Opposition wishes to discuss specific
provisions with groups and firms in provincial centres. That will be difficult to achieve
within the time span of two weeks, keeping in mind that next week is Cup week and
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Parliamentary proceedings will be interrupted. I ask that the Bill be adjourned until
November 19.

Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-Ijoin in the comments made by the honourable member
for Prahran and seek additional time to investigate the full impact of the Bill and to
discuss it in country Victoria where the effects of the Bill could have devastating results.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources) (By leave)-I
recommend that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 19.
By leave, the motion was withdrawn, and it was ordered that the debate be adjourned
until Tuesday, November 19.

PAPERS
The following papers, pursuant to the directions of several Acts of Parliament, were laid
on the table by the Clerk:
Housing Ministry-Report of the Director for the year I 984-85-0rdered to be printed.
Municipal Association Act 1907-Report of the Auditor for the year 1984-85 on the Local Government Investment
Service Fund.

ADJOURNMENT
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That the House, at its rising, adjourn until Tuesday, November 12.

This is simply a measure to save all honourable members coming here on Cup Day.
The motion was agreed to.

TRANSPORT (VICTORIAN PORTS AUTHORITY) BILL
The debate (adjourned from the previous day) was resumed on the motion ofMr Roper
(Minister for Transport):
That this Bill be now read a second time.

and on Mr Gude's amendment:
That all the words after "That" be omitted with the view of inserting in place thereofthe words "This House
refuses to read this Bill a second time until the Minister for Transport is available to adequately respond to issues
contained in the Bill".

Mr COOPER (Mornington)-The primary purpose of the Bill is to set up a co-ordinating
system of port planning development and operation on an integrated Statewide basis by
establishing the Victorian Ports Authority and by abolishing the Port of Melbourne
Authority, the Port of Geelong Authority, the Port of Portland Authority and reconstituting
the Marine Board of Victoria and establishing local boards to operate in the ports of
Melbourne, Geelong and Portland.
As mentioned by the honourable member for Essendon, the Bill arose as a result of the
Government's economic strategy. At this time of the year, I prefer to describe this Bill as
one that has arisen out of stupidity, because of the anticipated event next week.
The Bill creates Government owned and Government controlled monopoly. The history
of Government monopolies is not a good one. In fact, Government monopolies in this
State have an extremely poor record. We now have the possibility of the Government
imposing upon the taxpayers of this State a further monopoly. If one wants to consider
the effect of monopolies on this State one needs only to examine those that are already in
operation.
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In the context of the timing of events, what better one than that involving the transport
system and the event that is likely to occur tomorrow. Victoria has a rail crisis. The lead
in to an article in the Australian Financial Review of 29 October is, "In Victoria's transport
system there is panic where there should be crisis management". It is fair to compare the
Bill with another Government monopoly in the State because that is the only way the
community can decide whether they are receiving value for money.
In the article by Terence Maher he states:
The hydra-headed monster under his control.

Terence Maher is referring to the rail system and the Minister for Transport.
· .. is in such disarray and deficit that the only thing that appears to be holding it together is the new paint job
done in the Victorian ALP colours of green and gold.

I cannot remember the exact cost to taxpayers of the repainting of those trams and trains,
which did not need repaintin~, in the Australian Labor Party colours of green and gold,
but it was substantial. The artIcle continues:
· .. one of the standing jokes in Victoria at the moment is that V-Line is God's way of telling us to slow down.
· .. Mr Roper came to the job with a reputation of being one of the poorer performers in the Cain Government,
having been credited with creating havoc in the Health portfolio.

No one would argue with that because it is a well-known fact. The article continues:
Whereas the New South Welshmen reduced the need for government subsidy by a further $35 million last
year. the Victorians grabbed an extra $33 million from the public purse.

· .. while the subsidy provided by the Victorian Government to the STA as a percentage of real expenditure was
up from 39·4 per cent to 40·3 per cent last year.

It costs roughly twice as much to run the NSW Railways as it does the Victorian Railways but the rub is that
the NSW system brings in four times as much revenue.

The ST A's chief executive, Mr Keith Fitzmaurice, said in the annual report tabled in Parliament last week that
the . . .
· .. accumulated deficit has now blown out to $1750 million and the authority's recent five-year corporate plan
sees the annual deficit doubling in the next five years "unless change is implemented".

The article then discusses what is referred to almost daily as the monopoly led recovery
which is being attempted by the Government with the public rail system, and further
indicates that the Government run monopoly is poorly managed.
The Bill is about the imposition of a similar monopoly on the port systems in Victoria.
Parliament needs to approach that system very carefully because of the track record of the
Government run monopoly in Victoria.
A big question mark should be placed over the creation of a Victorian Ports Authority.
One must consider its desirability in both the long and the short term. When considering
the port system, one must remember that part of the wealth of the country is created
through its exports. One must examine the effect of exports on the country as well as on
the State.
I noticed recently an article in a magazine called the Business Bulletin of September
1985 which sets out what it calls an export league ladder. In 1954 Australia was eighth on
the world export league ladder and, in the 30 years since 1954, has sunk from eighth to
nineteenth on that ladder. That is a significant drop, and I note the Acting Speaker is
nodding his head in agreement.
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That article states:
Perhaps Australia's worst mistake has been our failure to control costs. The most obvious examples are in unit
labour costs but they are not solely confined to that area. Another example is construction costs where a plant
built elsewhere often costs only three quarters of the same plant built in Australia. As a result plants and jobs go
elsewhere. The costs imposed by the monopolistic electricity, railway and port authorities are other examples. I
could go on.
Too many in Australia just do not understand that controlling our costs is important. Few understand the link
between cost levels and jobs.

That is a truism, if ever I heard one. Anyone in business knows that if a business is to be
successful costs must be controlled. Allowing costs to get out of control may not only ruin
a business but also threaten the jobs of the people who are employed in the business. I
return to the costs of Government run monopolies. I refer to the State Transport Authority,
the hydra-headed monster of the Minister for Transport. The article to which I referred
indicated that the deficit of the authority is $1750 million and, according to the chief
executive of the authority, it will probably double in the next five years unless change is
implemented.
The history of change in the management and control of any Government authority or
Government monopoly indicates that change is doubtful. Change and proper financial
management is exhibited by the private sector, but is rarely exhibited in the public sector.
If the costs of exports are to be contained so that export products can be more competitive
overseas, the one thing we should not be doing in this State and the nation is creating a
Government run monopoly in the ports system. That would be a recipe for disaster and a
recipe for a cost blow-out, which, in turn, would affect the exports of this country, and, in
the long term, cost Victorians jobs.
I was interested to hear the honourable member for Geelong, who represents the electorate
in which one of the ports affected by the proposed legislation is located, say that the port
of Geelong has never worked better than it has in the past two or three years. That was a
grand statement. If one listens to the honourable member for Geelong long enough one
eventually hears a little truth and a little sense.
An Honourable Member-You are patient, though!
Mr COOPER-Yes, I am patient. I understand the honourable member for Geelong is
correct in saying that the port is working well. The question that arises from that statement
is: why change'? Why would anybody want to change something that is working well'? We
have it from no less an authority than the man who represents the Geelong electorate that
the port of Geelon~ is working beautifully. The proposed legislation has been introduced
by the party to whIch the honourable member for Geelong belongs, the party that wants
to change the port and threaten the viability of the good workings at that port.
Frankly, I do not understand how the honourable member for Geelong was able to say
that the port of Geelong is working well and support the Bill at the same time. The Bill
will virtually threaten the port with a monopoly that will cause a reduction in the
profitability and viability of the port. Anyone with any sense knows that the measure will
threaten the viability of the port for many years to come. It is interestin~ to note the views
of the City of Geelong. The Geelong City Council is one of the premIer councils of the
State.
Mr Gavin interjected.
Mr COOPER-The honourable member for Coburg should listen to the wisdom of
what I am saying, as wisdom is rarely heard from his side of the House. I refer to a letter
dated 27 September 1985 from the Town Clerk and the Chief Administrative Officer of
the City of Geelong to the Minister for Transport, Mr Roper.
The letter of27 September 1985 states:
I write to inform you that my Council has resolved to oppose the provisions of the proposed Victorian Ports
Authority legislation which provide for the integration ofthe Port of Gee long into a Statewide system.
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The last paragraph states:
These views were also confirmed at a Public Meeting held in Geelong on 26 September 1985.

In the second-last paragraph, the letter states:
My council urges you and your Government to reconsider this matter and not to remove the ability of the Port
of Geelong to act as an autonomous body within of course, the parameters of appropriate legislation.

The elected voice of the people, the City of Geelong, is pleading with the Minister for
Transport and the Government-the honourable member for Hawthorn interjects that it
is the second leading council in the State-not to destroy the autonomy of the port of
Geelong; the same port that the honourable member for Geelong says is working so well.
There has been a joining together of the views of the City of Geelong and the honourable
member for Geelong-probably an unusual occurrence, but certainly one that will be
appreciated by the people whom they both represent.
The House should take note of the fact that the honourable member for Geelong, who
is elected by approximately 30 000 people, and the councillors of the City of Gee long, who
are elected by many of the same people, have joined together and expressed an opinion
about the efficiency, viability and autonomy of the port of Geelong. I would be surprised
if the Government turns its back on the expressed opinion of the people of Gee long.
The honourable member for Geelong made what I regard as an unsubstantiated and
vicious attack on the honourable member for Hawthorn. The honourable member quoted
from documents, but was selective in what he quoted. A telex about the Bill was sent to a
Mr Gary Brennan on 28 October 1982 from the Executive Director of the Melbourne
Chamber of Commerce at that time, now the highly-respected and efficient honourable
member for Hawthorn:
Mr Gude said that he had been advised personally by the Minister's staff that it was proposed that Victorian
ports would fall within the ambit of the Department of Transport and that the likely timetable for this event to
take place was by July of next year.

Of course, that did not happen. The telex continues:
I have previously congratulated the Minister on his efforts to bring about greater co-operation as between the
various port authorities and see no reason to change from that view. However, placing Victorian ports within
the Victorian Transport Authority network would certainly bring about major changes that would definitely not
be to the advantage of port users.

Mr Gavin interjected.
Mr COOPER-The honourable member for Coburg should contain himsel( I know
that he wants to participate in the debate and honourable members on this side of the
Chamber will look forward to his contribution. Honourable members appreciate that he
is under pressure, but the honourable member's brilliant debating style has been admired
for some time. The telex of 28 October 1982 continues:
In addition, the Government's decision to extract from these bodies 5 per cent of community equity as part of
their budget strategy to pay for the Government's programs will have the effect of reducing the money available
for progressive projects from within their own resources which is a matter of grave concern.

The public authority dividend was referred to by the honourable member for Niddrie.
The honou"able member attacked the honourable member for Polwarth, stating that that
honourable member had not done his homework. I know that to be a complete falsehood
from my close observation; being a member of my party's transport committee. I have
seen the large amount of work that the honourable member for Polwarth has undertaken.
As an example, as the honourable member for Niddrie called it, of the lack of homework
done by the honourable member for Polwarth, the honourable member for Niddrie stated
that no public authority dividend tax was extracted from the Port of Melboume Authority.
I hate to say it, and I do not wish to be nasty, but I point out that, at page 56 of the Bill,
the Public Authorities (Dividends) Act 1983 is mentioned. It states that the proposed
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Victorian Ports Authority will be subjected to a public authority dividend tax. That is
remarkable!
One could ask why the Government wants to take hold of an efficient port, such as the
port of Geelong, and drop it into the proposed Victorian Ports Authority. What possible
reason could there be for that action? Honourable members have been told that it is being
done because of gross inefficiency, that the proposed Victorian Ports Authority will improve
the efficiency of ports in this State and that it will be wonderful. However, in the profit
and loss statement of the Port of Melbourne Authority for the year ended June 1983, one
discovers that the Government got its grubby hands on to $6 million from the authority.
What greater tax slush-fund could there be than a public authority dividend tax? What
greater mikhing cow could there be than a bigger and better port authority and with all
the ports in one little bag so that the Government could really get its hands on the money?
In that case, the Government would not need to go to each authority as it would get its
hands on the money in one fell swoop rather than in a number of fell swoops.
The Government should follow the policy expounded by the Liberal Party in regard to
ports management and control, which is an entrepreneurial approach. The Liberal Party
supports free ports; it believes in competition.
The honourable member for Geelong hit the nail on the head when speaking about
ports, as did the City of Geelong. They stated that the Government should not wreck a
port that is going well; it should not destroy the autonomy of the ports and should allow
them to do their own thing within the boundaries of reasonable legislation. Under no
circumstances could one describe the Bill as reasonable.
It would be remiss of me not to draw the attention of the House to a major omission
from the Bill: I refer to the port of Westernport. There is little realization by members of
the Government, and none by the Minister for Transport, that the port of Western port is
the second biggest port in the State. It narrowly misses out on being the biggest port in
Victoria in terms of tonnage.
I understand that the port of Melbourne is the bi~est port in Australia; therefore, the
port of Western port is the second biggest in the natIon, because the margin between the
two ports is extremely small. As the honourable member representing the area, I find it
extraordinary that the port of Western port should be totally ignored by the Government
both in the Bill and in many other respects. The port does not even rate a mention in the
new hierarchy described in the Bill. The proposed Victorian Ports Authority will include
representatives from the Port of Melbourne Authority, the Port of Geelong Authority and
the Port of Portland Authority. However, no mention is made of the second biggest port
in the nation having a representative on the authority. That is strange.
The Bill provides for the establishment of local boards. It is proposed that local boards
will be set up for the authorities of the ports of Melbourne, Portland and Geelong. Again,
the second biggest port in the country is not mentioned.
Westernport is ignored by this Government in its policy on ports and in pretty well
every aspect of activity controlled by it. Here is another example of the people of the
Mornington Peninsula being wiped off. They are in the forgotten land once again.
It would have been a remarkable thing for this Government to have given some credence
to the representations and suggestions made before the Bill was introduced. It is not as
though the Government was not advised. The Minister was advised through the staff that
he made available to the Opposition committee. He was told it was a matter of concern to
the people in the Mornington electorate and those on the Mornington Peninsula generally
and that it would be regarded as a matter of considerable importance to the people in
those areas.

Once again the Government has decided to ignore that advice provided in the best
interests of the Government and the people in my electorate. The Government has walked
away from its responsibilities yet again.
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Members of the Government party might say that the Bill is in the best interests of the
ports to which it refers. It is not in the best interests of the major ports to which it does
not refer; it is not in the best interests of the ports of Western port, Hastings and Mornington
Peninsula because the second biggest port in the State is crushed and ignored and given
no representation and no voice.
That view will be expressed widely and supported widely by the communities in
Western port as well as the Mornington Peninsula Development Committee, which is
widely based and includes representatives of unions, councils and development groups.
They say the port deserves recognition and that it deserves to have a voice in what goes
on in port management. They want to control their own destiny and have the same
autonomy that other ports have and should continue to have.
The port of Westernport desires only what the port of Geelong has today-that is,
autonomy. Where is the reflection of the desire of the general community-and the bodies
I have mentioned-for the creation of the proposed legislation? It does not exist. The
desire is contained purely and simply within the realms of the Government. The
Government wants the creation of a large-scale monopoly that will ease the path to allow
the Government to attack it viciously financially, as it has attacked other organizations
such as the State Electricity Commission and the Gas and Fuel Corporation.
The Bill is not about creating something good for the State; it is about creatin~ something
that is seen to be good financially for this Government. That is a reprehensIble state of
affairs and one that will be condemned by the taxpayers of the State, who are sick and
tired of being bled dry by this high taxing, wild spending Government. We will see the
establishment of another huge qango to be used as a milching cow.
I urge the Government to draw itself back from the step it is about to take. If the
Government has any feeling for the future of this State and the decent things that
Governments can do, it should back away and reconsider.

The Government should consider the statements made by representatives of the Geelong
City Council and the honourable member for Geelong, who inadvertently agreed with
them.

Mr Gude-And he is embarrassed!
Mr COOPER-The honourable member for Geelong is embarrassed about his stand.
The honourable member for Bellarine has not made any comment nor has the Minister
for Sport and Recreation, who represents the electorate of Geelong North. Honourable
members are not able to stand up with a clear conscience and back the Minister for
Transport.
The people of Portland and Western port want to join in the good times that could be
here with autonomy, a free port system and the ability to go out and do their own thing
for their communities. They want to be able to have a free market and free enterprise
system so that once again they will be able to make this nation great.
Dr WELLS (Dromana)-The honourable member for Polwarth has clearly outlined
the Opposition's approach to the Bill. Other Opposition speakers have made excellent
speeches as local members representing each of the four major ports involved. Each of
those speakers backed up his statements with considerable factual material and information
stemming from thr large number of people in the electorates they represent who have said
the same thing. It appears that the only authority that wants the Bill to proceed is the
Victorian Government.
I accept that it is the responsibility of a Government to lead, to plan and to investigate,
but leading must be done in a practical way. It is specious for a Labor Government to
pride itself on representing all Victorians when it puts forward such a proposal. It is
remarkable that in the lead-up to the Bill being introduced into Parliament countless

Transport Bill

31 October 1985

ASSEMBLY

1597

objections were made, but, as on other occasions, the Government has chosen to ignore
them.
Again, it is a question of a Government overcome by its power. Power has clearly gone
to the Government's head and it is prepared to ram through its ideas, regardless of the
views of the community.The Government can do that in this place because it has the
numbers, but in the other place it will face a hard-fought battle.
Because of Bills such as this, the Opposition fought through the Nunawading campaign
to retain its majority in the Upper House, and because of Bills such as this that majority
must be used from time to time. The Opposition is being responsible in opposing the Bill
not only in this place but also in the other place.
I place on record the Liberal Party's strong opposition to the Bill. It was important that
each of the Opposition speakers who preceded me approached the matter from a different
angle. They provided different information and informed the House of judgments made
by individuals and organizations. Those freely elected representatives of organizations,
functioning within a democratic society, are all saying the same thing: we do not want the
Transport (Victorian Ports Authority) Bill.
These organizations want to be left alone to get on with the job. I thought it very
interesting that my colleague, the honourable member for Mornington, speaking on a port
that has real advantages but has little in the way of facilities, should be able to point out
something of which if I were a member of the Government party I would be ashamed;
that is, that his and my Western port, because the peninsula is really one area, again is
being ignored by the Government.
If members of the Government party would go to that area and talk to the people, they
would learn that what the honourable member for Mornington said was in fact the case.
The people in that area wish their port to be left free to develop as it can and will under
real conditions of the day. One does not suggest that it will become the major container
port for Melbourne; one does say that the port, in real, practical living conditions, under
straight competitive commerce, is certain to grow bigger than it is at present if left free
rather than shackled by decisions taken by bureaucrats in other places.
Western port needs to have the opportunity that the port of Melbourne initially and the
port of Geelong later had of growing. The port of Portland followed, and is doing a
different job with a smaller level of turnover and it is making its way.
The community objects to the Bill for one simple reason: the proposals in the Bill, as in
other Bills introduced by the Government and infamously rammed through special sittings
of the other House, are contrary to profitable business practice. I do not mean business
practices of wringing money out of the oppressed to be enjoyed for by the privileged
community. This Bill, like its bedfellows, runs contrary to profitable business management.
The Government wishes to amalgamate these ports to continue the process of its socialist
ideological takeover of Victoria.
Mr Gude-The Minister thinks that he is Robin Hood.

Dr WELLS-It is amazing that the Government is introducing Bills that have Robin
Hood characteristics. The Government is changing the face of Victoria dramatically.
One early item on the Government's agenda was to abolish decentralization rebates in
Victoria and to replace those schemes with ill-defined systems of which no one knows
enough about, but which can be described as systems of political patronage.
The Government unionized the workplace ostensibly through the Occupational Health
and Safety Bill, yet there can be no rational defence for the proposition that a safety
representative must be nominated by a union. No one has established that that person
will have more concern for the membership of the work force than would other members
of the workplace.
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The Government subsequently nationalized part of the insurance industry through the
Accident Compensation Bill. Even though some Government party members may not
consider nationalization of that part of the insurance industry to be significant, its effect
on the workplace in pushing up costs and making more rigid the systems of operation is
greatly to be regretted.
Another Bill, which many people in the community believe was infamous, gave the
Minister for Planning and Environment personal control of planning in the Melbourne
metropolitan area. All of these Bills create bigger government and remove control of the
operation from the workplace-from the living place-where the people are involved.
So one comes to the next Bill in line, which is the Transport (Victorian Ports Authority)
Bill. This again represents a standard pattern on behalf of the Government of developing
larger governments; bigger bureaucracy; more expense; more rigidity; slower decision
making; less supportive decision making and, in general, a slow-down in the rate of profit
creation by and for the community at large.
Some months ago I said in this place, and I say it again tonight to back-benchers in the
Cain Labor Government, that if I were one of them I would be looking seriously at what
my Leaders are doing because it is the back-benchers who will be the first ones to lose their
seats at the next State election. Let there be no doubt they will be the ones who will go
because they have not used their combined voting capacity and their capacity to bring
sense through decisions of a large body of minds to the running of their Government.
Their Leaders may survive but the back-benchers will go.
Why is this Bill needed? Are there reasons that one could rationally indentify to support
the Government's proposal? Is it because the existing ports are destroying each other
through ferocious competition or are they being run inefficiently; are they starved of
capital for expansion or is there constant union trouble in the ports? What are the reasons?
Will the Government achieve lower costs through the ports if it creates a supervisory
decision-making body above them all?
When one examines the $6 million that was taken from the port of Melbourne last year
as a statutory contribution, one could hardly say that the port of Melbourne is not running
profitably. When one looks at the bank balance of the Port of Geelong Authority and
realizes that it has something in excess of$11 million in the bank for use by the authority,
and ifone couples this with the fact that that port has not received $1 worth of Government
money to bring it to its presents position, one could hardly say that these ports need taking
over because they are unprofitable.
Are all of these ports fighting to do the one job? They are not; they are at different phases
chronologically in their development and they are at different phases in the types of work
they do because they meet different needs.
It is clear that the port of Melbourne is the major port in Victoria. It is the container
port in Victoria. It is clear that approximately three-quarters of the freight it handles is
used within a 30 kilometre radius of Melbourne. It is obvious at this point in Victoria's
development, that if the port is allowed to function smoothly and reliably, the freight will
continue to come through the port of Melbourne no matter what the other ports do and
offer.
It is equally clear, if one examines the port of Geelong, that it fulfills a specialist role.
Over the years it has developed the function of dealing with fertilizer and rural products
and may well again shortly deal with car exports. It handles freight for that area and does
so extremely well.
Portland is a much smaller port which also performs a specialist activity. It may well
grow into a much bigger port, given the freedom to operate in the real world. However,
history suggests that it will not if it has to operate only by obtaining its capital by bowing
to some authority of bureaucrats in central Melbourne.
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Could the Government bring to these ports more efficiency in terms of operation? Are
the smaller ports lacking, and would they benefit from some authoritarian control? It is
interesting that the Port of Geelong can beat the Port of Melbourne in terms of freight
costs, even though the Port of Melbourne has volume advantages. Therefore, I cannot
agree that the Bill is justified in terms of freight costs.
Who wants the Bill? Do the shipowners want it? No, they do not. Do businessmen in
the local areas want it? No; they have expressed their opposition to it. Do the current port
authorities want it? No, they do not. Does local government want it? As the honourable
member for Mornington said earlier, they do not want it either. Is it perhaps, then, the
running mates of the Government, the unions, who want the authority to be created?
Previous speakers have indicated that even union representatives do not want the authority
to be created.
Is it likely that decision making would be speeded up by creating the authority? It is
certainly not likely. Is it perhaps that such an authority might reduce union strikes in the
ports? If one examines the current situation, it is apparent that if one port is on strike, the
others often continue to function. Therefore, that is certainly not likely to be the case. It
would be much more likely that all ports would be closed at the one time if there were
only one authority controllIng all the ports.

It is extremely difficult to find any significant justification for the Bill. It has a classic
approach to increasing costs of production, slowing down activity and decision making,
and fossilizing the whole productive process.
Could it be that Victoria is out of step with the rest of the world? What is the situation
in other States of Australia? What happens overseas? New South Wales, which is the other
major State in terms of commercial turnover and port turnover, has had a single authority
structure for some time. It is very significant that that State is now attempting to move
away from that very structure and to pass on much more authority for action to the
individual ports and their authorities.
The other States of Australia, by and large, do not have one authority. Certainly,
Tasmania, South Australia, and Western Australia all have mixtures with some freelycontrolled independent ports.
What is the situation in other countries? It is interesting to note that, during the major
coalminers' strike that occurred in Great Britain a few years ago, of all the ports in that
country, the two ports that continued to function efficiently were Felixstowe and Harridge.
Both of those are free-enterprise ports, and the persons running the ports recognized it was
not to their advantage to go on strike.
If one examines the great ports of Europe, such as Europort, Zeebrugge, Hamburg, Le
Havre and others, one finds that they are all free-enterprise ports that compete fiercely
with one another on the basis of efficiency to attract business. They dare not go on strike
or create, unofficially, non-commercial conditions because they would perish rapidly.
If one of those ports were to close today, another port next door-and often in another
country, would take away that business very smartly.
The evidence around the Northern Hemisphere, where the major shipping lines of the
world exist, is that the pattern that has been shown to be successful is one offree enterprise
ports that can work out their own destinies.
Socialist control of ports is on the way in, because we have not had a socialist Government
during the last quarter of a century and we must experiment with all these wonderful new
ideas. So we come in this time, in the mid 1980s, to one of the most fiercely competitive
economic times in the history of western man to a situation where we move to fossilize
and ossify our port system. It may be that we could have tried these experiments in the
1950s or 1960s when money was not so tight and when we could have tolerated a greater
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degree of interference by bureaucrats who sit on well-padded seats and get paid by the
Government regardless of what happens in the real world.
That is not the case today and it is not adequate for Governments to do these nonsensical
things and then to throw their hands up in the air, when jobs are lost and turnover is lost,
and say it is not their fault, it is the fault of someone else. It is the fault of the Government
of the day which is charged with the responsibility of creating a favourable environment
for economic enterprise. The buck stops with the Government and it is not adequate for
it to hide behind decentralized or centralized systems or Acts of Parliament. If one
considers world shipping patterns, it is obvious that great change is afoot. I challenge the
Government to consider its proposals in those terms. Ships basically have been getting
bigger all the time; they are now in excess of 100 000 tonnes of container cargo. It is much
the same around the world. Large ships are continuously moving and will only stop at
major ports-perhaps not even at any Australian port. There could possibly be a feeder
system from a place such as Singapore to ports in the future.
With current shipping systems, the large ships that bring 2000 or 2500 containers at a
time to Australian ports stop only at Perth, Melbourne, Sydney or vice versa. It is not
practical to suggest that the Government should control or support shipping patterns to
avoid competition between ports in this way.
As I said earlier, it is obvious to anyone who studies the Victorian port system that each
of its ports is doing a specialist job. Westernport handles an enormous amount of
hydrocarbons, so it is a different port from the other ports we are considering. There can
be no case for any Government in this State at this time to attempt to rationalize
competition between the ports.
The ports of Melbourne and Geelong are ahead of the other ports and have grown under
a free enterprise system. Both have plans for continued expansion. The Melbourne port is
quite capable in the next 25 to 50 years of expanding in its own right; just as the port of
Geelong is equally capable of progressing and expanding by the service it provides in its
area.
Plans for the port of Geelong are well advanced for the next stage of its development. It
does not require Government interference. It is not proposing to do anything that any
Government would not wish to have done and it does not need to be held back.
The ports of Portland and Western port should be given the chance, as small ports in
terms of general cargo, to expand and meet the requirements of the areas they serve. Of all
ports, one could say that the port of Westernport has been badly served by Government
control. It is one of the finest deep water ports in Australia but has not come into much
use for general cargo because the land around it has been locked up by planning controls
associated with deep water development. For a decade, that process has not progressed.
The current situation is that the controls are being maintained. One can predict with
some confidence that, with the Government continuing to half strangle development in
Westernport and the surrounding area, in these hard times, in particular, development is
unlikely. Westernport, of all ports, would wish to be free and to have more chance of
developing in a sane, and satisfactory and useful way.
As the honourable member for Mornington stated earlier, our ports need a free enterprise
philosophy. We do not need monopolies, and we do not need Government bureaucracy
ever growing and costing more to maintain. I challenge the Minister to document in
writing the benefits Victoria has gained from the increase of 13 500 public servants in its
bureaucracy.
There is a saying in the Northern Hemisphere that if one slows down the port, one slows
down Main Street. That is what we are looking at. When the Liberal Party gets into office,
I will vote to reverse these socialist procedures. It is abundantly clear that no significant
sector of the Victorian community wishes to have the Transport (Victorian Ports Authority)
Bill which is being thrust upon us. The Bill deserves to be blocked.
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Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-I wish to speak to the reasoned amendment that was
moved by the Opposition yesterday to get the Minister for Transport back into the
Chamber to listen to the comments of honourable members and respond to them. The
reason the Minister was not in the House was obvious: he was trying to repair some of the
chaos in his transport portfolio. Ironically, while the Bill is being debated it is appropriate
that the Minister for Transport is again trying to repair some of the chaos in the transport
system.
This means that the Minister is so ambitious as to be biting off this additional piece of
legislation to control Victoria's ports when he cannot run the transport system for which
he already has responsibility. That simply makes the measure a farce. In the Opposition's
view, it is an utter disgrace for the Government to continue the debate in the absence of
the Minister. The Opposition criticizes the Government for trying to pass the Bill in the
absence of even a reasonable performance in the transport area.
Why does the Government not leave the ports to run efficiently, rather than having
them mucked up by the Minister? I ask Government members to urge the Minister to
return to the Chamber to deal with the Bill.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-In closing the
second-reading debate, the Government has noted with interest the contributions made
to the debate by members on all sides of the House. It is with a considerable degree of
regret that the Government has learned that both the Opposition and the National Partyat least at this stage-are determined to vote against this important and progressive
development of Victorian ports and ports in Australia.
I only hope that while the Bill is between here and another place, the opposition parties
can be convinced of the need for the Bill. No doubt there will be further discussion between
the parties in order to facilitate agreement.
The amendment was negatived.
The House divided on the motion (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).
Ayes
43
31
Noes
Majority for the motion
AYES
Mr Andrianopoulos
Miss Callister
Mr Cathie
Or Coghill
Mr Culpin
Mr Cunningham
Mr Ernst
Mr Fogarty
Mr Fordham
Mr Gavin
Mrs Gleeson
M r Harrowfield
Mrs Hill
Mr Hill
Mrs Hirsh
Mr Hockley
Mr Jolly
Mr Kennedy
Mr Kirkwood
Mr McCutcheon
Mr McOonald
Mr Mathews
Mr Norris
Session 1985-51

12
NOES
Mr Austin
Mr Brown
Mr Coleman
Mr Cooper
Mr Crozier
Mr Oelzoppo
Mr Evans
(Bal/arat North)
Mr Gude
Mr Hann
Mr Hayward
Mr John
Mr Kennett
Mr Leigh
Mr Lieberman
Mr McNamara
Mr Maclellan
Mr Perrin
Mr Pescott
Mr Plowman
Mr Ramsay
Mr Reynolds
Mr Richardson
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AYES
Mr Pope
Mrs Ray
Mr Remington
Mr Rowe
Mr Seitz
Mrs Setches
Mr Sheehan
Mr Shell
Mr Sidiropoulos
Mr Simmonds
Mr Simpson
Mr Spyker
Mr Stirling
Mrs Toner
Mr Trezise
Dr Vaughan
Mr Walsh
Mr Wilkes

NOES
Mr Smith

(Glen Waverley)

Mr Smith

(Polwarth)

Mr
Mr
Mr
Mr
Mr

Stockdale
Tanner
Wallace
Weideman
Williams

Tellers:
Mr Lea
Dr Wells

Tellers:
Mr Micallef
Mrs Wilson
PAIR
Mr Cain

I

Mr Ross-Edwards

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

EDUCATION (MISCELLANEOUS MATTERS) BILL
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

Its purpose is to amend both the Education Act 1958 and the Post-Secondary Education
Act 1978. The majority of the proposed amendments are of a machinery nature and will
provide the Education Department and the office of the Technical and Further Education
Board with the ability to perform the related administrative functions more efficiently.
The formation of committees of management is consistent with the Government's policy
of devolution of responsibility and the use of educational facilities by the community.
PART I. AMENDMENTS TO THE EDUCATION ACT 1958
The Education Service Act 1981 provided that, among other, teacher aides, teacher
assistants and rural school aides were employed by the Education Department. With the
commencement of section 3 of the Teaching ServIce Act 1981 on 28 February 1984, the
staff of the Education Department was divided into Teaching Service and Public Service,
and teacher assistants and rural school aides came under the control of the Public Service
Board. It is considered that teacher aides, teacher assistants and rural school aides form
one occupational group within the department that should be employed under the
Education Act to ensure that common conditions of employment will be enjoyed by all
employees in the group.
School councils have the ability to employ non-teaching staff to assist in the work of a
council or a school. This ability has been extended to provide to a group of school councils
the power to employ one person whose particular skills can be used by the councils or
schools in the group.
School councils have entered into common agreement with outside bodies to set up
committees of management for certain premises at a school not only to allow the use of
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the premises but also to maintain and on some occasions repair the premises as well. Such
an agreement is usually the result of the outside body supplying certain sums of money for
the repair, extension or construction of the building. It is proposed to give school councils
the legislative power to devolve their own powers in this respect to joint management
committees under these agreements.
In further considering the role of school councils and their ability to delegate their
powers, school councils have formed sub-committees on the basis of clauses 21 and 22 of
regulation L777 (53) of the Education Department Regulations 1962. It is now recognized
that these clauses lack validity and, to establish certainty, the Bill provides for validation
of these regulations.
A former Public Account and Review Committee, in commenting on an AuditorGeneral's Report, recommended that, while the Auditor-General should remain responsible
for the standard of audits of Government school accounts, the Education Department
should assume the responsibility for ensuring that the annual audits are carried out. The
amendment provides for this transfer of responsibility.
The Bill also contains an amendment to the Local Government Act 1958 to complement
legislation providing for the formation of committees of management.
PART 11. AMENDMENTS TO THE POST-SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT 1978
Certain parts of this Act govern the operations of the technical and further education
system in Victoria. The current structures for the provision of technical and further
education in Victoria were created in 1983 and the TAFE Teaching Service commenced
in March 1984.
The system, in its short life, has operated most efficiently but in the course of the past
eighteen months certain anomalies and deficient procedures have become apparent. Clauses
12 to 34 of the Bill address these problems, which are of a miscellaneous nature, and the
most important are as follows:
Until recently the Education Department has retained the responsibility for conducting
technical and further education examinations. The Bill provides that the Technical and
Further Education Board assumes this responsibility by empowering it to arrange for or
conduct evaluations, assessments or examinations of the ability and achievements of
students and to distribute information about the results of these functions.
The Technical and Further Education Teaching Service Appeals Board and the Technical
and Further Education Registration Board established under the Act to service the
Technical and Further Education Teaching Service have operated most efficiently within
the constraints of existing legislation. One problem encountered by these boards has been
the inability to appoint a deputy in the absence of a member of the board, resulting in
delays in the board's deliberations. The provision of deputies to members of the registration
board, the appeals board and the discipline appeals board-the last of which is not as yet
operational-will avoid such delays in the future.
Procedures have been adopted to permit the Technical and Further Education Appeals
Board to report instances where provisional promotions or transfers have not been made
in accordance with the Act. Teaching staff selection is conducted in colleges but is subject
to an appeal procedure, as is the case in other services in the public sector. A new power
in the appeals board to report to the Chairman of the Technical and Further Education
Board when procedural irregularities in selection have occurred will be provided. This
procedure will ensure consistency and propriety in all appointments made in the Technical
and Further Education Teaching Service.
In relation to the Technical and Further Education Accreditation Board, the amendments
will create a new relationship between it and the Technical and Further Education Board,
giving the accreditation board more power over Statewide courses, will specify the terms
of office of its members and provide for it to make an annual report to the Minister.
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A definition of a Statewide course has been provided and the conditions under which
authority to conduct such a course will be granted have been stated. This will clarify some
doubts that may exist under the present legislation.
The power of the Chairman of the Technical and Further Education Board concerning
the capacity of officers has been amended. This amendment mirrors the amendments
made to an identical clause in the Teaching Service Act 1981, thus providing identical
provisions to be used to inquire into the fitness and capacity of an officer to discharge the
duties of his office in both the Teaching Service and the Technical and Further Education
Teaching Service. Other amendments relating to the personnel and staffing functions of
the Technical and Further Education Board include:
(a) the rights of certain persons be saved;
(b) provision for flexibility in the transfer of positions from the Teaching Service to
the Technical and Further Education Teaching Service in the case of amalgamation or
takeover of a school or college or part of the operations of a school or college; and
(c) the creation of exempt positions in colleges, in accordance with Ministerial or
arbitral determinations.
These amendments will provide greater flexibility to the board and enable it to perform
its personnel function more efficiently.
As a result of the special nature of offices in the Technical and Further Education
Teaching Service being attached to a specific colle~e, the rationalization of positions from
college to college was not adequately provided for m the current legislation. Consequently,
validation is needed for the creation or abolition of certain offices that have been created
or abolished in the rationalization of programs between colleges.
Finally, because of the need for the Technical and Further Education Teaching Service
to have a flexible system of communicating information to colleges and to members of the
Technical and Further Education Teaching Service, the Technical and Further Education
Gazette has replaced the Education Gazette and the Public Service Notices as the
"newspaper" for the purposes of this Act, and provides that matters published in either of
those publications prior to this amendment shall be deemed to have the same force and
effect. Subsequent amendments have been made to the Teaching Service Act 1981 to effect
this change in the publication of Ministerial orders made in respect to the Technical and
Further Education Teaching Service. I commend the Bill to the House..
On the motion ofMr LEIGH (Malvern), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 19.

MELBOURNE UNIVERSITY (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

Its purpose is to make a number of amendments to the Melbourne University Act 1958,
dealing with the administrative machinery of the university and also providing for the
more efficient use of the resources allocated to it. It is similar in substance to, though
different in form from, the Monash University (Amendment) Act 1984 and the Deakin
University (Amendment) Act 1984.
The amendments are being introduced after consideration by the university council. As
there are detailed notes to clauses attached to the Bill, I shall refer to the more significant
amendments only.
Clause 9 of the Bill gives the university specific power subject to conditions determined
by the Minister to enter into companies, associations, partnerships or joint ventures with
other bodies where the object of the enterprise has an educative research, artistic or
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industrial application. It also gives the university power to participate in the formation of
limited companies in Victoria so long as those companies have objects specified in that
clause. This power furthers the Government's policy of assisting universities in the
generation of their own funding. It is also consistent with the recognition given to the role
of tertiary institutions in assisting in the development of high technology-based industry
in Victoria.
The university council has for some time believed that it would be advisable to record
in legislative form the power of the university to form companies or to enter into
associations other than companies. The object is to enable the university to participate
within the wider community in areas consIstent with the objects of the university. It is
believed in many circumstances that the existing resources of the university can best be
made available for research, development, consultancy and related services, to commercial
and other organizations, by exercising the power given by the proposed legislation.
Examples of where difficulties occurred were encountered are the Jakarta Language Centre
and the Computer Aided Engineering Design Centre. The Jakarta Language Centre was
established to teach the English language to Indonesian students. The CAD Centre carries
out teaching and research and provides specialist assistance to industry and the engineering
profession. The equipment enables interactive drafting and modelling which provides
accurate and fast visualization of alternative features. Projects are being undertaken with
the Ford Motor Co. of Australia Ltd, MINENCO and the Road Construction Authority,
to name a few.
Commercial development and exploitation of the results of university research and
invention are policies of this Government and of the Federal Government. It will be
furthered through the exercise of the powers to be granted by clause 9. A company
established by the university with other equity participants will benefit the general
community as well as supplement Government grants and private endowments.
The same considerations apply to the organization of a wide ran~e of publishing and
distribution activities and fundraising aimed at benefiting the unIversity and helping
towards greater financial flexibility. It is also considered that activities providing assistance
and encouragement to drama, music and the visual arts, would be materially enhanced by
the granting of these powers to the university. The provisions set out in clause 9 require
that any limited company the university forms in Victoria or in which it participates,
must have objects which are specified in the clause. The provisions provide for detailed
accountability to the council of the university and to the Victorian Government through
the office of the Auditor-General.
Clauses 7 and 8 effect a change in the name of a committee of the university known as
the Graduate Committee to that of Committee of Convocation. The change is proposed
because the proliferation of the use of the word "graduate" in other contexts has resulted
in some confusion in terminology and accordingly the university now wishes to alter the
name to avoid confusion. I commed the Bill to the House.
On the motion of Mr LEIGH (Malvern), the debate was adjourned.

Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-I move:
That the debate be adjourned until November 12.

Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-I should like the debate on the Bill to be adjourned until 19
November because the Opposition spokesman has two Bills with which to deal and it
makes it difficult in that a considerable amount of proposed legislation will be dealt with
on 12 November in any case. I do not see the difference.
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education) (By leave)-Ifthe Opposition requires additional
time, that can be a matter for negotiation. However, I point out the Bill follows closely in
substance previous Bills that amended other university Acts and I do not believe it should
cause any difficulty.
The motion was agreed to, and the debate was adjourned until Tuesday, November 12.
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ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION (INDUSTRIAL WASTE) BILL
Mr MtCUTCHEON (Minister for Water Resources)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The purpose of the Bill is to provide for the protection of the environment by the
introduction of waste management requirements designed to control the production,
storage, treatment and transport of industrial wastes. Certain chemicals, the proper disposal
of which is recognized as being technically difficult or expensive, will also be controlled.
In addition, the Bill seeks to strengthen existing controls over noise and pollution generally.
The Bill is an important part of the comprehensive Government program of control
over chemicals. The Occupational Health and Safety Act 1985 provides for protection of
people in the workplace, while the Dangerous Goods Act 1985 provides for the protection
of the general public. This Bill complements these Acts and provides for proper
management of discarded industrial wastes. It will ensure that facilities are properly
operated and maintained, that contamination of the environment is prevented, and that
an adequate information base for waste disposal planning is created. It is therefore an
important step towards bringing hazardous chemicals under control and giving the
necessary assurances that community welfare is being safe~uarded. Discussions with other
departments during the drafting have ensured that there IS no duplication of controls, or
overlap of responsibility. Subsequent regulations will carry through these demarcations.
The Bill seeks to amend both the Environment Protection Act and the Melbourne and
Metropolitan Board of Works Act.

AMENDMENTS TO ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION ACT
INDUSTRIAL WASTE MANAGEMENT POLICY
The Bill enables the proclamation of industrial waste mana~ement policy. The policy
will deal with all aspects of industrial waste manasement. Its prOVisions will be implemented
by the controls provided in the Bill. The mechamsms include works approval and licensing
procedures, pollution abatement notices, notifiable chemicals procedures and offence
provisions.
WORKS APPROVAL AND LICENSING
The principal Act requires the occupiers of scheduled premises to obtain a works
approval before commencing any relevant works at scheduled premises. In addition,
processes on scheduled premises must not be operated without a licence. The current
provisions are designed to control pollution, but not waste management. The Bill widens
the application of the works approval and licensing system to include waste management.
NOTIAABLE CHEMICALS
Certain chemicals are notoriously difficult or expensive to dispose of in a safe manner.
Chemicals such as mercury, cadmium, arsenic and PCBs and their derivatives may give
rise to a major environmental hazard unless correctly handled. The Bill provides a
mechanism whereby the occupier of premises desiring to process, store or conduct any
operation involving more than the prescribed quantity of such chemical must notify the
authority, in advance, of its intention to do so. The occupier will be required to comply
with any rules and requirements laid down in the industrial waste management policy. If
necessary, he may have to satisfy the authority that the safe disposal of any resultant
wastes has been adequately planned. In the event that the authority is not so satisfied, a
pollution abatement notice will be served on the occupier, requiring that the material be
dealt with in the manner specified in the notice. The notice will be subject to appeal to the
Planning Appeals Board. Failure to comply with the notice will constitute an offence.
ABA TEMENT NOTICE
The principal Act currently provides for the control of pollution, in certain circumstances,
by the use of a pollution abatement notice. That mode of control will be extended to
facilitate the enforcement of the industrial waste management policy and to prevent the

Environment Protection Bill

31 October 1985

ASSEMBLY

1607

creation of environmental hazards. As indicated earlier, notices are subject to appeal and
are supported by an offence provision.
WASTE TRANSPORT PERMITS AND CERTIFICA TES
The principal Act currently requires commercial transporters of waste and, in certain
circumstances, municipal councils, to obtain transport permits for each vehicle in which
it is intended to carry prescribed waste. These provisions are to be modified to create
greater flexibility. They will not, however, interfere with the present responsibilities of
councils for domestic garbage.
The Bill also provides for the introduction of a new provision requiring the use of
transport certificates. The certificates have been widely used in the past but their use has
never been specifically required by legislation. The Bill provides that where prescribed
industrial waste is removed from any premises and transported on a highway to any other
premises for treatment, disposal, reprocessing, or storage, a transport certificate must be
completed and carried by the driver. The purpose of the certificate is twofold. First, it
enables movement of industrial waste to be traced from source to destination. Second, it
provides a means of advising persons who receive or handle the waste of its characteristics
in terms of toxicity or potential environmental hazard.
RESIDENTIAL NOISE
The present residential noise provisions in the principal Act are to be substituted by
new provisions which offer a greater measure of protection to persons in the home
environment. Where a member of the Police Force believes that unreasonable noise is
being emitted from a residential premise or its surrounds, he may give directions or take
such action as he considers necessary to abate the noise. These provisions will still enable
municipal officers to take action on domestic noise. Members of the Police Force will also
be empowered to act on complaints from residents about noise from entertainment venues.
In these circumstances, in addition to a power to give directions at such venues, police
will have a power of entry.
MOTOR CAR NOISE
The motor vehicle noise control program instituted under the princip~l Act is to be
expanded to incorporate the "'approved tester". Under this system, selected muffler fitters
may, at their request, be appointed as noise testers. When noisy vehicles are detected on
public highways, the owners will be required to have exhaust systems checked over by an
"'approved tester".
Ifa vehicle fails the test, the owner will have an opportunity to have the system replaced
or repaired. In that case, no further action will be taken. If the owner fails to produce his
vehicle or have it repaired as required, proceedings may be taken by the Environment
Protection Authority. The "'approved tester" program will enable the motor vehicle noise
program to be applied Statewide instead of being largely restricted to the Melbourne
metropolitan area as at present.

AMENDMENT TO THE MELBOURNE AND METROPOLITAN
BOARD OF WORKS ACT 1958
The amendment of the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works Act is primarily
designed to implement the Government's decision to assign to the Board of Works an
operational role in respect of the storage treatment and disposal of industrial waste.
Although private industry has effectively managed some types of waste, there are aspects
of industrial waste management which require Government involvement.
The Board of Works already handles a large proportion of the industrial wastes generated
within Victoria. It does this by accepting trade wastes into its sewers. The board is well
suited and has the necessary operational base and experience to handle these functions.
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The amendments to the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works Act deal firstly
with overcoming operational problems caused by wastes accepted into the Board ofW orks
sewers. The major amendments, however, create new provisions to empower the board to
undertake an expanded industrial waste role. The Bill gives the Board of Works powers to
build and operate waste treatment and storage facilities. It also confers other powers on
the board to enable it to function as an operational agency.
Victorian industry is highly decentralized requiring access to different, and frequently
specialized, waste disposal facilities. So that wastes can be treated in an economic and
environmentally sound manner, it is necessary for the board to be able to undertake its
industrial waste role Statewide.
The Government believes the Board of Works should exercise these new powers and
responsibilities in such a manner as to maximize the efficiency of industrial waste
management within Victoria.
A number of private sector firms have a substantial involvement with some kinds of
industrial wastes. I want to assure honourable members that it is not intended that the
Board of Works take over these operations. The board will co-operate closely with the
private sector. Where appropriate, it will enter into agreements with operators for the
treatment or disposal of wastes. It may also enter into joint ventures and other cooperative arrangements for dealing with wastes.
The proposed legislation specifically excludes those wastes normally collected, removed
or disposed of by a municipality, or accepted for disposal in a municipal tip.
Victoria will utilize the best available and appropriate technology in the management
of industrial wastes. The Government's draft industrial waste strategy has outlined these
needs. The present ongoing public consultative process will guide the Government further
in the detailed development of future strategies. I am confident that these strategies will
cater for the needs of Victoria's industry, while at the same time protecting its people and
natural environment.
In relation to those wastes destined for the board's facilities, the proposed legislation
empowers the board to undertake inspections, analysis and data acquisitions. This is
necessary so as to ensure that the facilities can operate to environmentally acceptable
standards. The board can also take whatever measures are required to prevent damage to
its facilities thereby averting potential public health and environmental problems.
Other provisions of the Bill give the Board of Works powers to make by-laws and to
enter agreements and contracts relating to its waste management functions. The board
will exercise its responsibilities Statewide and needs a different funding base independent
of rates levied on metropolitan ratepayers. Accordingly, the Bill provides for the
establishment of a separate waste management fund. This mechanism will allow the board
to separate the financing of its new industrial waste function from its other operations,
thereby ensuring that ratepayers' money will fund only its traditional servicing functions
within the metropolis.
The Bill empowers the board to borrow up to $100 million. This is necessary to ensure
that the Board of Works has adequate moneys to undertake the capital works involved in
the establishment of treatment facilities and to provide the necessary infrastructure to
support such works.
The detailed operations of the waste management fund will be determined in consultation
with the Treasurer and in accordance wit~ the industrial waste strategy. The charging for
the board's industrial waste services will be based on the user pays principle, the details of
which will be worked out in close consultation with industry. I commend the Bill to the
House.
On the motion ofMr DELZOPPO (Narracan), the debate was adjourned.
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Mr McCUTCHEON (Minister for Water Resources)-I move:
That the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 19.

Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-On the question of time, it is ludicrous for the Minister
to narrow the time allowed down to 19 November. It has taken 20 minutes to complete
the second-reading speech, which runs for seven pages. The Bill has 33 pages, not including
the explanatory notes, and for the Minister to ask the Opposition to consider a Bill of this
complexity involving many technicalities in such a short time is ridiculous. I ask the
Minister to extend the time until 26 November.
Mr McCUTCHEON (Minister for Water Resources)-I ask the honourable member
for Narracan to accept 19 November as the date of the adjournment and, if additional
time is required, I shall be pleased to discuss that matter with him.
Mr Delzoppo-I accept that.
The motion was agreed to, and the debate was adjourned until Tuesday, November 19.

STAMPS AND BUSINESS FRANCHISE (TOBACCO)
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

It provides for the following Budget initiatives at a total estimated cost of$27·25 million

in 1985-86 and $29·5 million in a full year:
A. finalization of the abolition of stamp duty on workers compensation premiums;
B. abolition of stamp duty on various agreements and instruments;
C. simplification of stamp duty rate scale for mortgages, bonds, debentures and
covenants;
D. abolition of stamp duty rate on residential tenancies;
E. increasing to $20 000 the exemption level for rental duty; and

F. relief for pensioners from stamp duty in respect of moves to more manageable
accommodation.
The Bill also includes amendments designed to combat avoidance and evasion of stamp
duties and to strengthen enforcement provisions so as to facilitate efficient administration
of the Act.
The Bill provides for an ad valorem duty on caveats to be lodged at the Titles Office to
secure a lender's interest under a mortgage that has not been stamped. At present a caveat
is dutiable with $10 only, whereas a mortgage is dutiable at ad valorem rates. Therefore, if
a lender agrees with a borrower to lodge a caveat at the Titles Office instead of stamping
and registering the mortgage to protect the lender's interest, the revenue is undermined.
The measure in this Bill is designed to counter that tax evasion practice. Only caveats
lodged to record an interest in an unstamped mortgage will be dutiable at ad valorem rates.
The Bill includes a provision deeming a dutiable land transfer to have taken place where
there is a change in beneficial ownership of land without an instrument of transfer being
executed. At present if this occurs there is no stamp duty payable. This result is achieved
through the use of trustees who are beneficiaries. ThIS is an anti-avoidance measure
attacking a potentially costly abuse of the Stamps Act provisions to avoid duty on the
transfer of property.
The Bill removes a technical deficiency under which a payment of a premium for a lease
is dutiable but a similar payment for the assignment of a lease is not dutiable. The present
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arrangements invite parties to weight heavily a premium payment on an assignment of a
lease to avoid stamp duty in respect of the rent.
The Bill also removes a tax avoidance loophole involving a Hspecial rental agreemenf~,
to which a maximum of $4000 stamp duty applies, to cover such matters as car leasing
arrangements under which any number of vehicles are successively replaced on a periodic
basis.
Considerable argument exists about the dutiability under the present legislation of
separate transfers of land which are really components of the one transaction.
Without commentin~ on the outcome of any matters presently before the courts, the
Bill specifically determines for the future that where transfers of property are essentially
related, duty is calculated on each transfer by reference to the rate applicable to the
aggregated value of the land. At present all but one other State presently has similar
legislation in place.
In the betting tax area of the Stamps Act a serious deficiency has been identified by the
Supreme Court whereby a bookmaker who has been suspended by the Bookmakers and
Bookmaker~s Clerks Registration Committee for tax evasion can escape serving his term
of suspension by a legal process which stays the suspension pending a court hearing of the
bookmaker~s objection to the committee~s decision. Although the committee~s decision
may be confirmed by the court, by that time the bookmaker~s suspended certificate has
lapsed and a new certificate has been issued to which the committee~s order of suspension
does not apply. The Bill remedies that position.
These anti-avoidance and anti-evasion measures should be seen as part of a continuing
effort by the Government to ensure that honest taxpayers do not continue to pick up the
tab for the tax cheats.
The Bill also includes a number of more general enforcement provisions, which should
be seen in a similar light.
Enforcement provisions under the Stamps Act are to be strengthened to tighten
definitions, to make penalties under different sections of the Act consistent and to impose
penalties for non-disclosure of information, non-lodgment of returns and for continuing
offences after conviction. It is emphasized that none of these measures imposes a new or
increased tax.
Similar strengthening of enforcement provisions of the Business Franchise Acts is
proposed, tO$ether with provisions to enable seizure of tobacco and petrol as evidence, to
enable an injunction to be sought to prevent an unlicensed trader from trading and to
change the evidentiary rules relating to such things as trucks and packets labelled as
containing petroleum and tobacco products.
One amendment to the proposed business franchise legislation which should be drawn
to the attention of honourable members is the removal of the special tobacco licence fee
rate of 15 per cent on the Victorian side of the New South Wales-Victorian border zone.
This special rate was introduced to protect Victorian traders when the Victorian rate was
substantially higher than the New South Wales rate. Now that New South Wales has lifted
its rate to the Victorian level of 25 per cent the border area is again a problem for traders
and its rate should be adjusted to 25 per cent. This adjustment has been sought by the
tobacco industry and arises because of the need to correct an anomaly.
Finally, the Bill includes a large number of technical amendments designed to facilitate
the efficient administration of the Stamps Act and the Business Franchise Acts and to keep
the legislation up to date. These are described in the explanatory memorandum. I commend
the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr LEIGH (Malvern), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 12.
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ADJOURNMENT
Stop Noah rally-Changes to Sessional Orders-Road opening function in DoncasterEducation specialists for Hamilton-Participation and Equity Program fundingWestern Pryde Poultry
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

Mr E. R. SMITH (Glen Waverley)-Earlier today a poster entitled "Stop Noah Rally"
arrived at my electorate office. Through the Deputy Premier I should like to refer this
matter to the Premier and ask whether he is aware of this poster.
The poster indicates that a rally is to be held at Parliament House at 4 p.m. on 13
November to express public displeasure against Operation Noah, which is the "police
organized phone-in to dob in marijuana smokers".
The letter attached to the rally poster of the National Organization for the Reform of
Marijuana Laws states:
NORML announces a rally on the steps of Parliament House at 4.00 p.m. on November 13th to protest against
Operation NOAH, the police campaign scheduled for the same day which encourages the community to telephone
the police to "dob in" marijuana smokers.
Operation NOAH is an expensive. destructive and discriminatory exercise in police public relations which has
totally failed to meet its stated objectives of bringing to justice the Mr Bigs of the illegal drug industry. Despite
the aims of the police, statistics show that the only results of past Operations NOAH was to apprehend a handful
of pot smokers and people who grew a couple of plants in their own backyard for their own use.

It then refers to an "insidious campaign" and so on. The real point at issue is that at the

top of the poster appear as patrons of this organization the names of the Honourable Don
Dunstan, AC,QC, and a former Prime Minister, the Right Honourable John Gorton. I
shall differentiate between the two: one is a public official and the other is no longer a
public official.
I ask the Deputy Premier to convey to the Premier my query about his guidelines for
public office and for people holding public office. I wonder whether it is, perhaps-and I
say this rather sarcastically-part of Victoria's tourist promotion; whether it is part of the
Government's policy to allow such persons to be patrons of an organization holding a
rally to change an independent police policy; and what would be the view of the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services, who is always telling honourable members about the
Government not interfering with police matters.
The Stop Noah rally poster is an incredible piece of paper. It is only one of the many
that are received by honourable members, of which they normally do not take notice.
However, I was most concerned that the name of the Honourable Don Dunstan appeared
at the top of the explanatory letter.
The first matter I raise is whether the Government is aware of the poster and the rally
or whether this is a case ofa bogus piece of paper having been produced. The bottom line
to the whole matter is whether the Government is backing the police, or whether some
scurrilous article like the poster-which incites the public to come out and demonstrate
outside Parliament House on a day that the House will be sitting and on a date that
coincides with the police campaign to promote Operation Noah-is allowed to be
distributed.
This is an incredible piece of paper, and I should like the Deputy Premier to provide
me with a reply.

Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-I raise with the Deputy Premier, in his capacity as Leader
of the House, the general issue of the need for the conduct of Parliament to be, and to be
seen to be, orderly, efficient and maintained in the highest esteem by the community.
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In accordance with that, I call on the Deputy Premier to examine measures that might
be available to him, as Leader of the House, to improve the conduct of Parliament. In
particular, I refer the honourable gentleman to some recent steps that have been taken in
the New South Wales Legislative Assembly, where a Sessional Order was adopted on 24
September which, among other things, provided that: where there are successive divisions,
the period for the ringing of the bells for the second or subsequent division, is much
abbreviated.
It seems to me that there is considerable value in the Leader of the House examining
Sessional Orders such as that, which he, as Leader of the House, may wish to introduce.
I particularly direct the attention of the honourable gentleman to clause (4) of the
Sessional Order to which I refer, which reads:
Notwithstanding anything contained in the Standing Orders and except as provided by Standing Order 42
when a quorum has once been formed during a sitting, and attention is again drawn by any Member to the fact
that a quorum is not present, it shall be in the discretion of the Speaker or the Chairman of Committees, as the
case may be, to proceed with the business or to count the House or Committee.

Standing Order No. 42, to which the clause refers, simply relates to the formation of a
quorum at the beginning of the day's sittings. The effect of such a Sessional Order would
be to eliminate the needless disruption with pointless quorum calls, which has been a
feature of the Parliament in recent past sitting days.
Mr HANN (Rodney)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, it seems to me that the matter
raised by the honourable member for Werribee relates to the Standing Orders of the
House, which is a matter under your jurisdiction rather than that of the Deputy Premier
in his capacity as Leader of the House. That honourable gentleman would recognize that
as the matter relates to Standing Orders it should be properly raised with either the
Standing Orders Committee or with you, Mr Speaker.
The SPEAKER-Order! I do not need to hear further on the point of order. I do not
uphold the point of order. The honourable member for Werribee is speaking about Sessional
Orders as distinct from Standing Orders, although he did touch upon a Standing Order. It
is the responsibility of the Leader of House and the Parliament whether Sessional Orders
are amended in any form.
Dr cOGHILL (Werribee)-There have been many cases recently when debate has been
proceeding quite smoothly, with no suggestion whatever that decisIOn-making powers and
activities of the Parliament were any less efficient for there being slightly fewer than twenty
members in the House, and despite that, the Opposition has called divisions when really
there has been no necessity for them. Such conduct diminishes the esteem in which the
Parliament is held and diminishes the effectiveness of the operation of the Parliament.
Similarly, the esteem in which the Parliament is held has been diminished by events such
as those which left Mr Graeme Stoney looking like a Liberal Party pawn.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Werribee is out of order ifhe is
casting reflections upon what has happened in another place. If he continues to be out of
order, I shall cease to hear him.
Dr COG HILL-I am pointing out the general issues which diminish the esteem in
which the Parliament as a whole is held. There is no question whatever that that particular
event has had that effect but, more particularly, so far as Chamber business is concerned
and the responsibility of the Leader of the House in the way in which Quorums are called,
anything used in this House to disrupt the proceedings of the House can only diminish the
standing in which the Parliament is held and should be closely examined by the Leader of
the House.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-I direct a matter to the attention of the Minister for
Transport. This month an official function took place in the electorate I represent for the
opening of a $5 million Doncaster Road-Mitcham Road duplication project. The
honourable member for Templestowe is on tape as having stated that I, with Mr Miles,
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the honourable member for Templestowe Province in another place, was invited to this
function.
I ask the Minister to check his records on why neither Mr Miles nor I received an
invitation to this function. My local newspaper was able to publish a photograph of the
Minister, dressed apparently as a road construction worker, wearing a red vest and a
helmet similar to those worn by those workers, with the Labor member for Warrandyte in
this place and the two Labor members for Templestowe and Nunawading in the other
place.
I take strong objection to public money being spent on a party political project and I
trust that, when anything of an official nature occurs in my electorate, I shall be invited
and not attacked under privilege for non-attendance where I have no recourse to refute
misrepresentation.

Mr CROZIER (Portland)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Education. As the Minister would be well aware, one of the ongoing disadvantages of our
smaller and more remote schools is the difficulty they often experience in having proper
access to the full range of educational specialists.
This situation is presently the case with the primary school in my local town ofCasterton.
Recently a situation arose where urgent advice and assistance was necessary and, in spite
of the best efforts of the Minister's staff at Warrnambool-and they do make very real
efforts to be of as much assistance as possible-it was necessary for the parents involved
to travel to Hamilton, as the distance between Casterton and Warrnambool is such that
the logistics of the exercise would basically rule it out.
What I am proposing to the Minister for his serious consideration is that ifhe is prepared
to take these circumstances on board, as I hope he is, that he will investigate the feasibility
of having a counselling guidance and clinical services officer based at Hamilton so that
such an officer can service the Casterton primary school in the same way as do special
education unit personnel.
I assure the Minister that there is a need for such a service that is more than just a token,
as is the case at present because of the distance involved. This is a practical step that will
not involve the Minister or his department in very much expense, but it would make a
significant difference to the pupils and particularly to the parents and the staff of the
Casterton Primary School.

Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston South)-I direct the attention of the Minister for
Education to the problem faced by T AFE colleges on the Mornington Peninsula. I refer in
particular to the reduction in funding for the Participation and Equity Program by some
54 per cent. In Frankston that will have the effect of decreasing the funds, which were
originally more than $300 000, to approximately $150 000.
The Minister would also be aware of the five programs currently run on the Mornington
Peninsula by T AFE colleges; one is run at Rosebud, one at Hastings and one at Frankston
and two programs are run for handicapped children by the Naringa Catering Service.
Those programs have been run for some time and do an excellent job. The Minister would
also be aware that a survey of the T AFE colleges carried out some time ago revealed that
the Mornington Peninsula area had the smallest amount of money spent on youth programs
of any area in the State.
Honourable members are aware that the Youth Guarantee Scheme and the Federal
Traineeship scheme will replace the Participation and Equity Program so the T AFE
colleges have ordered an across-the-board 54 per cent reduction in funding. In Frankston
that reduction in funding will mean that two and a half programs will be cancelled.
Unfortunately they will be the programs for youth in Rosebud and Hastings. The other
three programs will also have to be reduced.
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Some T AFE colleges such as those at Preston and Collingwood are situated in commercial
areas and, therefore, may be able to provide more traineeships than those in the Frankston
area, which are situated in a residential area. Frankston would not have the same capacity
to provide those traineeships.
I ask the Minister for Education to discuss the matter with the T AFE Board to ascertain
whether Frankston can be given special consideration. Possibly other areas in Victoria
will need the same type of consideration rather than having to suffer the 54 per cent acrossthe-board reduction in funding.
Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-I request the Leader of the House to take up with the
Premier and the Minister for Community Services in another place the poor paying record
of the day training centre known as Colanda, in Colac, and the Brierley Mental Hospital
in Warrnambool. The matter concerns the accounts furnished by Western Pryde Poultry
and its proprietor, Mr Jim Prigg.
The accounts go back to before August, far beyond the normal commercial terms of
payment. An investigation into the matter is warranted, and I should like to give the
Minister the information to enable him to follow up the matter.
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-The matter I raise for the attention of the Minister for
Education concerns the way in which I have made both written and oral representations
to him about some fifteen laboratory assistants at the Brighton Technical School who were
engaged on a two-year training course funded by the Participation and Equity Program.
Those assistants have now had their employment terminated, notwithstanding the fact
that their training had not been completed.
Other funding is not available from within the school, and I understand a number of
school councils have made representations to the Minister about this matter. I ask the
Minister to reconsider those representations because he has twice now refused to receive
a deputation from the Brighton Technical School Council. The matter is important to the
Brighton Technical School and to the fifteen trainees involved with the program, and
directly affects fifteen other technical schools; further, it deals with an anomaly between
technical schools on the one hand and high schools on the other. I should therefore have
thought the Minister would be able to find half an hour in which to receive a deputation.
I might also illustrate the importance of the matter by indicating that Brighton Technical
School, I am advised, has had to abandon any experiments that involve potentially
dangerous chemicals because there is no laboratory assistant available to supervise the
experiments. Irrespective of the class size, the absence of an assistant has a detrimental
effect on the quality of education offered in those schools. I simply ask the Minster: will
he reconsider the decision he has made not even to receive a deputation in relation to that
matter?
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-The honourable
member for Glen Waverley brought to my attention a proposed rally later in November
concerning the police Operation Noah. I can assure the honourable member that the
Government is in no way involved in that proposed rally. I will, however, further examine
the matters that he raised and draw them to the attention of the Premier and the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services. If any further action is required. I shall notify him.
I might add that it is fairly common practice these days for various organizations in the
community to undertake rallies of this sort. I shall also take up the other issue raised by
the honourable member concerning guidelines for people in public office and advise him
further.
The honourable member for Werribee raised a matter about the conduct of Parliament
with particular reference under your guidance, Mr Speaker, to Sessional Orders and the
stance the Government could perhaps take in order to ensure that the House operates
more efficiently and properly, especially in view of the disruptive tactics displayed by the
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Opposition in recent times-and I am not allowed to refer to them-both here and in
another place.
I am prepared to take up the issue raised by the honourable member for Werribee.
Perhaps it is time that we were able to properly investigate the conduct of Parliament
rather than endure some of the shenanigans noticed in recent times.
Mr Williams-Make your own people do their jobs!
Mr FORDHAM-I can especially understand the honourable member for Werribee's
frustrations and no doubt yours also, Mr Speaker, at the constant ringing of the bells for
quorums.
Mr Williams-That is a reflection on the Government.
Mr FORDHAM-It is a reflection on the Opposition. I hope the matter can be resolved
by sensible discussions between the parties.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-On a point of order, the Minister for Transport is in the
Chamber.
The SPEAKER-Order! The Deputy Premier is responding on behalf of the Minister.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-On the point of
order, Mr Speaker, for the sake of the Hansard record, I indicate that when the honourable
member for Doncaster spoke on the matter he wished to raise, the Minister for Transport
was not in House and I shall certainly draw his attention to the allegation that a major
function was undertaken by the Minister for Transport, to which the honourable member
for Doncaster, as the local member, was not invited.
I am sure the Minister would be prepared to take up the issue with the honourable
member. I hope the honourable member for Doncaster has attempted to contact the
Minister for Transport direct rather than waste the time of the House on matters of this
sort.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-On the matter raised by the honourable member for Polwarth
concerning the last payment of accounts in respect of the Department of Community
Services, I shall certainly have the matter investigated and provide the honourable member
with an explanation of the position.
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-The honourable member for Portland raised
the difficulties facing small and remote schools in country Victoria because of the need for
the provision of specialist services. That is a matter of concern to the Government. He
suggested that Casterton Primary School would be better served if the counselling guidance
and clinical services officer were based at Hamilton to provide a more effective service;
and that is a matter about which I shall have further discussions with the people in the
region.
The honourable member for Frankston South raised a difficulty that the T AFE college
in the Mornington Peninsula is facing because of a Commonwealth decision to cut back
on Participation and Equity Program funding, an effective cut of half the previous funding.
The effect will be that the operations of five programs for young people on the Momington
Peninsula will be reduced due to the reduction by the Commonwealth Government in
Participation and Equity Program funding.
I am prepared to have further discussions with the T AFE board to determine what
compensatory programs can be developed in the area. I thought moves by the State
Government with its youth guarantee work and study positions and moves by the
Commonwealth Government in implementing the Kirby report and providing traineeships
at the beginning of next year, would have made available further opportunities for young
people on the Mornington Peninsula to gain vocational training and career paths into
occupations.
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Finally, the honourable member for Brighton raised with me, as he has before, the fact
that funding for fifteen laboratory assistants in technical schools will cease. I remind him
that that is a decision by the Commonwealth. Those assistants were employed on
Community Employment Program funding. It is well known that there was no admission
by this Government to pick up and follow the results of the Commonwealth program. In
my view, there is no point in receiving a deputation and discussing the matter further.
The honourable member for Brighton would, no doubt, help the process if he were
prepared to indicate from where the money should come to fund the provision of the
fifteen laboratory technicians. The money would have to be taken from some other
educational program.
In his contribution to the Budget debate, and in the contributions of other Opposition
members, it was claimed that the Government should be reducing expenditure in all areas,
and yet a catalogue of Opposition members speak on the motion for the adjournment of
the House night after night asking for additional funds and additional programs.
The motion was agreed to.

The House adjourned at 7.12 p.m. until Tuesday, November 12.

Questions on Notice

29 October 1985
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

The following answers to questions on notice were circulated-

GUN DEALERS'LICENCES
(Question No. 309)

Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster) asked the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:
I. How many gun dealers' licences are on issue to-(a) private traders; (b) public servants on behalf of
Government agencies; and (c) others?
2. How many licences in each of the categories have been subsequently cancelled?
3. What are the licence numbers and names of all persons-(a) issued with gun dealers' licences; and (b) whose
licences have been cancelled, since licence number 17091 of 1976?

Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-The answer is:
1. (a) 124.
(b) 1.
(c)

301 (retail traders).

2. The information sought is not maintained in a readily accessible form. However, two retail gun dealers'
licences were cancelled in 1984-85.
3. Having regard to the principles of the Freedom of Information Act, which precludes the unreasonable
disclosure of matters relating to the personal affairs of individuals, I am not prepared to divulge this information.

CRIME STATISTICS IN GEELONG DISTRICT
(Question No. 313)

Mr DICKINSON (South Barwon) asked the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:
How many cases of breaking and entering, stealing, arson and other categories of crime have been reported to
the police in the Geelong CIB district since I January 1983, indicating how many-(a) persons have been
prosecuted; and (b) convictions were obtained?

Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-The answer is:
GEELONG CIB DISTRICT

Offence

1983
Cleared
Reported

1984
Reported
Cleared

0

0

3

3

Serious assault

76

55

53

Robbery
Rape

25

10

89
29

16

12

17

8

Homicide

6

Burglary:
Aggravated
Factory
House
Shop
Other
TOTAL BURGLARY

Session 1985-52

2

1

4

12

4

21

1048

167

1285

194

167

30

254

34

705

109

1095

205

1934

311

2659

435

