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Thursday, 14 November 1985
The SPEAKER (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds) took the chair at 10.35 a.m. and read the
prayer.
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

TRANSPORT STRIKE
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I refer the Premier to his threats last week
to take strong action against unionists who disrupt the public transport system. Given the
regrettable failure last night of the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs and the
Minister for Transport to end the transport union's program of strikes, bans and
unreliability, will the Government now sack all members of all unions involved in the
disruption to the public transport system and immediately re-employ those who are
prepared to work on a contract basis? These people, both unionists and non-unionists, will
then run the public transport system reliably and without disruption.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-The Ministers for industrial affairs and transport have, over the
past five or six days, both in this House and elsewhere, clearly stated the Government's
approach to this dispute. As I said before, these matters require the Government on the
one hand to be firm on where it is heading and on the other hand not be unduly provocative.
That is the approach the Government has adopted in this dispute, and with results.
The matter has not yet been resolved as the Government would wish. At present the
union is not prepared to accept the budgetary restraints which have been imposed by the
Government and which will continue to be imposed and required by the Government.
These restraints have been imposed not only in the area of public transport but also in a
whole range of public sector activities.
I have total confidence in the capacity of the two Ministers involved to ensure that
matter is resolved as soon as possible. In all regards there has been no greater supporter of
the public transport system in this State and country than the present Government. Since
1982 the Government has invested some $600 million-plus in the public transport system
to overcome the neglect and shortcomings that were inherent in the system for a long
period.
The public transport system has been extended and is now a better system. The best
evidence of the public's support for what the Government has done is the over-all return
and increase in patronage in recent years. The Government remains committed to
continuing that capital investment, but at the same time it will stand firm on the issue of
the long-term interests of a revitalized transport system; that is, it will operate within the
constraints of the Budget.
So far as the happy catchphrase I hear about sackings and essential services is concerned,
the Minister for Transport has clearly explained what has occurred when persons have
neglected or refused to carry out their duties. That will continue.

STATE EMERGENCY SERVICE
Mr McNAMARA (Benalla)-The matter I raise with the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services is of a delicate and serious nature.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member for Benalla that the
introduction to his question without notice appears to commence a long preamble. I
suggest the honourable member ask the question.
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Mr McNAMARA-I refer the Minister for Police and Emergency Services to a question
asked of him by the honourable member for Swan Hill on 23 October 1985 to which the
Minister replied that a report on the State Emergency Service had been endorsed by the
Readiness Review Committee. Is it a fact that this statement was incorrect, that the report
was not endorsed by that committee, and that following the committee meeting the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services sent out a circular which sought the
endorsement and which was subsequently vetoed?
Is it true that the letter was not received until six days after the Minister made his
statement in the House? Can the Minister explain his extraordinary statement to the
House on 23 October, at which time he stated that the report had been endorsed by the
Readiness Review Committee?
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Benalla appears to have asked
the question. Under the Standing Orders it is not possible to continue a set speech, which
he appears to be making.
Mr McNAMARA-I finally ask why the Minister is wilfully and willingly misleading
the House.
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-The answer to the last
part of the honourable member's question is, "No". The decision of the Readiness Review
Committee on the report dealing with disaster management arran~ements was that the
form of the resolution should be drafted by the Secretary of the commIttee and subsequently
circulated to the members of the committee for their approval.
Mr McNamara-You said it was endorsed.
Mr MA THEWS-As the honourable member has pointed out, that decision of the
Readiness Review Committee was not implemented by the secretary until after my reply
was given in the House.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the House to come to order and I advise the honourable
member for Benalla that I will not put up with that behaviour and I will have no hesitation
in shortening his day in the House ifhe continues in that manner.
Mr MATHEWS-Subsequently, as the honourable member points out, one member
of the Readiness Review Committee dissented from the form of words developed by the
secretary. I reported that matter to the Disasters Services Council at its meeting yesterday.

GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE TO FARMERS
Mr KENNEDY (Bendigo West)-Can the Premier inform the House of the steps being
taken by the Government to inform farmers of financial assistance and community services
available to them?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I thank the honourable member for Bendigo West for his question.
The Government had been concerned for some time about the difficulties being experienced
by Victorian farmers and it is also concerned that people in rural Victoria are not always
aware of the various forms of Government assistance available to them.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CAIN-If honourable members would listen for a moment they would obtain some
help because it is obvious that the National Party is not doing its job, for reasons I shall
make clear.
I am pleased to say that next Sunday the Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs and
the Minister for Community Services, together with the President of the Victorian Farmers
and Graziers Association, Mr Des Crowe, will be announcing an initiative to greatly assist
Victorian farmers in obtaining financial help and knowing what is available.
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The Government, through these two Ministers, has formed a useful and important
partnership with the Victorian Farmers and Graziers Association to publish a document
which outlines all forms of assistance available to farmers in this State.

Mr Hann interjected.
Mr CAIN-The Deputy Leader of the National Party interjects. Ifhe and his colleagues
were doing their job it might not be necessary but they are obviously not doing their job.
The Government is providing $12000 towards the cost of publication of this document.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr CAIN-I hear these bleats from members of the National Party who claim to
represent rural Victoria. All I can say is that on the evidence available they are falling
down badly on keeping their constituents informed of the assistance available to people in
country Victoria. They have fallen down so badly that the Victorian Farmers and Graziers
Association has appealed to the Government for help to inform farmers of their
entitlements.
The noisy and loquacious honourable member for Benalla ought to stop and think
about what he says. People from his electorate have contacted the Department of
Community Services because they simply do not know what assistance is available to
them. I am aware of the negative press releases National Party members put out in local
newspapers. Why do they not release something positive and informative for a while? Let
them tell their constituents what is available.
All National Party members do is knock Government initiatives. At the same time,
they ignore studiously the forms of assistance that this Government has made available. I
hope the initiative that will be taken on Sunday will assist further in informing country
people what is available so that they are able to get the assistance to which they are entitled
from the Government.

HOME LOAN INTEREST RATES
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-Given the Premier's newfound concern
for rural Victoria and for home buyers in the metropolitan area, I ask him whether he will
give a guarantee to this House, members of rural communities and home buyers in the
State, that he and his Government will give no permission or no instruction either to the
Rural Finance Commission or farmers who have borrowed money from that organization
or the State Bank, to increase their interest rates between now and Christmas. Will the
Premier guarantee that there will be no increase in interest rates of those about whom a
moment ago he was expressing concern, and young home buyers?
The SPEAKER-Order! The latter part of the question is a speech.

Mr CAIN (Premier)-I know that question was given off the top of the head from the
Leader of the Opposition. The question will receive the sort of answer it requires. It will
be put in context because the Leader of the Opposition knows, as every member of this
House knows, of the benevolent, benign and charitable attitude taken by the State Bank
and the Rural Finance Commission in dealing with all borrowings. They also know that if
those sorts of organizations are privatized it will not be about-Honourable members interjecting.

Mr CAIN-The whole House knows that the only reason why Victoria has organizations
such as the Rural Finance Commission and the State Bank which are concerned about
people, Victorians and borrowings first and profits second, is that Victoria has a
Government that is prepared to support those organizations, not a Government that is
committed to selling off bodies of that kind to the private sector. Honourable members
know what will happen if they are sold off
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I share the views expressed by the Federal Treasurer, Mr Keating, this morning
concerning three private banks and the profit they made last year of $1100 million or
thereabouts. I do not have much concern or sympathy with margins of interest when they
make those sorts of profits. I am concerned about ensuring that this State retains bodies
like the State Bank and the Rural Finance Commission that are concerned about people
and are not concerned about pursuing the happy political catchphrases that suit Liberals
and opposition party politicians for the time being.
It is pure politics to sell offbanks such as the State Bank and the Commonwealth Bank,
the State Insurance Office, or even gaols, which the Opposition would want to sell and
lease back as well. One can talk about giving away the State Insurance Office, but it serves
the people about whom the Leader of the National Party, who is interjecting, is concerned.
Would he want the Rural Finance Commission to be sold off to the private sector? His
colleague, the Leader of the Opposition, would.

Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, the
question was simple: will the Premier guarantee that the interest rates of those two
organizations will not rise? The Premier is refusing to answer and he is debating the
matter. One can only assume that interest rates in this State under this Government will
rise.
The SPEAKER-Order! I uphold the point of order and I ask the Premier to round off
his remarks.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-Those two bodies have a charter. They have a proven track
record in handling their contracts of loan. They will continue in that manner and will
conduct their business free of Government interference.

DECENTRALIZED INDUSTRY ASSISTANCE TO DAIRY
INDUSTRY
Mr HANN (Rodney)-Is the Premier aware that the State Government's decision to
phase out incentives for decentralized industries will cost the dairy industry alone $5·9
million of Government funds? If he is aware of that fact, in the light of his newfound
interest in country people, will the Premier immediately reinstate that financial support?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I believe the Deputy Leader of the National Party is well aware
of the program of phasing out and replacing decentralized grants under a system that is
based on the development of this State in those regions that have some special facility or
advantage to offer and we will develop that advantage by State assistance.
The Government program is proceeding smoothly and it will continue, because it is inthe best interests of the development of the whole of this State, and the Deputy Leader of
the National Party knows that.

SOLAR ENERGY INITIATIVES
Dr VAUGHAN (Clayton)-Can the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources
inform the House what initiatives the Government is currently taking to support the
development of solar renewable energy potential in Victoria?
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-l thank the
honourable member for his question and for his continuing interest in this important and
often underrated area of energy development in this State. I note with interest the gaze of
the former Minister who would appreciate the initiatives that have been undertaken in
Victoria over a long period involving the Government, some tertiary institutions and the
private sector. Those initiatives are to be encouraged.
I am pleased to announce that a number of new initiatives are to be proceeded with by
the Government in the current year. First, we will launch a solar policy statement in late
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1985. This will be the first statement of its type within Australia concerning renewable
energy. I know it is eagerly awaited by the many people in the community who are taking
a proper interest in this area. I only wish the National Party realized the potential this has,
especially for people in communities represented by National Party members.
Second, in conjunction with industry, a selective surface flat plate collector initiative
will be developed. Again, this is very important, given the emerging technology in solar
energy.
In addition, the Government will offer industry assistance to develop a more energy
efficient and environmentally sensitive solid fuel heater in Victoria for both local and
overseas markets. A number of people within the private sector and in some of our tertiary
institutions are working within this area, and they are appreciative of continuing assistance
and encouragement within their field of research.
In addition, in conjunction with the Gas and Fuel Corporation and the Victorian Solar
Energy Council, we will develop an outdoor solar domestics hot water system testing
program.
A number of people are taking an interest in this issue as well. It obviously has significance
for the Gas and Fuel Corporation, and I commend the corporation for its initiative in that
area in conjunction with the Solar Energy Council.
The Government will also support the installation of domestic solar water heaters in
public housing north of the Great Dividing Range. There ought to be much more interest
in that issue by members of the Opposition.
A feasibility study is proceeding to establish a pilot alcohol biomass plant in Victoria. A
number of new passive solar fuel initiatives will be launched following this successful
GMI program sponsorship. There is the further promotion of solar energy in country
centres, the launching of a primary solar training package, the commIssioning and
monitoring of a 75-kilowatt wind-powered generator connected into the State's electricity
grid.
A number of people have been very anxious for the Government to support further
initiatives within that area. I know that will be very welcome. There will be financial
assistance programs to promote solar heating in public and institutional swimming pools.
Again north of the Great Divide, a number of communities have taken this initiative.
We are very pleased to be able to further support this development across Victoria.
Finally, there will be a joint sponsorship of a solid fuel and solar energy exhibition with
the Solar Energy Industry Association, together with the Solid Fuel Wood Heating
Association, at the Exhibition Buildings in March of next year.
Those honourable members who have taken an interest in this matter will appreciate
the significant initiatives that have been under way in terms of solid fuel wood heating,
particularly over the past couple of years. Some of the new initiatives through the private
sectors have meant that enormous opportunities have been created and many thousands
of Victorian families are taking advantage of them. I am pleased that the Government has
been associated with the initiatives now for some time and will continue to be in the
future.

VISIT TO SOUTH AFRICA
Mr PESCOTT (Bennettswood)-Given the concern over recent years about the
discriminatory policies of apartheid in South Africa, will the Premier confirm that, in
September last year he personally approved a visit to South Africa by a senior member of
the Victorian Tourism Commission and that the purpose of that VIsit was to encourage
Victorians to visit South Africa, that the trip was free of charge, and that the cost was
provided by outside organizations to advance their vested interests?
Session 1985-59
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Mr CAIN (Premier)-The honourable member asked a very detailed question.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CAIN-I was going to add that lots of requests for trips come across my desk,
including one from the Leader of the Opposition, which I am told he does not want to
take now. I do recall approving that trip. The Leader of the Opposition was to go away
some time later this month-Monday. He now says that he will not go away because of
concern about pairs. I want to give an assurance now about pairs. There is no problem
about pairs.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Geelong will cease interjecting.
Mr KEN NETT (Leader of the Opposition)-On a point of order, the question was
specific and for the Premier to now move off to an entirely different subject bringing about
a statement about pairs is totally irrelevant and I ask him to answer the question.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-On the point of order, I am not able to recall all of the requests
for trips that pass across my desk, but I can recall the trip to be made by the Leader of the
Opposition. As an embellishment, I was making clear the importance of trips, as he sees
it. I believe it is perfectly proper for me to make an aside in answering a question to
indicate the number of requests for trips that come across my desk.
The SPEAKER-Order! I will accept that the Leader of the Opposition raised a matter
with me with respect to the manner in which the Premier was responding to the question
without notice. I do not believe it was a point of order.
Mr CAIN-Approximately two weeks ago the Government, following a request from
the Federal Government-a request received by all State Governments-announced its
response to the South African question and formulated a policy, consequent upon which
Victoria will reduce contacts and involvement with South Africa for reasons that are
apparent to all honourable members.
I cannot recall what transfers, exchanges or trips there were before that policy was
implemented. I shall endeavour to find that out and advise the honourable member
accordingly.

GOVERNMENT CHARGES
Mr SHEEHAN (Ballarat South)-I ask the Treasurer to provide the House with details
of the impact on the consumer price index of Government charges.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I thank the honourable member for Ballarat South for his
question. The honourable member takes a detailed interest in economic matters, especially
as they effect rural Victoria. The latest consumer price index figure pleased the Government
in a number of respects.
Honourable members are aware that for the September quarter 1985, the increase in the
consumer price index in Victoria was 2 per cent, which was the lowest in any State in
Australia. That is certainly a substantial improvement in the relative performance in the
inflation area.
Honourable members would also be aware that it has been a concerted policy of the
Government to ensure that any measures that are taken in the taxation area have a
minimal impact on the consumer price index. The reason why the Government adopts
this stance is that obviously the consumer price index is an important index for adjustments
-in wages and a variety of financial transactions in the community.
The concept of indexation in accordance with the consumer price index has become an
important part of the economic system. For that reason, the Government has endeavoured
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to ensure that it bears down on the revenue raising impact of any taxation measures; in
particular, the direct impact it has on the consumer price index.
The Government has gone further in relation to its taxation policy. I have indicated, as
has the Premier, that during the term of the Cain Government no further over-all increase
in Victoria's tax rate will take place. That means that the growth in taxation revenue in
Victoria will be limited to the underlying inflation rate as measured by the consumer price
index and economic growth.
One of the features that the Opposition fails to understand is that there has been strong
economic growth in Victoria and that is a reason for the boost in revenue in 1985-86.
Economic growth in 1984-85 was approximately 5 per cent and the expectation for
economic growth in 1985-86 is for an increase of 4·5 to 5 per cent. That is an exceptional
performance and one that has not been achieved in Victoria for many decades-that is, to
sustain two periods of economic growth of approximately 5 per cent.
A pleasing feature about the statistics made available today is that private investment
in the manufacturing sector appears to be increasing at a greater rate than that forecast by
the Federal and State Governments. It means additional jobs in Victoria. Because of that
improved economic performance and because the Government has minimized taxation
increases over time-in fact, it has reduced taxation in a number of important areas-the
component of the consumer price index that deals with State and local government charges
has been increasing at a slower rate in Victoria than elsewhere in Australia. The increase
for Melbourne for the September Quarter was 1·1 per cent, obviously below the general
inflation rate, which compares favourably with the eight capital city averages of 1·9 per
cent.
The figures are even more telling when one considers the past twelve months. The
increase in State and local government charges on the consumer price index for Melbourne
was 3·1 per cent compared with 7·3 per cent for the eight capital cities of Australia. It is
clear that the Victorian Government has had a depressing effect on the consumer price
index and will continue to follow that policy in the future.

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

Open cut mining in Yendon
To THE

HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE HOlJSE OF ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:

The humble petition of we the undersigned citizens of Australia respectfully showeth that any project involving
substantial areas of open cut mining and/or processing should not be permitted in the rural-residential area of
Ycndon in the State of Victoria because:
I. We wish to retain the rural nature of the area.

2. Traffic created by the development would be harmful to our roads and dangerous to our children.

3. All environmental safeguards at similar mines have proved inadequate.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that Parliament direct the Minister to exercise any discretionary
powers he has to take action to ensure that no such mining development takes place in the Yendon area.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Sheehan (151 signatures)

Residential Tenancies Act
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY

IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:

This petition of citizens of Victoria respectfully showeth that the current Residential Tenancies Act is unfair
and causes undue hardship and should be repealed and replaced immediately by fair and equitable legislation
written in simple English.
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And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mrs Hirsh (506 signatures)
It was ordered that the petitions be laid on the table.

STATE SUPERANUATION FUND
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-By leave, I move:
That there be laid before this House a return of the fourteenth investigation, as at 30 June 1983, of the State
Superannuation Fund.

The motion was agreed to.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer) presented the report in compliance with the foregoing order.
It was ordered that the report be laid on the table.

SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
Psychologists Bill 1984
Mr ERNST (8ellarine) presented a report from the Social Development Committee on
the Psychologists Bill 1984, together with appendices and minutes of evidence.
It was ordered that they be laid on the table, and that the report and appendices be
printed.

PAPERS
The following papers, pursuant to the directions of several Acts of Parliament, were laid
on the table by the Clerk:
Road Construction Authority-Report for the year I 984-85-0rdered to be printed.
Statutory Rule under the following Act:
Country Fire Authority Act 1958-No. 346.

GOVERNOR'S SPEECH
Presentation of Address-in-Reply
The SPEAKER-I wish to advise honourable members that the Address-in-Reply to
the Governor's Speech on the opening of Parliament will be presented at Government
House on Friday, 22 November at 11 a.m.
As the address will be presented to His Excellency the Lieutenant-Governor, I have
accordingly instructed the Clerk to modify the form of the address.
Transport will be available on the front steps of Parliament House and will leave at
10.30 a.m. It is requested that as many members as possible accompany me to the
presentation.
Mr PLOWMAN(Evelyn)-.-Mr Speaker, I seek a point of clarification. Honourable
members were advised that the House would be sitting on Friday, 22 November, so I seek
clarification whether the Address-in-Reply will be presented to His Excellency the
Lieutenant-Governor on a sitting day.
The SPEAKER-Order! The best advice I have is that Friday, 22 November, is a nonsitting day.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-On a point of order, I understood you, Mr Speaker, to
say that you had directed the Clerk to amend the Address-in-Reply in some way. I
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wondered whether you would explain to the House what that meant and in what way the
procedures might differ from the ordinary and normal procedures. My understanding
might be wrong and I would like you, Sir, to advise the House accordingly.
The SPEAKER-Order! I will accept that is a point of order and I advise the honourable
member and the House that, in taking into consideration the realities of the situation, the
terminology of the Address-in-Reply has been amended to read ""Lieutenant-Governor"
rather than ""Governor".
There is one further point that I omitted, and that is that it is addressed to His Excellency
Sir John Young and it relates to the former Governor.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition) (By leave)-It is important that honourable
members should recognize the position. I understand the practicalities of what has been
done given the events. However, members of the House have addressed themselves under
the circumstances prevailing at the time when they made their speeches and there were
frequent references to the Governor.
The fact is that the Address-in-Reply is being presented late; it was not addressed to the
Lieutenant-Governor but to the Governor. It is important, because if in fact a member of
Parliament was Premier today and not Premier tomorrow that relevancy would not apply.
I appreciate what has been attempted, but the cover note to the speech as it was
presented to the House and on which all members who spoke during the debate, especially
those on this side of the House, addressed themselves should remain the same. If there is
to be a covering letter, that is a different matter.
I do not believe we have the right to tamper with the way in which the motion for the
adoption of an Address-in-Reply speech was moved or the way in which honourable
members then addressed themselves to the Governor's Speech.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the National Party) (By leave)-This is the first I
have heard of the Address-in-Reply being delivered next Friday. Both the Premier and I
will be absent in Shepparton. If we are not present, I regard that as a studied insult to the
Lieutenant-Governor and under those circumstances I request that you, Mr Speaker, give
further consideration to the matter.
The SPEAKER-Order! I regret that the Premier and the Leader of the National Party
will be unable to accompany me but, as the Leader of the National Party would realize, it
is a difficult matter to arrange with the Governor's office a mutually convenient time.
Friday 22 November was proposed by the Governor's office. I regret that it does not suit
the Leader of the National Party or the Premier. I am unable to arrange a time convenient
for all the 88 members of the House to be present.

GRIEVANCES
The SPEAKER-Order! The question is:
That grievances be noted.

Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill)-The grievance I wish to raise relates to the continuing
politicization of ethnic affairs, which operates to the disadvantage of ethnic communities
in particular and Victoria in general.
The Ethnic Affairs Commission has been cleverly turned into a cell of the socialist left
faction ofthe Labor Party, and there has been a systematic purge of personnel not regarded
as ideologically pure-they have been replaced by people whose political credentials meet
the needs of the socialist left.
This is not to say that every person in the Ethnic Affairs Commission or every person
associated with it is a left wing political activist.
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What is incontrovertible, however, is that sufficient numbers of key personnel have
been put in place to ensure that the political objectives of the extreme left of the Labor
Party can be achieved.
The Ethnic Affairs Commission is the perfect Ministry for the socialist left. It is a small
department; therefore, it is easily managed. It provides the socialist left unions, particularly
the Amalgamated Metal Workers Union, with all the facilities and the authority of a
Government department; it provides professional staff and experts which are part of that
staff. Furthermore, it provides a voice in Cabinet and a captive Minister. The Minister for
Ethnic Affairs is, in fact, a member of the Amalgamated Metal Workers Union and a
former shop steward in that union. Finally, it provides access to Victoria's ethnic groups,
which comprise 25 per cent of Victoria's population.
The purge commenced with the assumption of office by the Labor Party in 1982, for it
was essential to the forces to which I refer that key positions in the commission and among
the part-time commissioners be filled by socialist left activists.
The result of this takeover of the Ethnic Affairs Commission is discrimination in favour
of certain trade unions and ethnic organizations which satisfy the political criteria laid
down by the socialist left and the left wing unions and deliberate discrimination against
certain organizations and communities.
The fact that there is some token non-political support for selected organizations and
some token members of the commission who are not socialist left does nothing to refute
my assertion.
My assertion is, however, supported by the contents of a confidential internal
memorandum dated 15 July 1982-only three months after the election of the Labor
Government-submitted by Mr lulio leldres, who was then a Spanish translator, as part
of an internal review which was to result in a report that was so politically biased that it
was immediately discredited by all informed observers.
Not surprisingly, the following comments were not included in the report:
On my return from abroad I have found a divided Ministry in which it is impossible to have a rational and
intelligent conversation for fear that the conservation may be reported to those in authority. I have also
discovered with dismay that some officers have taken the change of Government as the means to achieve their
uncontrollable ambitions and their revenge.

Later in the memorandum, the observation is made:
As for those who encourage a division of the Ministry into hfriends and enemies" they are following, in myview. a course which is historically unsound. morally wrong and totally dishonourable.

On 22 February 1983, Mr leldres wrote to the Premier and stated:
The fact that the Ministry of Ethnic Affairs has become, since April 1982, a bed of political intrigue and vested
personal interests is no longer open to debate.

Honourable members will not be surprised to learn that Mr leldres was among those to be
purged from the department. He was dismissed for political reasons and lodged a protest
with the Ombudsman. What followed was a concerted campaign of obstruction and coverup that prompted the Ombudsman to state in a letter of27 February 1984 to.the then
chairman, Mr Sheppard, that he was unable to establish the complaint made by Mr
leldres. I now quote from the Ombudsman's letter:
I reached my view not because the evidence showed that you had acted reasonably in terminating Mr Jeldres'
employment but because the conflicts and inconsistencies in the evidence were such that I was simply unable
reliably to establish the facts.

The Ombudsman was scathing in his criticism of conflicting statements. It was clear that
he doubted whether much of what he was told could be believed. He was damning in his
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criticism of procedural deficiencies and the absence of documentation in a matter so
serious as the dismissal of a departmental officer. He said:
Lest you be under any misapprehension, I should make it clear that I do not regard these deficiencies as mere
failures to document certain events. The matters to which I have referred were not just ordinary, routine matters
and the procedural deficiencies to which I have referred have effectively reduced your own accountability and
that of some of your officers . . . in relation to actions directly relevant to an alleged denial of natural justice.
The deficiencies are therefore, in my view, not merely minor matters.

The Ombudsman then made clear that he required such deficiencies to be corrected and
never repeated and I make this document and other documents to which I have referred,
and documents to which I shall refer, available to the House.
Among other victims of the purge were included Robert Downey, director of the
department; Ivan Kolarik, senior assistant director; Kristine Whorlow, senior assistant
director; and Dr Nguyen Trieu Dan, senior research officer. A number of people with
political credentials regarded as impeccable by the left wing were appointed to the Ethnic
Affairs Commission and they included Gary Sheppard, Chairman of the Ethnic Affairs
Commission and head of the department in place ofMr Downey, who had been sacked.
Dr Coghill-He resigned!
Mr RICHARDSON-Sheppard is now himself the latest political casualty. The list
also included Des Storer, director of research; George Papadopoulos, deputy chairman
and now acting chairman; Hannifah Dean-Oswald, director of community education;
William Mullane, education liaison officer; Arthur Faulkner, research officer; and Stefano
Di Pieri, employment liaison officer.
The appointment of Henry Szkuta as a commissioner of the Ethnic Affairs Commission
is a vivid example of the political appointments to which I refer. Prior to his appointment
as a commissioner, Mr Szkuta was virtually unknown to anybody except the leadership of
the socialist left.
The grounds for his appointment were that he would represent Geelong and the Polish
community. His appointment was immediately condemned by those whom he was chosen
to represent. In a letter to the Minister for Ethnic Affairs dated 21 February 1984, the
Geelong Ethnic Communities Council stated:
The latest appointment to the Ethnic Affairs Commission was made with total disregard to the feeling of the
Geelong communities as the commission and local members of Parliament had been made aware of the lack of
support and involvement by Mr Szkuta.

In a letter of 16 February 1984, the Polish Community Association of Geelong stated:
. . . we wish to lodge a protest in the strongest possible terms at the appointment of Mr Henry Szkuta to the
position of part-time commissioner with the Ethnic Affairs Commission.

The letter itemized the following points as reasons for its objection:
Mr Szkuta is unaware of the problems and requirements which are associated with any ethnic or community
group. His non-participation in any activity is a known fact.
Mr Szkuta is not and, so far as we can ascertain, never has been a member of any national or ethnic association
and would therefore have great difficulty in relating to or knowing the needs of any community.
"The Polish Community Association of Geelong will not support this appointment and desires that he not
represent our interests or our community."

Mr Szkuta was appointed despite this concerted opposition because he was a member of
the socialist left and for no other reason. No attention was paid to the protests; no attempt
was made to find a more representative person.
The attitude of the Minister was summed up by a headline in the Geelong Advertiser of
6 April, 1984: "Like it or lump it: Spyker says:" The article states:
"The Geelong Ethnic Communities Council would just have to learn to live with Mr Szkuta's appointment"
he told them.
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And in a not so subtle broadside at those who claimed Mr Szkuta's appointment was a
political pay-off, he said "I am what I am and I don't change-and the Government
doesn't change while it's in power". Like it or lump it is the message from this captive and
incompetent Minister put in place by John Halfpenny, the socialist left and the communist
unions to be the titular head of ethnic affairs.
Gary Sheppard was appointed head of the department because the socialist left thought
he would be as compliant as the Minister-he was expected to take orders, not to give
them. He was expected to lump it and like it and to accept that the real head of the
department, indeed the real Minister, was Oimitri Oollis-the Ministerial adviser, the
political commissar.
I am reminded of King Henry and his friend Thomas aBecket whom the king appointed
archbishop in the belief that a Becket would be a compliant servant and bring the church
to heel. Thomas cl Becket, having been made an archbishop, took his job seriously, acted
like an archbishop and so infuriated the King that there came inevitably that historic
outburst "who will rid me of this meddlesome priest?", and cl Becket was despatched.
Gary Sheppard is a modern-day a Becket , though the Minister is no King Henry. Like
a Becket , Gary Sheppard took his job seriously but it was not the Minister who wished to

be rid of a meddlesome priest-it was the commissar Oimitri Oollis because he was being
frustrated by Sheppard, the public servant determined to do his job.
A small group of conspirators came together to discuss the increasing tension between
Oollis and Sheppard and decided on a course of action. Sheppard, the career public servant
and loyal Labor man, was doomed.
The destruction of Gary Sheppard, the probable ruination of his career in which he has
served both Liberal and Labor Governments, is the singl~ explosive event which highlights
all that I have been saying about the politicization ofthi; important department.
The Government is now engaged in a massive cover-up operation to try to put out the
fire but the fact is that there is too much combustible material in the Ethnic Affairs
Commission and the fire will not go out.
What is even more disturbing is the knowledge that what is happening in ethnic affairs
is also happening in other departments as the Labor Government marches steadily towards
its achievement of the socialist objective.
The group who now control the Ministry of Ethnic Affairs owe no allegiance to the
Australian ethic, the traditional values and standards. Their objective is the transformation.
of our society from individualism and free enterprise to a model based on eurocommunism. Their heroes are Marx, Engels, Gaddafi, Arafat, Ho Chi Minh, laruzelski
and others.
They are working, with success, towards achievement of their objective without armed
revolution but by the technique described by Or J. F. Cairns, the former leader of the left
wing of the Australian Labor Party as "the quiet revolution". They are utilizing the
established political and social structures and achieving the socialist objective by progressive
subversion.
The medium by which the quiet revolution is to achieve its objective is a Labor
Government dominated in Victoria by the socialist left, a Government which has a further
three years in which to alter the fabric of our society. The experience in ethnic affairs
demonstrates the technique and the ruthlessness of that technique. It stands as a warning
to Victorians in general, and ethnic communities in particular.
Extremists are attempting to manipulate the ethnic communities; the next step is the
wider community. Extremists have achieved control of ethnic affairs-which department
is next on the list?
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Mr SPYKER (Minister for Ethnic Affairs)-I do not normally reply to the wild allegations
that the honourable member for Forest Hill makes because he has been making such
statements for the past three years. Nothing he said this morning is new.
Since the honourable member for Forest Hill became the shadow Minister for Ethnic
Affairs, he has done nothing but divide the ethnic community. I shall give credit to the
Leader of the Opposition who, during his time as Minister of Immigration and Ethnic
Affairs and when he was the shadow Minister when the Labor Party first came to
government, played a constructive role in ethnic affairs. He made it clear, as I have, that
Government should not use the ethnic community for political purposes because that
would be wrong. I carried on the task that was commenced by the Leader of the Opposition
when he was the responsible Minister.
The honourable member for Forest Hill has no evidence of any politicization of any
ethnic community. The grants the Government makes available are publicly available.
The list of grants is issued and I have not heard one word of criticism from any ethnic
community about the distribution of the funds.
Different groups have asked why they have not received funding, but that is because,
due to limited resources, only one in eight applications receives funding. That is
unfortunate; I would like to have more money available to continue the work the
Government started.
I remind the Leader of the Opposition that, when he was the Minister, one of the
mistakes he made was that he was so desperate to provide some ethnic communities with
funding that he stuck the cheque under the wrong door. The Government does not operate
in that way. The former Liberal Government used public funds for political purposes.
The honourable member for Forest Hill spoke about politicization of the Ethnic Affairs
Commission. When the Leader of the Opposition was the Minister, he used public funds
to print Liberal Party literature. It is easy for the honourable member for Forest Hill to
come into "Coward's Castle" and name people. However, those people are public servants
whose appointments have been endorsed by the Public Service Board. If the honourable
member for Forest Hill is suggesting that the Public Service Board is a left-wing
organization, he should inform the board of that view.
Appointments of staff to the Ethnic Affairs Commission are not made by me or the
commissioners, because that is not our role; the appointments are endorsed by the Public
Service Board. That is the way it is done; it is done within the bureaucracy.
The honourable member for Forest Hill mentioned Ivan Kolarik. How can he suggest
that Ivan Kolarik, who has performed an excellent job with the police liaison committee,
has done anything wrong? The honourable member also mentioned Christine Whorlow.
She was a representative of the ethnic communities on Victoria's 150th anniversary
committee. It was requested by the Ministry for Police and Emergency Services that both
those people be moved to that Ministry.
Mr Richardson interjected.
The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the honourable member for Forest Hill to cease
interjecting. The honourable member is out of his place, and he was given a fair go when
he delivered his extremely interesting address. I ask him to extend the same treatment to
the Minister.
Mr SPYKER-The honourable member for Forest Hill would be well aware that, when
there are 100 different ethnic groups in Victoria, a volatile situation will exist. It is easy to
trot out a letter saying that one does not like a certain person.
The reason the honourable member for Forest Hill has made an attack on me is not
because I am a member of the socialist left but because he alleges that I was wheeled into
this place by the Amalgamated Metal Workers Union. On two occasions I was elected by
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the people of Heatherton to represent them and, on the last occasion, I was elected by the
people of Mentone. Nobody else put me in this place.
I have been a delegate and member of the Amalgamated Metal Workers Union since I
was fifteen years of age, and I am proud of that because I have always worked hard for a
living. I am proud to be a member of the union and I work extremely hard for the money
I earn. That is more than the honourable member for Forest Hill can say. The honourable
member is using "Coward's Castle" to attack different people.

Mr B. J. EVANS (Gippsland East)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, on two occasions
the Minister has used the expression "Coward's Castle" to refer to Parliament. That is a
reflection on this House and it is unworthy of the Minister to use it in this place.
The SPEAKER-Order! I cannot rule on that matter as a point of order. If the
honourable member has some objection to the expression, he should express his objection
in another manner.

Mr B. J. EVANS-I find the expression objectionable, and I ask the Minister to
withdraw it.
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Ethnic Affairs)-I am happy to withdraw the expression
"Coward's Castle". I am attempting to make the point that the honourable member for
Forest Hill is attacking people who have no right of reply because they are public servants
and appointed by the Public Service Board. They cannot defend themselves.
It is shameful to use this Chamber to attack those persons. Many of the public servants
mentioned by the honourable member for Forest Hill served under a Liberal Government
for many years. The honourable member well knows that some of the people he mentioned
served the Liberal Government in a loyal and dedicated manner.

The honourable member for Forest Hill has made a shoddy attempt to downgrade the
Ethnic Affairs Commission. The commission has been well received by the ethnic
communities. The honourable member for Forest Hill and I attend many functions
together, and he is miffed because the ethnic communities believe the Government is
doing a wonderful job.
Under the Liberal Government, a grant of $1 00 000 was made available, but the funds
were secretly distributed among friends. The grants were poked under doors and no one
knew who was receiving them. When the Labor Party came to office, it stated that it would
increase the amount of funds available from $100000 to $500000 in the first year-an
increase of 500 per cent. The Labor Party also stated that when the grants were made
available they would be publicly announced in a press release signed by me.
Over the past three years, not one ounce of criticism has been made about the distribution
of grants. The only comment is why can the commission only fund one in every eight
applications. That is because the Government has limited resources.
The ethnic communities in this State range widely across the political and social
spectrums. I have to ensure that the membership of the Ethnic Affairs Commission is
balanced with respect to occupations, white collar workers, blue collar workers, males,
females, country and city areas. Many other aspects have to be taken into consideration.
It is easy for the honourable member for Forest Hill to select one person from the
commission and say that he has a certain view. It is easy to rally around and send out a
letter because one does not like somebody. I can produce letters that we have received in
the commission demonstrating that people are happy with the activities of certain people.
The honourable member for Forest Hill has done more serious things. In the three years
in which he has been shadow Minister, instead of being constructive and asking how we
can work together like the Leader of the Opposition does, he goes around to the ethnic
communities and asks what dirt they can dig up about the commission and the Minister.
He grovels in the rubbish bin to see what dirt he can find.
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At a function I attended last Sunday, at which the honourable member for Forest Hill
was present, he snooped around trying to make mischief. A person with whom I spoke
said that the honourable member for Forest Hill could be described only as a "garbage
guts" because he is always at the bottom of the garbage bin trying to see what dirt he can
dig out. His attitude annoys me. He has tried to divide the ethnic communities and failed.
The Government's score is on the board. It established the Ethnic Affairs Commission
and has achieved much in country areas. The Leader of the National Party would know
of the work done by Community Employment Program workers and other workers with
the ethnic community council in Shepparton. Their work was well received and additional
assistance was provided on request. Those groups would not have received any funding
under the former Liberal Government: they would have received nothing. Under the
former Liberal Government funding for ethnic affairs activities was $1·3 million. The
Labor Government has increased that amount by 500 per cent, which is more than the
inflation rate.
The Government received requests from ethnic communities for interpreter and
translation assistance in courts. It was considered that if people could not understand the
language, proper justice was not being done in the courts and the police stations. Together
with the Federal Government, the State Government obtained finance for interpretation
and translation services in courts and police stations. If people are apprehended, they are
given assistance in that area.
The real debate is about the Government's outstanding success in ethnic affairs. This
success upsets the honourable member for Forest Hill because he is absolutely desperate.
He is frustrated because in the time in which he has been shadow Minister he has not been
able to make any inroads with the ethnic communities. He treats them with contempt and
arrogance because he does not understand how they operate and what makes them tick.
In the three and a half years during which I have been Minister, I have not missed many
functions. I am not selective about the types of functions I attend. I go to many different
functions and, when I receive invitations from communities that I have not visited, I
make every effort to visit and consult with them. I receive approximately four or five
invitations, especially at week-ends, and I am out at least six nights a week performing my
job. I do not tell ethnic communities what this Government will do; I consult with them
and see what assistance they require and how we can work together.
I know the Liberal Party has a policy of integration and I should have thought that, in
this year of Victoria's 150th anniversary, it would want to work together with the Labor
Government so that in the future newcomers to Australia are settled in as quickly as
possible. The only way to make newcomers feel at home is to welcome them, integrate
them into the community and ensure that they prosper like many of our older migrants.
That is what ethnic affairs is all about.
Last year a successful October conference was held involving the Italian community.
Representatives from seventeen regions in Italy visited Australia, including representatives
of the Christian democrats, socialists, republicans and the Communist Party. The
conference was extraordinarily successful, not because we said, "They are left wing and
they are right wing", but because we said, "We will speak about the strong links between
Italy and Australia." Every ethnic community was represented but the honourable member
for Forest Hill was so frustrated at the success of the conference that he snubbed it.
Mr Richardson-I was not invited; you shut me out.
Mr SPYKER-The honourable member attended for a while, and then snubbed the
conference and went home early.
Mr Richardson-I attended as an observer.
Mr SPYKER-That is the way in which the honourable member for Forest Hill treats
the ethnic communities. If they do not kowtow to him he snubs them and is totally
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arrogant in his treatment of them. It is a shame the honourable member has used the
precious time of this Chamber to seek to divide the ethnic communities. I know that we
are all in the game of politics and we have to cop it fairly. For the first time in 30 years in
Australia an honourable member has used his priviliged position as a member of Parliament
and a shadow Minister to attack the ethnic communities. He ought to be ashamed of
himself.
Mr Richardson-So should you, you little fool!
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Forest Hill used an expression
that I find offensive. I ask him to withdraw the interjection and, ifhe continues to interject,
I ask him to resume his seat so that I can deal with him properly.
Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill)-I withdraw.
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Ethnic Affairs)-Thank you, Mr Speaker. It is very easy for
the honourable member to come into this place and attack ethnic affairs commissioners
who have worked extremely hard in difficult circumstances. If the honourable member for
Forest Hill had any understanding of ethnic affairs commissioners he would know the
wide-ranging views held by them and the pressures upon them.
The honourable member should rise above the muckraking and show some leadership
to bring the communities together in the way the Government has in the past three years.
The Government has enjoyed enormous support from ethnic communities. It is easy for
the honourable member to single out me, as Minister. I realize that I am fair game, and I
cop it. I know the honourable member for Forest Hill is frustrated that he has not got a
run with the ethnic communities. He is not accepted by the ethnic communities and he
sees me as fair game.
I am upset that the honourable member chose to attack the commission and the people
who have no chance or ability to defend themselves. The commission is a widely
representative body made up of people with different views which truly reflect the ethnic
communities. The honourable member singled out one or two people who have worked
extremely hard. They may have certain political views. Is the honourable member for
Forest Hill saying that ethnic communities are not entitled to belong to political parties
and have political views unless they belong to the Liberal Party? That is what he is saying.
He is saying that unless they toe the Liberal Party line, he will come into Parliament and
make accusations that they cannot refute.
If the honourable member had any guts at all he would stand on the steps of this place
and say what he thought. He would then see how the ethnic communities would treat him.
It is cowardly for the honourable member to attack public servants who, under the Act,have no right to open their mouths and defend their positions.
It is an eternal shame that this Chamber is abused because the honourable member for
Forest Hill is frustrated. He has been an abysmal failure in ethnic affairs issues. I assure
the House that ethnic communities, as they did in past years, will continue to support the
Government because the Government carries out the right policies for these communities.

The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the House that, as has been the custom, I shall give
the call to the National Party next and I shall then call the Government party and then
come back to the Opposition, and continue with the normal procedure.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I refer the House to the immediate problem facing the
liquor industry in Victoria. A review of the industry and the Liquor Control Act has been
conducted by Dr Nieuwenhuysen for nearly twelve months. As the Minister for Consumer
Affairs, who is the Minister responsible for the liquor industry, has stated in correspondence
to me, the inquiry has cost approximately $600 000 and the report from Dr Nieuwenhuysen
will be provided to the Minister-and, I hope, made quickly available for general
publication-by 31 January 1986. I hope this inquiry will address all aspects of the
industry, particularly the multiplicity of various licences, hours of operations for retail
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liquor merchants and other people in that industry, the taxing of the industry and the huge
amount of revenue it provides to the Government, the maintenance of efficient and
profitable enterprises, and directions for the future of the industry, including the availability
ofliquor in all forms to the public-in other words, the public interest.
I trust that all sections of the industry are responsive to the review committee and that
the public will be able to contribute to the inquiry also and respond to the report when it
is provided. The liquor industry is a major industry; it is a major employer and it is a
major contributor to the Government revenue. I direct the Government's attention now
to the immediate problems in the industry that must be addressed quickly.

Honourable members will know that the Liquor Control Act is tightly administered by
the Liquor Control Commission. The commission implements the Act and it ensures the
proper running of licences to the constraints that are placed on them and the stringent
requirements of the Act. The liquor industry stems from primary industries, especially
from the production of wine, which is sold either through vignerons or retail outlets and
is also exported. The industry is totally controlled by various licences for a variety of
operators-for example, hotels, retail liquor merchants, clubs, sporting bodies, and so on.
The National Party supports the present inquiry into the industry because a total
investigation of the industry is necessary. I reiterate that the problems I address today are
more immediate. Section 3 of the Liquor Control Act details the objects of the Act which
must be adhered to and administered by the Liquor Control Commission.
Section 3 (1) (cl) sets out the objects of the Act, one of which is to ensure in the interest
of the public generally that the provision for the orderly and economic development and
improvement of supply should also promote a stable and ordered industry. At present,
there is not a stable and ordered industry, particularly in the retailing of liquor; in fact, a
gradual collapse of the orderly marketing system is occurring as a result of heavy discounting
of packaged beer.
Prior to 1976 the industry experienced enormous problems which led to a rampant
price war and the discounting of packaged liquor. Retailers were selling a dozen bottles of
beer for a profit margin as low as 5 cents. The Hamer Liberal Party Government recognized
these enormous problems of the ordered industry which, as I said earlier, operates under
the stringent requirements of the Act and which are enforced by the commission. The
Government had to take action to maintain orderly marketing, otherwise operators would
not have been able to pay their licence fees and eventually, they would have had to cease
business operations.
I remind honourable members that for the financial year 1985-86 it is estimated that
the income from charges imposed on the industry will give the commission and the
industry an income ofapproximately $76 million. As the commission operates on a budget
of less than $2 million, the net profit to the Government will be $74 million. Obviously, it
is important for the Government to maintain stability in an industry producing income
of this magnitude.
As a result of the problems of severe discounting of packaged liquor in 1986, the Hamer
Liberal Party Government amended the Act and section llA provides for a fixed minimum
price for packaged liquor that will be adhered to by all retailers. For their part, the
breweries stated what they believed should be the retail price. The Liquor Control
Commission set a separate price that was lower than that established by the breweries,
which provided a gross margin of 15 per cent to retailers of packaged beer. In reality, the
minimum price set by the commission became the maximum price. It was a reasonable
price and it worked well. It provided stability, profitability to retailers, and employment.
Surely, employment is a key component in any industry. The Cain Labor Party
Government often quotes figures in Parliament of increased employment in Victoria and
the employment opportunities that the Government is working towards for the State. If
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the Government is to continue to provide employment, it will immediately need to
address the problems of the liquor industry that I am outlining.
There are signs of major problems in the retail liquor industry. When the Labor Party
assumed office in 1982 it was hell-bent on implementing changes to the retail liquor
industry. In 1983 the Government suspended section IIA of the Liquor Control Act
despite strong opposition by the National Party here and in another place. During debate
on that measure, I heard one of the best speeches by the honourable member for Balwyn
who enunciated all the reasons why section II A should not be suspended. However, the
Opposition voted with the Government both here and in another place.
The National Party stood alone in opposing the suspension of section 11 A both here
and in another place. The National Party has consulted with the various authorities, the
employers and the liquor union. Indeed, the union reported to the Government that it
could foresee major problems being caused by the suspension of section 11 A. Despite all
of the representations, comments and reports to the contrary, the Government proceeded
with the suspension of section 11 A.
As a result, chaos ensued in the liquor retail industry, especially in the sale of packaged
beer. Due to the opposition of the reports on the suspension of section l1A, the Government
commissioned a special report by a team at Monash University which recommended that
the Government should suspend section 11 A. The report said that there would be a drop
of approximately $1 in the price of a dozen bottles of packaged beer.
The discounting of the price of spirits in the liquor industry commenced in 1973 when
the Whitlam Government amended the Trade Practices Act, which banned price
maintenance in many areas. The former Minister responsible for the liquor industry, the
Honourable Bill Landeryou in another place, would not act to suspend section 11 A because
of his great understanding of the industry. He realized that the suspension of that section
would cause chaos in the retail liquor industry.
However, there was a change in Ministries and the present Minister for Education
assumed the portfolio of Industry, Technology and Resources. He was the hatchetman
who implemented the Labor Party policy without paying due regard to all of the reports
which submitted that the suspension of this section would cause chaos in the industry.
However, the Minister did make a proviso. During debate on the motion for the
adjournment of the sitting on 2 May last year, as reported at page 4334 of Hansard, I
quoted the then Minister as stating in an Age article:
The State Government has warned liquor retailers that their licences could be threatened if they cut beer
excessively .

. . . the Government was intent on protecting the industry's viability.

"It's true to say we have had to arrange a balance to have stable and orderly marketing and above that to
remove the minimum price", he said.
Mr Cathie said he believed that the removal of minimum price legislation would have the effect of reducing
the price of a dozen bottles of beer eventually by more than $1.

At that stage the then Minister is reported as having interjected by saying, "Up to $1".
However, the pricing structure has collapsed to such an extent that various liquor retailers
are placing advertisements in newspapers. I refer to an advertisement placed by Farmer
and Costigan, the liquor retail outlet at 58 Commercial Road, Prahran, advertising a
dozen bottles of beer for $14.20, which provides a gross margin of 57 cents or 4·9 per cent.
The former Minister indicated that the cost of selling a dozen bottles of beer would
leave a gross margin of 12·5 per cent. In the same advertisement, which appeared on 7
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November last in the Age, two dozen cans of beer were advertised for $15.99, which is a
gross margin of 83 cents or 5 per cent.
The Federal Government obtains revenue through excise duty on liquor and the State
Government obtains revenue through State duty of 9 per cent. A similar advertisement
was placed by Carrolls Licensed Supermarket in Hampton, which has advertised a dozen
bottles of Castlemaine beer at $12.99. It has openly indicated that it is selling that beer at
a loss of$I.08 a dozen. The Victorian retail liquor industry cannot accept the present level
of price discounting.
During debate on the motion for the adjournment of the sitting on 12 November this
year the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources is reported in Hansard as
having stated, inter alia:
The Government has no intention of reintroducing such minimum price legislation.

The Government is not prepared to allow the liquor retail industry to maintain a reasonable
level of profitability. The Government should support a reasonable level of retail price
maintenance so that there is orderly marketing. The Government should examine
restricting the level of advertising being undertaken by some liquor retailers in trying to
obtain a larger share of the market.
I refer again to the newspaper advertisement by Farmer and Costigan, which indicates
that for years there has been exploitation by liquor retailers in Victoria, especially so far
as beer is concerned. That is totally wrong because the price margins which have been
established by the Liquor Control Commission have led to a reasonable profit margin for
retailers and the maintenance of orderly marketing.
Orderly marketing must be retained within the industry. I ask the Minister to take
action against liquor retailers who are savagely discounting the price of packaged beer.
The National Party is not suggesting there should be excessive price margins for any
operator at either the wholesale or retail level. If the Liquor Control Commission is to
impose certain restraints on liquor retailers, surely those retailers are entitled to a reasonable
price margin.
Some Government members understand that retailers need to operate on a reasonable
price margin. However, if the retail liquor industry must operate under regulated wages
and working conditions with all the attendant penalties of 17·5 per cent holiday loading
and so on, it should be allowed to have an orderly marketing system which permits the
retailer to operate at a reasonable profit margin.
Section 11 A allowed liquor retailers to operate at a reasonable profit margin. The industry
needs that price margin to remain profitable, to pay its licence fees to the Government
and to meet the requirements of the Liquor Control Commission.
I am opposed to unfair competition being imposed upon retailers in the liquor industry
that has operated effectively over a long time.
Mr Wilkes-The liquor retailers set a minimum price!
Mr JASPER-That is correct, and if the honourable member had been here earlier he
would have heard me say that the National Party supports a minimum price that provides
about a 15 per cent gross margin. At present, the prices that are being advertised in the
papers allow for 5 per cent, and that is wrong. This is the question the Government must
address.
The National Party wants orderly marketing so that people who have to meet criteria
set down by the Government and the Liquor Control Commission can meet those
requirements, make a reasonable profit and continue operating and providing that $76
million in licence fees to the Government.
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Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-There is a real danger of the Liberal Party becoming
irrelevant to mainstream politics, leaving us without a truly alternative Government, if it
continues its present lemming-like march to the tune of the extreme views of the new
right.
Indeed, the Liberal Party seems to be on the same path to the purity of impotence, as
Gough Whitlam put it, as the Labor Party was in the 1960s. In particular, the approach of
the Liberals to the relations between the three key elements of society-that is, the elected
Government, employers and organized labour-shows that the Liberals reject some of the
greatest traditions of Australia and Australian society; and moreover, reject the evidence
from around the world of the benefits to society of co-operative and constructive relations
between Government, labour and business.
Just as the Labor Party wandered off into the political wilderness of preoccupation with
issues that the electorate was not concerned about in the 1960s, so the Liberals are now
being led off, hypnotized by an irrelevant fundamentalist ideology, but they do not have
even one child of the party who is game to get up and shout out that its emperor has no
electoral clothes.
The Opposition is preoccupied with rhetoric; rhetoric about individual freedom,
economic rationalism, small government, privatization and deregulation. None of its
rhetoric has been properly formulated. None of it is sustained by any evidence of its
effectiveness and nothing in it is relevant to the traditions, historical circumstances,
challenges and needs of Australia in the coming years.
It is clear that the Opposition's aim is to divide and rule, to create conflict and divisiveness
as the major feature of its strategy for government. This is not only made clear in the
social outcomes of its policies but it is also apparent from the Liberal Party's proposed
policy to deregulate the labour market and to move away from the centralized wage fixing
system, as well as its opposition to the very idea of the accord.
Shortly before the election of the first Hawke Government, the Leader of the Opposition
expressed alarm about the future of Australia's young people, as he put it, if the Federal
Labor Party was elected and had the opportunity to implement the income-prices
agreement that was then to be ratified between Bob Hawke and the Australian Council of
Trade Unions. The Leader of the Opposition said:
The copy of the agreement that I have read has filled me with fear and trepidation for the future employment
opportunities of the young people of this country ... there would simply be no new jobs at all ... this agreement,
if Bob Hawke got the opportunity to impose it. would condemn private enterprise to an indefinite period of
stagnation. There would be no expansion of business and industry. no new products and no new jobs. Existing
jobs would be thrown into jeopardy. because industry in stagnation is forced to retrench.

Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-On a point of order, Mr Deputy Speaker,
could the honourable member advise who is alleged to have made these Quotes and from
what he is Quoting?
Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-The comments to which I am referring were made by the
Leader of the Opposition himself, as indicated in the news release issued on his authority
on 21 February 1983. Clearly, the Leader of the Opposition was absolutely and totally
wrong in his assertions in that statement.
The Liberal policies of discontent and discord provide no hope for the future and are in
stark contradiction to the Australian traditions of a fair go and mateship. Any concept of
a united country is thrown out the window to be replaced by competition and conflict
between Australian and Australian.
This is hardly surprising, given that the very basis of the Liberal Party's economic
philosophy is the law of the jungle, the survival of the fittest and a dog-eat-dog mentality.
It is a rejection of the very basis ofa civilized society. Such a prospectus denies any sense
of responsibility by anyone for the over-all national interest.
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This is the real difference between the Federal and State Labor Governments and the
Opposition Liberal Party. The Labor Governments' initiatives, both at the State and
Federal levels, to create a framework and a partnership and responsibility in economic
policy for Australia as a whole were achieved by the accord and by the national economic
summit conference, both in 1983.
I remind honourable members that the summit included representation from unions,
from business, from other groups and from all of the Governments; and all of them except
the Premier of Queensland agreed on the importance of tackling employment and inflation
simultaneously. They agreed that an effective prices and incomes policy such as the accord
was essential. The accord is a long-term approach to fundamental economic difficulties. It
has provided an excellent, resilient and successful framework for a co-operative approach
to economic problems.
The Liberal Party has chosen not to be a part of this historic process. Indeed, the
Opposition is hell-bent on dismantling this process. It is seeking to dismantle the central
wage-fixing system agreed to by the participants at the economic summit.
Its policy of deregulation of the labour market is a retrograde step. It has been tried
before with disastrous consequences for the economy and it leads straight back to the
promotion of sectional interests at the expense of the community as a whole.
This fact has been acknowledged by many sectors of the business community and even
the Liberal chairman of the Federal coalition's industrial relations committee was forced
to admit that:
Large sections ofthe business community give little credence to these "opting out" proposals.

And did not believe that opting out would work.
This statement reflected his talks with employer federations such as the Metal Trades
Industry Association, the Australian Chamber of Commerce and the Confederation of
AustralIan Industry as well as large companies and small business groups. He also said
large business feared that:
'So-called opting out would lead to substantial wage rises and sweetheart deals with powerful unions which
could flow through the system'.

He said that small business:
... feared a system of fixing minimum wages with no authority to arbitrate deals struck above the minimum
rate between employers and employees.

The Director-General of the Confederation of Australian Industry, Mr Brian Noakes,
confirmed this when he said:
Virtually everyone in industrial relations feared that it would be difficult to contain increases won by one group
of workers from flowing to others.

The Liberal's policy has also been interpreted as a direct attack on trade unions, as such a
policy could only work in cases where there was little trade union organization.
In defence of this indefensible policy, the Federal shadow Minister for Industrial
Relations has denied opposition to trade unions, saying:
We'll be putting the emphasis on providing much greater choice and much greater freedom within the
industrial relations system for people to make agreements that are in their own interest.

He did not define those key words "in their own interest" but, by inference, he meant
"short-term", which typifies the Liberal approach. The opting out proposals seek to fulfil
narrow sectional short-term interests. They fail to take into account questions of equity,
questions of public interest or broader, long-term economic considerations. Certainly,
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they fail to take into account the actual consequences of deregulation as practised in the
1970s under the Fraser Government.
The huge wage increases that were won for metal trades employees and negotiated
between the union and employers in 1981 resulted in increases in wages flowing through
to the whole work force. By December 1981 more than 90 per cent of all employees had
received a similar wage rise. By the second half of 1982 Australia was in its worst economic
recession for 50 years. This result was in no one's interest, yet it was a direct result of the
Liberal Party Government's policies being put into practice.
The response ofMr Howard, the then Deputy Leader of the Federal Opposition, to that
practice was that this situation had arisen because of the system. He said that every firm
had to pay the increase because of the institutional structure and the strength of the unions
that operated in the industry. In other words, he saw the strength of the unions as the
problem. That was an absolute and direct contradiction to the claim by the Liberals that
they are not opposed to employees exercising their legitimate rights through trade unions.
In the context of the preceding years and as a consequence of a free-for-all industrial
relations exercise, the Australian Labor Party and the Australian Council of Trade Unions
drew up the accord, the aim of which was to provide a workable framework for wage
restraint in return for consultation by Government with the union movement on economic
policies.
A deregulated labour market is not workable in a country where employees have
traditionally exercised their democratic right to organize, which provides for a highly
unionized country.
As Professor Fred Gruen noted, real moderation has been achieved more successfully
in the Australian accord situation than elsewhere. Professor Gruen questioned whether
the decentralized wage fixing system can be successful in a highly unionized economy like
Australia's. He said:
Certainly the experience of the Thatcher Government so far does not lend much encouragement to those in
Australia who want to embark on such a course. In spite of record levels of unemployment . . . Britain's
"deregulated labour market" has produced substantial increases in real wages for those in employment-and
large increases in unit labour costs.

A deregulated labour market does not mean more jobs, greater economic growth or more
profits for business, but the accord has been successful in achieving all those things. In
Australian conditions deregulation of the labour market would mean another wage and
cost spiral, higher consumer price index increases, a loss of jobs, economic decline, and
greater industrial unrest, conflict and divisiveness throughout the Australian community.For any policy to be credible it must be based on workable relationships and procedures
and must take past and present practices into account. The policy proposals of the
Opposition are not based on this reality but on abstract, irrelevant and discredited economic
theory which bears no relationship to Australia's history or condition. This can clearly be
seen from the behaviour of the Victorian Leader of the Opposition when he told business
leaders in the community that they have "sold the private enterprise system down the
tube for their own selfish interests".
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)...,-On a point of order, Mr Deputy Speaker,
I ask the honourable member for Werribee to state the date on which the quotation was
made and from which publication it has been taken so that I may ascertain whether this
quote is as irrelevant as his last quote.
Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-On the point of order, the quote is certainly more relevant
than the last because this comment was made recently in response to comments made by
prominent business figures in support of workers compensation reforms, and well those
comments might have been made, because the reforms are beneficial.
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Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-On a further point of order, Mr Deputy
Speaker, the honourable member for Werribee was asked to identify the day on which the
quote was made and from which publication it was taken.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The honourable member for Werribee
should identify the quotation and the document from which he is quoting if it is to be
included in Hansard.
Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-Mr Deputy Speaker, I am quoting from my own notes
which are based on published material. I am certainly prepared to check the references
and make the material available to the Leader of the Opposition.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-On a point of order, Mr Deputy Speaker,
in those circumstances I ask you to ensure that the honourable member for Werribee does
not refer to comments that I mayor may not have made, when he is addressing the House,
if he is not prepared to substantiate the material. To be honest, Sir, members of the
Opposition cannot believe the honourable member for Werribee would be quoting
accurately.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The honourable member for Werribee
should not quote from any source unless he is prepared to identify and substantiate it.
Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-It is clear the Leader of the Opposition has placed himself
in an indefensible position. He sees the purity of private enterprise demanding that there
should not be any co-operation whatsoever between the Government, unions and
employers, and believes that the Government should not play any role in the free market
economy. That is the view of the Leader of the Opposition.
Obviously the Opposition has no coherent answers to our questions about how its
deregulated labour market would work, its factual benefits or how the Opposition would
justify the social and economic costs. This is simply because the Opposition does not have
the answers. It dreams about some imaginary dream world, which is impossible, there is
no interrelationship between the Government, labour and business. The Government
remains-in the view of the Opposition-in this imaginary world separate from economic
matters, and labour is simply a production cost to employers.
The reality is that the labour market is comprised of people whose wages are their only
source of income and who have won the right in a democratic society to organize, protect
and enhance their wages and conditions. The path proposed by the Opposition encourages
and promotes conflict between all three interrelated components of our economy with the
disastrous consequences of the late 1970s and early 1980s. Such backward policies as those
proposed by the Opposition would take Victoria back to the nineteenth century. Unlike
the Opposition, the Labor Party is forward-looking in providing a lead for the future.
Mr Leigh-Mr Deputy Speaker, I draw your attention to the state of House.
The bells were rung.

Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-On a point of order,
Mr Deputy Speaker, I direct your attention to the honourable member for Malvern, who
is directing honourable members not to come into the House.
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-On the point of order, Mr Deputy Speaker, I was merely
exercising my arms.
Mr DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I cannot uphold the point of order.
When the bells are ringing, the House is not constituted.
A quorum was formed.

Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-A well-recognized fact throughout the world is that it is
necessary to have links between the private sector, the Government of the day and unions.
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Those links have been established in the most successful economies during the world
recession. A United States of America Congressman, Tim Worth, said in 1982 that:
The clearest message we heard from hundreds of Americans was that the politics of confrontation must give
way to the politics of co-operation.

That quote was taken from the Wall Street Journal of 19 October 1982.
The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development Employment Outlook
of September 1985 has also concluded that benefits would be obtained if Government
unions and employers reached workable agreements on a strategy for handling wage
claims. The Government, the Labor Party and the Australian Council of Trade Unions
recognized that reality, and that policy is working well because of the acceptance and cooperation of the business community. Co-operation is necessary not only at macroeconomic level but in the workplace.
I seek leave of the House to have incorporated in Hansard a table which deals with the
attitude of workers to participation in industry.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I wish to inquire from the honourable
member whether the document has been cleared by all the relevant sections, in particular
by Mr Speaker.
Dr COGHILL- Yes.

Leave was granted. and the document was as follows:
TABLE 1
Part of result ofa survey carried out with AMWU members at a large private company

Who should make the following
decisions?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

To allocate profits
To introduce new working methods
Tore-organize factory layout
To introduce new work study
methods
To change method of payment
To discharge workers not needed
To close whole factory
To close part factory
To open new factory
To introduce new machinery
To introduce a pension scheme
To alter start/stopping times
To change working rules, i.e. to change
disciplinary proceedings
New procedures to deal with
absenteeism

Purely
Management
Matter

Employees
to be asked
but up to
Management

Should be
negot iat ions
and
Agreement

Management
should accept
Employee
view

%

%

%

%

56
2·5
2·5

15
23
38

2()'5
61·5
51

2·5
8
8

2·5
2·5
8
2·5

13
15
13
13
10
23
18
10

43·5
54
59
67
72
31
31
69
67

31
20
13
10
10
5
13
13
25

5

5

67

15

15

10

50

15

33
10
2·5
5
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H "ho should make the following
decisions?

15.
16.
17.

To dismiss an individual/group for
disciplinary reasons
To plan and put into practice an
export sales drive
To computerize cost accounting, wage
and salary payments
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Purely
Management
Mal/cl'

Employees
to he asked
hut up to
/\4anagement

Should be
negot iat ions
and
Agreement

Management
should accept
Employee
view

%

%

%

%

8

15

59

13

46

31

13

8

31

38

18

5

Figures expressed in percentages. Totals do not equal 100 per cent, as not all questions were answered by all
participants in the survey.
Source: Max Ogden. who is taking part in a national project on industrial democracy on behalf of his union, the
Amalgamated Metal Workers' Union. The project is funded by the Federal Department of Employment
and Industrial Relations.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-The honourable member's time has expired.
Mr KEN NETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I wish to grieve about the failure of Labor
Party policies both in Victoria and in other States which has led to the total decay of the
Australian economy.
The Victorian community, and the Australian community, must today prepare itself
for what will be seen very shortly as a massive blow-out in interest rates, both for housing
and for small businesses, after the South Australian election. The economic policies of
Labor Governments Federally, around Australia and in particular in Victoria, have
demonstrably failed. Labor Governments have introduced policies of high taxation, big
spending, big borrowing and, of course, big Governments.
It is suggested by interjection, ""No unemployment"-what a joke! Those policies are
about to resound dramatically on citizens of this country very quickly. Labor Governments
have selfishly introduced policies which are designed to seek their own short-term
advantage, but which are against the long-term interest of the community. Labor
Governments have failed to act responsibly for the committees that they were elected to
serve and more importantly, they have acted irresponsibly against the national interest.
Although Labor Governments have called for restraint, and we are seeing it here in
Victoria at the moment with regard to the Government's tough stand against the railway
union and in other States because they have spent more money than they can afford and
there is nothing left in the kitty, such tough action is too little too late. The financial
damage has already been done to the economy.
If we are going to try to address ourselves to improving the economy, we have to be
realistic today. If we are going to be realistic today we have to understand that the
Australian economy is shot. It is shot because of the policies pursued by Labor
Governments.
It will take many years to rebuild our economic and social communities and they will
only be rebuilt if Governments and the community are prepared to accept a new form of
discipline on the demands they make of each other. The socialist experiment, as introduced
by Labor Governments, has failed and the people of our communities have been
dramatically let down.
There will be a clear example of how, for political expediency, and for political reasons,
the Federal Government will distort the economy for the next four weeks until after the
South Australian election. The Premier of this State today refused to guarantee to the
people of Victoria that those instrumentalities of which the Government has control, that
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is, the Rural Finance Commission and the State Bank, will not increase their interest rates
between now and Christmas.
The Premier seems to have found a new-found interest in agricultural communities and
the communities that serve the agricultural industry in this State. If the Premier, as he
announced, is going to have one of his Ministers announce special new deals next Sunday,
surely he has to recognize that many of the difficulties confronting the agricultural industries
are the result of changes and restructuring of the market-place, that have an effect not only
on a world-wide basis but also on the cost of money.
If the Premier is serious about assisting industry, I ask him to indicate to the House
whether he is prepared to give an instruction to the Rural Finance Commission that the
interest rates of that commission, both on new moneys borrowed or existing moneys
borrowed, will not rise before Christmas.
There are tens of thousands of young Victorians in this State who are currently pursuing
the Australian dream of owning a home and paying off their home. The State Bank has
been the provider of most of the moneys for home ownership in this State. It has done a
good job and no one argues with the role of the State Bank.
Today, I again asked the Premier to guarantee that interest rates charged by the State
Bank will not increase before Christmas and, again, he deliberately evaded the Question.
There is no doubt that the Premier is not prepared to act strongly in support of all sorts of
concerns publicly in this House today.
Building society interest rates will rise very shortly because building societies are
borrowing money at 14·5 per cent and being forced to lend it out at approximately the
same rate or slightly less. This is not the result of the State Bank, the building societies or
the Rural Finance Commission; it is as the result of three years of the economic policies
ofa Labor Government that we have seen the destruction of the Australian economy. In
the past few months the value of the Australian dollar has fallen and this will not only
reflect badly on our standing world-wide but will destroy the purchasing power of those
who live within our shores.
Let us take, for example, India. We would have believed in Australia that our standard
of living is higher than the standard of living in the Indian continent. There is no doubt
that it is higher, but the Australian dollar has fallen 22 per cent against the Indian rupee.
We have heard a lot of comments recently about the so-called state of democracy in the
Philippines, the anarchy, the industrial and social problems, and with all those problems
the Australian dollar has fallen 29 per cent against the Philippine peso. If one were to
compare the major trading countries, such as the United Kingdom, Canada and Japan,
one would realize that the Australian dollar has fallen 33 per cent to 34 per cent againsttheir currencies.
If we are going to be serious about trying to have a social and economic recovery that
will lead to security of the democratic processes in this country, we have to be prepared to
take tough action. I do not care whether it is a Labor or a Liberal Government, but as
Labor Governments are in place in most States and Federally, the Opposition will support
tough action as we call on the community to recognize that we have lived beyond our
means for the past three and a half years and we must readjust.
It will be a fact of life that, after the South Australian election, current housing interest
rates on loans will blowout from 13·5 per cent to close to 15 per cent-the highest
percentage ever. I do not care whether one is a Labor or Liberal politician, we know the
value of small businesses in our area in terms of employment and the creation of wealth
in this country. If one is running a small business, the prime rate for interest rates for
money borrowed over $100 000 is 18·5 per cent. If a person borrows money it is normally
at a premium of about 2 per cent above that. People who can get money are paying about
20·5 per cent. In the direction we are heading now, after Christmas it will be 25 per cent,
taking into account the premium. There is no way, if that occurs, that this community will
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not be further divided between the haves and the have-nots and the demand on
Governments by those who need Government assistance will grow and those who have
the wealth and the conditioning to apply themselves to create wealth will find that their
wealth, after paying taxes and charges, will be reduced.
Victorians know what is happening in the State and the country at the moment. The
Liberal Party blames the economic situation on the politics and philosophies of its political
opponents at both State and Federal level.
The message I want to get across, without necessarily apportioning blame at the moment,
because the social ramifications will be enormous if people are realistic with themselves,
is that the economy will become considerably worse during the next few weeks and, more
importantly, after Christmas. Unfortunately, there is every reason to believe that the
value of the Australian dollar as compared with the United States dollar will widen further.
That is not something I desire or promote for political reasons, but it is a fact oflife. Tens
of thousands of Victorians and Australians will be hurt, economically and socially.
My message today to Victorians and Australians is to prepare themselves for what will
be the greatest belt-tightening exercise for a long time.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr KENNETT-I am coming to what Australians should do as a community. When I
say "community" I mean Governments and the people. Unfortunately, unless the
community is prepared to indicate that it will tighten its belt and accept Governments
ta~ing strong stances, Governments, by their very nature, will not adjust to the coming
CrIses.
Mrs Setches interjected.
Mr KENNETT-If the honourable member for Ringwood will listen, I shall inform
her. The honourable member is not only out of order, but also is showing absolute
contempt for the people she represents. I have endeavoured not to apportion blame on
the stupid policies of the Government, but I am being realistic and I say to the community
of Ringwood that it is in for a hell of a time during the next twelve months. If the
community wants to prepare itself, it must do something now.
Mrs Setches interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The honourable member for
Ringwood does not have her name down in the list of grievance speakers, which indicates
that she does not intend to speak.
Mr KENNETT -The honourable member for Ringwood may have some influence in
the Labor Party and she may be able to ensure that the Government prepares for the
crunch that is coming. The economy is shot. It is not a pleasant thing to say, but it is
necessary to tell the community to prepare itself.
Several things can be done and should be done in the national interest by both the
Victorian and Federal Governments. These things must be accepted by the community as
a course of action and as a remedy-not to solve the problems overnight, because they
will not-to assist towards a geniune recovery.
There must be, wherever possible, a reduction-if not a cancellation-of new borrowing
programs by all tiers of Government, be they Federal, State or local. Victoria can no longer
afford to borrow. Australia's borrowing and debt program has almost destroyed the
Australia dollar. Governments, Federal, State and local, must immediately embark on a
massive reduction in spending at all levels and in all areas if the community that
Parliamentarians are elected to serve is not to be further disadvantaged.
Governments must review immediately the function and the size of Governments at all
levels and the community must realize that ifit wants to maximize its security, independent
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of Governments, cutbacks in services are necessary. It is important that all Governments
do that.
Governments and the community must realize that the intrusion by Governments,
regardless of political persuasion, through legislation and regulation must be reduced.
Industry cannot afford the increased costs that are currently being imposed on the creators
of wealth. Unfortunately, this is contributing to countries around the world losing
confidence in what is a magnificent country. I believe the so-called Keating tax package,
which I regret is partly in place but which has no legislative backup or legislative program,
is causing a great deal of confusion.
I refer to the capital gains tax and how it may ultimately affect taxpayers; what ultimately
will be the tax benefits to citizens and so on. None of that is laid down and industry cannot
plan correctly and wisely unless it knows what its parameters are.
The tax package as a whole should be rejected because within eighteen months the socalled benefits will not exist, given the Australian inflation rate. I will fight and argue for a
major change in the tax system even though that tax system may be unpopular and short
term. The time has come for Australians and Victorians, as a community, to recognize the
need for tax reform.
To have a secure future, Australians may have to accept a reduction in their standards
of living in certain areas and they may have to accept a taxation package that is not
popular with everyone. Australians, in November 1985, are facing an horrific twelve to
fourteen months of economic chaos.
I have said before and I say again that Governments must look realistically at deregulating
the wages policy. I support the Federal Government in deregulating the financial institutions
and the banking system, but the Government cannot do that without deregulating wages
policy. It is one of the ingredients. It is a pity that the honourable member for Richmond,
who is interjecting, is not more concerned about what is happening in the community.
The unemployed deserve the right to work if they want to and neither Parliament nor
unions or employer groups have the right to deny those people the right to work. Unless
Australians are prepared to grow up, their future is limited.
It is important to recognize in making these claims that the country, in November 1985,
is facing what looks like being the greatest social division period for two decades. The
policy that Governments have been persuing at State and Federal levels of high taxation,
high borrowings and big spending, whether it brought about the State Government's reelection or not, is immaterial, because what it has done is totally to "screw up" the
economy. The economy is shot. As I said earlier, it is not a pleasant thing to say, but until
Australians are honest with each other and until the community at last realizes that it can
no longer afford to live beyond its means, and if Australians want to secure the country,
as I believe they do, and want the future that I know Australia has the capacity to produce,
massive change must be brought about.

Massive increases in housing interest rates and in interest rates for business are about
to occur. The community is witnessing an explosion in the inflation rate that will place
Australian prices at more than double the level of its competitor's prices. The nation's
debt has blown out of all proportion .. Many of .our primary production markets and
markets in other areas are no longer available. Australia is going through a period of
massive change. If Australians do not recognize the economic and social ramifications of
that change, unfortunately, the very security of the country and democracy as we know it
today will be at risk.
I call on the Victorian community and on its elected representatives to honestly and
seriously reassess where we are today and to bring about changes that will not be a panacea
overnight, but will correct a lot of selfishness that we have all been part of.
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Australia now needs strong leadership. Australians generally are prepared to accept
greater hardship in the short term to bring a more secure future.
I know that young people at schools and universities are desperately concerned about
their future. Honourable members owe it to them and to the unborn to generate an
environment in which they will have the same opportunities with their lives that we had
when we were twenty years old.
Mr McNAMARA (Benalla)-I raise a matter concerning a statement made in this
House on 23 October by the Minister for Police and Emergency Services. I am pleased
that the Minister is at the table and I hope he will respond to some of the matters I raise
in the grievance debate.
Today I asked a question without notice of the Minister but I received an unsatisfactory
reply. I shall briefly detail the events leading up to today and shall again ask the Minister
to fully respond and explain the chain of events. On 23 October 1985, in response to a
question asked by the honourable member for Swan Hill about a working party report on
the State Emergency Service, the Minister stated, inter alia:
The report is endorsed by the Readiness Review Committee and will be shortly considered by the Disasters
Services Council.

The information I have before me proves that the statement by the Minister is blatantly
incorrect. The Readiness Review Committee had its last meeting on 16 October, seven
days prior to the question being asked by the honourable member for Swan Hill. On 23
October the Minister told the House that that report was endorsed by the committee at
that meeting, but that was not so. The Readiness Review Committee is not distant from
the Minist~r and he is not unaware of its day-to-day operations. In fact, the Minister was
present at that meeting on 16 October. He is aware, as was every other member of that
committee, that the report was not endorsed. I have an extract of the minutes of the
meeting of the Readiness Review Committee on 16 October 1985, which refers to a
comment by the Minister relating to a working party report on disaster management
arrangements. That minute states:
Mr Mathews assured the members that their comments would be carefully considered, and he suggested that,
on a veto basis. a resolution of general agreement with the report be forwarded to the Disasters Services Council
with a note of comment made at this meeting.

Following that meeting, at which the matter was not discussed-and the Minister claims
it was discussed and endorsed-the Minister went further to say that the report was being
referred to the Disasters Services Council. That is certainly not a fact. After that meeting
a Mr Philip Buckle, who is from the Office of the Co-ordinator-in-Chief of Disaster
Control, sent a letter to all members of the Readiness Review Committee under the
headin~ ""Ministry for Police and Emergency Services" and asked them to consider a draft
resolutIon to approve that report. He stated:
If the resolution is agreed to by all members of the Committee it will be presented to the next meeting of the
Disasters Services Council on 13 November 1985.

That was yesterday. The resolution that was sent to those members stated:
That subject to the comments below the Readiness Review Committee accepts in principle. the general thrust
of the report of the Working Party on Victorian Disaster Management Arrangements and directs the attention of
the Disasters Services Council to this expression of view ...

That motion was subsequently vetoed by one or more members of the committee. When
the matter came before the DIsasters Services Council yesterday, the council determined
it could not deal with it because it had already been vetoed by the Readiness Review
Committee.
The Minister's philosophy of genuine consultation appears to be that he formally advises
members that he will bypass consultation. The fact that the Minister could not get the
report approved by the Readiness Review Committee and then the Disasters Services
Council demonstrates the genuine consultation that he follows. The Minister intends to
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introduce proposed legislation this sessional period without the approval of either of those
bodies, which is contrary to what he claimed on 23 October. The Bill will be introduced
and will remain on the Notice Paper until the next sessional period.
It is obvious to all honourable members that the Minister has been in breach of the
accepted regulations of Parliament and that he has breached privilege by misleading the
House. The Speaker must determine whether the Minister has knowingly or wilfully
misled the House. I intend to refer that matter to the Speaker and shall ask him to
determine whether it should be a matter that is brought forward and discussed by the
Privileges Committee.
It is extraordinary that the Minister should breach this aspect of the Westminster
system; he must be accountable to this House. The Minister not only knowingly and
wilfully breached what he knew to be the truth, but he also made a clear statement in reply
to a question asked by the Honourable member for Swan Hill.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The honourable member for Benalla
is in order to list the events leading up to a specific episode endangering the forms of this
House, but ifhe is trying to use the House as ifit were a House of privilege, he should be
advised that it is not. Certain avenues are available for honourable members to take if
they believe there has been a serious breach of privilege.
Mr McNAMARA-Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. What I have outlined ensures that
there is substantial evidence for the Speaker to at least consider the matter and subsequently
for the Privileges Committee to have the opportunity of determining the matter. No more
serious charge can be levelled at a Minister than to say that a statement he has made is not
correct. It is a basic right that honourable members have under the Westminster system.
I have gone through various options before raising the matter today. I gave the Minister
the opportunity to clarify the matter in question time and asked him to apologize to the
House if he had made an error. The Minister had that opportunity, but he did not take it,
so I am forced to raise the matter again during the grievance debate.
I should also have liked to have put on the Notice Paper a Notice of Motion for this
House to discuss the matter, but if I had done that I could not have raised it during the
grievance debate. I shall now raise the matter with the Speaker and I hope it will be dealt
with in the appropriate forum. If the documentation I have before me is correct-and I
have no reason to doubt it-rather than further slur the good name of the House, the
Minister should resign immediately so that the matter can be clarified. The letter sent out
by the Ministry was dated 18 October, but it was not received until 29 October by at least
one organization. I remind honourable members that the Minister made the statement in the House on 23 October.
I realize that Australia Post is often criticized for its slow mail service, but I am sure it
would not take six days for a letter to travel from one side of Melbourne to the other. That
is another matter that should be considered. Was the letter posted on the same day it was
dated or was it backdated to ensure that it appeared to have been sent prior to the time the
Minister was asked the question? The point is quite clear in the documentation that I
have.
The question was agreed to.
The sitting was suspended at 1 p.m. until 2.4 p.m.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services) (By leave)-I wish to
make a personal explanation in response to the matter raised by the honourable member
for Benalla during question time and in the grievance debate.
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The honourable member for Benalla raised on two occasions this morning an answer I
gave to the House some weeks ago in regard to a report submitted to the Readiness Review
Committee, which is associated with the Disasters Services Council. On that occasion I
said that the report concerned had been endorsed by the Readiness Review Committee.
The circumstances which I endeavoured to make clear to the honourable member for
Benalla this morning,and obviously I failed in my attempt to do so, were as follows: the
Readiness Review Committee was anxious to convey to the Disasters Services Council an
opinion on the report on counter-disaster arrangements.
As it was difficult for the committee to draft on the spot a resolution which would have
incorporated the various reservations about the report expressed by its members, it was
agreed that the secretary of the committee, after the meeting, should draft the form of
words for the resolution, which would be circulated to members and in the event of there
being no dissent the resolution would be regarded as being endorsed and conveyed to the
Disasters Services Council at the meeting held yesterday.
At the time when the question was raised with me, I was not aware that the resolution
had not in fact been circulated in conformity with the view of the committee and that that
circulation did not take place effectively until the 29th of the month when copies of the
resolution were passed to members of the committee. Accordingly I gave the reply on the
best of my understanding at that stage that the· report had been endorsed. That was
incorrect and it had been my intention this morning in answer to the question that that
should have been conveyed to the honourable member for Benalla. I take this as the first
opportunity to put the matter beyond all doubt as indeed I did yesterday at the Disasters
Services Council meeting in reporting that the resolution that had been circulated had not
been endorsed by the Readiness Review Committee.

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

This Bill is to amend four major Acts relating to superannuation of public sector employees.
Those Acts are the Superannuation Act 1958 which constitutes the State Superannuation
Fund to which public servants, teachers, police, transport employees and others contribute,
the Local Authorities Superannuation Act 1958, the Hospitals Superannuation Act 1965
and the State Employees Retirement Benefits Act 1979. A number of consequential or
related amendments to other Acts also appear in the Bill.
The major purpose of the Bill is to introduce optional early retirement from age 55
onwards for all employees who contribute to the four superannuation funds. Parallel
changes to other public sector superannuation funds, constituted either by statutory rules
or separate trust deeds, are in hand with the objective of having optional early retirement
available across the public sector by 1 January 1986.
This is a major part of the Government's Youth Guarantee strategy. There are currently
more than 10000 people between ages 55 and 60 in these four superannuation funds.
There are many elsewhere in State public sector employment. If only 10 per cent of them
choose to take up the option to retire early, there will be created, after the filling of more
senior offices by promotions, more than 1000 vacancies for youth.
The principles for calculation of optional early retirement benefits have been developed
so that they can extend, subject to only minor modification, to the whole variety of
superannuation schemes now operating in the public sector.
In every case the starting point for the calculation is the retirement benefit which the
employee could have received from the fund by continuing to work and contribute until
the age of 60. This prospective age 60 retirement benefit is reduced in the proportion that
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the number of years actually worked to the date of optional early retirement bears to the
years which would have been worked to age 60.
Where the benefit is in the form of a pension rather than a lump sum, it is further
reduced to reflect the greater number of years of pension expected to be paid to an officer
who retires at a young age in such a way that the capital value of the benefit remains pro
rata to years of service.
Two of the features of the standard superannuation scheme proposed last year by the
Economic and Budget Review Committee, early retirement from age 55 and a lump sum
benefit proportionate to years of membership of the scheme, are thus being built into
current superannuation funds.
Police who, because of the nature of their duties, already enjoy the right to retire five
years earlier than other contributors to the State Superannuation Fund, will in future be
able to retire from age 50 onwards. The same privilege will extend to personnel of the
Metropolitan Fire Brigades Board, although they are not subject to this Bill. The principles
of benefit calculation for other optional early retirement will extend to the younger ages.
Some increased short-term cash outflows are expected, depending on the level of response
to the offer of optional early retirement. In the longer term, the new optional benefits are
not estimated to add materially to the costs of superannuation to the State or other public
sector employers. In fact, cost-savings could occur if, as anticipated, the new optional
rights diminish the incentive for officers aged between 55 and 60 years to seek retirement
on the grounds of disability. The impact of the early retirement proposals will be monitored
because the Government and public sector unions share the concerns of the Economic
and Budget Review Committee about the high incidence and cost of disability in the
public sector.
To avoid disruption of services to the public and to phase in the new program, each
optional early retirement before age 60 years during the calendar year 1986 will be subject
to approval by the relevant employer. Thereafter, the option will be freely available.
Although these proposals are primarily developed as part of Youth Guarantee, the
Government believes they will be welcomed by long-serving officers. While some will wish
to enjoy an extended period of leisure, others may take the opportunity of establishing a
small business, or of obtaining less demanding part-time work elsewhere. There will be no
restriction on such activities, except that pensions will be reduced when a retired officer
undertakes other public sector employment.
Because the Government wishes to build greater flexibility into all public sector
superannuation arrangements to help employees in individual planning for retirement.,
again, as recommended by the Economic and Budget Review Committee, the Bill increases
the maximum percentage of a State Superannuation Fund retirement pension which may
be converted to a lump sum from 30 per cent to 50 per cent. In addition, an officer will be
able to elect at retirement to receive an immediate lump sum in exchange for a maximum
of 50 per cent of the spouse's pension which could commence on his death some years
later.
A State Superannuation Fund contributor who retires at age 60 after 30 or more years
of service could, therefore, choose to receive an indexed pension of 33·3 per cent-of final
salary plus a lump sum of 4·2 times salary. Without any legislative change in similar
circumstances, a contributor to the local authorities, hospitals or State Employees
Retirement Benefits Fund receives an indexed pension of 23·75 per cent of salary plus a
minimum lump sum of three years' salary.
This further flexibility for retiring officers is not expected to add to costs. In the immediate
future, the only extra charge on the Consolidated Fund will be about a half-year's salary
for each retiring State Superannuation Fund contributor who chooses the maximum lump
sum option, including the conversion of spouse pension. In the long run, this will be
compensated by lower contributions towards pension payments.
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Although the basic formula for optional early retirement benefits is straightforward, a
number of consequential amendments are necessary to other legislation. I particularly
draw the attention of the House to the proposed amendments to the Superannuation
Benefits Act 1977, which provides for portability of superannuation when, as a result of
changing jobs, a person moves from one public sector superannuation fund to another.
Job changes are more common among younger employees, and for some time the
Superannuation Benefits Act has unfortunately been perceived as disadvantageous to
younger employees. In fact, it has offered no portability option for those under age 30. The
proposed amendments, which are a natural extension of the optional early retirement
initiative, remedy this problem. Along with recent Commonwealth tax measures, they
should encourage greater exercise of portability options within the public sector.
The second purpose of the Bill is to make a number of administrative changes to the
Acts. Some of these are based on recommendations of the Economic and Budget Review
Committee. Others are responses to particular administrative problems, inflexibility or
inequities indentified by the board of the funds, contributors and the Ombudsman. A
third group is to ensure consistency between funds.
The most important change is to introduce to the Superannuation Act, which has
previously not specifically defined the term, a definition of "disability" . The new definition
is along the lines of the recommendation of the Economic and Bud~et Review Committee,
in that it records the need for the employer to consider the possibilIty of redevelopment of
an employee whose health is impaired, and also requires retraining to be explored. A
uniform definition will be adopted for the four funds.
Other amendments are designed to eliminate real or perceived disincentives for former
employees in receipt of disability pensions to resume work. For example, a disability
pensioner who resumes work at a reduced salary will have that salary made up to the
equivalent of his pre-retirement salary.
The general powers of the State Superannuation Board to adjust pensions when disabled
employees are able to take on other gainful employment will be widened so as to enable
more practical responses to the wide variety of situations that have been found to occur.
The Economic and Budget Review Committee recommended that the Government
Actuary should not be involved in direction or management of particular superannuation
funds. The Bill will amend the Superannuation Act so that the Government Actuary is no
longer an automatic member of the State Superannuation Board. The Government will
not be restricted in its choice of three nominees for the board and so, after considering the
board members elected by contributors, will be able to select members with an appropriate
balance of skills and experience.
In line with the policy to strengthen the Government Actuary's office, the definition of
"Actuary" has been altered so that, in the normal course of events, all boards should seek
advice from the Government Actuary.
For the first time, the amendments will add to the Acts a statement of the objectives
and duties of the boards and their relationship to the responsible Minister. Some other
statutory authorities are subject to formal direction by the relevant Minister. As these
superannuation funds consist wholly, or at least substantially, of contributors' moneys
and, having regard to Commonwealth precedents, the boards will be required to note
statements of Government policy from the Minister but, as at present, be allowed to take
their own decisions. Any Ministerial statement of policy will be published in the State
Superannuation Board's next annual report.
A number of colleges of advanced education, whose staff members now contribute to
the State Superannuation Fund, and, to a lesser extent to the State Employees Retirement
Benefits Fund, are considering participating in the Superannuation Scheme for Australian
Universities, commonly known as the SSAU. The State Superannuation Association
Union is the scheme favoured by the Commonwealth for universities and colleges which
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it now funds because it ensures uniformity and is designed for portability between tertiary
educational institutions.
The Bill includes provisions which will enable the State Superannuation Association
Union to be declared an "approved scheme". Any present college staff desiring to move
to the State Superannuation Association Union will then be able to do so without loss of
accrued benefits. Undertakings have, however, been given to unions representing college
staff that any present contributor to a State fund will be permitted, ifhe prefers his present
fund to the State Superannuation Association Union, to remain subject to the present
arrangement for so long as he remains on the staff of a college in Victoria.
All other proposed amendments are of a machinery nature, as set out in the explanatory
memorandum which accompanies the Bill.
In summary, this Bill combines an important aspect of the Government's Youth
Guarantee Scheme with the first legislative responses to the Economic and Budget Review
Committee report on public sector superannuation. I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr STOCKDALE (Brighton), the debate was adjourned.

Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I move:
That the debate be adjourned until Tuesday week.

Officers of the Department of Management and Budget who have been involved in the
preparation of the Bill will be made available to any honourable member for consultation
on the measure. Those people include the director of superannuation policy, who has
made an outstanding contribution to superannuation policy development to date.
Honourable members would be aware that the Bill implements a number of
recommendations made by the Economic and Budget Review Committee.

Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-On the question of time, Mr Speaker, I seek from the
Treasurer an adjournment of the debate for a minimum of three weeks to provide adequate
time to the Opposition to properly consider the Bill. The Bill is important not only because
of its potential cost implications but also because of its significance to a large body of
public sector employees. In part it will implement the recommendations of the Economic
and Budget Review Committee which inquired into public sector superannuation.
I do not think any honourable member would disagree that the measure is important
because of its important potential economic implications. In his second-reading speech,
the Treasurer stated-The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member for Brighton that he is debating the question of time. It is not a broad debate on the Bill before the House or the secondreading speech of the Treasurer.

Mr STOCKDALE-Mr Speaker, I appreciate your direction, and I was speaking on the
question of time. During his second-reading speech the Treasurer referred specifically to
the financial implications of the Bill. He has offered to the Opposition the services of
officers of his department and the relevant authorities to allow some consultation to take
place, but that consultation must take place in the limited time frame suggested by the
Treasurer. It will be impossible to prepare for the second-reading debate after full
consultation in that time frame.
The Opposition needs to consult with sources other than those whose responsibility it
is to advance the rationale behind the proposed legislation introduced by the Government.
It would be absurd for members of the Opposition to enter into a debate of a major Bill
such as this after being afforded the opportunity of consulting only with those who are
responsible to the Treasurer and the Government. The Opposition needs time to consult
with experts outside the operations to properly determine the implications of the Bill,
which is of vital public importance.
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Given the nature of proceedings in this House, it is not unreasonable to expect a time
frame to be agreed to which allows for adequate consultation. Given the proposed time,
frame, and even if the Treasurer agreed to extend the time to the end of that week, the
Opposition will be afforded no opportunity of consulting with anyone other than the
officers of the Department of Management and Budget and other related Government
authorities.
Some aspects of the Bill have been under public consideration for a long time. The
reports produced by the Economic and Budget Review Committee were published in
1984, and, therefore, the matter is not of such drastic urgency that it must be rushed
through Parliament with such indecent haste.
The proposed time frame will not allow members of the Opposition adequate time to
discuss the measure between themselves; consult with employee interests who are involved,
some of whom have been publicly at loggerheads over certain aspects of the proposed
legislation; and to formulate and propose amendments, if any, to the measure. An
opportunity should be provided to various interest groups in the community of being
effectively respresented in Parliament by members of the Opposition. Many times measures
have come before Parliament and, as a result of public scrutiny, the proposals subsequently
put forward by the Government have been very different.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Brighton, I accept, is addressing
the Chair on the question of time but he is going beyond the ambit of the question. I ask
him to restrict his comments to the question of time and to stop attempting to broaden
his argument.
Mr STOCKDALE-Mr Speaker, I am pointing out the need for the Government to
provide the Opposition with the opportunity of consultating with outside sources.
Experience has shown that a range of advice is likely to produce the result that best equips
Parliament to grapple with a Bill of this degree of immensity and importance.
I suggest that a minimum of three weeks is necessary to allow proper consultation to
take place. Anything less than that time will amount to legislation by ambush. The
indecent haste with which the Bill is being pushed through the House can only lead to the
conclusion that that is exactly the object being sought by the Government.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I have noted
with interest the comments made by the honourable member for Brighton and I hold him
in the high regard in which he holds himself, because I believe he has the ability and
capacity to address himself properly to the issues contained in the proposed legislatIOn in
the time frame that has been suggested by the Treasurer.
The Treasurer indicated that he would make available officers of the Department of
Management and Budget to consult with the honourable member for Brighton and the
spokesman for the National Party on this Bill. The honourable member for Brighton
stated that he wished to consult with persons other than those within the department, but
I remind him that an adjournment of the debate for two weeks has been proposed, as the
debate will not be brought on next Tuesday.
Most honourable members work seven days a week, and I assume the honourable
member for Brighton is in the same category as the rest of us. I wish he would reconsider
his position. The suggested time frame is reasonable but if the honourable member finds
that on Tuesday week he needs an extra day or so to finalize the details of his speech, I
assure him, as Leader of the House, that I shall work with him and assist him. Most
members of the Opposition who have handled Bills in the past would recognize my
willingness to help in any way possible honourable members who face difficulties from
time to time. I might add that often this has been to the chagrin of my colleagues. I give
that undertaking.
The Government has made a commitment in the Bill which must be brought into place
by 1 January 1986, and therefore the time frame allocated is necessary. I know thousands
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of public servants who are anxious for the proposed legislation to proceed. The House
should support the motion.

Mr AUSTIN (Ripon)-It is extraordinary to hear the Deputy Premier make a speech
along those lines on the question of time because I heard him many times when he was on
the Opposition side of the House arguing that proposed legislation was moving more
quickly than he believed it should. At no stage when my party was in government did we
attempt to move legislation as rapidly as the Government is attempting to do with this
Bill.
The Bill contains 52 pages of reasonably complicated provisions which require study
and research. People who will benefit from the proposed legislation need to be consulted.
It is impossible for the Opposition to be able to do the work that is necessary on this
measure in a proper and efficient manner in the time proposed, given the fact that the
House will be sitting longer hours and extra days and nights in the coming weeks. It is
only because of the inefficiency of the Government that honourable members are being
forced into this tight schedule.
There is no reason why the House cannot sit in the first and second weeks of December.
It is a disgrace that Parliament is risin~ at the end of November and it will probably be
three months before the House sits agaID. This relates to the time available to debate this
Bill. The inefficiency of the Government is demonstrated by the fact that it has introduced
Bills at a late stage ID the sessional period because of the restrictive sittin~s of the House.
If the other Bills introduced are treated in a similar manner to this Bill, it wIll be completely
unacceptable to the Opposition.

Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-The Opposition will be denied the
opportunity, as the honourable member for Brighton, and the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition said, of consulting with groups that will be intimately involved with and
affected by the proposed legislation and, equally important, with other sections of the
community that will have to accept responsibility for the implications of the proposed
legislation. Thanks to the magnificent generosity of the Deputy Premier, the debate may
be adjourned for nine working days, instead of seven working days, if more time is sought.
That is simply not good enough, considering that the Government has been putting
together this package for about two years.
If consultation means anything, the Government must recognize that time frame, given
that the House is sitting three days a week. If the House is to continue sitting the hours it
has been this week, obviously honourable members and Ministers will have little time to
pursue their own input and other areas of activity. The Opposition believes there is ample
opportunity for this House to sit longer this year, if necessary, in order for honourable
members to do the work that is required in considering the proposed legislation.
-

When the first reading of this Bill took place on Tuesday, I said to the Premier and the
Deputy Premier over the table, "Surely you cannot expect all this legislation to go through
in this sessional period?"; they said, "No, some will be lying over until the next sessional
period~'. At that stage they dId not indicate that this Bill would be one of the measures
that the Government wanted to ramrod through Parliament. If Opposition members were
available to do the work required we would be the first to admit it, but the scope of the
proposed legislation indicates that it will not be possible while Parliament is sitting.
Therefore, I move:
That the words "Tuesday week" be omitted with the view of inserting the expression "Thursday, December
12".

Mr "ANN (Rodney)-On behalf of the National Party I support the amendment. The
purpose of Parliament is to pass legislation based on Government policy. Within that
process the role of individual members of Parliament, particularly Opposition members,
IS to ensure that the community and people affected by the legislation have the opportunity
of considering all of the ramifications of the proposal and of putting their points of view
to the opposition parties. As the Deputy Premier is well aware, we are within two weeks
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of the end of the sessional period. It has been a busy sessional period and yet the Deputy
Premier, the Leader of the House, is suggesting that debate on this Bill should be adjourned
for only ten days. He is offering to extend that to fourteen days on the basis of the debate
coming forward on the first day in the last week of the sessional period.
Members of the National Party represent their constituents more than the members of
the Government party do. I have no doubt many members of the Government have not
discussed the proposed legislation with their constituents. I know from experience that
they never discuss proposed legislation with their constituents; they simply attempt to
impose it on the people of Victoria. The National Party wishes to distribute the Bill to
constituents. There are many public servants throughout the State, especially in country
areas. Two weeks is a totally inadequate period in which to have copies of the Bill sent
through the mail system and to give people time to meet in branches of the Victorian
Public Service Association in local areas and contact Opposition members again. For that
reason, the National Party strongly supports the alternative date of 12 December. I add
that I hope the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources as Leader of the House
one of these days will mana~e to convince his Ministerial colleagues that they should not
introduce important legislatIOn in the latter stages of a Parliamentary session.
Mr RAMSA Y (8alwyn)-ln seconding the amendment of the Leader of the Opposition
for a longer adjournment of the debate, I stress the importance of adequate time being
available to consider the proposed legislation. The Government's motion is running
contrary to recommendations to Parliament last year of the Economic and Budget Review
Committee that measures of this kind need to be properly and fully examined by all
members of the House before they can be further debated. To ask honourable members to
study the Bill in ten days, which is all that the Deputy Premier is suggesting we should be
allowed, is to act without principle and the practice should not be able to continue.
I cannot stress too much to the Treasurer that if he moves too quickly in the
superannuation area, he will be putting a millstone around the neck of the Victorian
Treasury-the Department of Management and Budget-for decades to come and he will
go down in history as the Treasurer who brought the Victorian public sector to its knees. I
cannot urge too stron~ly that this House be given the opportunity of full and adequate
consideration of the BIll before it proceeds.
The SPEAKER-Order! The Leader of the Opposition has moved an amendment to
omit "Tuesday week" and insert the expression HDecember 12". The question is that the
words "Tuesday week" stand part of the question. Those who support the amendment
should vote with the Noes.
The House divided on the question that the words proposed by Mr Kennett to be
omitted stand part of the motion (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).
Ayes
42
Noes
39
Majority against the amendment
AYES
Miss Callister
MrCathie
DrCoghill
MrCrabb
MrCulpin
Mr Cunningham
Mr Ernst
Mr Fogarty
Mr Fordham
MrGavin
Mrs Gleeson
Mr Harrowfield
Mrs Hill

Session 1985-60

3
NOES
Mr Austin
Mr Brown
MrCooper
Mr Crozier
Mr Delzoppo
Mr Dickinson
Mr Evans

(Gippsland East)
MrGude
Mr Hann
Mr Heffernan
Mr Jasper
Mr John
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AYES
Mrs Hirsh
MrHockley
Mr Jolly
Mr Kennedy
MrKirkwood
MrMcDonald
MrMathews
Mr Micallef
Mr Norris
MrPope
Mr Remington
Mr Roper
MrRowe
MrSeitz
MrSheehan
MrShell
Mr Sidiropoulos
MrSimmonds
MrSimpson
MrSpyker
Mr Stirling
Mrs Toner
MrTrezise
Dr Vaughan
MrWalsh
MrWilkes
Mrs Wilson

NOES
Mr Kennett
MrLeigh
Mr Lieberman
MrMcGrath
(Lowan)

MrMcGrath
( Warrnambool)

MrMcNamara
Mr Maclellan
Mr Perrin
Mr Pescott
MrPlowman
MrRamsay
Mr Reynolds
Mr Richardson
Mr Ross-Edwards
Ms Sibree
MrSmith
(G/en Waver/ey)

MrSmith
(Po/warth)

Mr Steggall
Mr Stockdale
MrTanner
Mr Wallace
MrWeideman
DrWells
MrWhiting
MrWilliams

Tellers:

Mr Andrianopoulos
Mrs Setches

Tellers:

MrColeman
MrLea
PAIRS
MrCain
Mr McCutcheon

Mr Evans

I

(Ballarat North)

MrHayward

The motion was agreed to, and the debate was adjourned until Tuesday, November 26.

LOTTERIES GAMING AND BETTING (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr TREZISE (Minister for Sport and Recreation)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The Bill provides for major amendments to the Lotteries Gaming and Betting Act and
reaffirms the Government's commitment to fight organized crime and to ensure that legal
gaming is operated equitably, efficiently and in the public interest.
The Bill addresses three major items. Firstly, it deals with the provisions related to the
conduct of bingo, secondly, with matters related to minor social gaming in the form of
Calcuttas, lucky envelopes and trade promotion lotteries and, thirdly, with the important
question of illegal betting activities. The Bill also addresses two minor matters in respect
of sideshow permits at fixed locations and the number of permits the Minister may
authorize for mixed sports gatherings.
The game of bingo has now become an important social recreation and has far outgrown
the original concept when the game was introduced as a legal operation in 1977 after
having been banned in 1954. It is, however, interesting to reflect that, when banned in
1954, it was because of the involvement of private professional interests and when
reintroduced in 1977 it was the stated intention that this involvement of private professional
interest should not occur again.
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Honourable members may be interested to learn that since 1977 there has been a
significant increase in popularity which is reflected in an increase in bingo turnover of
approximately 13 per cent each year, and that in 1984-85 the figure was $92·5 million.
At the Government's request, a broad review of bingo in Victoria was conducted by the
Raffles and Bingo Permits Board earlier this year. That review evidenced a general concern
in respect of a number of matters connected with the current operation of bingo but
especially in respect of the operation of bingo centres. The report of the Raffles and Bingo
Permits Board has been widely circulated and has no doubt been perused by honourable
members. It is clear from the report that the main area of concern of permit holders-that
is, persons in whose names a permit is issued on behalf of charitable or sporting bodies to
conduct bingo-is the competition from bingo centres offering large prize payouts and the
substantially higher levels of expenses charged by the centre operators.
These payments have forced permit holders conducting sessions of bingo in the vicinity
of centres to increase their prizes to retain their patrons, but this increase in prizes has
been at the expense of profit for the organizations. The result is that profits for these
charitable or sporting bodies have been reduced to a level that hardly warrants the time
and effort involved to continue operations. The Bill specifically provides that bingo centres
and bingo centre operators must be licensed by the Raffles and Bingo Permits Board and
in this regard I draw the attention of honourable members to clause 5 of the Bill. The
Raffles and Bingo Permits Board may issue a licence to the operator of a bingo centre and
may also license the actual centre. The purpose is to ensure that the number of bingo
centres that operate is not excessive and that the interests of all persons in the industry are
protected.
A part of the protection afforded by the Bill can be also found in that it provides that no
more than 12 per cent of the gross receipts for a session may be paid out as expenses. This
ensures that a reasonable profit can be made by centre operators, but further that excessive
profits are not generated and that the organization actually conducting the game will
benefit. This provision is further backed up by the requirement that the amount of prize
money that can be offered at a session of bingo is not more than 70 per cent of the
maximum amount that would be available ifall tickets were sold in a game. The minimum
payout in prizes is set at 50 per cent of the gross receipts ofa game.
The Bill contains a general provision that the board is empowered to impose conditions
and limitations relating to the establishment and operation of bingo centres to ensure that
existing games are not adversely affected by the establishment of a plethora of new centres.
I must emphasize and make it quite clear that it is not the intention of the proposed
legislation that bingo centres would be banned but rather that the operation and
development of new centres will be effectively controlled.
In the area of bingo, the Bill also provides for a number of machinery changes to
facilitate efficient administration and better control of the industry, including the
requirements that suppliers of bingo tickets must be approved.
In clauses 7, 8 and 9 the Bill addresses aspects of social gaming in respect of Calcuttas,
lucky envelopes and trade promotion lotteries.
In respect ofCalcuttas, the Bill provides that the narrow requirements, which have not
changed since 1969 and which provide that only a club holding a club licence under the
Liquor Control Act 196R may obtain a permit and then may conduct only two Calcuttas
in anyone year on horse races or dog races, are to be repealed. In their place, in response
to wide community demand, the Bill provides that any reputable club may obtain a
permit, that a club may conduct up to ten Calcuttas in anyone year and that the Calcutta
may be conducted on any sporting contingency rather than being restricted to horse races
or dog races. I should also draw to the attention of honourable members that the cost of a
permit is to rise from $20 to $30.
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The $20 fee was set in 1969 and has not been increased since that time. It is therefore
considered that it is not unreasonable to increase this to a level that realistically covers the
cost of issuing a permit.
In respect of lucky envelopes, the Bill removes outdated requirements and brings all
relevant provisions within Division 38 of Part I of the Lotteries Gaming and Betting Act.
The Bill provides that up to 75 per cent of gross receipts may be returned as prizes in place
of the current provisions, which effectively restrict prizes to between 50 per cent and 60
per cent, and introduces control of lucky envelopes sold by hand as well as those sold
through vending machines. In addition, the Bill provides that cash may now be given as a
prize. From consultation with a large number of community groups it is understood that
these measures will be of great benefit to small clubs and organizations.
Honourable members will no doubt be aware that trade promotion lotteries are now a
very popular form of advertising and are used extensively by commercial organizations.
Basically, these promotions entitle the purchaser of a product or service to participate in
a lottery and the winners of the lottery are generally determined by either "scratch off'
tickets or coupons drawn from a barrel. A number of organizations have, however, used a
loophole in the Lotteries Gaming and Betting Act to avoid the need to obtain a permit
and pay duty to the Government in respect of these lotteries. This has been done on the
basis that lotteries were to be considered as "gratuitous"-that is to say a person could
enter the lottery without the need to purchase the organizer's product.
The Bill closes this loophole and provides that all trade promotion lotteries, whether
gratuitous or not, must be conducted in accordance with the trade promotion legislation.
This will enable the Government to exercise better control over this area oflotteries in the
public interest. In addition, the Bill makes some minor machinery adjustments in respect
of the cost of the permit providing that, where the value of the prizes offered is less than
$200, in line with the general provision in respect of raffles and lotteries, no permit will
now be required. Where the value of the prizes offered is more than $200 but less than
$1000 the cost of the permit shall be $20. In all other cases the cost of the permit remains
at 20 per cent of the value of the prizes being offered or $1000, whichever is the lesser.
I shall now deal with the third, and what may be considered by some the most important,
facet of the Bill and that is the provisions that deal with illegal beiting activities. Honourable
members are no doubt aware that in the final report of the Royal Commission on the
activities of the Federated Ship Painters and Dockers Union of Australia, the problem of
illegal betting, its extent and its connection with organized crime, was documented by the
Royal Commissioner, Mr Frank Costigan, QC.
Following detailed consideration of that report by the Government together with the
views of relevant State agencies involved with dealing with the menace of illegal betting
and organized crime, the Bill provides a package of measures for more effective deterrence.
These are set out in clauses 10, 11, 12, 13 and 15 of the Bill, which provides that the
penalty for illegal betting, whether street betting or betting in premises, shall be substantially
increased. The current level of penalties are: first offence-penalty of not less than 25
penalty units nor more than 50 penalty units or imprisonment for a term of not more than
three months; and, for a second or subsequent offence-penalty of not less than 50 penalty
units nor more than 100 penalty units or imprisonment for a term of not more than twelve
months.
The Government's concern in this area is seen by reference to the new penalties: first
offence-not less than 50 penalty units nor more than 100 penalty units or imprisonment
for a term of not more than three months; second offence-not less than 100 penalty units
nor more than 250 penalty units or imprisonment for a term of not more than six months;
and, for a third or subsequent offence, for a penalty of not less than 250 penalty units nor
more than 1000 penalty units or imprisonment for two years or both the fine and the
imprisonment. Honourable members are of course aware that 1 penalty unit currently
equals $100.
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I draw to the attention of honourable members, however, that the Government's
intention is to crack down on the big operators and those with connections with organized
crime but not to persecute the smaller operator. Accordingly, the Bill provides that, where
it is the defendant's first offence and the court is satisfied that at the time of the offence the
value of all bets held by the defendant was less than $500, the penalty to be imposed is not
more than 50 penalty units.
I would emphasize, however, that this reduced scale of penalty applies only in respect
of a first offence. Second and subsequent offenders are subject to the full wrath of the law.
The new penalties will also apply in respect of the unauthorized communication of racing
information for the purposes of illegal starting price betting pursuant to section 42 of the
Act. Illegal SP operators cannot function without their price services and this measure is
designed to deprive them of this information. The level of penalties provided by the Bill
are not exactly the same as proposed by Costigan-for instance, Costigan recommended
that there should be no minimum fine-but the scale of penalty has been very carefully
considered and is believed to be proper having regard to the nature of the crime.
The Bill also provides for stamp duty to be levied on SP bookmakers. Stamp duty would
be at the same rate, 2·25 per cent of turnover, as applies to legitimate city bookmakers,
and for a period going back for up to twelve months prior to detection of the SP bookmaking
activity.
The Bill provides that, in the absence of clear evidence of the amount of turnover, the
Comptroller of Stamps can assess duty on the basis of turnover being equal to the average
turnover of "rails" bookmakers at Flemington in the last preceding racin~ year. The SP
bookmaker will then have the opportunity of establishing, in discussion WIth the Stamps
Officer, that his actual turnover was less than this figure or that he had been operating for
a period of less than twelve months and therefore that he should be taxed on a lower
turnover figure. The usual appeal provisions under the Stamps Act would also apply,
giving the SP bookmaker a right of appeal to the administrative appeals tribunal or to the
Supreme Court. These stamp duty provisions will at least partly remove the taxation
advantage that SP bookmakers have over competing licensed bookmakers.
The provisions relating to imputed turnover as a basis for stamp duty will provide an
incentive to SP bookmakers should they decide to remain in this illegal activity to keep
records and this in turn should facilitate detection and conviction. No penalty stamp duty
is proposed over and above duty at the normal rates. The penalties for SP bookmaking are
to be the fines and or prison terms which courts will be empowered to impose. The stamp
duty provisions and the penalties proposed in the Bill will, together, provide a significant
deterrent to SP bookmaking in this State.
The Government has also accepted the Costigan recommendation that an offence of
possession of instruments of betting should be included in the Act. Clause 12 of the Bill
deals with this aspect and I direct attention to the scale of penalties in respect of offences
of possession of instruments of betting which are to be similar to those under sections 18,
23 and 42 (1). This provision should curtail the activities of illegal operators who currently
move outside Victoria on racedays across the border but re-enter with their records at the
conclusion of the day back to this side of the border.
So far as the other Costigan recommendations are concerned, the Bill provides for an
offence of failing to supply name and address to a member of the Police Force, for it to be
an offence to bet with a person in a common gaming house, and that a conviction for
either street betting or betting on premises will now be considered as a prior conviction in
respect of either offence. In addition to the Costigan recommendations, included in the
Bill as part of the package are provisions to bring the Lotteries Gaming and Betting Act
into line with modern technology. The definition of "house" or "place" has been
considerably widened. This is intended to remove any doubt on whether police could
charge persons operating from moving vehicles or aircraft or ships and also to enable the
seizure of advanced technical equipment involved in betting, such as computers and,
further, that the material so seized should be prima facie evidence of illegal betting.
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As indicated earlier, there are two other minor matters to which I direct the attention of
honourable members. The first is in respect of clause 4 which provides for a minor
amendment to section 5 (3a) of the Lotteries Gaming and Betting Act. This amendment
clarifies the legal position of amusement centres. A problem had arisen in that the Chief
Commissioner of Police had formed the view that side-show permits could not be issued
to "permanent" venues, such as Luna Park and the Fun Factory but only to venues of a
temporary nature. The purpose of this amendment is to include the words ""amusement,
tourist or recreational centre" in order that a permit can be issued to places such as Luna
Park, which is well known and enjoyed by many people in the community for the
amusement attractions that they offer.
In clause 16 it is proposed that the Racing Act be amended by providing that in respect
of mixed sports gatherings, the Minister may authorize an additional twenty such sports
gatherings in addition to the 60 also provided under the Act if the Minister is satisfied that
they are to be held for patriotic, charitable or community purposes. This provision is
inserted in response to representations received by many members of Parliament,
particularly those with country electorates, seeking that the number of permits be increased.
On occasions, such as Victoria's 150th anniversary, and perhaps the Australian bicentennial will be another such occasion, demand for mixed sports gatherings exceeds the
current ceiling of 60 and this is seen as a means to facilitate the holding of such functions
without opening the flood gates and allowing more unrestricted race meetings.
I am sure that honourable members will agree that this is a comprehensive and sensible
package of measures in the gaming area. I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr REYNOLDS (Gisborne), the debate was adjourned.
Mr TREZISE (Minister for Sports and Recreation)-I move:
That the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 26.

Mr REYNOLDS (Gisborne)-This is probably the largest le~islative measure that the
Minister for Sport and Recreation has initiated since his appomtment. The honourable
gentleman has given a lengthy second-reading speech. Now, in the dying stages of the
sessional period, the Government wants to rush the Bill through Parliament. The provisions
of the measure will affect many facets of the lotteries and gaming industry. It will affect
the whole of the growing and widespread bingo industry and it will affect the bookmaking
industry, the running of Calcutta sweepstakes, lucky envelopes, and so on. It affects a
broad range of operations. Therefore, more time is needed for the adjournment of the
debate for consultation with the industry.
Not so long ago I remember the Deputy Premier, when in opposition, arguing on the.
adjournment ofa debate and he would give some 10 minutes of righteous indignation, to
use his own words, and would yell and scream and demand that the Opposition be given
more time. With less than three weeks to go before the end of the Parliamentary year, the
Government wants to force through a legislative measure for which the community will
not have had a full and proper chance of discussing it and assessing its implications. I seek
the adjournment of the debate until December 12.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-The Government
is not able to alter its scheduled date for the resumption of the debate until Tuesday week.
I am confident that the honourable member for Gisborne will be able to deal with the Bill
within· the time available. He has considerable knowledge of the industry and its facets. I
have no doubt that the Minister for Sport and Recreation will make available suitable
officers of the department any time from tomorrow for discussions with the honourable
member for Gisborne.
I believe the adjournment of the debate until Tuesday week is sufficient. However, if on
Tuesday week the honourable member finds that he will require an extra day or so for
consultation, I am happy to co-operate, as I always have in the past, with the honourable
member and with the National Party spokesperson, the honourable member for Lowan,
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whom I believe also has a background and knowledge that will enable him to deal with
the Bill when the debate is resumed on Tuesday week.
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-The period of adjournment of debate is of vital
concern to the National Party. The Bill deals with seven major aspects oflotteries, gaming
and betting. Members of the National Party will be unable to circulate the proposed
amendments until Monday in the country areas.
There are a number of race clubs in my electorate that are interested in the provisions
of the Bill covering Calcutta sweeps. The Government should note that the only people in
a position to inform honourable members are those who are covered by the provisions of
the Bill. That is why honourable members need additional time in which to be properly
briefed so that the Bill is passed in a proper and effective manner and it does not have to
be returned in three or four months' time for further amendment.
The National Party needs additional time so that it can properly put forward the views
of the community it represents.
Mr AUSTIN (Ripon)-Nothing demonstrates more the inefficiency of the Government
and its inability to have Bills brought before the House than the activities that are taking
place here this afternoon. It is absurd to think that a Bill of this magnitude which is of
importance to so many people throughout the community can be effectively considered in
ten working days. Due to the sittings of the House and the fact that it will be sitting tonight
and next Thursday night, it is impossible for the opposition parties to conduct proper
consultations with those who will be affected by the Bill.
I am sure the Deputy Premier and the Minister for Sport and Recreation would appreciate
that if they were in opposition they would be equally as angry as the Opposition at the way
in which such a Bill is being rushed through the Parliament. Therefore, I move:
That the debate be adjourned until Thursday, December 12.
That the expression "Tuesday, November 26" be omitted with the view of inserting the expression "Thursday,
December 12".

There is absolutely nothing to prevent the Parliament from carrying out its responsibilities
in the first two weeks of December. If the Parliament does not want to sit in the first week
in December, it could sit in the second week. It is ridiculous that the Parliament is rising
at the end of November because Government members appear to want a longer holiday
than they usually have. It is an insult to both the Opposition and to the people the Bill will
affect to adjourn debate on the Bill until next Tuesday week.
Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston South)-Some months ago the Government foreshadowed
the Bill. Even if the Bill is debated on Tuesday week, presented in another place and
passed, its provisions cannot be implemented until either March or April of next year.
Some of the clauses in the Bill deal with the appointment of private operators to run
bingo games and the implementation of many of the other changes proposed will take
some months. The Bill, if passed in a fortnight, will throw various organizations into
confusion over the December period.
Many public servants commence their annual leave on 20 December and do not return
until approximately 17 January, therefore, many bingo games and so on could not be held.
The Government should allow the Bill to lie over for debate until the autumn sessional
period to allow time for the necessary machinery measures to be established. The
Opposition and National Party should be allowed sufficient time to investigate whether
the various clauses are appropriate so that the matter can be clearly defined in the New
Year.
Mr W. D. McGRA TH (Lowan)-Early this sessional period the Minister for Sport and
Recreation foreshadowed changes to the Lotteries Gaming and Betting Act and yet with
two weeks to the end of this sessional period, the Bill has been introduced, even though
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the Government has had approximately eight weeks since the commencement of this
period.
My colleague, the honourable member for Gippsland South, went to the Papers Room
to obtain copies of the Bill and the explanatory second-reading speech, but he discovered
that they had all gone. How is he supposed to obtain sufficient copies to circulate in the
community that he represents to allow for proper consultation? It is obvious that
honourable members will not have sufficient time in which to hold proper consultations
so that the Bill is passed in an effective manner.
The House divided on the question that the words proposed by Mr Austin to be omitted
stand part of the motion (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).
Ayes
Noes
Majority against the amendment

44
39

5

AYES
Mr Andrianopoulos
MrCain
Miss Callister
MrCathie
DrCoghill
MrCrabb
MrCulpin
Mr Ernst
MrFogarty
MrFordham
MrGavin
MrsGleeson
Mr Harrowfield
Mrs Hill
Mrs Hirsh
MrHockley
Mr Jolly
MrKennedy
MrKirkwood
MrMcDonald
Mr Mathews
Mr Micallef
MrNorris
MrPope
Mrs Ray
Mr Remington
MrRoper
MrRowe
Mrs Setches
MrSheehan
MrShell
Mr Sidiropoulos
MrSimmonds
MrSimpson
MrSpyker
MrStirling
Mrs Toner
MrTrezise
Dr Vaughan
MrWalsh
MrWilkes
Mrs Wilson

NOES
Mr Austin
Mr Brown
MrColeman
MrCrozier
MrDelzoppo
MrEvans

Mr Cunningham
MrSeitz

MrCooper
Mr Dickinson

Tellers:

(Gipps/and East)

MrGude
MrHann
MrHayward
Mr Heffernan
Mr Jasper
MrJohn
Mr Kennett
MrLea
MrLeigh
Mr Lieberman
MrMcGrath
(Lowan)

MrMcGrath
(Warrnambool)

MrMcNamara
Mr Perrin
Mr Pescott
MrPlowman
MrRamsay
MrReynolds
Mr Richardson
Mr Ross-Edwards
Ms Sibree
MrSmith
(G/en Waver/ey)

MrSmith
(Po/warth)

Mr Steggall
Mr Stockdale
MrTanner
MrWallace
MrWeideman
DrWells
MrWhiting
MrWilliams

Tellers:
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PAIR
Mr McCutcheon

I

Mr Evans
(Ballarat North)

The motion was agreed to, and the debate was adjourned until Tuesday, November 26.

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr W AlSH (Minister assisting the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs)I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

Its purpose is to make a series of amendments to the Industrial Relations Act 1979 that
are largely unrelated. However the issues that are canvassed in this Bill may be categorized
as follows(a) to enable the Industrial Relations Commission to make an order setting down
maternity leave entitlements in relation to workers who are not covered by an
award-commonly referred to as ··award free" -or who are covered by awards
that do not provide for maternity leave entitlements;
(b) to enable the Industrial Relations Commission to make a ruling that certain
persons are employers or employees in the road transport industry. This
amendment is particularly aimed at what are referred to as ··captive ownerdrivers" in that industry; and
(c) to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of the administration of the Act.
MA TERNITY LEA VE
By way of background information, in 1979 the Australian Conciliation and Arbitration
Commission established a minimum standard for maternity leave that related to employees
in industries where Federal awards were applicable but had not been varied to include
provisions for maternity leave entitlements.
The situation in Victoria is that most State awards provide for maternity leave
entitlements equivalent to or better than the standards set down in the Australian
Conciliation and Arbitration Commission order. However, there are still employees in
Victoria who are not entitled to maternity leave because they are not covered by an award,
either State or Federal, or who are covered by a State award that does not provide for
maternity leave entitlements.
Over the years maternity leave has become almost a standard condition of employment
and this Government believes it oUght to be such. The interruption to work on account of
pregnancy and caring for a child should not jeopardize the jobs or career prospects of
women in the work force.
Clause 24 of the Bill, therefore, inserts into the Act a new Part VHA-Maternity Leave,
which empowers the Industrial Relations Commission on application by the Minister or
a recognized organization to make an order for maternity leave and sets out the parameters
within which the commission must operate in making any such order.
The new part works in this waythe commission may make an order in relation to maternity leave and that order will
apply to persons who are presently not covered by an award and to persons who are
covered by an award that does not provide for maternity leave entitlements;
any order made by the commission will have effect in relation to contracts of
employment, which have a condition for maternity leave, through proposed section
78c. That proposed section provides that if the contract provides greater benefits, the
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order will not apply. Conversely, if the contract provides lesser benefits, the order of the
commission will apply.
The new Part VHA is similar in structure and operation to the provisions of Part VI of
the Act dealing with the annual holidays general order.
CAPTIVE OWNER-DRIVER IN THE ROAD TRANSPORT INDUSTRY
Honourable members may recall that in 1983 this Government introduced a Bill to
amend the Industrial Relations Act which was designed, amongst other things, to properly
deal with "captive owner-drivers" in the road transport industry in the industrial relations
context. The House may also recall that that measure was defeated in another place for
reasons which are still difficult to fathom.
However, since the defeat of that measure, the Government has received constant
representation from the transport industry-both from the Transport Workers Union and
the Victorian Road Transport Association-concerning the need to provide proper
coverage under the Industrial Relations Act for hcaptive owner-drivers".
For the benefit of the House, I shall explain what is a hcaptive owner-driver". These
people are for all intents and purposes employees and a fairly common situation for such
drivers follows a pattern whereby the driver is engaged by a company to deliver goods and
services. The driver enters into a contract with the company which includes the following
features: the wearing of a company uniform; the leasing or purchase of a vehicle from the
company; painting the vehicle in company colours; performing work solely for the company;
being subject to general direction by the company.
In many cases, the driver may well have been an employee of the company undertaking
the same work. The relationship is generally built on through business and/or accounting
arrangements which have the appearance of turning into a contractor, a person who is in
every other sense an employee.
Therefore, to provide a means by which the real relationship can be identified for
industrial relations purposes, clause 14 of the Bill inserts a new section 22A into the Act to
provide the Industrial Relations Commission with the ability to rule that: a person is, or
persons within a specified class are, employers in the road transport industry; and a person
is, or persons within a specified class are, employees in the road transport industry.
There are several constraints imposed on and powers provided to the commission in
making such a ruling. First of all, it can only make a ruling under the proposed section
after receiving an application from the Minister or the Transport Workers Union of
Australia.
The proposed section further provides in sub-section (3) that the commission may make
a ruling whether or not the persons are employers or employees and in making a decision
must have regard to the public interest and must not make a ruling unless it is satisfied
that to do so would be in the public interest. This provision will allow the commission to
be guided by the real facts of the matter and to establish that it will have the ability to look
behind any business or accounting arrangements which attempt to disguise the proper
relationship.
If the commission makes a ruling, itwill then by order(a) specify the persons who have been ruled to be employers, the persons who have

been ruled to be employees and the trades to which they belong;
(b) specify the provisions of the Act which shall apply to them;
(c) specify the provisions of the carters and drivers award which shall apply to them;

and
(d) the day on which the order comes into effect, which is to be at least 28 days after its
making.
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The commission is also to be able to deal with the work which shall link the employer
and employee and will also have the ability to amend the award as appropriate, to exempt
persons from the operation of the award, and to exercise the powers and functions of
Conciliation and Arbitration Boards.
I assure this House again, as in 1983, that this provision will have absolutely no effect
on genuine subcontractors and those contractors need not have any fear that they will be
caught by it. The provision is aimed solely at the "captive owner-driver".
ADMINISTRATION AND EFFECTIVENESS OF THE ACT
I do not propose to deal specifically with all the amendments to the Act which come
within the category of improving the administration and effectiveness of the Act, suffice
to say that they are largely of a tidying-up nature and many of them arise out of a report
of the Victorian Labour Advisory Council-which represents the Government, the unions
and the employers-on the operation of the Act.
I shall not explain the clauses in the Bill in this speech, but I refer honourable members
to the clause notes attached to the Bill for an explanation. I shall now explain the more
important measures.
Clause 6 provides that the president of the commission may direct a commissioner, a
chairperson of a Conciliation and Arbitration Board or the registrar to carry out an
investigation that may be required in relation to a matter before the commission. This is
a desirable amendment given the ruling of the president in a recent case before the
commission, that the commission does not have the power to direct or request the
chairperson of a Conciliation and Arbitration Board to undetake a work value investigation
and report back to the commission.
Clause 13 amends section 21 of the Act to provide that the commission in court session
is to be able to declare the true intent and effect of an industrial agreement registered
under the Act. The commission presently has the ability to deal with awards and it is
desirable that provision also be made for industrial agreements.
Clause 15 amends both sections 27 and 28 of the Act. While the provisions to some
extent have been redrafted, the main amendment effected by the clause is to provide that
where an objection has been lodged against the reappointment of a member of a
Conciliation and Arbitration Board, the reappointment is to stand until the outcome of
the commission's inquiry into the objection which may either confirm or annul the
reappointment. Some difficulties have arisen with the current provisions which provide
that if an objection has been lodged against a reappointment, the member concerned may
not sit on a board until the outcome of the commission's inquiry into the objection.
Clause 17 (a) amends section 44 of the Act to provide that if an application claiming
unfair dismissal has been received, the chairperson of the Conciliation and Arbitration
Board shall fix a date for a hearing within two days of the registrar receiving the application.
At present the board is required to meet within two days and this poses difficulties in
members being able to attend as well as additional operating costs, because the present
practice is to convene a meeting to comply with the Act but to adjourn the matter to a
more convenient time for all concerned.
Unfair dismissal applications under the proposed amendment will, of course, be dealt
with as expeditiously as possible.
Clause 18 amends section 55 of the Act in two respects. First, it provides the registrar
with the power to grant applications seeking recognition of association or, if desirable,
refer the matter to the commission in full session. Secondly, it provides that the commission
or the registrar may refuse to grant an application seeking recognition if the members of
the association seeking recognition might conveniently belong to an association already
recognized.
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The second aspect of the amendments is an important one because of the potential
under the current section for the proliferation of associations. It is far more desirable in
terms of industrial relations to rationalize associations rather than to spawn numerous
small associations.
Clause 29 substitutes a new section 111 of the Act dealing with the illegal dismissal of
an employee. The new section expands the criteria largely in line with what is set down
under the Commonwealth Conciliation and Arbitration Act. I commend the Bill to the
House.
On the motion of Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn), the debate was adjourned.
Mr W ALSH (Minister for Public Works)-I move:
That the debate be adjourned until Tuesday week.

Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn)-On the matter of time, by the Minister's own admission, this
Bill is making a series of amendments to the Industrial Relations Act that are largely
unrelated. There is a great deal of work and detail to be examined in it and I regard an
adjournment until Tuesday week as scarcely adequate.
I seek an undertaking from the Government that, in the event of further time being
required, it would be available if the debate is adjourned until Tuesday, November 26.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I am prepared to
indicate to the honourable member for Balwyn that, ifhe requires an additional day or so
after advice from the officers, the Government will facilitate that extra time.
The motion was agreed to, and the debate was adjourned until Tuesday, November 26.

STATE RELIEF COMMITTEE BILL
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

This Bill has two objectives. First, as a result of a request by the Chairman of the State
Relief Committee, it changes the name of the committee to the Victorian Relief Committee.
This has been done as the chairman believes this will more clearly establish the identity of
the committee.
Second, it removes a restriction on the way in which the committee may provide relief.
When the committee was established in the 1930s it was required to work through
benevolent societies in "towns or boroughs" serviced by such societies. However, over
recent years the benevolent society movement has lost some of its importance as the area
of provision of emergency relief has changed. As a consequence, in some situations the
committee has been in technical breach of the Act by distributing direct to "persons in
distress" in areas where a benevolent society has been registered. The Bill removes this
restriction on the procedure by which the committee offers relief. It recognizes what is the
de facto and efficient practice .. This amendment is drafted so that it validates any previous
distributions of assistance by the committee in breach of the section.
This measure will have no effect on the practical operation of the committee which will
continue to perform its worth-while and valuable function in an efficient and commonsense manner. 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 Saturday, March I, 1986.
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CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY LONG SERVICE LEAVE
(AMENDMENT) BILL
The debate (adjourned from October 31) on the motion of Mr Crabb (Minister for
Employment and Industrial Affairs) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn)-The Opposition has examined the Construction Industry
Long Service Leave (Amendment) Bill and wishes to make a number of comments and to
raise a number of questions concerning the proposed legislation. The general proposal will
not be opposed. Generally speaking, the provisions included in the Bill have not originated
from the Government but from the board members working in this area of construction
industry long service leave.
Basically there are six proposals. The first proposal is to include lift installers under the
operation of the long service leave scheme. The second proposal is to enable reciprocal
arrangements to be made with other States and Territories for the purpose of recognizing
the service of persons within the construction industry for long service leave purposes.
The third proposal is a technical amendment to amalgamate two long service leave
schemes that are presently established by statute. The fourth proposal provides a power
for the long service leave board to enter into joint ventures as part of its investment
portfolio. The fifth proposal is to equate entitlements of working subcontractors with
those of workers taking long service leave in advance of the full entitlement. Finally, there
are a number of administrative and enforcement related amendments.
In each of these cases there are some issues that the House needs to face up to with a
great deal of care. For instance, the inclusion of lift installers is another example of the
coverage of long service leave within the construction industry being extended to yet
another group. A few years ago when the scheme was extended to cover people working in
the metal and electrical trades within the construction industry, the lift installers were
specifically excluded. The reason for that exclusion was not new; it had occurred in other
sections of the construction industry previously. The reason for the exclusion was that, by
and large, the employees or workers working within the area of lift installations should
have a degree of permanency of employment with their own particular employer. The
whole idea of the Construction Industry Long Service Leave Act has been for the benefit
of those employees working in the construction industry who, because of the nature of
their work, change their employer from time to time over a fairly short period. Usually,
with the end of one contract, they move to another contract and they find that they are
working for a different contractor and so they have a different employer.
The industry got together and produced the idea of having long service leave in
accordance with service to the industry rather than a particular employer. The lift installers
did not really see the need for this because by and large their employees remained with the
company for longer periods and accrued an entitlement to long service leave in the normal
time, but now-and I suspect it is because of some industrial relations pressure, certainly
industrial relations considerations-the Lift Manufacturers Association of Australia has
sought to have its employees included within the scheme in so far as it relates to employees
working on lift installations as distinct from lift repairs and maintenance. How the industry
is going to differentiate between which employees are on installation work and which are
involved in repairs and maintenance work is a problem it will have to work out. The Act
certainly remains silent on the matter.
The second set of provisions enable reciprocal arrangements to be made with other
States and Territories. Here, again, it is a common-sense extension of the idea on long
service leave entitlement being established through service to an industry. Once having
accepted that principle, and if that service to an industry takes an employee beyond the
border of Victoria on a particular contract working in a neighbouring State and if there is
a similar industry long service leave scheme which has sensible reciprocal arrangements,
these provisions have the support of the Opposition.
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The amalgamation of the two funds, that is the Building Trades Fund and the Metal
and Electrical Trades Fund is a sensible move. Following the fact that the two funds were
established at different points of history and it was not possible for their immediate
amalgamation without being unfair to one or other of the parties concerned, then with the
passage of time and the proper establishment of those funds it would simplify the operations
of the board to have them treated as one fund.
When it comes to questions of the board having power to enter into joint ventures as
part of its investment portfolio there could be some cause for concern in this area.
The money that is held by the Construction Industry Long Service Leave Board is, in a
very real sense, trust money which is held in trust for the various member companies who
have in turn a liability for long service leave entitlement of their employees and the
investments in that fund. The maximization that turns on it to help keep down the cost of
the scheme to participate in companies is very important.
The Government and the Parliament need to keep a close watch through the annual
reports to ensure that the management of the fund is being handled correctly and
responsibly. I have developed the view that that is the case at present. The Construction
Industry Long Service Leave Board reports and the discussions I have had with various
persons involved in the industry suggest that there is a very high level of responsibility by
board members on all aspects of their work and that they are providing the industry with
a very important service.
.
Once trustees are allowed to enter into joint ventures there is a concern about where
that course of action may lead. Providing it is watched closely I believe it can be to the
benefit of the industry. If honourable members examine the nature of long service leave
and the moneys paid into these funds, they will agree that it will be for the benefit of the
industry. There is a mutual interest for all involved to ensure that the investment portfolio
is handled as efficiently and effectively as possible.
The issue of equating the entitlements of working sub-contractors with those entitlements
now available to workers taking long service leave in advance of their entitlements, on the
face of it, appears to be fair and equitable. I shall advise the Minister for Public Works of
some detail that needs further investigation. The Opposition will raise these matters
during the Committee stage of the debate.
The main concern of the Opposition relates particularly to clause 19, where a number
of administrative changes are made regarding the powers of the Construction Industry
Long Service Leave Board to make decisions about matters coming before it and the
notification of results of those decisions to interested parties. These matters need further
clarification and the Opposition will use the Committee stage of the debate to obtain thenecessary undertakings from the Government.
As honourable members are aware, the Construction Industry Long Service Leave Act
had its origins in the Building Industry Long Service Leave Act, which was introduced
into the Parliament almost nine years ago. Since that time the provisions of the Act have
made a valuable contribution to the construction industry and the community acceptance
of the idea that a person is entitled to special leave after lengthy service with a company.
That has been accepted in the building industry as a fair and proper entitlement for
employees working in the industry, recognizing its unique nature and the fact that
employment with individual companies is not on a continuous basisasit generally is with
the rest of the business community.
The provisions of the Bill have the general support of the Opposition, which will
examine carefully the performance of the Construction Industry Long Service Leave
Board.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-The National Party supports the proposed legislation
and believes that traditionally long service leave is provided as a bonus or benefit to an
employee who gives long and valuable service to a specific employer.
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Legislation was originally introduced on the basis of specific service to a specific
employer. The initial legislation, introduced in 1977, recognized the specific circumstances
in the building industry where there is generally more movement of employees and the
fact that many enterprises and employers involved in the construction industry rise and
fall depending on the amount of activity in that industry at a specific time.
Honourable members understand the reasons behind the introduction of the 1977
legislation and the amendments that followed with the introduction of the Construction
Industry Long Service Leave Act 1983. As the honourable member for Balwyn said, the
benefits provided under the proposed legislation will be of service to the industry.
The National Party has examined the Bill and recognizes that the extension of the ambit
of the Act is necessary to include the lift installers. This matter was previously mentioned
by the honourable member for Balwyn. Initially, those persons did not want to be included
in the provisions of the legislation but they have been brought under the ambit of the
proposed legislation.
The Construction Industry Long Service Leave Board has accumulated considerable
funds and currently holds in trust $64 million. The Bill provides for the amalgamation of
the Building Trades Fund and the Metal and Electrical Trades Fund and for a reduction
in the percentage being paid back from 3 per cent to 2·5 per cent for the building trades
and the maintenance of 3 per cent for the metal and electrical trades. Honourable members
understand why the 3 per cent figure will be maintained against a reduction to 2·5 per cent
for the building trades. It is a recognition that when the 1977 Bill was introduced there
was some backdating of the legislation and this would have affected funds collected
through the building trades. The Bill recognizes the shorter time for which the metal trades
have been involved in the Construction Industry Long Service Leave Act.
The National Party supports the changes proposed but hopes the Minister assisting the
Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs will provide an explanation to the House
as to the limit that will apply to the fund. Will the amounts contained in the fund continue
to accumulate? Are figures available to indicate the maximum amount to be accumulated
in the fund? It may be that if the fund reaches a certain limit, perhaps $100 million, a
revision of the percentage paid by employers to cover the people involved in the industry
will occur.
I hope either the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs or the Minister assisting
him can indicate whether a limit has been placed on the maximum amount that could be
held under the Act for long service leave entitlements. The Minister for Employment and
Industrial Affairs was trained in the actuarial field and should be able to produce some
figures for the information of the House.
Another provision of the Bill relates to the ability of the Minister to enter into reciprocal
arrangements with the States and Territories. It recognizes the service of persons in the
construction industry when there is interstate movement so that people can maintain their
long service leave entitlements in the industry. Honourable members who represent
electorates along the border between Victoria and New South Wales or Victoria and South
Australia would be aware of the need to have some reciprocal arrangement for people in
all sorts of employment moving between the States, but particularly those provided for in
the measure. This is another border anomaly with which I have been involved. I have
made specific recommendations to the Government to allow recognition of the employment
record of people who move between the States.
I have had many representations made to me about a worker employed in Victoria over
a long period who then shifts to New South Wales with the same employer or another
employer. If there is to be another long service leave category within the Victorian
construction industry, portability of that long service leave or reciprocal rights should be
provided in another State. The National Party welcomes the Bill on the basis of the
reciprocal arrangements that will be provided.
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The Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs should be aware that today an
interstate meeting is taking place which will discuss reciprocity of work being undertaken
by employees in various States. I hope the meeting results in immediate moves by the
Government to implement the proposed legislation when it is passed by both Houses of
Parliament, so that reciprocal arrangements can operate between the States as quickly as
possible. I am sure that with his actuarial experience, the Minister will be able to provide
the House with facts and figures on this new arrangement. Perhaps the Minister could also
inform the House how far back retrospectivity will apply. When the Bill is proclaimed,
will retrospectivity apply for five years, ten years or from the commencement of the Act it
seeks to amend? Will it apply to when a person commenced working in the building
industry in Victoria before he shifted to New South Wales? Will the provision apply to the
first registration of that employee in Victoria? That matter should be examined by the
Government.
The Bill is to the advantage of employees operating within the construction industry
and good employers will see the benefit of long service leave entitlements being provided
within the industry. Portability of these entitlements should be allowed throughout the
industry. Representatives of the board and employers have told me that the proposed
legislation will operate to the advantage of an employee who might move from one
employer to another, but it should not benefit an employee who works with one employer
and shifts to another for some small reason or disagreement. Again it reflects on the
responsibility not only of the employer to provide the right conditions for employees but
also a responsibility of the employee to ensure that he does the right thing by the employer.
Just because an employee comes under the umbrella of the Act, he should not simply shift
from one employer to another and take advantages that may accrue because of that move.
The responsibility is on the employee to provide the best possible service for an employer
and for the benefits provided to him.
I shall not cover every aspect of the provisions of the Bill because they were adequately
covered by the previous speaker. However, I have covered the areas the National Party
believes are of advantage to people. They include the portability of long service leave, the
reciprocity between the States and the fact that there could be some benefits in reducing
the actual amount paid by an employer when the fund builds up to a certain level. The
National Party supports the measure.
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-I join in the debate and support the comments made by the
honourable member for Balwyn. I refer the House to the history of the Construction
Industry Long Service Leave Act 1983 because it has relevance when considering measures
such as this. I shall quote from the handbook of the Masters Builders Association of
Victoria which deals with the Act and states:
On I February 1977. a scheme was introduced to give ponability oflong service leave for persons performing
building and construction work in Victoria under the terms of the Building Industry Long Service Leave Act
1975.
The scheme, which resulted from negotiations in 1974 between unions and employer groups made ponability
in the industry retrospective of 21 December 1973.

When the Act was proclaimed a considerable amount of industrial disputation was
occurring. I recall the actions of the Builders Labourers Federation at present which pale
into insignificance if compared with what occurred in the early 1970s. At about that time
workers compensation make-up pay also came into being and It was largely brought about
as a result of action in the building and metal industries. The handbook continues:
On 1 August 1983, the Construction Industry Long Service Leave Act 1983 came into operation, replacing the
original Act.
The new Act included in the scheme persons performing metal and electrical trades work in the construction
industry, with ponability ofJong service leave back-dated to 1 March 1978.

It is important to recognize that changes to long service leave payment provisions have
occurred progressively. The Bill contains another of these changes, this time involving the
installation of lifts. Those changes related to the building trades from 1 February 1977,
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construction trades from 1 April 1978, shop fitting trades from I March 1982 and metals
and electrical trades from 1 August 1983.
The system has been progressively expanded over the years bringing more and more
groups within the aegis and definition of the Act. It is important to note that it is compulsory
for people working in these industries to be registered and comply. Compliance is a matter
with which I shall deal with later because some changes to the Act are of concern to the
Opposition.
It is important that the board constituted by Governor in Council, with representatives
of the trade union movement and employers-as pointed out by the honourable member
for M urray Valley-should take full care of the large amount of money for which it is
responsible. The total amount of the two funds is approximately $64 million.

The Opposition believes it is sensible of the board to have actuarial support so that it
can carry out its responsibilities. Section 19 of the principal Act contains a provision for
an actuarial review to be taken no less frequently than on a three-year basis. It is as a
consequence of that review that the board has been able to reduce contributions to the
fund as referred to by the Minister.
I shall now make specific reference to the inclusion of lift installers in the long service
leave fund. Earlier I outlined when other industries first came under the ae$is of the Act,
and one wonders where it will stop. How long will it be before people installIng lifts move
into another phase of their employment and maintain lifts? Will maintenance become
part of the long service leave provisions?
The two categories are referred to simultaneously in the Act and the provision effectively
excises lift installers and gives them a specific reference in the proposed legislation. Clause
8 refers to new section 8A which relates to delegations, and states:
The Board may by instrument in writing delegate anyone or more of its powers under this Act to a member or
an officer of the Board.

I have no doubt that the intention of the clause is to allow, for example, an investment
officer working within the board, at the direction of the board, to undertake investigations
concerning payments or avoidance of building industry long service leave within certain
parameters. From discussions I have had with board members, that appears to be the
current practice and when an officer needs to go outside of the guidelines, it is his or her
responsibility to return to the board to seek further authority.
The provision in the Bill is very open-ended and is of concern to the Opposition. While
the Bill is between here and another place, I invite the Minister to consider tightening up
that delegation power. It is important to give an assurance to those who will contribute to
the fund that the delegation power will not be excessive. If the delegation power is too
open-ended, an individual might inadvertently be given far too much authority, which
may then have serious consequences and become a matter of concern.
I now turn to sections 9 to 14 of the principal Act dealing with the Construction Industry
Long Service Leave Fund. I have no major difficulty with sections 9 and 10 but section 11
deals with joint venturing by the board. It is the industry's money and, therefore, as a
principle it ought to be able to invest as it sees fit subject to reasonable controls, but I am
concerned about the potential for fund development and use which is substantial, and the
funds are likely to increase beyond the current $64 million, because they may be used for
political purposes. I shall quote an example concerning an investment project with which
I have difficulty.
If the board decided to take out a financial interest in the Alcoa of Australia Ltd smelter
at Portland, I believe that would not be an appropriate joint venturing approach. It might
make the Govenment happy, but I am certain that contributors to the fund would not be
happy. Although I have no difficulty in principle with the board investing as it sees fit
subject to reasonable controls, I caution the Minister about his reference to joint venturing
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and the way in which it could be misused. This has the potential to transcend party politics
because Governments will come and go but the vesting powers of the board will remain.
It is important that the proposed legislation be thought through carefully; where areas
of concern are raised by the Opposition, the Government should consider carefully any
objections.

At the top of page 6 of the Bill there is a reference to "Change of error". In this day and
age of plain and correct English, I should have thought it would have been more appropriate
to have "Correction of error" rather than having a phrase that implies the perpetuation of
the error.
Clause 13 relates to a new section 46A of the principal Act which deals with reciprocal
arrangements between Victoria and the other States. The funds currently in existence in
other States which would have the capacity for reciprocity are primarily in New South
Wales and South Australia. According to my advice, it is unlikely that funds in other
States of Australia would be of sufficient character to warrant reciprocity taking place at
this time, although that situation may alter in the future. This is an important matter
because Victoria is bounded by two principal State borders and a significant amount of
construction work occurs in Victoria and over those borders. I again ask the Minister to
consider what I have said while the Bill is between here and another place. Clause 13
states:
46A. (I) The Minister may make a reciprocal arranagment with a Minister responsible for the administration
ofa corresponding law in any other state or Territory ofthe Commonwealth.

I raise a question about the authority given to the Minister. I recognize the need for there
to be a Ministerial contact from State to State where legislation is in place, but I suggest
that the Government should consider an amendment to that clause so that it would read:
The Minister may, on recommendation of the board, seek to make reciprocal arrangements with the Minister
responsible in another State.

That would recognize the authority and responsibility of the board, the people who are
investing the funds and the people who will make arrangements between one State and
another. I do not believe that is an unreasonable request to make and I hope the
Government will consider it while the Bill is between here and another place.
I now turn to clause 19 which refers to a new section 76. Proposed section 76 states:
( I) The Board may make a decision(a) that any specified work is or is not construction work; or
(b)

that any construction work is building trades work, electrical trades work or metal trades work.

(2) The Board may make a decision under sub-section (I) either of its own motion or upon the application of
a worker, working sub-contractor or employer or a person on behalf of a worker, working sub-contractor or
employer.

Proposed section 76 (2) is one of the key provisions of the Bill. I recognize why the board
wants this authority.
No one would want to make the task of the Construction Industry Long Service Leave
Board more difficult. The provision will have a direct effect on what I understand are not
insignificant administration and legal costs-but we understand the reason for the extension
of power that is introduced in the Bill.
Some concern has been expressed by the business community about the extension of
this provision. I make this point because, as I said at the outset, it was one of the concerns
put to me. The long service leave provisions have been extended over a period and, time
permitting, I shall read into the record some of the prescribed building awards that are
covered by the long service leave provisions so that honourable members have an
understanding of the breadth, range and capacity of the board, on its own motion, to
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extend those provisions even further. The Master Builders Association handbook lists the
following prescribed building awards:
The following awards made under the Industrial Relations Act 1979:
Builders' Labourers Award (No. 2 of 1982)
Builders' Laborcrs Award (No. 2 of 1982)
Carpenters Award (No. 3 1982)
Excavation or Roadwork Award (No. 2 of 1982)
Fibrous Plasterers Award (No. 2 of 1982)
Painters Award (No. 1 of 1982)
Plasterers Award (No. 2 of 1982)
Plumbers Award (No. I of 1982)
Sewer Builders Award (No. 1 of 1982)
Slaters and Tilers Award (No. I of 1982)
Stonecutters Award (No. 2 of 1982)
Tile Layers Award (No. 1 of 1982)
Wharfs and Jetties Award (No. 3 of 1982)
The following determination made under the Labour and Industry Act 1958:
Determination of the Tar and Bitumen Board (No. I of 1981)
The following awards and agreements made under the Conciliation and Arbitration Act 1904-1982:
National Building Trades Construction Award 1975
Carpenters and Joiners Award 1967
Building Construction Employees and Builders Labourers Award 1978
Australian Workers' Union Construction and Maintenance Award 1975
Sprinkler Pipe Fitters Award 1975
The Plumbing Trades (Southern States) Construction Agreement
The Prefabricated Building (Off-site) Award 1978

No doubt other awards have since been prescribed, but I hope my quoting those listed
awards will give the House an understanding of the existing breadth of capacity of the
board to include other trades within the building construction industry provisions.
I express that concern because, in recent times, there has for example, been a significant
amount of industrial action with respect to carpet layers. One would not have to stretch
one's imagination too far to envisage that carpet layers could be caught up by the long
service leave provisions of the construction industry award. It would be a matter of some
concern if the proposed legislation enabled this board to make that type of independent
decision, whereas in the past, such decisions have been made on the application of the
worker or the sub-contractor concerned.
If the Government has any real understanding of the industry it should, while the Bill is
between here and another place, consider the inclusion of a sunset clause to operate after
one year in respect of the board making a decision "of its own motion". The Opposition
does not oppose the inclusion of the provision as drafted; however, the community
concern that has been expressed could be tested in that way.
If such a sunset clause were included to take effect after one year and if, after nine
months or so, the Government were to undertake an inquiry to ensure the provision was
being administered in a reasonable manner, the clause could then be further extended.
That does not seem to me to be an unreasonable approach in a case where concern clearly
exists in the industry.
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I now turn to proposed new section 76 (9), which states:
(9) The Board is to make known its decisions under this section in anyone or more of the following ways
which in any panicular case it considers to be appropriate:
(a) By publication in a daily newspaper;
(b) By publication in a trade or industry journal;

(c) By notification 10 any person involved in an application.

It refers to "publication in a daily newspaper". I raise the questions: which daily newspaper

and how many times will the advertisement appear in that one daily newspaper? The real
concern is that the people in the industry should be informed in an effective way of changes
to the building industry long service leave provisions.
If the proposed legislation is passed unchanged-and I assume that is the Government's
hope-those changes will be made by the board, on its own motion. In other words, there
will be no requirement for any reference from the industry or from people at the grass
roots level who have an understanding of the practical needs of the industry. If they make
an application to the board, the board can, of its own motion-if it believes it appropriate
to do so-add another section of the industry to the fund.
I make a plea to the Minister to consider amending section 76 (9) with a view to
providing more appropriate notice to the people who may be involved. As I said, it refers
to a publication ""in a daily newspaper" or ""in a trade or industry journal". Honourable
members know that many people involved in the building industry and employers generally
are not good subscribers to trade or industry associations. Some are extremely active, but
many are not.
The people who will be caught up by the proposed legislation are those who might be
called sub-contractors and owner-operators. They are people who have acquired a skill
and have gone into the industry by their own initiative. Perhaps at this stage I should
declare a vested interest in this measure, as it is probable that I will have two sons who
will move into this industry as tradesmen.
I ask the Minister to take account of the provision and the point I have made. Proposed
new section 76 (10) provides for fourteen days' notice to be given by people who wish to
appeal against a decision of the board and to take the matter to the Industrial Relations
Commission.
If a notice is to appear in a newspaper only once and a person has only fourteen days in
which to lodge an appeal against a decision of the board, that is certainly a case of taking
the gun out of the holster very quickly. I again invite the Minister to consider carefully the
amount of time that is allowed to people in the industry to comply with the provision.
The matter of compliance is of considerable concern to the Opposition. It has observed
that, over recent months, a much more active effort is being made by the Government
and its agencies to ensure compliance with certain provisions. The Cain Gestapo raiders
are moving amongst the business community, seeking to knock people off. The Opposition
has received numerous complaints, not only in regard to the activities being undertaken,
but also, and more particularly, to the way in which those activities are being carried out.
The rudeness and arrogance of some of the people involved in the process is of major
concern. That is a matter that the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs, who is
not present, and the Minister assisting him should take into account.
When one is dealing with members of the community in any way, one must remember
that they are entitled to the ultimate in courtesy. After all, their premises and their books
of account are being reviewed; they do not object to that. Their integrity is being challenged;
again, they do not resile from that. However, the way in which that is done is all important,
and there appears to be a concerted effort by the Government to follow up these matters.
The Opposition does not have difficulty with that, because people ought to abide by the
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provisions of the laws ofthe.land, and the Opposition does not seek to support those who
.
would not do so.
This House recently debated a matter relating to registration fees for factories and shops.
A plethora of these sorts of examples is now providing a tremendous disincentive to the
business community-for people to go into business and for employers to employ staff.
I should have thought that the Government, which is making a lot of noise about
providingjob opportunities and about expanding its youth training programs and so forth,
would have seriously examined these sorts of areas.
I simply make the point that much concern has been expressed in the business community
about controls processes.
Proposed new section 76 (10) deals specifically with the right of appeal in a circumstance
where the board has made its own determination to bring another trade-say, the carpet
layers trade-within the proposed legislation. It is essential that the Bill give clear directions
to individual employers and persons within the business community who may be caught
up by the measure.
The Bill does not deal adequately with that aspect. It does not go anywhere near as far
as it ought to go. Further, the period allowed for lodging an objection to a decision of the
board should to be extended considerably from the fourteen days provided in the Bill. The
honourable member for Malvern will no doubt be dealing with that matter in the
Committee stage.
Mr PLOWMAN (Evelyn)-There are one or two areas with regard to the Construction
Industry Long Service Leave Act-the principal Act-and this Bill, which concerns the
Opposition and concerns me as a representative of constituents who are directly affected
by it. I concur in the comments made by the honourable member for Hawthorn regarding
the discretionary powers of the Construction Industry Long Service Leave Board and the
fact that the Bill will allow the board further discretion to stretch its net further and further
to bring in additional trades under its control.

That may not be a bad thing if one can trust the discretion of the board, that its officers
will act in a way in which one would expect them to act as servants of the public and not
as has been reported to me in a number of cases as little dictators. I instance one occasion
in which a constituent of mine, who runs predominantly an earthmoving business, who
builds farm dams, does soil conservation work, tree clearing and some road work and who
had no idea that he should have been registered under the principal Act, had one of these
little "Hitlers" bounce into his office and demand all his books, records, papers, wage
records and so forth, which is legitimate under the principal Act; I do not argue about that.
However, it was the attitude of the inspector that concerned my constituent and concerned
me.
In speaking with other honourable members the other day, the honourable member for
Polwarth spoke ofa similar happening with one of his constituents when an inspector was
extremely dictatorial in his attitude towards that person and did not give him the courtesy
and politeness that one would have expected of an inspector.
In the case I refer to of my constituent, he was told that he should have been registered
under the Act and that he would not only be charged back payments for the payments he
should have made under the principal Act but also he would be charged penal interest for
not complying with the Act. He immediately made all the books and records available
and asked his accountant to make himself available to provide any information to the
inspector of the board, and he co-operated in every possible way.
I have known this individual for approximately fifteen years. I know him to be a
completely honest individual, who is not the sort of person who would wilfully endeavour
to avoid his obligation under the Act. He simply is not the sort of businessman who reads
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journals and advertisements in newspapers; he just gets on with his job. I am absolutely
convinced he was unaware of the requirement for him to register under the Act.
He voiced some objections to the board when asked to pay the penal interest on his
back payments, which was $1586.24, and is a substantial penal interest to have to pay, on
top of the $4810 in back payments of contributions to the fund that he was required to
pay under the Act.
The board gave some consideration to his application to be relieved of this penal interest
rate and sent back an amended invoice without replying to his letter and with no covering
letter as to why it had decided in the way it p.ad. It simply halved the penal interest rate. It
was. good to see that the board used the discretion allowed to it under the Act to reduce
the penal interest rate charge to my constituent.
However, I believe the intent of the Act is that the board should use its discretion to
charge penal interest rates on individuals who wilfully endeavour to avoid their obligations
to make payments under the Act. In this case it was clear that the individual concerned
was genuinely unaware of his obligations and, as soon as he became aware of them, he did
everything he possibly could to do what was required by the inspector and to make all
records and his accountant available for discussions to provide all the information he
could.
I made representations to the board on his behalf and the board gave it consideration
and simply said that it was not prepared to waive that penal interest rate, which was finally
$793.12. I make a plea to the board to reconsider its attitude because the intent of the
original Act was to give it discretion to apply a penalty to those people who wilfully
endeavoured to avoid their obligations under the Act.
One clause in the Bill that concerns me is that which allows the board to delegate its
powers to a member of the board or to an officer of the board. In a case such as this the
board should be considering using its discretion as to whether an individual should face a
penalty interest rate. If an officer of the board is delegated this authority, he may not
necessarily report back to the board on his delegation. I believe the board is not carrying
out its responsibility in considering such matters. As the honourable member for Hawthorn
said, this clause is extraordinarily open-ended and, if one takes it to its logical conclusion,
if the board can delegate all its powers to the officers, why have a board?
The Minister assisting the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs should take
some concern of that question and define what responsibilities can be delegated to officers
of the board as opposed to the board members themselves.
Another area I shall pursue in the Committee stage is in clause 16 of the Bill where there
is a requirement for individuals to provide documents for inspectors who visit their place·
of work and I do not believe any honourable member would argue against that. In the
principal Act is the requirement to provide documents and for the inspection of places of
work and so forth. It speaks of the requirement that every inspector may for the purpose
of the execution of the Act, with such assistance as he requires, enter and inspect and
examine at all reasonable times by day or nigh,~ any premises and so on.
In clause 16 there is a requirement to produce at the time and place specified by the
inspector of any books and so on. I believe that requirement should be qualified to the
extent that the production of books and documents should be made at any reasonable
time or place as directed by the inspector. Ifan inspector made an unreasonable requirement
of an individual, as he would be able to under the clause, it may give the opportunity to
an inspector to be unreasonable in dealing with an individual against whom he has a
grudge.
The other area I wish to refer to is clause 6 and the changing of the title of "chairman"
to "chairperson" of the board.
The present requirement in clause 6 to rid the English language of sexist language is
fatuous. I cannot understand why the Government is pursuing this particular line. If that
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suggestion is taken to its logical conclusion, I should change my name to "Mr Plowperson".
HMr Coleperson" was in the Chamber a little while ago; is the Government suggesting that
he should also change his name?
It is ridiculous to replace the word "chairman" with the word "chairperson". The
original intention of the word "chairman" was to depict the person in the chair who has
control of the meeting. That word is not sexist because the person in the chair could be
male or female and would be referred to as Mr Chairman or Madam Chairman respectively.
The proposition to change that title in clause 6 could be done without. I shall speak in
more detail on one or two clauses during the Committee stage.

Mr COOPER (Mornington)-In opening my remarks, I indicate my support for the
comments on clause 6 made by the honourable member for Evelyn. In my opinion-and
I believe in the opinion of most people in the State-clause 6 is a piece of carping
nonsense, bending the English language to such a ridiculous degree as to describe a
chairman as a chairperson. It is ridiculous to try to take any other slightly sexist connotations
out of titles and to turn them into such nonsense words. They are not English words; they
are bastardized words. If the Government continues in this direction, it will be called the
Government of the gender benders and will be seen to be as ridiculous in its treatment of
the English language as it was in its treatment of the white lines at the racecourses.
This verbiage is regarded as nonsense and nitpicking and should not have a place in
legislation of this kind or any other legislation that purports to be in the best interests of
the community. If the Government pursues this clause, it should be the last time that it
does so, because it should have regard to people's feelings about this matter. The community
at large does not support clause 6 in any regard; it treats it as nonsense and hypocrisy.
There are three general aspects of the Bill to which I shall draw the attention of the
Government because they should be given reasonable consideration. Proposed new section
10 deals with the administration by the board of the Construction Industry Long Service
Leave Fund. The clause provides that investment can take place in any manner authorized
under section 4 of the Trustee Act 1958. Section 4 of that Act provides wide powers in
investment.
Proposed new section 10 (b) states that the board may invest in property so long as:
... the loan does not exceed 90 per cent of the value of the security at the time the loan is made and if the loan is
repayable on demand for a term not exceeding 30 years.

That opens proposed new section 10 (a) to allow for any kind of investment by the board.
Those investments will need to be monitored extremely carefully.
I may be accused of being a cynic, but I must say that I have very little regard for
bureaucracies, semi-bureaucracies and statutory authorities that deal in these kinds of
matters. I urge the Government to appoint one person or a group of people who will report
regularly to Parliament.
Mr Maclellan-Appoint a little bureaucracy!
Mr COOPER-Maybe a little bureaucracy could be established, but Parliament should
receive reports regularly because with the creation of a bigger fund the provisions pertaining
to that fund will include more areas which are currently outside the provisions for
construction industry long service leave. The danger on the horizon is that there could be
maladministration of funds, particularly through loans to friends, as the fund grows bigger.
When one speaks about jobs for the boys one should also consider funds for our friends.
I do not wish to name any instances because the Minister for Local Government, who is
asleep at the table, may be seriously embarrassed. I suggest to the Minister, now that he
has woken, that he monitor the situation.
Mr Gude-How do you know he is awake?
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Mr COOPER-I believe he is because I heard him yawn! Clause 19 contains a serious
provision which will result in tremendous costs being incurred. I urge the Government to
seriously reconsider those provisions while the Bill is between here and another place.
Clause 19 sets out the provisions for appeal. On pages 3 and 4 of the notes on clauses
those provisions are clearly set out and state that on making a decision on any appeal the
Construction Industry Long Service Leave Board has as one of its options the choice not
to hear a matter. If that occurs, the only recourse open to the people involved, whether
they be employers or employees, is an appeal to the State Industrial Relations Commission
in court session.
It is strange that the board should have the option to decide not to hear an appeal. It
virtually has the ability-to use an analogy-to throw the dead cat over the fence into the
neighbour's garden. That means that if the board finds a matter a little difficult or decides
that it is not in its best interests it has an easy way out by deciding not to hear the appeal.
Honourable members should remember that the board comprises members of the industry,
which includes union, employee and employer representatives. If a majority of the board
decides not to hear an appeal it will force the aggrieved people to go the State Industrial
Relations Commission in court session, and those people may then face increased legal
costs over a simple matter.
I suggest that the Government should consider removing that provision. If the board is
set up to hear appeals, it should hear appeals. It should not have a cop-out provision. It
should not have the ability to throw the dead cat over the fence into somebody else's
garden. It should be forced into doing the job it has taken on. If it is not prepared to do so
the members of the board, either individually or collectively, should resign and allow
people to be elected or appointed or whatever happens when a mass resignation occurs,
who are prepared to do the job fully and responsibly. The Government should seriously
consider that matter.
The last matter I raise is the requirement under clause 21 for people to provide
information to the board. Other speakers before me have directed the Government's
attention towards this clause and have said that it is open to abuse. I believe clause 21 is a
further disincentive to business. It is another straw on the camel's back. It is another
argument that the Government does not have the best interests of the private sector at
heart. The proposed legislation directs itself at the private sector exclusively. It does not
direct itself to the public sector.
Clause 21 gives the board power to require information and wide-ranging powers to
inspect the books of companies in the construction industry. In this area and many other
areas the Government is breeding a private army of bureaucratic snoopers who have .
already caused and will continue to cause a considerable amount of unhappiness and
unrest in the private sector. In this case it will be in the building industry.
There is no need to have such wide-ranging powers which allow the board to demand
that business provide information. Where necessary the board can request the information
of employers. If that information is not provided by the employers it would be far preferable
to allow the board to go to court and allow the court to order the employer to make the
information available, rather than having what I call the private army of snoopers walking
in at any time of the day and saying, "We have the right to inspect your books-here is
our right under the legislation".
That is a disincentive to business. It would be better left out of the proposed legislation.
It is preferable to use the court system which allows the right of appeal and the right of the
employer to say that he does not have to provide the information and to argue his case in
front of an impartial arbitrator.
I support the general thrust of the Bill and know that my party supports it also. The
provisions of long service leave in the construction industry on a portable basis is
supportable. I know the provision was greeted with over-all respect when it was first
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mooted and introduced. The fund will grow enormously, which is a matter that should be
considered by the Government, including the mechanisms and administration of the fund.
It is a well-known fact that the vast bulk of people employed in the construction industry
who will be party to the long service leave provisions are not in the industry for the
minimum length of time for which they can participate in the fruits of the scheme. A high
percentage of people. in the constructIOn industry are in it for less than ten years and
therefore do not meet the minimum requirements. That means that the fund will continue
to build up by the contributions of people who have not been in the industry for a long
time.
The fund will become enormous. The size of the fund and its future administration is
of concern to me, my colleagues and people outside this place, including employers. I urge
the Government to consider the methods by which the industry can be satisfied that the
fund will not become something of a spectre to haunt the industry in future years.
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-I speak on this Bill because I have had something to do with
the Construction Industry Long Service Leave Board. I shall recount to the House an
incident in which I had occasion to visit officers of the board on behalf of a constituent. I
visited the office on 11 July this year on the request of a constituent who was having
difficulty with the board. My constItuent is a small builder. He is a registered builder who
had registered as an employer with the board and, through a change of companies in which
he acquired one of the companies, a mix-up occurred and he found himself prior to that
date being visited by an inspector from the board.
The inspector arrived without notice. My constituent was not in at the time. After a
series of telephone calls another appointment was made. Unfortunately, on the occasion
when the inspector dropped in a second time, my constituent was not in the State because
he had already made a previous arrangement to travel interstate and was unable to meet
the inspector and to establish exactly what the inspector wished to discuss with him. A
series of unanswered telephone calls was made from both sides.
My constituent then received a demand to attend the premises of the board in East
Melbourne and to bring all the books and records of all the companies that he had with
him. He was concerned about this. The demand he received was in writing and threatened
him with all kinds of penalties if he did not attend the board on that day. He made a
telephone call which at least gave him some inkling of the fact that the board members
wanted to establish whether he was paying the proper amount of levies to the board.
On 11 July I attended the board with my constituent. I did not identify myself as a
member of Parliament, but I did give my name. We were seated in an intervIew room. An
officer on the other side of the table seemed extremely agitated and was reasonably
threatening to my constituent.
Mr Weideman-Did he spit his dummy out!
Mr PERRIN-No, but at one stage he rushed out to get a copy of the Act to make some
assertions and to give him legal clout to support his point of view that the board had the
legal power and legal muscle to do anything it liked to my constituent.
The officer in attendance at the interview was not the inspector who visited the premises
of my constituent. There was a feeling of antagonism at the meeting. After extensive
discussion and the tabling of papers, it was determined that a mix up had occurred on the
part of the Construction Industry Long Service Leave Board. My constituent had purchased
a company and had registered the company with the board. However, because of slow
registration procedures, the board was unable to establish that the two different companies
were owned by the same organization.
Mr MacIellan-Did the board apologize?
Mr PERRIN-No, it certainly did not apologize. My constituent and I were successfully
able to point out to the officer that the constituent had complied with every part of the law
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and had even made his payments in advance. My constituent was so concerned about
doing the right thing that he made his payments before receiving the appropriate forms
from the board.
I was a little concerned about the operations of the board. I was especially concerned
about the method by which inspectors attended premises. The officer at the meeting
pointed out that, from time to time, some inspectors become too enthusiastic about their
jobs. The problem has now been worked out as my constituent has been able to satisfy the
board that all employees who needed to be registered were registered and that both
companies involved were registered, even though the board had not recognized that fact.
That was the first occasion on which I had anything to do with the Construction Industry
Long Service Leave Board. I agree with the honourable member for Hawthorn that that
situation should never have occurred.
When the Bill was introduced, due to my experience with the board, I became very
interested in it. I went to the Papers Room to obtain the latest financial information about
the board to ascertain what impact the Bill would have on the operations of the board.
The latest report available from the Construction Industry Long Service Leave Board is
the 1983-84 annual report. It is now November 1985 and the annual report for 1984-85
has not yet been released.
The 1983-84 report was signed by the chairman of the board on 18 September 1984 and
by the Auditor-General on 24 December. However, it was not tabled in Parliament until
3 April this year. I appreciate that an election occurred in the State and that there was a
long period during which Parliament did not meet. However, I would have thought that,
given the funds the board has available and given the fact that the Bill must be debated,
the annual report for the financial year ended 30 June 1985 would have been available to
Parliament.
The Government prides itself on being super-efficient and having magnificent
management techniques and yet a situation has arisen where, almost five months after the
end of the financial year, Parliament does not have the latest figures from the Construction
Industry Long Service Leave Board. That is quite alarming.
Because I do not have the latest annual report of the board, I can only refer to the figures
available for the financial year ended 30 June 1984. I am especially interested in clause 10,
which extends the investment powers of the board. In 1984, the board had accumulated
funds of $46 million, which is a substantial amount. Of that amount, $39 million was
invested and the remainder was in assets, one of which is an extremely nice building in
East Melbourne. In those circumstances, one must consider whether the board is doing itsjob in obtaining an adequate return on funds.
The board has a responsibility to workers to ensure that money is kept as secure as
possible at all times and, therefore, the board is somewhat restricted in the investments it
can make. However, the Bill will allow the board to extend its investment powers by
entering into joint ventures, with the consent of the Minister for Employment and Industrial
Affairs after consultation with the Treasurer. I shall watch keenly the operations of the
board, and I would like to know what type of joint ventures are proposed.
The board deals with the funds. of the building industry, which. has contributed money
month after month for a number of years to build up the $46 million residue of funds. I
would have thought that Parliament would have wanted to ensure that any joint venture
the board enters will be thoroughly examined beforehand. I would not like to see a
situation develop where the directors of the board believe they should invest in a pet
project in which the Government is involved. One only has to consider the events of the
past few days, when the Municipal Association of Victoria Investment Service got into
difficulties, to realize that many organizations in the community can get into difficulty
through investments.
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I seek an indication from the Minister on the type of joint ventures the board will
become involved in. I would not like to see it become a partner in the Alcoa project, for
example, or some other Government preferred project in which the Government may
encourage the board to invest funds.
I am not certain of the current level of investments of the board, but I am advised that
they are close to $60' million, although I do not have the latest figures. That is a pity
because I would like to be accurate in this matter.
The board has recently cut back its contribution rate from the builders because it has
received actuarial calculations to the effect that the funds have been sufficiently built up
to enable the board to payoff all its obligations in the future when they fall due.
Some builders, especially small builders, are not happy about the board handling their
funds. The operational costs of the board for 1983-84 were $21 million. A number of
builders have indicated to me that given the fact that they could well use that money and
obtain a higher return on investment than they can from fixed interest securities, they
would prefer to obtain a far better return and pocket the difference and not have it used to
cover the operational expenses of an increased bureaucracy.
I refer to the appointment to boards of trade union representatives. This is a current fad
of the Labor Party Government, along with jobs for the boys. I have observed th~
transactions of board fees for trade union representatives. Usually, these fees are generous
for the number of meetings that board members attend. Board fee cheques for trade union
representatives are paid directly to the unions, not to the representatives. The union
officials acting as board representatives receive their normal salaries and, obviously, are
giving up their own time to attend to board duties. These board fees are becoming a very
generous contribution to the trade union movement.
I do not suggest that this practice occurs with the Construction Industry Long Service
Leave Board. However, it is interesting to follow the transfer payments that are occurring
in various statutory bodies of board fees to the trade union movement and, as this is the
first opportunity of doing so, I place on record that I arri observing this practice.
The provisions of the Construction Industry Long Service Leave Act are being extended
to cover lift installers. Various other frin~e industries are connected with the construction
industry and no doubt these will be conSIdered by the board also as future contributors to
the long service leave scheme.
I suggest that the board may be an excellent vehicle for an extension of long service
leave into areas that have nothing to do with the construction industry. Perhaps with a
slight change of name of the organization and some other similar amendments, on the
next occasion this scheme can be made into a general long service leave board so that it
can include other industries. Members of the Opposition are aware that the cleaning
industry wishes to extend itself to a long service leave scheme for that industry, and I am
sure that other similar industries have· similar wishes. This scheme may as well include
those industries.
I am aware that the Opposition will support the Bill-half-heartedly, as the honourable
member for Hawthorn interjects. The original concept of the scheme was established by a
former Liberal Party Government. However, the operation of long service leave for the
construction industry needs to be monitored closely to ensure that officers of the scheme
are acting appropriately and are not going overboard with various proposals and that there
is no question of anyone running around threatening people. The board should have the
capacity to give its contributors the benefit of the doubt in long service leave arrangements.
The operations of the board should be examined closely. It must be ensured that a
reasonable return is gained from this investment. It must be ensured also that the board is
not influenced unduly by outside parties, whether from Government circles, the trade
union movement or builders generally. The board should maintain its independence and
it should operate in the best interests of its industry.
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The board should be run as efficiently and as lean as possible. I have not yet received
the latest annual report and I am concerned that current figures are not available. The only
figures available are outdated 1983 figures when the running costs of the board were
approximately $3·6 million. Parliament must keep a watching brief of the activities of the
board, as I shall be doing, to ensure that it does everything it should and that it does not
in any way stray from its objectives.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-About ten years ago a series of industrial disputes in the
building industry led to employers being battered over the head by employee organizations
and the employers, foolishly, and to their great cost, agreed to establish long service leave
on an industry basis for the building industry. That decision was conveyed to the then
Liberal Party State Government, which reluctantly agreed to legislate to create the Building
Industry Long Service Leave Board, as it was known then.

I was Minister when the board was first established and I can remember, despite the
fact that industry consultants and those who were recommended to form the board tried
to adopt the most modern electronic data processing equipment, when it was put to the
then Treasurer, the staffing for the Building Industry Long Service Leave Board was more
than that for the State Treasury, even using modern electronic data processing.
That said something about the costliness of trying to gather money from employers as a
fraction of their pay-roll to hold the money in an industry-run account and to dIstribute
the money to those members who have worked in the industry on an industry basis as
long service leave. The cost simply to deliver long service payments to workers in the
building industry in Victoria according to the 1983-84 figures was such that the board
spent more than $1 for every $1 that the workers got. I ask members of the Government
party to think about that. More was spent by the board on its administration of the long
service leave than the workers got. It really is a job creation scheme for the board, and the
board members are meant to be running an efficient organization and a lean organization.
As I said, the board has been around now since the industrial disputes of the mid-1970s.
It is time it was examined. It is time that much better was done with it.
It is time that a review of the Construction Industry Long Service Leave Board was
organized and conducted quickly because, when accounts are so long overdue in being
presented to Parliament, one has a reasonable ground for suspicion, and when the accounts
presented were those for 1983-84, one has problems. The honourable member for
Richmond, I know, will perhaps be good enough to pass the message on to the Minister
for Employment and Industrial Affairs.

The money paid to workers in 1983 was just over $3 million and in 1984 it increased by
$104 000. That was the increase in the amount paid for workers in their industry long
service leave-but the expenses of running the board between 1983 and 1984 increased by
$1·122 million.
Under this Government, it costs $1·122 million more to distribute $104 000 more to
people in the industry, yet this Government makes claims of efficiency! That is not
efficiency! That is a work relief scheme for the Construction Industry Long Service Leave
Board, rather than providing assistance to the workers in the industry.
Members of the Government party claim that they are alert and keen to ensure that
workers and their organizations get good value for money. Those workers and their
organizations are not receiving value for money when the cost of running the board
increases ten times more rapidly than the amount given to the workers. It is not value for
money when the industry is contributing the money, which is levied on salaries, and the
board is investing and distributing the money as long service leave payments to workers
in the industry, but the administration costs exceed the amounts paid to the workers.
I say it is the beginning of a disgrace. It signals·to honourable members a couple of
things, the first of which is that the basis of collecting the money is wrong. It is
administratively difficult and costly both for industry and for the board. It is high time,
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after ten years, that consideration was given to applying a levy to building permits instead
of trying to levy the wages of employees and trying to round up all the employers. Perhaps
in that way we may miss out on a few renovations, but we would at least have something
concrete on which to base the levy, and the levy could relate to the value of building
permits.
I offer that suggestion as an alternative, because people often say to the Opposition that
it knocks things, and ask what is the Opposition's idea. This is an idea to be examined,
perhaps by an all-party committee, by the Government or by industry. I really do not
mind who does the examining, so long as a halt is called to the relentless progress of the
board, which is spending more and more on administration, gobbling up more and more
of the money that ought to be the employers' money-because they contributed it in the
first instance-and when the employees qualify for the payment, it becomes the employees'
money.
It is not the Government's money; it is not Parliament's money; and it is not the board's
money. It is the employers' money, whey they pay it in; when the employees become
qualified to receive it, it becomes the employees' money. The board and everybody who
works in the board are mere trustees of money belonging to other people.

When one examines the areas in which the board invests, one must be a little concerned.
I remember, perhaps ten years ago or at least at the birth of the board, suggesting that it
may be a good idea if the board invested its money in the building industry to create jobs
in that industry, and particularly to create jobs in any sector of the building industry that
may be facing a difficult period; for example, it might be flats one year, housing the next
year and shop and factory construction the year after that.
The money is contributed by building industry employers to provide long service leave
payments for building industry workers, so surely it ought to be used so far as possible to
create jobs in the building industry and invested in ways which maximize its return.
Further, the board should recognize that it is not good enough to lock up money in an
administrative palace in East Melbourne.
From the birth of the board, it was obvious that that was what it wanted. When I was
the responsible Minister, the ambition of the board was to occupy premises next to the
fire brigade, and I said, "No way". The board was borrowing money to make long service
leave payments, and yet it could not wait to buy its own headquarters! One could see it
written all over the faces of those involved: they wanted carpet 2 inches thick, airconditioning, tinted glass windows and so on. One knew what was coming, and I said,
"No". The honourable member for 8alwyn was the next Minister who administered this
area and he was followed by Ministers of the Labor Government. The only material
difference is that, instead of the headquarters being next to the fire brigade, they are further
up the road: the palace has moved a block or two down the road.
I can only say it is a triumph for the semi-autonomous Government agency. It is another
triumph that it has its headquarters bedded down-and yet it has a performance record
that ought to send every trade union official in the building industry into orbit, particularly
when one considers that the board spends more on its own administration that it pays out
to the workers.
That is the situation outlined in the Construction Industry Long Service Leave Board
Annual Report 1983-84. When the 1985 report is received, it will be interesting to see
whether that situation has materially altered. However, I suspect that honourable members
will not see that report before the end of this year, because there has not been a material
improvement in the direction of the board or in its administrative costs or in its ability to
provide proper payments to workers who have given dedicated sevice to the industry.
At page 16 of that now stale report, the total amount paid to the workers is shown to be
$3 129 243. The total amount for administrative expenses-and they are only
administrative expenses of the board-is $3 264 166. That is the account as it appears in
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the report. That is why I say that the board has spent more on administration than it has
actually paid out to the workers.
I now turn to the board's investments, as set out in the report. I am not one for taking a
leap in the dark and investing in joint ventures. I do not believe the construction industry
will be any better for the board having a flight of fancy in Hong Kong or a slice of the
action in the Alcoa of Australia Ltd project, or a prop up for the Treasurer, Mr Jolly, in a
weak moment in State finances. I do not think that is very good. One finds that the
investments are: Victorian Government securities, $3·1 million and Commonwealth
securities, $3·9 million. Apparently, the board is slightly weighted towards Treasurer
Keating rather than Treasurer Jolly.
The board has $20 million invested in semi-Government securities, and I dare say it is
a brave effort for the board to support the Board of Works or the State Electricity
Commission, or whatever the Government needs money for. No doubt, the Government
just rings up the board and asks whether it would mind helping out with the State
Electricity Commission loan or the Board of Works loan, or whatever seems to be going
slowly. The board would then try to meet the request, but the money does not belong to
the board; it belongs to employers and employees; yet the board is shovelling it into these
sorts of loans and is doing nothing for the building industry.
Other investments are transferable deposits of$2·4 million; and mortgage loans of$1 O· 3
million, which would be partly of use in the building industry. I am referring to just the
straight investments of the board, which total $40·3 million.
If any honourable member were a trustee of a fund of $40·3 million, what would he
have expected to earn on it back in 1984? Would he have expected to do somewhat better
than, say, 11 per cent? Would it be stretching the imagination too much to expect that one
might obtain 11 per cent? From its $40·3 million invested in Victorian Government
securities, Commonwealth securities, semi-Government securities, transferable deposits
and mortgage loans, and amortization of discounts and premiums on the purchase offixed
interest securities, the board had managed to scramble up an amount of$4· 7 million. That
was the board's income from $40·3 million invested in blue-chip investments.
All I can say is that somebody must have seen the board coming or there must have
been some kindly Santa Claus atmosphere in East Melbourne. If I come across anybody
in the electorate of Berwick who wants some mortgage money, I now know where they
ought to go. If I learn of a semi-Government authority that might be having trouble filling
its loan, I know where to send it.
I shall say, "Why don't you try the soft option people down in East Melbourne? Theyare ice-cream soft." Obviously money is cheap so far as this organization is concerned.
Why is money cheap? Because the organization has not been vigorously reviewed by the
Government; because it is one of those "soft packed" jobs-they ought to call it an
accord-where trade union representatives and employer representatives are on the board~
nobody really gives it the sort of vigorous examination it ought to have. Where is the
critic? Who will know? The poor workers in the building industry will not know. They
will not see the report and neither will Parliament. The workers will be the last group to
be told how unsuccessful this body has been in containing its costs.
There are better ways of controlling the board. If the Opposition were controlling the
board, it would be producing policies showing better ways of doing it to be examined by
the public. The Opposition would prove that it would be more efficient than the
Government is, if this is the standard that it accepts as being suitable.
I do not accept at all that, whether it is the State Relief Committee-I think the Premier
introduced a Bill concerning that today-or whether it is the Construction Industry Long
Service Leave Board or whether it is anyone of a dozen others, it is legitimate to spend
more on administration than on the help given to the people the organization is there to
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serve. I do not accept that it is legitimate for this organization to spend more on itself and
its own administration than it distributes to the workers in the building industry.
I suppose if Norm Gallagher had not been otherwise enga~ed over the past twelve
months, he may well have got onto this one and made it a major public scandal for the
Government because it is a major scandal that the Government has allowed the
administration of this 'board to go unreviewed. It has not reviewed the board's method of
collecting the funds or its administration. The Government has left it at the stage where it
is a lush ice-cream zone that spends more on itself than on the people from whom it holds
the money in trust. That is a serious matter that I hope the Minister will address when he
concludes the debate.
I regret that the Minister was not here for some of the debate, but he has understood the
thrust of my remarks and they are related directly to the annual report. I invite the
Minister assisting the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs to explain to the
House why we do not have the next report and whether the next report shows any
improvement in the matters I have raised or whether it is being delayed for some reason
about which the House should be concerned, such as the revealing of a further deterioration
in the board's administration.
I repeat for the Minister's benefit that on page 16 of the 1983-84 report, the board
distributed an extra $104 000 to the workers and that it cost the board $1·122 million
more to do it. Ten to one the wrong one! Where in hell's name has the Minister or his
predecessor been? Where have they been while this was going on? They have a lot to
answer for to the building industry employees. They have a lot to answer for to the building
industry employers, who have to pay the money, and they have a lot to answer for in
Parliament to try to explain the mess that the board is in.
Mr W ALSH (Minister assisting the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs)I should like to thank honourable members for their contributions to the debate. Some
answers ought to be given, especially to the matters raised by the honourable member for
Berwick.
Honourable members must realize that since the inception of the board, benefits have
been paid to approximately 7800 workers. They have benefited by the establishment of
the board. During those years, more than $16 million has been paid out. To make
assertions that the board is operating in an inefficient way is absolutely rubbish because
one must examine the simple explanations for last year's report. There was, without doubt,
a dramatic increase in administration costs, but that was because in that year the electrical
and metal trades were brought into the scheme.
Mr Maclellan-Was it worth it?
Mr W ALSH-That is one of the reasons why it happened. I shall take up with my
colleague, the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs the matters raised by
honourable members. Some constructive matters were raised by honourable members
and they have contributed positively to the debate.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time and committed.
Clauses I to 5 were agreed to.
Clause 6
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-One of the matters that I did not mention during the secondreading debate concerns clause 6, which changes the title of "chairman" of the board to
that of ··chairperson". It was remiss of me to have omitted that point. It seems to be an
unusual change because these days the title "chairman" is still accepted in the community.
The Government has a view that everything in this world should be non-sexist, including
books read in schools, but it really seems that this amendment goes overboard. Honourable
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members on this side of the Chamber certainly do not believe in sexual discrimination
and many Bills to that effect have been introduced into the House by the Opposition when
in government; but the Opposition is concerned that the Government is taking supposed
sexual discrimination to an art form.
When I was involved with the Victorian dairy industry, instructions were received from
the Minister of Employment and Industrial RelatIOns that all semi-Government
organizations should have an affirmative action officer. That seems to be imposing upon
an organization costs that do not go to the heart of the organization's functions.

If one is in an organization in the dairying industry, one should be lookin$ to provide
services to the dairy industry. If one is in the construction industry and lookIng after the
workers in that industry, any additional costs that are not in the best interests of the
workers, any additional burdens on the operations of the organization, are not in the area
to which the funds of the organization should be devoted. This organization will change
the discription of its chairman to the expression "chairperson" to ensure that it does not
have a sexist attitude and I wonder whether an affirmative action officer is already at the
board. If one examines the number of employers at the board, it does not appear to have
a balance of both sexes. There are more males than females.
Unfortunately, the figures I have are for 1983-84, but they show that there are 53 males
compared with 34 females. So it seems to be that there will have to be some positive
discrimination against the males to ensure that that sexism is done away with altogether.
I am concerned that the Government has taken things that one step further than the
Opposition would have taken it.
We are concerned that the provision does nothing for the industry that it is seeking to
serve. All it does is to change the basis of the operations of the organization. I must take
up the point made by the honourable member for Berwick, who was concerned about the
overheads of this organization compared with the cost of delivering the services.

If the clause has to go through and we have to have a chairperson of this board, perhaps
in future Bills we will find that we have to have a chairperson of that body and a chairperson
of the next board, and so on. I am concerned that the Government is taking its anti-sexual
discrimination attitude that one step further than it needs to.
It seems to me that the word "chairman" is well understood in the community. It has a
long history of involvement and if one were to stop anybody in the street and ask them
what a chairman was, I am sure that 100 per cent of the population would be able to say
exactly what a chairman is.

To change school books and to change legislation simply on the basis that somebody onthe other side of the House is worried about a word is of some concern to me. I am
wondering whether it will become a regular debate in the House and whether, with every
new board that is established, discussion will ensue over the word "Chairperson".
I am concerned about clause 6. I have seen affirmative action established in statutory
bodies and much expensive labour and printing goes into its establishment. It seems that
the money is not being spent in the best interests of the people that it is expected to benefit.
I hope this is the last occasion on which this situation arises. Common sense must
prevail and honourable members should stick with the definitions and words commonly
used in the community that everybody understands so that there does not have to be great
involvement in debate about clauses such as this.
The clause was agreed to, as was clause 7.
Clause 8
Mr COOPER (Mornington)-Clause 8 causes concern to everybody in regard to control.
Here we have a bland statement within the Bill saying that the board may be instrument
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in writing delegate anyone or more of its powers under the Act to a member or an officer
of the board.
The clause gives total delegation powers to individual members of the organization and,
therefore, the board can pass over its due powers-the powers that it has been elected to
administer-to individual officers.
Having regard to some of the matters that were raised by members of the Opposition
during the second-reading debate, I suggest that the Minister should be reflecting on the
comments made, particularly by the honourable members for Hawthorn, Bulleen and
Berwick, about the powers proposed for the board in clause 8. Those powers should be
reconsidered by the Government while the Bill is between here and another place. All too
often one hears that the bureaucracies are given untrammelled power.
Some of the worst aberrations of the bureaucracy are carried out on people who register
complaints to members of Parliament and other bureaucrats. This is often done through
delegated powers. Therefore, when the powers are delegated to the board it may back away
from its proper role and leave it to the bureaucracy. All too often the questions are asked,
"Why do we need to have people elected to these positions? Why don't we give the matter
to the bureaucracy?"
All too often one hears people ask why councils are needed at the local government
level. Often I hear the suggestion that it would be better to pay an administrator to do the
job. Some honourable members interject, ""Hear, hear!" and the Minister for Local
Government is looking quizzically at me. No democrat would suggest that that is a good
idea, because the elected person has a responsibility to the Government or to the public at
large and must respond to any pressures, oversights or inadequacies present in a bureaucracy
which is becoming oppressive in the administration of its duty.
On the occasions bureaucracies become oppressive, to whom can the oppressed turn?
All honourable members have had the experience of approaching a Government
department to lodge a complaint about an excessive electricity or gas bill, or whatever.
Unless one is lucky these days, one generally strikes a person who is not interested in one's
concerns. Usually such people are more interested in the law of the land than in dealing
with these complaints. They take the easiest way out rather than dealing with the plight of
the individual. The elected person and Parliament have a responsibility to be concerned
about the plights of the individual, and that concern should be expressed both inside and
outside the House.
Clause 8 allows the responsibilities of the Construction Industry Long Service Leave
Board to be handed to the bureaucrats. It does not mention that the board will receive
reports or have control over the matter. As my colleague the honourable member for
Berwick said, the board members will turn up to each meeting to collect their fees and will
endeavour to do the job in the easiest possible way.
By doing this they are making what they regard as large corporate decisions and divorcing
themselves from minor decisions and day-to-day matters. This relates to the matters I
raised in the second-reading debate. It should be further considered by the Government,
ifnot to delete the clause, at least to give consideration to amending it in some way so that
people who read the Act and are subjected to the Act will feel that they will not be
pressured and pursued by a bureaucracy that will not have any control exercised over it
by the duly-elected board.
I urge the Government to consider this matter. It is probably an oversight on its part. I
am sure the Government is concerned with the plight of the individual and, therefore, I
am sure that while the Bill is between here and another place it will want to take on board
the remarks I have made.

Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-The clause provides that the board may delegate its powers to
a member or officer of the board. In my contribution to the second-reading debate I
referred to an incident in which I had been personally involved concerning an inspector
Session 1985-61
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and officer of the board. I had the impression that they had become agitated when, if the
facts of the situation had been checked, they would have exercised a bit of caution. I
should like to know under what circumstances the board will delegate its powers. The total
board, as the governing authority of any organization, has the sole responsibility and takes
the can if something goes wrong. Any board that chooses to delegate powers must do so
cautiously.
I shall give the Committee another example. Honourable members are aware that I was
an officer of a statutory corporation prior to entering Parliament. I observed every board
meeting of the Victorian Dairy Industry Authority during that time. I was able to observe
the operations of the board of a statutory corporation and compare it with the functions
and duties of an officer of that organization. In all the instances I was able to observe that
the board ensured that if it did delegate any powers, it did so only after taking advice from
its legal officers and was keen to minute any delegation of powers. In my view there was a
case for a register of delegation of powers to officers.
When an Act of this kind makes large sums of money available, it may be easy for a
board to delegate its powers so that, for example, an investment officer has power to move
large sums of money from one investment to another and make whatever judgment he
considers fitting. The board should be prepared to rely on the judgment of the officer. It
works while the investments and interest rates are acceptable. However, when something
goes wrong and the board finds that it is the sole responsible authority, it must take control
of the matter.
We do not have the latest information, but we know that the organization has investments
of approximately $60 million and probably more by now. I assure the Minister that it is
not the sort of responsibility that people take lightly and that the board should take on
lightly.
In some instances, legal advice has been sought. Registers are kept and meetings are
minuted showing where delegations of power from the board are made. The board should
be jealous of its powers. It needs to delegate those powers to an officer, perhaps the chief
executive officer, the secretary or the investment officer of the board. Those delegations
should not go too far down the organizational chart.
I ask the Minister precisely what controls will be placed on this delegation by the board.
Will legal advice be sought; will minutes be taken and will a register be kept? Without
those protections, the board could be opening itself up to action should something untoward
happen whereby an officer makes a decision-albeit in good faith-and proper controls
have not been exercised. In that event, it is the members of the board and the board itself,
not its officers, who are liable for any loss that may be incurred because of that action.
I ask the Minister to reply to those two aspects and to specify how this clause will be put
into effect.

Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-I referred to clause 8 during my contribution to the secondreading debate. As I then indicated, one can understand the reason for the dele~ation of
power that has resulted in this amendment. However, the concern that one has IS for the
way in which it might be used. The prospect of delegating authority to an investment
officer seems to make good sense and should be capable of being undertaken.
I am told by a board representative that the board gives inspectors guidelines within
which to work and those inspectors work within those guidelines. If there isa necessity to
go beyond the guidelines, the inspectors come back to the board for reference. The reason
for raising it initially was to see whether the Government was prepared to tighten the
clause and make the delegation powers more acceptable to the business community.
Honourable members are conscious of the fact that inspectors have moved out into the
business community as part of their duty. The honourable member for Evelyn gave a
detailed account of the unfortunate situation that applied in his electorate where an
inspector acted like a jack boot Gestapo performer instead of making an inquiry as to the
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proper functioning of a small business in a rural area, so far as long service leave compliance
is concerned.
The Opposition has considerable concern about clause 8, not so much about the intention
and aim of that clause but about the way it could be and sometimes is misused or abused
in the hands of the wrong person.
Mr W ALSH (Minister assisting the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs)Clause 8 is a standard delegation provision which is used widely throughout legislation.
The delegator has the ability to implement any delegation given. Delegations are given
from departments, such as the Public Works Department, the Department of Agriculture
and Rural Affairs and the Department of Industry, Technology and Resources; they are
used in the off-shore pipeline area, within the State Electricity Commission and the Gas
and Fuel Corporation of Victoria so they are quite standard. There is nothing wrong with
clause 8 as it is printed.
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-I listened with some care to the statement made by the Minister
and I put the proposition that there is a standard arrangement to have the powers of
delegation transferred from the board to officers of a statutory corporation. I instanced to
the Minister a situation where other boards have gone to some trouble to ensure that any
delegation of power is properly controlled. It is not a matter of how much power they
have, it is how that power is exercised. I would have thought the Minister would have
listened to what I said.
I gave three examples of where statutory bodies with which I have been involved have
been careful to obtain legal advice on how far they should delegate their powers. The
minute they extended their delegation of powers, they set up a register to ensure that in
future, every time an officer exercised those powers it was recorded in the register, and
that register was presented at the following board meeting so that at all times the board
was totally aware of when the powers of delegation had been exercised.
As I pointed out, this organization is investing tens of millions of dollars and I know it
is going to be easy for the board to delegate powers to an investment officer. If that
investment officer makes a mistake, without the proper control, the board will be held
accountable for any loss that occurs.
Earlier in my speech I referred to the situation where just this week an organization
called the Municipal Association of Victoria Investment Service went broke and a number
of municipal bodies have been caught and are now going to get less than 100 cents in the
$1. I implore the Minister to listen to what has been said. There are enormous implications
because when one examines the Bill further one learns that not only are the powers of
delegation being extended but the investment powers of the board are being extended.
The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! I ask the honourable member to
stay on clause 8.
Mr PERRIN-I realize that, but I am trying to add the two together. It is very easy for
a board to delegate powers without the proper control and I should like to hear whether
the Minister is going to insist that the board adequately ensures that those controls are
exercised so that if anything goes wrong officers of the corporation and members of the
board are both protected from any further consequences which may be serious.
The clause was agreed to, as was clause 9.
Clause 10
Mr COOPER (Mornington)-I raised this matter during my second-reading speech
and I directed the attention of the Government to the matter of the investment of funds
and I, once again, more specifically raise the question of where money can be invested. It
is apparent that the powers that are provided under the proposed legislation enable the
board to administer this fund and invest in virtually any direction they choose.

1908

ASSEMBLY

14 November 1985

Construction Industry Leave Bill

I wish to inform honourable members of a story that is currently being bandied around
the building industry and which should be answered by the Government because it is a
matter of considerable concern to many people in the building industry.
The story is that the construction of the new Builders Labourers Federation office
building, which has been well publicized, is to be funded either fully or in considerable
part from this fund. I find that a rather fascinating story. I am not starting the story. The
people who have told me this story are considerable contributors to the fund; they are in
the building industry and are presently paying a fair amount of money into the fund.
If one examines the present administration of the fund and where the moneys are
currently invested, one finds that, as the honourable member for Bulleen pointed out,
most of the moneys are invested in Government securities. Most of the money is invested
to return a rate of approximately 11 per cent to 12 per cent. Therefore, I suggest that if the
General Secretary of the Builders Labourers Federation approached the board, which it is
alleged he has done, and indicated that the federation wouJd pay the board an interest rate
of 12·5 per cent and would guarantee the board that it would get its money back and that
industrial peace may prevail in its section of the industry, members of the board could be
persuaded to invest money in such a venture.
It is hardly an unreasonable scenario. The General Secretary of the Builders Labourers
Federation has recently come out of incarceration-even though his freedom was won on
appeal after having been found guilty-after bein~ involved in a similar instance. The
scenario is not unreasonable; however, in the best mterests of the community and, more
especially, the future of the Government, the Minister for Employment and Industrial
Affairs should provide a Quick response to the allegation.

Only a couple of days ago the Premier informed Parliament about the wonderful action
it would take against the Builders Labourers Federation. The promises the Government
has made in that regard are le~ion, but they are not highly regarded by the community or
the building industry because It is known that not only can the Government not be trusted
but also that it does not have the guts to stand up to the federation.
If the Builders Labourers Federation were to go into ajoint venture with a Government
subsidizing a body under the control of the Government, it would be a matter of concern
and embarrassment to the Government. The Government has an important explanation
to make to the people of this State.

The scenario demonstrates the power that will be available to the Construction Industry
Long Service Leave Board in regard to the administration and investment of its funds.
The Bill provides no controls; the board will be able to invest its money in anything.
Considering how wide is the clause, the board will not be barred from investing in an
election campaign. There could be ways and means for the board to invest money in the
strangest places, and it would not be drawing too long a bow to suggest that one dayperhaps not in the immediate future, and I hope not-an election campaign for a political
party could be funded through the manipulation of the funds of the board.
Clause 10 is far too wide; it is open to manipulation and improper use, and the
Government should do something to satisfy the people that that will not be the case. The
Government owes Parliament and the people of this State an explanation about the story
that is now widespread throughout the building. industry that the Builders Labourers
Federation will construct its new building either wholly or in part with funds provided by
the Construction Industry Long Service Leave Board.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-Proposed new section 9 provides for the establishment
of the Construction Industry Long Service Leave Fund and for the board to administer
that fund. It provides for money to be paid into the fund and for payments to be made out
of the fund. I was unhappy with the response of the Minister assisting the Minister for
Employment and Industrial Affairs at the conclusion of the second-reading debate on this
matter. The House should advise the Minister that he is not the apologist of the
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Construction Industry Long Service Leave Board in Parliament. The Minister is the
Parliamentary representative in the administration of the board.
The money paid to the people in the industry between 1983 and 1984 increased by
$104 000 and the expenses of the administration of the board went up in the same period
by $1·122 million, a 10 to I ratio, which is wrong.
The explanation of the Minister, that more people were covered by the board-which
probably was given to him from some corner-was less than satisfactory. I regard it as an
excuse rather than an explanation. The Minister is a member of the Industrial Relations
Task Force and it is time that he told the building unions that when they initiate disputes
in an effort to have more workers come under the cover of the board, we are all fools if
those disputes are settled by the board spending $10 on administration and $1 for workers
in the industry. That is the reality of the accounts. That is the price tag for the failure of
the Industrial Relations Task Force to get the real message across to union leaders.
When union leaders create disputes and negotiations occur in an attempt to resolve the
disputes, it is necessary to keep an eye on the costs. Parliament knows the cost of this
dispute-settling machinery. It was created as a result of the many disputes in the building
industry. It has continued as a result of employers and employees in the industry not being
able to think of any better way of doing it.
Parliament knows that the expenditure for administration is over $3 million. That
amount could be better spent rewarding workers in the industry, rather than in paying the
costs of administration.
As I said earlier, the Minister is the Parliamentary representative in the administration
of the board rather than the board's apologist in relation to Parliament. I ask the Minister
why the annual report of the board has not yet been presented to Parliament? If the
Minister assisting the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs is not able to answer
the question, perhaps the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs can answer it.
The Committee deserves to know why that report has not been presented at this stage of
the financial year.
The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The Committee is very noisy and
it is difficult to hear the honourable member for Berwick.
Mr MACLELLAN-That is partly the reason why I am addressing my remarks to both
Ministers. The Committee deserves to know during the debate on this clause why the
report has been delayed because the clause provides that the board is to administer the
fund. There is to be paid into the fund the payments that have to be paid in and there is to
be paid out of the fund those expenses reasonably incurred in the administration of the
fund and the Act.
I do not believe I shall offend you, Mr Acting Chairman, in relation to relevance. The
clause appears to be relevant to the questions I ask. Why is the administration cost so
high, and why has not the Industrial Relations Task Force told unions and employers that
the settlement of disputes is causing increased administrative costs? Why has not
Parliament examined and sought a better way of administering this process?
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-I support the comments of the honourable member for Berwick
who made some telling points. I hope the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs
listened to his comments because they are of tremendous concern to me. The honourable
member asked why we do not have the current annual report and he asked about the
administration of this statutory organization.
The honourable member for Mornington raised matters about where the joint ventures
proposed by the clause will be and what criteria will be involved. The point made by the
honourable member concerning the Builders Labourers Federation and the possibility of
funds being made available for its buildings should have been answered.
Mr Crabb interjected.
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Mr PERRIN-Many people involved in the building industry are concerned about the
level of funds. At least $40 million is involved and it will soon be much more.
The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! I ask the Minister for Employment
and Industrial Affairs, who is out of his place, to cease interjecting.
Mr PERRIN-The Opposition wants to know what joint ventures are proposed and
whether the Builders Labourers Federation will be involved.
The Opposition has asked the Minister about how the fund will operate, what operating
costs will be involved and where the annual report is. Unfortunately, the Minister has not
answered those questions. I assure him that these questions will be put again in another
place if he does not answer them.
The honourable member for Berwick is concerned about getting answers to those
questions, and he raised them on the first instance the Minister for Employment and
Industrial Affairs was in the Chamber to take charge of the Bill. I should have thought the
Minister assistin~ the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs would have been
prepared to provIde an answer to matters raised by the Opposition.
The clause was agreed to, as were clauses 11 and 12.
Clause 13
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-I ask the Minister assisting the Minister for Employment and
Industrial Affairs to comment on the suggestion I made in the second-readIng debate
about amendments being made to proposed section 46A while the Bill is between here and
another place. The proposed section provides for the Minister to make reciprocal
arrangements for any other State or Territory of the Commonwealth. I also ask whether
he will consider an amendment that takes account of the board's wishes so that the board
may refer a matter to the Minister for his final determination to be made.
Mr W ALSH (Minister assisting the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs)The Government will consider the matters raised by the honourable member.
The clause was agreed to, as were clauses 14 and 15.
Clause 16
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-I ask the Minister whether he will take into consideration the
points raised on this clause by the honourable member for Evelyn in the second-reading
debate. Clause 16 will require the production at the time and place specified by the
inspector of any books, registers, certificates, notices and so on.
The point made by the honourable member for Evelyn, if I recall, is that if the time and
place are to be speci.fied, it should be a reasonable time. It is a small but important point.
Mr W ALSH (Minister assisting the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs)That will be examined while the Bill is between here and another place.
The clause was agreed to, as were clauses 17 and 18.
Clause 19
Mr WALSH (Minister assisting the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs)I move:
Clause 19, page 11, line 20, after "Board" insert "or within 14 days of publication ofthe decision (whichever is
the earlier)".

The purpose of the amendment is to correct a technical error in proposed new section 76
dealing with the power of the Construction Industry Long Service Leave Board to make
decisions as to what is "construction work", "building trades work", "electrical trades
work" or "metal trades work".
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Proposed new section 76 (9) provides that the board is to make known its decision in
one or more of the following ways: by publication in a daily newspaper; by publication in
a trade or industry journal: or by notification to a person involved in an application to the
board.
However, proposed new section 76 (10), which provides the right of appeal against a
decision to the board, contains a technical defect in that the right of appeal is triggered
only after notification is given by the board. This requires correction to provide that the
right of appeal is to be triggered within fourteen days of the notification or publication of
the decision, whichever is the earlier.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-The Minister might like to explain to the Committee
the situation regarding the amendment. It appears to me that if one is to appeal and the
board hears the appeal, it will no longer have to advise of the decision and then have it
subject to appeal.
What it will do is ignore the fact that one appeared before the board in the original
matter and simply publish the result in a trade journal or newspaper. In other words, the
board does not have to tell the poor person who came to the hearing what the decision is.
That can be done through a newspaper or a trade journal and, after fourteen days, if one
is not aware of the decision, the right of appeal has gone. That seems to require explanation.
Why is it such a complicated and difficult thing for the board to do?
After all, honourable members know that the board has almost $3 million provided for
administration, so it is not short of stamps or people to type up and send out letters. Why
cannot the board tell the person who was the respondent in the case? Why does an
advertisement have to be placed in a newspaper or trade journal, involving the expenditure
of even more money?
The Minister ought to explain the matter because on first examination it appears that
the proposed amendment makes the situation worse rather than better. Honourable
members need a real explanation as to why a person cannot be told by letter of the decision
of the board so that the person can appeal within fourteen days, rather than having the
decision hidden on page 67 of the Sun and then the board saying, "Ya ya, you did not
notice it". That is an honest question for the Minister and I ask him to answer it.
Mr W ALSH (Minister assisting the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs)Briefly, in answer to the honourable member for Berwick, it is intended that these people
are to be told. These matters affect many people and it will be fairer to publicize it.
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-The amendment endeavours to correct technical deficiencies
in proposed sub-sections (9) and (10) and I ask the Minister again to request his colleague,
the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs, to examine closely what has happened
with this merger of sections 76 and 77 of the Act into the single proposed new section 76
as amended by the Minister's current proposal. There is no requirement in this amendment
for a person who has approached the board for a determination to be advised personally
of that determination. The amendment does not correct that shortcoming.
Also, in providing only fourteen days in which to appeal against a decision, the rights of
a person appealing are being significantly cut down from what they were under the original
Act where previously a person who sought a determination from the board had the right
to object to a particular determination within 28 days; now there is only a fourteen day
period. Again, I ask the Minister to consider increasing that period of 14 days to 28 days.
There are continuing technical deficiencies with proposed sub-sections (9) and (10).
The Minister has not addressed those matters with the amendment and I ask whether
he is prepared to examine them between here and another place, otherwise I anticipate in
another place an amendment will be made to correct this.
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Mr WALSH (Minister assisting the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs)I have advised the honourable member that I shall take on board some other matters that
he has raised, as I shall this matter.
Mr TANNER (Caulfield)-Generally, the Bill has my support, especially as the Liberal
Party introduced the concept of long service leave for industry many years ago.
Nevertheless, I am concerned about this clause.
The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The Committee is discussing the
amendment.
Mr T ANNER-The amendment is making the clause worse. I should like the Minister
to explain to the Committee why the Government wishes to change the original Act in
this way. Obviously, the Government has had qualms about the Bill because it has moved
an amendment to the clause. Will the Minister advise the Committee why the Government
wishes, even with the amendment to the original clause, to reduce the over-all time
available to the public in which to appeal against a decision.
The ACTING CHAIRMAN-Order! The question is that the amendment be agreed
to.
Mr TANNER (Caulfield)-Mr Acting Speaker, I made a request to the Minister and he
sat dumbly without answering my request. The Minister for Consumer Affairs, by
interjection, tells me that I should write a letter to the Minister on the subject. Why does
the Minister not report to the Committee what this proposed legislation is about and the
changes being made to it? At least the Minister should be able to explain why he is moving
an amendment to the Government's own Bill. He has not even done that. He has stayed
seated and he has turned his back on the Opposition. He has put his head in the sand like
an ostrich and he has done nothing. If he does not do anything, the problems will not go
away.
Honourable members interjecting.

The amendment was agreed to.
The sitting was suspended at 6.29 p.m. until 8.5 p.m.
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-I simply refer the Minister assisting the Minister for
Employment and Industrial Affairs to the matter I raised during the second-reading
debate, relating particularly to the provision contained in proposed new section 76 (2),
which allows the board to make a determination Hof its own motion". I said earlier that
some concern had been expressed among the business community generally about the
prospect of the board making a decision of its own motion without allowing for proper
consultation or the opportunity of consulting with the contributors to the fund.
I offered the suggestion, which I reiterate to the Minister now, that the Government
should consider inserting a sunset clause to apply to that proposed new sub-section. I
make the suggestion on the basis that it would, to a large extent, put to one side the concern
that has been expressed and provide an opportunity for the reactions of the board, given
its new authority, to be tested.
I also mentioned during the second-reading debate the concern about what I call the
""ignorance factor". A large number of people in the business world certainly are not
lawyers; they spend most of their time-and they do so properly and efficiently-trying to
make a go of their business in the building and construction industry. I particularly refer
to the sub-contracting group, which consists of people who have served their time,
completed their apprenticeships, become tradesmen and have gone out into the business
world to create their own business.
It is incumbent upon Government, in cases where this type of legislation affects people
who fit into this category, to provide them with the best opportunity of understanding the
changes made by the board that will affect them. I would encourage those people to belong
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to a trade association in exactly the same way as I encourage people in the work force to
belong to a trade union. I have no problem with making that suggestion.
I ask the Minister to consider seriously taking every step that is available \0 the
Government to maximize the publicity that attaches to any changes that the Construction
Industry Long Service Leave Board might make.
Mr COOPER (Mornington)-I again direct the attention of the Minister to the matters
I raised during the second-reading debate regarding clause 19. I particularly refer to
proposed new section 76 (10), which has now been amended. However, that amendment
does not alleviate my concern about the provision and its implications.
Clause 19 relates to decisions on matters referred to the board by a worker, a working
sub-contractor or employer, or a person on behalf of a worker, working sub-contractor or
employer. That effectively means anyone who is concerned with or involved in the building
industry. Those who are concerned to find out whether a determination is needed in
regard to the construction work involved must rely upon the board to make a decision.
It is clear in the Bill that one of the avenues open to the board when an application for
a decision has been made is contained in proposed new section 76 (5) (a), which provides
that the board may choose to hear or not to hear the matter. That is a most extraordinary
provision, and one that people in the building and construction industry will find impossible
to understand.

A board exists; it has been created to make decisions and rule on matters that are
referred to it, and that is as it should be; and yet the board has power to decide not to hear
the matter.
Proposed new sub-section (10) provides avenues in the event that the board chooses not
to hear a matter referred to it as provided in proposed section 76 (5) (a). An appeal may
be brought to the Industrial Relations Commission in court session against the decision
of the board not to hear the matter.
There is the opportunity for the board to avoid its responsibilities and throw the
decision-making process into the hands of the Industrial Relations Commission in court
session, which must be a more expensive way for appellants to have a decision reached.
That should not be an avenue that is open to a board whose basic functions are to make
decisions on matters such as this. I urge the Government to consider the matter and to
review the question of the board being able to make a decision not to hear a matter. It
should be mandatory for the board to consider matters that are referred to it and to reach
a decision.
I mention again a matter referred to by other Opposition members; that is, the method
by which people are made aware of decisions of the board that affect them. It is
extraordinary that sub-section (9) of proposed new section 76 is as open as it is in saying
that the board can make known its decision in any particular case by publication in a daily
newspaper, by publication in a trade or industry journal or by notification to any person
involved in an application, as it considers to be appropriate.
It is extraordinary that there should not be a requirement upon the board to notify
directly the persons involved in applications. It should be mandatory that this should be
done; there should be no question that one of the avenues open to the board is to advise
people directly who are involved in an application of the decision of the board, if for no
other reason than it is good manners.

It is a basic element of any kind of hearing or decision-making process that people
should be advised, and it should not be left in the hands of the board to make a decision
on how it will advise people, perhaps by inserting the information in a daily newspaper or
some other journal ifit suits the board. Certainly if the board wishes to make the decision
available by way of a newspaper or industry journal, that is fine; but it should be mandatory
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that the individuals who are involved in the case should be advised in writing by the board
if for no other reason than that it would be good manners.
I should like to hear from the Minister in regard to the two matters I have raised as they
are important and they would help to make the proposed legislation more palatable. I ask
that the Minister make a response to the matter I raised; I ask if he would give me the
courtesy of a reply.
The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! I inform the honourable member
for Mornington that it is up to the Minister whether he replies or does not reply.
The clause, as amended, was agreed to, as were the remaining clauses.
The Bill was reported to the House with amendments, and passed through its remaining
stages.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-Mr Speaker, I wish to make a personal explanation. In the
grievance debate today I was speaking on a number of matters that affected the Liberal
Party policy and referred to a scathing attack made by the Leader of the Opposition on
prominent business figures who had supported the workers compensation reforms. In so
doing I referred to a particular statement made by the Leader of the Opposition and
quoted the words which he was reported to have used, namely, that these business leaders
had "sold the private enterprise system down the tube for their own selfish interests".
The Leader of the Opposition raised a point of order and asked that I substantiate the
statement that I had attributed to him by indicating the source of the reported comments.
At that time I was unable to do that because I did not have the reference with me, but now
I advise you, Mr Speaker, that the statement was reported in the Herald of II December
1984.

SALE OF LAND (ALLOTMENTS) BILL
The debate (adjourned from October 17) on the motion ofMr Simmonds (Minister for
Local Government) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr COOPER (Mornington)-The Sale of Land (Allotments) Bill is designed to facilitate
the sale of land prior to approval of a plan of subdivision or strata subdivision and to
simplify the procedures involved in the resealing of plans of subdivision. It has the support
of industry, and all parties in Parliament support the general thrust of the Bill.
It is a pleasure to see that the Bill has reached this state of consideration by Parliament.
Honourable members will recall that this is the third attempt to launch this measure; the
other two attempts were instigated in another place and aborted prior to reaching this
stage in the House.

Mr Simmonds-It is now in safer hands!
Mr COOPER-Now I think the House can deal with it satisfactorily. In his secondreading speech the Minister for Local Government referred to his involvement in
consultation with particular interest groups. I have also requested interest groups to
respond to the proposed legislation as presented. All· who responded have expressed
general happiness with the Bill, although I received a response from a private individual,
a solicitor, who drew my attention to a minor yet important matter which will be the
subject of an amendment that I shall propose during the Committee stage. The amendment
deals with deposit moneys and, if they bear interest, what happens to that interest. I
believe the amendment will receive the general approval of all honourable members.
There are no provisions in the Bill for cluster subdivisions and two-lot subdivisions. I
do not understand the reasons why. The Government would be well aware of the fact that
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legislation will be introduced later, which I trust will clean up this matter, to cover those
two particular forms of subdivision so that they will be consistent with this Bill.
It is probably a unique package as it directs itself to only one section of the sale ofland.
I know this has happened because the industry has requested it. It will allow more
flexibility for people who are involved in the sale of land. The general thrust of the Bill is
acceptable and I announce to the Government that the Opposition will be supporting the
proposed legislation, but will move a minor amendment.

Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill)-The Sale of Land (Allotments) Bill seeks to amend the
Sale of Land Act, the Strata Titles Act, the Transfer of Land Act, the Local Government
Act and the Building Control Act. I believe all parties will approve the measure. The
National Party finds it strange that the Minister for Local Government introduced proposed
legislation of this calibre. I congratulate him for it and am delighted to put my support
behind the Bill.
Previously the pre-sale of land and allotments was available for two-lot subdivisions.
The Bill opens up this avenue for three-lot subdivisions or more. Under the Bill part of
the existing law on two-lot subdivisions will stay in effect. The ability of subdividers to
pre-sell allotments of three lots or more will now be available under the proposed legislation.
The Bill allows the sale of lots on the deposit of up to 10 per cent of the sale price. The
deposit will be paid into either a solicitor's or licensed real estate agent's trust account or
to a joint bank account in the names of the vendor and purchaser.
Under the terms of the contract of sale the vendor will have to advise the prospective
purchaser of any works on the land that will affect the natural surface. The vendor has
twelve months from the time of signing the contract of sale to get the title registered. If the
vendor fails to meet that commitment, the purchaser may avoid the sale. If he avoids the
sale in that situation he is refunded his deposit. However, if the sale is avoided after
default of the purchaser, the money will properly go to the vendor. The operation of the
Bill has application to the subdivision and land development industry. I believe that
industry will use it well and to its full extent.
The Bill also amends the Strata Titles Act in the same way, except there is an added
proviso that if a purchaser avoids the sale for any of the reasons that are listed, then he or
she will refund to the vendor any rent, moneys, profit or earnings that have been gained
during the existence of the contract of sale.
The Local Government Act has been amended and this will clean up an area of concern
that has existed for many years. It now makes it legal for a council to amend a sealed plan
of subdivision. In the past it has been hazy whether a council or the Registrar of Titles had
the right to amend plans that had been sealed. Councils can now confidently and legally,
without challenge, make amendments to any sealed plan.
The Building Control Act has been amended to all ow for an application for approval to
be made by a purchaser to construct, demolish or remove a building under a contract of
sale. This is referred to in the amended section of the Sale of Land Act. It states that the
co-ordinator shall not grant a building approval unless the Registrar of Titles approves the
sealed plan of the subdivision. That provides a far better operation for all concerned.
This is a common sense Bill. I know and appreciate the work that has gone on behind
the scenes by the people who have been involved in bringing this Bill to fruition. Much
trouble was experienced in getting the agreement of interested parties to the Bill in its
present form. That has now been achieved and the provision for the selling of subdivided
lots or strata title lots will give much more confidence and financial strength to developers.
There is a large growth in development in Melbourne, although that is not the case in
all parts of Victoria. Electorates that I, and my colleagues represent face difficult times and
developers face risks in the development ofland. Thte Bill will give those developers some
confidence and assistance in proceeding with development operations. Work and housing
are both desperately needed in country areas. This Bill will enable entrepreneurs and
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developers to undertake developments and, in so doing, provide desperately needed
employment and housing. I am sure that it will have the support of the banking industry
in this State. It would also dispose of some of the red tape which the Building Control Act
can impose from time to time. The National Party supports the Bill and wishes it a speedy
passage.
Mr HEFFERNAN (Ivanhoe)-This week is the type of week about which the private
sector can rejoice. In two days, the House has dealt with two Bills that are complementary
to the private sector.
The SPEAKER-Order! The question before the House is the Sale of Land (Allotments)
Bill.
Mr HEFFERNAN-Yes, I am coming to that. The Bill dealt with on Tuesday was the
Residential Tenancies Bill and it is my pleasure now to speak on the Sale of Land
(Allotments) Bill.
I compliment the Government on its foresight to appreciate the importance of a Bill
such as this. I also express my thanks to the former Minister for Local Government, who
I am sure would have had a hand in the preparation of this Bill. His long involvement in
local government would have made him aware on many occasions of the frustrations
connected with land subdivisions so that he must breathe a sigh of relief tonight. The Bill
is long overdue and should have been dealt with ten years ago rather than tonight, but at
least it is now being dealt with. Honourable members should be fully aware that we are a
long time behind with this Bill.
This measure will expedite land sales and will bring on greater development in the area
of housing. It will tremendously help the liquidity of property developers with today's
high interest rates. More importantly, it will help in the strong economic recovery of this
State in matters involving housing, especially at a time when the House debated the
Residential Tenancies Bill this week.
The Bill also helps the purchaser, because it prepares him for a long-term commitment.
He will realize that he has time to prepare, plan and do all necessary things with reference
to finance and obtaining permits. One must compliment the provisions of this Bill.
Local government has on some occasions failed to appreciate the necessity to deal
speedily with applications for subdivisions that are before the councils. When I was a
councillor, all too often I sat in my council and witnessed things being deferred again and
again while huge on-costs and interest rates seemed to accumulate without the council
showing any concern for the people who represented the cities in which the subdivision
was located.
The private sector welcomes the Bill and I can assure all honourable members that it
will react very favourably and firmly to the proposed legislation and I hope we will witness
a strong economic growth in housing.
Mr COLEMAN (Syndal)-I wish to raise a number of issues with respect to the Sale of
Land (Allotments) Bill. I do not fully support the comments made by the previous speaker.
Inherent in the proposed legislation is the question of the financing of subdivisions to be
carried out by the purchasers because, if a developer has a pre-selling system, he takes
under contract a piece of land, obtains plans through the council, pre-sells the land and
before any transactions take place he uses the money produced from the sale for the
development of the subdivision. Victoria went through this process in the early part of the
1950s.
There were a number of developments, especially in the Oakleigh area-I refer to a
development by the Clayton Building Co.-where pre-selling has brought many small,
independent potential home buyers into much difficulty.
What is contained in the Bill is a sad reflection on what occurred in the period of rapid
development in the metropolitan area in the early 1950s and 1960s.
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I now wish to refer to the way in which deposits are handled and attract interest. I refer
to a letter I received from a solicitor in Mount Waverley. The notes he supplied to me
state:
Legislation does not impose any obligation upon the person receiving the money to pay it into an interest
bearing account. This may resuh in deposits sitting in non-i'lterest bearing accounts, which, from a vendor's
point of view, will be unattractive due to the period of time which may elapse before the sub-division is approved.
From the purchaser's point of view it also may be unattractive because if the sub-division ultimately is not
approved and he has his right to receive all moneys back after 12 months, he has effectively had a non-interest
bearing investment during that period. I believe that the Bill should be amended so as to impose an obligation
on the person receiving moneys to place it in an interest bearing account. I know this is possible with solicitors'
trust accounts, but I believe that there are some difficulties with this as far as real estate agents' trust accounts are
concerned. You may need to consequently amend the Estate Agents Act to allow estate agents to have interest
bearing trust accounts for this purpose only.

That is a pertinent comment in light of what has happened in the area of residential
tenancies.
Mr Simmonds-Don't )(OU support that?
Mr COLEMAN-Absolutely! Earlier this week, the Residential Tenancies Bill was
passed by this House. That Bill had written into it the same instruction as this Bill for
people holding bonds. An enormous amount of money is held in trust accounts which do
not bear interest. So far as interest rates are concerned, that is dead money. The same
principle applies with this Bill when money is held in a non-interest bearing situation.
For many people, funds are difficult to come by and, if a sale does not proceed, they
must consider what the money might have earned if it had been invested. Bridging finance
is one means of ensuring that people who either borrow or extract money from or extract
money from secured investments will continue to earn a satisfactory rate of return on
their deposits. It is one means of ensuring that money, which is community money, is
operating and working successfully for the community as a whole.
I shall now refer to a matter that appeared in.the October issue of the Law Institute
Journal. The principal Act refers to the cooling-off period, and section 31 deals specifically
with that, especially with those transactions worth less than $125 000. The article in the
Law Institute Journal refers to a court decision made by Mr Justice Beach.
Section 31 states:
This section applies to a contract for the sale of residential land and chattels (if any) at a price not exceeding
$125000.
(2) Where a purchaser under a contract for the sale of land signs that contract he may at any time before the
expiration of three clear business days after he has signed the contract give notice to the vendor that he wishes to
terminate the contract and where he has signed that notice and given it in accordance with the provisions of this
section the contract shall be terminated.

That provides the purchaser with a very extensive leverage in the terms upon which he
might wish to negotiate a sale. It provides for three clear business days for that purchaser
to exercise that right.
The Law Institute Journal stated:
Section 31 of the Sale of Land Act 1962 gives purchasers the right to terminate a contract for the sale ofland in
certain circumstances. This right must be exercised Hat any time before the expiration of three clear business
days after (the purchaser) has signed the contract": s. 31 (2).
What is the position where, as is commonly the case, the purchaser signs a contract note containing an offer to
purchase the property but this offer is not accepted by the vendor until a subsequent day?
Does the cooling-off period begin when the purchaser signs the contract note or when a binding contract is
entered into, i.e. when the vendor accepts the purchaser's offer?
In Ledeh v. Smith (unreported, 24/5/85, No. M275 of 1985) Beach J. held that the three clear business days
referred to in s. 31 Hbegin to run from the date on which a purchaser affixes his signature to a contract document
whether or not the contract thereby becomes a binding contract".
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In the absence of a binding agreement to the contrary, a purchaser is, of course, always at liberty to withdraw
his or her offer at any time before it is accepted by the vendor and the vendor's acceptance is communicated to
the purchaser in the manner contemplated by the parties:

Through the exercise of that clause people are entering into a Dutch auction system. A
vendor puts a property on the market, can make a conditional contract, can take a contract
that has three clear business days to run and, if that vendor does not accept or reply to any
of those notices, the contract lapses.
If the vendors are becoming recalcitrant in the way in which they respond to those
notices of purchase and they are able to have a number of contracts written in which the
price might vary from agent to agent, a Dutch auction system operates and then the
vendor accepts the highest price, not necessarily the first offer.
The principle embodied in the Sale of Land Act was that those purchasers who entered
into a contract would have the opportunity over a three-day period to consider the
purchase, just as purchasers do under consumer legislation. What is happening is that the
process is now being reconsidered by vendors. The vendors are not responding to the
notices. A vendor is able to put a property forward for sale without providing a section
32:\ certificate and is able to place the property in the hands of two or three agents who
will find prospective buyers for the property. The vendor receives a variety of offers for
the property. Vendors are not responding in the terms of the legislation and are using the
Act to negotiate higher prices than those which the properties might normally attract.
It is a matter that the Government ought to examine and it is of concern to the legal
profession. The Law Institute Journal indicated that the matter required attention.

The question about what is a cooling-off period is exemplified in a letter written by a
solicitor to me, which states:
I enclose an extract from the latest edition of the Law Institute Journal which highlights a recent case in the
Supreme Court which held that the cooling-off period allowed for in section 3 I of the Sale of Land Act commenced
to operate on the day on which the Purchaser signed a Contract Note. It is my understanding that this decision is
not consistent with the original intention of the cooling-off period legislation. It creates a situation where a
Vendor may refuse to accept offers and allow a form of "dutch auction" to exist-ie: the Vendor doesn't accept
any particular offer and waits for a number of Contract Notes with offers contained therein to be submitted
before deciding which one to accept. Of course by the time the Vendor ultimately accepts the offer the coolingoff period may be well and truly expired. This creates a situation where a Purchaser isn't really contractually
bound to purchase-ie: before the Vendor also signs the Contract Note-but at the same time is losing the benefit
of the cooling-off period. In my view section 31 of the legislation ought to be amended so as to specifically
provide that the cooling-off period commences to run on the day on which the Vendor endorses his signature onthe Contract Note. This would prevent the dutch auction situation and would accord with the original intention
of the legislation.

That means that although the purchaser might make a decision to proceed with the sale,
the vendor does not. The Act should be amended so that the cooling-off period starts only
from the time when the vendor agrees to the sale. The vendor is the crucial link in the sale
proceeding because if he does not accept the offer made by the potential purchaser, the
sale cannot proceed.
The Government should examine the terms in which this initial. cooling-off period is
written and the way in which it might be applied at present. Judging from the response of
the solicitor, a number of vendors of properties are trying to trade on the cooling-off
period in the hope that at some time during the envisaged three-day period they will
receive a more attractive offer. I ask the Minister to consider an amendment while the Bill
is between here and another place which takes consideration of the fact that a cooling-off
period cannot start until a vendor agrees to a sale proceeding. That agreement can be
indicated only by a signature on the contract note. I believe the Government should
consider this reasonable suggestion.
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The other matter raised in the correspondence refers to section 27 of the sale of Land
Act, which states:
(I) Where a solicitor or estate agent is holding deposit moneys as a stake holder under section 24, the purchaser
may by authorization in writing empower the solicitor or estate agent (as the case may be) to release those deposit
moneys to the vendor in his own right or as the vendor directs
(1) Sub-section (I) shall only operate(a)

where the contract is not subject to any condition ensuring for the benefit of the purchaser; and

(h) where the purchaser has accepted title or may be deemed to have accepted title.

The comments made by my correspondent on section 27 are:
There is a further problem with the Sale of Land Act and that relates to section 27 which deals with obtaining
an authority from the Purchaser to release the deposit. I believe that this section should be amended so as to
quite clearly spell out when a deposit can be released. As it presently stands the deposit cannot be released to the
Vendor until the Purchaser has accepted Title. The words "accepted Title" are vague and ambiguous. It is
generally accepted that a Purchaser accepts Title once a Vendor has provided satisfactory answers to requisitions
on Title. However the question then arises "what are satisfactory answers to requisitions on Title". I believe that
the section should be amended so as to specifically provide that a Purchaser shall be deemed to have accepted
Title at the expiration of seven days from being supplied with answers to requisitions on Title. Of course this
could be overridden by the Purchaser objecting to the answers within the seven day period.

Honourable members know that contracts and the relevant certificates that now go with
them have grown significantly in the past three or four years. There is a need now to
supply a wide range of certificates from municipalities, planning authorities, the Melbourne
and Metropolitan Board of Works and any other instrumentalities that have some comment
to make on the transaction.
It is a slow process. The obtaining of information on strata titles in this atmosphere is
another long, slow, deliberate process. Anyone who has followed a strata title application
through the Titles Office recently will realize that substantial delays are involved. The
question begged in section 27 of the Act is: what is a reasonable time for a vendor to be
denied his deposit once he has supplied the information required under the Sale of Land
Act?
The suggestion made by my correspondent is that a seven-day period be made available
to the purchaser once that material has been supplied. The situation does not apply, of
course, in an auction sale because the material must be available for public scrutiny at the
time of the auction.
Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Local Government)-On a point of order, the
honourable member has commented sufficiently on the Sale of Land Act. I remind the
honourable member that the clause makes an amendment that does not cover the subject
on which he has been addressing the House for the past quarter of an hour.
Mr COLEMAN (Syndal)-On the point of order, clause 8 of the Bill deals with an
amendment to section 32 (3) of the principal Act and relates to the provision of information
on the sale of land. Time should be provided for that information to be gathered.
The SPEAKER-Order! I uphold the point of order. I advise the honourable member
that ifhe wishes to deal specifically with the clause as it relates to the principal Act it might
be more appropriate to do so during the Committee stage.
Mr COLEMAN-I suppose in speaking in broad terms about the content of the Bill
one might direct attention to clause 8 so that honourable members are clear about its
contents. The clause is set out in easily understood terminology, a practice that was
adopted in the Residential Tenancies Bill as well as in this Bill. Under the heading
"Vendors Statement", clause 8 states:
After section 32 (3) (b) of the Principal Act insert(ba) in the case of land which is the subject of a subdivision other than a subdivision referred to in
paragraphs (c), (d) or (e). a copy of the plan of subdivision which has been approved by the Registrar

under section 97 of the Transfer of Land Act 1958, or where the plan has not been approved, a copy
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of the plan of subdivision which has been sealed by the council of the municipality concerned together
with details of any amendments proposed to the sealed plan.

Time needs to be provided to allow that process to continue. My correspondent suggests
that seven days should be allowed, and that is not an unreasonable proposition. The seven
days to which he refers is the time between the signing of the contract and the time of
being able to produce the necessary certificates to allow the sale to proceed.
An auction contract requires that all relevant material and documents are made available
for public display. In private transactions between vendors and purchasers specific material
needs to be provided for the release of deposit moneys to the vendor at the expiration of a
certain period. For strata title applications, processing of documents is unduly slow. The
delays occurring at the Titles Office for strata title transactions are a real disincentive to a
substantial number of corporate investors. Every block of flats that is the subject of a
strata title flat application requires material and documentation to be made available
before the transaction is complete. As a result of the problems occurring at the Titles
Office the sales of strata title flats are impeded and restricted.
The processing of applications by the Titles Office is a problem for the Government.
The suggestion has been made that a time limit should be imposed specifically to allow
vendors access to deposit moneys within a certain time constraint. It is the crux of the
matter and it can be resolved by a provision that the purchaser shall be deemed to have
accepted title at the expiration of seven days. It is a matter that the Minister should
examine closely during the passage of the measure.
There is a severe shortage ofland suitable for subdivision and there is an urgent need to
facilitate the availability of suitable land to relieve the increasing pressure on applications
to the Ministry of Housing for housing assistance. I remind honourable members that
27 800 families are on the waiting list for public housing. The Government needs to assist
the problems of housing shortages by facilitating the supply of residential allotments
suitable for subdivision.
The Government should be encouraging developers to subdivide land for housing. The
honourable member for Swan Hill has spoken of the dilemma in country districts and the
problems of encouraging developers to subdivide. They are reluctant to do so without an
adequate profit margin on the sale of subdivided land. A major problem is the overhead
costs of holding land suitable for subdivision until development proceeds.
Honourable members need only to read today's Herald to be informed that interest
rates are escalating considerably. Consequently, the cost of holding land is escalating
considerably. In turn, the people most affected by this escalation are the very people who
have as their golden dream the desire to own their own homes. I urge honourable membersto do as much as they can to facilitate the development of residential building blocks so
that people are able to own their own homes and to gain an equity in their country. The
process for them to do so should be made as easy as possible.
The Government should seriously consider these issues and give people an opportunity
of home ownership through facilitating a reduction in the costs of building and,
consequently, housing purchases. The people wanting to make this investment for their
future and who want to purchase their own homes and whose purchase of housing is the
major purchase they will make in their lifetimes look to the Government to provide them
with that opportunity.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-I commend the honourable member for Syndal for his
remarks. I believe he has raised matters of great importance because the Bill will widen
the opportunities for the problems that he spoke about occurring in a range of areas where,
at present, they would not occur.
I draw to the attention of the honourable member for Syndal and the Minister for Local
Government the fact that the cooling-offperiod provided for in the proposed amendments
to the Sale of Land Act is for the purpose of cooling off and not for the vendor to cool off
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three days after he or she has accepted the sale. There are two ways of looking at it; it is
not just a black and white situation.
There is one question that the Minister ought to take on board and it relates to the State
Electricity Commission and the requirement on a plan of subdivision for the provision of
electrical services. The commission, as a matter of policy, has contracts with the vendor
under which the vendor pays for the electrical work to be done. There are escalation
clauses in those contracts of 1 per cent per month, which is an interesting comment on the
commission's costs which are escalating at a rate of 12 per cent a year through 1 per cent a
month costs escalation. However, the commission may decide, as a matter ofconvenience,
not to do the electrical work, that is, to put the underground power or the electrical power
into a new subdivision, until after a house is built.
That is one way of forcing builders to hire generators and denying the first home builder
the opportunity of using State Electricity Commission power because, although it has been
paid for, it is not there. Firstly, it inflates the cost of the first house and, secondly, and
perhaps more importantly, if the commission does not do the work for twelve months,
even though the vendor has paid for it and even though the contract for it has been signed,
I can see no reassurance in the Bill that the purchaser of an allotment will be able to
rescind the contract because the plan has not been approved as a plan of subdivision in
the Titles Office within the twelve months.
There may be some procedural matter by which the Titles Office may say, HIn those
circumstances we may treat it as approved and we may put the approval on it". That is
one thing. However, I look for a clearer assurance than that.
At present the commission issues a contract which says to the vendor-if I can describe
him as that party to the transaction anticipated by the Bill-Hyou have entered into a
contract with us for the supply of electricity and you have paid your money but you must
not sell the land".
That is exactly the opposite provision of what we are talking about in this Bill. Therefore,
if one had a subdivision ofland where the council required the provision of electricity and
one negotiated with the commission for a price on the work and one paid the commission
the money and then discounted the contract with a financial institution-all sorts offairly
sophisticated things happen to commission contracts once they are signed-much of the
money is covered by the vendor at a later stage but the vendor is not out of pocket because
a contract can be discounted with a financial institution. That is a profitable business for
banks and other people but the contract that is issued by the commission says that one
must not sell the land.
In the meantime the council has sensibly said that not only is it important that the new
allotment should have electricity but that it should also have water. If one goes to one's
friendly water board, one has a completely different situation. One says, "Please, water
board, may we have water services to our new allotment?", and one negotiates again a
price with the water board for headworks charges and so on and one pays over one's
money, or one has a contract, it may be that the pipes have not been constructed and the
water board will get around to billing that when it suits it. It may not be within twelve
months but the water board contract says, "Go for your life; you can sell the land if you
want to". The water board is saying "sell" but the State Electricity Commission is saying
""do not sell".
The Bill will allow an owner to sell the land, so long as he has a sealed subdivision from
the council, even though he does not have an approved subdivision because the Titles
Office has not yet approved it; however, if he fails to obtain the approval within twelve
months, then contracts may be rescinded. One might think, "Well, if it was a plain block
of land, what would it matter"?
However, the Bill relates to the person who pays his 10 per cent to the Government and
, who will be able to build a house on the land, or either demolish or alter the existing house
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on that land. A complicated situation exists, particularly in the outer Melbourne areas
where former farmlands are being turned into residential subdivisions.
I ask the Minister for Local Government to ask his colleague, the Minister for Industry,
Technology and Resources, to vary the State Electricity Commission contract to make it
consistent with the water board contract; and, while the Bill is between here and another
place, to consider an amendment to clause 5, which relates to proposed section 9AE (I)
and (2), to specifically state that, where a vendor has entered into a contract for the supply
of electrical power and has paid the money to the State Electricity Commission-and I do
not suggest it should be anything less than that-or has given a bond for the money to
ensure sufficient payment to the commission, the failure of the commission to carry out
the work within twelve months will not constitute grounds for a rescission or the
opportunity for a rescission within the twelve months.
The requirements need to be spelt out clearly because penalties are also included in the
Bill, and honourable members are attempting a new extension of the two-lot subdivision
rules. If people are to take this sort of approach on subdivisions larger than two-lot
subdivisions, the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources must understand that
the State Electricity Commission's failure to do within twelve months the work that it has
been paid to do should not put the vendor or the purchaser at risk of having the sale
cancelled when, in fact, the vendor has done everything he could do to meet the
requirements for approval.
I distinguish between the board and the commission. The water board says that one can
pay the money to it, that the board will draw up a contract and that it will allow the land
to be sold. However, the commission issues a contract which states that one has paid one's
money, but that one is not allowed to sell the land. Those contracts seem inconsistent with
either the two-lot subdivision rules or the rules anticipated in the Bill.
The Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources could examine the matter with
the Local Government Department and solve it quite easily, but it needs to be solved in
terms of those commission contracts. That would be a practical approach to the problem.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time and committed.
Clauses I to 4 were agreed to.
Clause 5

Mr COOPER (Mornington)-I move:
I. Clause 5, page 3, line 33, after "allotment" insert "and, in the case of any moneys paid into a special purpose
banking account pursuant to sub-section (2) (b), includes any interest from time to time accruing to that account
in respect of those moneys".

The purpose of the amendment is to clear up any thought that may be entertained about
the anomalies that exist regarding moneys paid out as deposits and out into accounts that
will be interest-bearing. Its purpose is to ensure that the interest paid on deposit money
will be deemed to be, and followed through, as part of the deposit. In fact, as stated in the
amendment, the interest will accrue to and end up in the account or in the hands of the
people referred to in the Bill as those who should receive it-either the vendor in certain
circumstances, or the purchaser in other circumstances.
As I pointed out initially, the purpose of moving the amendment is to make the matter
quite clear and specific. I hope the amendment will receive the support of the Committee.

Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Local Government)-The Government accepts the
amendment. The trust of the amendment was contained in the original Bill that was not
successful. The one qualification is the advice in respect of the impact on an existing
situation, which I understand is covered by common law right.
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The amendment was agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was adopted, as were clauses
6 to 8.
Clause 9

Mr COOPER (Mornington)-I move:
Clause 9, page 8, line 2, after "unit" insert "and, in the case of any moneys paid into a special purpose banking
account pursuant to sub-section (3) (b), includes any interest from time to time accruing to that account in
respect of those moneys",

This is precisely the same as the Opposition's previous amendment. It refers to the
handling of any interest accruing to deposit moneys paid into a special purpose bank
account. I understand the Government will accept the amendment and I thank the Minister
for his assistance in the handling of these two amendments. The Opposition appreciates
his co-operation.

Mr COLEMAN (Syndal)-I support the amendment. It draws attention to the matter
I raised earlier of the way in which deposits are handled. When one is dealing with the
subdivision of vacant land, one set of principles applies, but when one is dealing with a
strata title situation another set of principles applies.
Under this clause a person shall not sell a unit before the relevant plan of strata
subdivision has been sealed by the council of the municipality concerned and approved
by the register pursuant to section 97 of the Transfer of Land Act. There is a significant
difference between what is proposed in relation to the subdivision of land when one can
pre-sell it and have the transaction concluded dependant upon the subdivision proceeding.
In this instance one must go through the strata title process before one can contemplate
a sale. That is a significant difference, and it is one of the difficulties that are presently
occuring in the Titles Office where the handling of strata titles is a long process. That
position is exacerbated by the fact that a large number of people are divesting themselves
of investments in units which are being placed on the market for purposes by small
investors and/or occupiers.
I highlight the fact that, in the handling of this matter, a developer of broad acres has
one set of rules to abide by but a subdivider of developed property in a strata title situation
m ust abide by another set of rules altogether.
The amendment was agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was adopted, as were the
remaining clauses.
The Bill was reported to the House with amendments, and passed through its remaining
stages.

POLICE REGULATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
The debate (adjourned from October 17) on the motion of Mr Mathews (Minister for
Police and Emergency Services) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.

Mr CROZIER (Portland)-The Opposition, with one exception, has no problem with
the Bill; in fact, it welcomes the Bill and has always believed in giving credit where credit
is due.
I commend the Minister for Police and Emergency Services and the Government for
establishing the Police Complaints Authority; not because the Opposition has any concern
with the professionalism of the present "B 11 ", the internal investigation unit-and I am
sure the Minister does not have any complaints either-but, as he pointed out and as the
Ombudsman pointed out, it was not merely a matter of professionalism for the police who
have this delicate but necessary task of investigating their colleagues from time to time,
but a matter, in the Ombudsman's words, where "investigations are not only sound but
also are seen to be sound. "
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In his second-reading speech, the Minister went on to say:
The maxim that justice must not only be done but must be seen to be done has particular application to the
investigation of complaints about the conduct of members of the force.

The Opposition could not agree more with that sentiment which is germane to the one
objection we have to the Bill: in clause 4, under proposed new section 8 of the Act, the
Chief Commissioner of Police may at any time during the period of probation or further
probation disallow an appointment. At the end of the period of probation, unless the
appointment is earlier disallowed, the chief commissioner must either confirm the
appointment, disallow the appointment or extend the probation for such period not
exceeding one year as the chief commissioner determines.
This provision, in the view of the Opposition, is quite acceptable and sound but, when
it is read in conjunction, as it must be, with clause 9 of the Bill, it takes on a different
dimension.
By way of explanation, the Bill also alters the status of a police recruit, and the Opposition
has no complaint about that. A police recruit will now no longer be a member of the force;
in other words, before an individual becomes a member of the force, he or she must
complete academy training as a recruit and then be sworn in as a member of the Police
Force.
Those officers then become members of the Victoria Police Force and enter their
probationary service. However, the change that is described in clause 9 clearly provides
that the Chief Commissioner of Police has the power to disallow the appointment. This
clause will deny a probationary constable the right to appeal against that decision to a
higher authority, in this case the Police Service Board. At present that right exists.
The Opposition agrees with the Victoria Police Association that the right of appeal by a
probationary constable should continue. After all, he or she is serving his or her
apprenticeship in the Police Force in a tough environment from time to time in which he
or she is subject to all types of complaints and stresses. Inevitably in that environment
police officers will find themselves in situations that will lead to disciplinary action, and
occasionally they will find themselves in situations in which they will be subject to
discipline from the Chief Commissioner of Police, according to the provision of clause 8,
which may lead to discharge from the Police Force.
If the Bill is passed in its present form, the right of appeal which currently exists will be
repealed by clause 9, which amends section 69 (2) of the principal Act. The operative
words in proposed section 69 (2) (b) (ii) are:
against the disallowance of his or her appointment to any rank above that of constable . . .

In other words, any member of the Victoria Police Force has the right to appeal-as exists
at present-to the Police Service Board against a recommendation of the Police Discipline
Board for discharge or dismissal, but according to the provisions of clause 9 the
probationary constable is denied that right.
Theoretically, that means that a probationary constable has two strikes against him. He
can be arraigned and charged under the existing procedures-amendments proposed to
sections 69, 89 and 91 of the principal Act are relevant to this situation. That procedure
will mean that when the Bill is passed any member of the Victoria Police Force will have
recourse to appeal to the Police Service Board and the board can then determine whether
that appeal will stand.
Clause 15 amends section 91 of the principal Act so that on an appeal against the
decision of the Police Discipline Board, the board, according to the provisions contained
in section 69, may dismiss a member of the Police Force or order that the member be
reinstated or returned to his former rank, as the case requires. That is a perfectly reasonable
provision and the Opposition questions why it should not apply to the probationary
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constable as it applies to any member of the force and as it applies to probationary
constables at present.
How is that consistent with the Minister's own words in the second-reading speech: the
maxim that justice must not only be done but must also be seen to be done? It seems to
me and the Opposition that from now on distinct and different rules will apply to a
probationary constable vis-a-vis any other member of the force. The Minister also pointed
out in the second-reading speech that the Chief Commissioner of Police does not have the
power to dismiss members of the force and the Neesham committee of inquiry has
recommended that he should not have that power, but for reasons that are not fully
explained in the second-reading speech and for reasons that the Opposition finds difficult
to accept, the Chief Commissioner will have this residual power until the legislation is
amended.
Remembering that a probationary constable will be a probationary constable as he is
now for two years-theoretically at least that probationary period may be extended for up
to three years-a probationary constable is a policeman and is doing the job of a policeman
while undergoing on-the-job training. He or she has the rights and responsibilities of a
policeman. This discriminatory provision will not assist police discipline. It is not necessary
and will be damaging to police morale.
It is not a sound provision. There will be ample machinery, particularly under the
amendments to which I have referred, for any disciplinary action to be taken and properly
reviewed. If the Commissioner of Police is not to have the power to dismiss a member of
the force, why should he have the power to dismiss a probationary constable? He has the
power-the Opposition agrees with this-to terminate the services of a recruit policeman.
After the proclamation of the Bill a police recruit will not technically be a member of the
Police Force. All that is acceptable, but the discriminatory provision against the
probationary constable is not acceptable. For those reasons the Opposition will move
amendments to clause 9 in the Committee stage.

Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-The Police Regulation (Amendment) Bill is an
interesting Bill which will amend the Police Regulation Act and make consequential
amendments to the Magistrates' Courts Act and the Ombudsman Act. As the honourable
member for Portland outlined, the main purpose of the Bill is to establish a police
complaints authority. On behalf of the National Party I place on record the view that
Victoria is fortunate in having an Al Police Force in this State.
I pay a special compliment to the Chief Commissioner of Police, Mr Mick Miller, for
the way in which he conducts himself as a person in the first instance and also as a person
in charge of the Police Force. Whenever people are together, whether it be groups of
religious people, teachers, farmers, politicians or policemen, there will always be someone
who will break with the traditions, guidelines and rules in which that body operates.
The Ombudsman said in his annual report, after citing several investigations into public
complaints against police officers within the Police Force:
These examples in my view demonstrate how lack of persistence can create an impression of bias and the
consequent need for those responsible for oversighting police complaint investigations to ensure that investigations
are not only sound but also seen to be sound.

The Ombudsman, Mr Norman Geschke, and his staff are positive people who undertake
special roles in relation to the citizens of this State. I am sure that Mr Geschke and his
staff carry out their investigations without fear or favour of people in the community and
do so in the best interests of those for whom they are investigating.
I take up the amendment foreshadowed by the honourable member for Portland relating
to the rights of constables on probation. Had the honourable member for Portland not
been moving this amendment, the National Party certainly would have because the same
set of rules and circumstances should apply to all officers of the Victoria Police Force. If
there is a different set of rules for a probationary constable, that implies discrimination.
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The honourable member for Benalla has made representations to and has had
communications with the Victoria Police Association and has taken it upon himself to
investigate the cause of probationary ,constables. I hope the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services is prepared to accept the amendment when it is formally moved by
the honourable member for Portland ..
Iri his second-reading speech, the Minister for Police and Emergency Services refers to
complaints about the conduct of police that, will continue, in the main, to be investigated
by, or under the direction of the Police Internal Investigations Department, which is
headed by an Asssistant Commissioner of Police. He goes on to speak about the seriousness
of these complaints and how they are classified into four categories. The first two are
allegations that police have committed criminal offences involving corruption, conspiracy,
perjury, violence, theft and other serious offences, and the second is complaints by persons
arrested, intercepted or interviewed alleging assault, unjust arrest or other mistreatment.
The Minister also states that in 1983-84, 576 serious complaints in those two categories
were made to the police of which 104 were found to be substantiated.
The other two complaints were· either verbal or written complaints alleging that police
have been neglectful, rude or have otherwise acted improperly and concerned internal
matters of neglect or misconduct. On an average, 700 minor complaints in those categories
are made to the police each year.
Given those broad statistics, it would seem that a number of complaints are made
against the police. However, the police deal with a lar~e number of people and make a
substantial number of arrests and it would be interestmg to know by comparison how
many arrests and charges were made by the police.
I would imagine that would amount to many thousands a year. As I said, 576 serious
complaints were made in 1983-84 and on average 700 minor complaints are made each
year, which I suggest is a small percentage of complaints made by the public against the
actions of the Police Force.
The Minister needs to emphasize in defence of the Police Force in Victoria, that of the
576 serious complaints made only 104 were actually sustained. When one considers the
number of arrests and charges and the number of communications between police and the
general public over a year, that would be a very small percentage or cause for concern
about the police.
.
The National Party is pleased to be able to support the Bill. As the honourable member
for Portland has already stated, the appointment of a Police Complaints Authority is a
step in the right direction. Justice not only needs to be done but should be seen to be done.
The National Party believes in that philosophy.
.
The functions of the Police Service Board relate to the amendment foreshadowed by the
honourable member for Portland. The proposal is to amend clause 9 which deals with the
functions of the Police Service Board and giving a constable on probation the same rights
and priviledges as other police.
If a junior constable at a police station had a clash of personalities with the superintendent
or the chief inspector in charge of the station, the constable on probation could easily have
one or two strikes put against his name, and this may restrict his career potential if he is
not given the privilege of the same rights .of going through the various tribunals and
hearings to which other members of the Police Force are entitled.
The National Party supports the Bill, but I give the Minister fair warning that the
National Party will be supporting the amendment foreshadowed by the honourable member
for Portland.

Mr E. R. SMITH (Glen Waverley)-I support the Bill and the foreshadowed amendment
of the honourable member for Portland. I applaud the Bill with the exception of clause 9.
I direct the attention of the Minister to another disciplinary force, namely, the military
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force where there is a parallel between recruits in the military and probationary constables.
There are two types of military courts that deal with disciplinary charges against both
recruits and trained soldiers. The first is the orderly room, or the authorized body, whereby
the commanding officer can hear a charge against a recruit or a trained soldier, but the
commanding officer's powers are limited and restricted. The commanding officer does not
have the right to have complete control over the punishment he might mete out because a
confirming authority is usually at the level above the commanding officer.
If, during a recruit training session, the commanding officer recommended in an orderly
room, which is the type of court in which he would be hearing a specific charge, that a
soldier be dismissed, the results of that charge would be taken to the confirming authority,
who would normally be the general officer commanding a specific area and who would
have the final right to decide. In a parallel case in the Police Force, it may well be that the
Chief Commissioner of Police does not have final power.
A tribunal should be established which in turn, would be able to confirm the finding of
the Chief Commissioner of Police on a specific charge. In the military, the court martial
procedure is far more restrictive and formal and is reserved for more serious charges.
Honourable members know of the famous old stories about orderly rooms where the
commanding officer would have his regimental sergeant major outside and would march
in the ""guilty bastard". The "guilty bastard" would be marched in and before the charge
was even heard he would be considered to be completely and utterly guilty. That is why a
confirming authority is required to prevent this happening. The precedent of the military
should be used as an example.
Recently I had occasion to examine the police numbers. Until now, recruits entering
the Police Training Academy at Glen Waverley were counted on the day they entered the
college. The Minister for Police and Emergency Services may dispute that because, at the
time I was conducting my investigations, it was disputed by officers of the Chief
Commissioner of Police. The Bill will disallow the practice of counting police recruits
before they are trained. In one way or another I finally won the argument, and that practice
will be stopped.
I direct the attention of the Minister to the foreshadowed amendment and the fact that
he should consider it seriously. A police commissioner in his own right should not have
that dictatorial power over one specific section. That power should be able to be referred
to a more balanced authority, such as a tribunal. I support the amendment foreshadowed
to be moved by the honourable member for Portland.

Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-I thank members of
the Opposition for the contributions they have made to the debate and also for their words
of congratulation to the Government and myself on the matters contained in the proposed
legislation.
The Bill has not been introduced lightly or quickly. It has resulted from a long period of
investigation and subsequent consultation. Initially, the Neesham committee of inquiry
was requested to prepare a special report on police internal disciplinary arrangements.
Subsequently, when the report became available to the Government and the Government
had considered it, it embarked on a lengthy, thorough and searching process of consultation,
both with the police administration, headed by the Chief Commissioner of Police, Mr
Miller, and with the Victoria Police Association. The outcome of that process has been in
the interests of both the Police Force and the community at large.
I understand the considerations that have prompted the Opposition, the National Party
and the Victoria Police Association to devise a foreshadowed amendment. The
consideration of natural justice that they advance appeals strongly to me. In many respects,
the Government would very much like to accept the proposed amendment.
However, on balance, I feel obliged to stay with the view which has been expressed to
me strongly by the Chief Commissioner of Police, Mr Miller, and which was argued
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strongly in the report of the Neesham committee, namely, that there should not be a right
of appeal where the probationary constable is concerned.
The honourable member for Portland said that he felt that the reason for this attitude
on the part of the Government had not been thoroughly explained in the second-reading
speech. I accept that criticism, saying in reply to the honourable member that, in preparing
the second-reading speech, I had assumed that those matters had been explored thoroughly
in the report of the Neesham committee and would be familiar to honourable members
who proposed to involve themselves in the debate.
In case I am wrong in that assumption, I shall read to the Committee the particular
passage from the Neesham committee report that deals with this matter, because the
arguments the Neesham committee put forward are weighty arguments and ones which, I
believe, deserve the earnest consideration of the three honourable members opposite who
have contributed to the debate.
I hope on hearing the alJuments from the Neesham report that they may feel it worth
while reconsidering the attItudes they have expressed. The committee said in its report:
The Committee is convinced that a terminated probationer should not have a right of appeal against the Chief
Commissioner. The latter. as we have indicated many times. is responsible for the discipline of the Force and
especially for ensuring that members are entirely suitable, proficient and professional. To allow his considered
opinion to be challenged by a very junior member (especially if the termination occurs during Academy Training)
is not conducive to good discipline and does not appeal to the Committee. The provision ofa direct appeal right
must be seen in the total management spectrum. Successful or not, appeals against decisions of the head of a
disciplined organization can have long term debilitating effects including eroding confidence and sapping the will
of leaders. They also create public doubts about competence and call for time consuming exercises to prepare
suitable responses. In the Committee's view. a person appointed to the Force on probation does not have the
expectation of permanency which justifies a rigorous review mechanism.
The committee believes that a terminated probationer already has some opportunity for review. The chance
of injustice is slight particularly having regard to the provisions of the Freedom of Information Act and the
Ombudsman Act. It is of significance that in only one of the nine forces examined is a terminated probationer
able to directly appeal against the decision. The increasing requirement for natural justice ... will ensure that
probationers are made aware of imminent termination and the reasons and given a fair opportunity to respond.

I draw that quotation from the committee's report to the attention of the House, not with
a view in any sense to bludgeon with argument honourable members who have contributed
to the debate and those who drafted the Opposition amendment, whether in the House or
in the Victoria Police Association, but rather in the hope that those weighty arguments
put forward by a committee of inquiry-very carefully selected, I might say, in its
membership, to represent a broad range of expertise and of community opinion-should
be given proper regard and proper consideration.
The point at issue is that the House is dealing with three separate categories of persons
in the Bill. Firstly, with the recruit, who the Opposition agrees should not have a right of
appeal, secondly, with the probationary officer, who again is in a category apart from that
ofa normal member of the force and is so designated by the use of the word Uprobationary"
and who is a member of the force on whose right of appeal the House is wholly agreed. I
said earlier that the Chief Commissioner of Police had expressed strong views on this
matter of the right of appeal for the probationary constable and that is the fact.
The Victoria Police Association put forward a considered view to the Chief
Commissioner of Police in 1980. I have a copy of the chief commissioner's response to
those representations on behalf of the association and I shall quote one paragraph:
The facts ...

And the letter deals with the facts...clearly indicate that the denial of natural justice and incorrect termination of service is so remote as to be
non-existent. There is ample built-in protection to prevent an incorrect decision being made and as such an
amendment giving a right of appeal to the Police Service Board is not necessary. It is considered that any
weakness in the system would operate in favour of the probationer.
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That is the considered view of the Victorian Chief Commissioner of Police. The honourable
member for Lowan directed specific reference at the commencement of his remarks, and
voiced a special compliment, to the Chief Commissioner, Mr Mick Miller, for the way he
conducts himself as the person in charge of the Victoria Police Force. I share that view of
the Chief Commissioner and I would be loath to go against the advice that he has offered
me on this matter, or the expert Neesham committee of inquiry on whose deliberations
the proposed legislation is based.
Therefore, the Government will not accept the proposed amendment of the Opposition.
It does not reject it in any spirit of acrimony but because it disagrees with the motivation
that prompted it.
Mr Speaker, I believe it would be appropriate for the full text of the chiefcommissioner's
response on this matter to be incorporated in Hansard. I have shown the response to the
honourable member for Portland and he agrees with that course. I seek leave to have the
response incorporated in Hansard.

Leave was granted. and the response was as follows:
Response of the Chief Commissioner to the Police Association letter of23 September 1980
Probationary Constable
The Police Association letter gives the impression that the probationary constable is in dire peril of being
dismissed from the service without any reason by way of explanation being given to the member. This is not the
case. The system has built-in safeguards whereby bias, distortion, victimization, etc. is prevented.
The following paragraphs set out the complex procedure which operates from the date a member is sworn in
until his appointment is confirmed or terminated.
From the date a constable enters the recruit academy, his suitability to perform police duties is being monitored
and assessed. At the various stages of the recruit training the constable is seen and instructed by a number of
Sergeants and civilian Education Department staff. His progress at adapting to police discipline and ability to
absorb what is being taught is reported to the supervisory staff at the relative rank levels. A Senior Sergeant
oversees the instructing staff.
The Training Officer is an Inspector who is responsible for the course content, to see proper teaching techniques
are employed and closely monitor the progress of each recruit. A conference is called of all instructors in contact
with a particular squad on the fourth, eighth, thirteenth and eighteenth week of training. chaired by the Training
Officer. at which a full discussion on each recruit takes place and if there is a problem with a recruit he is called
to the office ofthe Training Officer and an informal discussion takes place.
The Training Officer is also responsible for the well-being of the recruit and to advise on personal or domestic
problems which may have arisen and to counsel personally or direct the recruit to the areas of aid within the
force, e.g., the Chaplain or Welfare Officer as the case may be.
A Superintendent is permanently stationed at the recruit academy to oversee all training procedures. remedy.
where possible, problems a recruit constable may have in adjusting to police life and look to any personal or
domestic worries which may assail the recruit.
The training district is under the control of a Chief Superintendent who, although not sited at the recruit
academy, does visit the area weekly and is advised of the progress or problems of each recruit constable. In
addition a Sergeant is assigned to each squad as a counsellor and a Chaplain is sited at the academy.
Whilst in recruit training the members receive an address by either the Secretary or Assistant Secretary of the
Police Association and are advised of their rights and privileges and the support they can expect to receive from
the executive; additionally they are warned not to resign without first contacting the association office.
In order to better fit a recruit constable for his future within the Police Force the probationary constable
training scheme came into operation in early 1976.
Some very desirable side effects of the scheme are(a) a reduction in the resignations by members in the first two years of service;
(b)

an increased ability in probationers to cope with the demanding retention program which occurs
during the first eighteen months of service;
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(c) providing an effective means of evaluating the capabilities of constables in the performance of police

duties.
To ensure proper leadership and training of the probationary constables, sixteen additional Sergeants were
appointed to selected stations and an additional Chief Inspector was specially selected to oversee the scheme.
The extended training program occupies eighteen weeks during which time the probationary constable is
appointed to ten different areas of the Police Force. During these periods, the constable is closely supervised and
instructed in a wide range of duties, problems which surface are examined and all possible steps taken to iron
these out. The member is assessed by the respective officers-in-charge of the various areas and a good picture of
the member's capabilities to properly perform police duties emerges.
During the eighteen week period, the probationer would have counselling sessions. The scheme does not
concern itself only with guidance in police duties but would look to his welfare and any domestic problems which
may have arisen.
Reports are forwarded on completion of duty in each area to the Quality Control Section at the recruit
academy. Each constable sights the reports and may provide written comments on his assessments.
Thus, ten separate assessments of a constable's progress are compiled and considered by the Quality Control
Section. Any assessments at marked variance from the other assessments are discussed with the originator of the
report.
On completion of the retention examination the Chief Superintendent, Training District, is notified of the
results and any failures are reviewed and a supplementary examination may be arranged with intensive coaching
by the retention course staff prior to the actual examination.
In the last six months of the probationary period an over-all assessment is made and recommendations are
forwarded to the personnel department where, after close analysis, a final recommendation is made to the
Assistant Commissioner (Personnel).
Where a recommendation for termination is made the member concerned is informed. On receipt of such a
recommendation, the member would be called to the Personnel Department for an interview with the Assistant
Commissioner or his Deputy.
The file, if termination is recommended, would be forwarded to the Deputy Commissioner. If the member so
elects, he may have a personal interview with the Chief Commissioner.
At this stage every effort is made to uncover any difficulty which could have affected his performance and it
could be that the recommendation for termination is not accepted by the Chief Commissioner. This occurred on
one occasion recently.
The facts clearly indicate that the denial of natural justice and incorrect termination of service is so remote as
to be non-existent. There is ample built-in protection to prevent an incorrect decision being made and as such an
amendment giving a right of appeal to the Police Service Board is not necessary. It is considered that any
weakness in the system would operate in favour of the probationer.
In their letter, the Police Association make reference to two terminations but fails to give specific details. In
the past six months the Ombudsman did look at the termination decisions made in the cases of Constables
Brophy, 21619, and McKinley, 21267, but he did not find any reason to interfere with the decisions.
25 November 1980

Mr MA THEWS-I shall now terminate my second-reading remarks and allow the
matter to proceed to the Committee stage, so that the Committee can deal with the
proposed amendment of the Opposition and the proposed amendments to be moved by
the Government, afterconsultation with the Chief Commissioner and on which members
of the Opposition have been briefed.

The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time and committed.
Clauses 1 to 8 were agreed to.
Clause 9
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Mr CROZIER (Portland)-I explained my proposed amendment in the second-reading
debate and the Minister responded to my remarks. The amendment would simply return
the status quo and allow the right of appeal for a probationary constable.
I pay due regard to the arguments advanced by the Minister both on the grounds that
the Neesham committee recommended this change and also because the Chief
Commissioner of Police has expressed his support for it. Those opinions cannot be
disregarded and I am not suggesting that the Opposition would take them lightly, because
the inquiry was in its view professional and the reputation of the chief commissioner is
beyond doubt; that is not a matter of dispute.
The reputation of the chief commissioner is an enviable one amongst senior policemen
not only in this country but also internationally. Although that opinion has been expressed
consistently by the Minister, and endorsed by the committee, the Opposition is not
convinced that these arguments are sufficient for it to acquiesce in the proposed change.
The Minister has not explained the reasons. I do not believe the board has fully explained,
apart from the fact that it has advanced some reasons for this opinion, including the
possibility or likelihood that appeals would constitute ha time consuming exercise". It has
also advanced the opinion, as the Minister pointed out to the Chamber a few minutes ago,
that the chance of injustice is slight. I agree with both these opinions, except that I would
not expect there to be a spate of appeals.
Where the Opposition finds the most difficulty in accepting the argument put forward
by the Minister is basically in the track record. I point out to the Committee that under
existing section 91 of the Act this right of appeal exists.
As my colleague, the honourable member for Glen Waverley, pointed out, there does
seem to be a strong analogy between the circumstances applying to the discipline of a
Police Force and the circumstances applying to the discipline of an armed force. If I can
take the analogy to the senior service-with which I know you are familiar, Mr ChairmanI make the point that the lowliest ordinary seaman, second class, once he is accepted as a
member of the Navy, sworn in and becomes a seaman, has the same rights and obligations
as any other member of the service. That is even though no one would pretend in their
wildest imagination that an ordinary seaman, second class, did not have a long period of
apprenticeship in front of him. I note that the honourable member for Williamstown is
agreeing with that opinion, as he well might.
The Opposition finds it hard to accept that a probationary policeman who will be on
probation for at least two years or possibly longer, during which time that probationary
officer will be subject to the same stresses, circumstances and emergencies as any other
member of the Police Force, should not have a right of appeal, as currently exists.
No evidence has been presented by the inquiry-to my knowledge-or by the Minister
to suggest that the current procedures are defective or that they are abused or
administratively cumbersome. I fail to understand why the streamlining and expanded
procedures proposed in the Bill will not further enhance that view.
Section 9 of the Act has to be read in conjunction with clause 15. The procedure that is
prescribed in clause 15, which amends sections 89 and 91 of the principal Act, I should
have thought ought to be perfectly acceptable in terms of a reasonable right of appeal.
Emphasis was placed by the Minister in his second-reading speech on this very matter
when he said that the member's rights were protected by an appeal to the Police Service
Board. My definition of a member of the Police Force is a person who has been sworn in
as a member of the force. In this case the line of demarcation is between a recruit and a
member of the force, albeit that a member of the force on probation is still, as I have
described it, a member of the force who has his or her full career in front of him or her
and has much to learn. Part of the learning process is on-the-job training.
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Due cognizance must be taken of the weighty opinions that the Minister advanced in
support of the provision but members of the Opposition remain unconvinced. We are
unconvinced that the proposed amendment, firstly, will prove beneficial to the morale of
the force, and secondly, that it will not impede the administration of the force and will not
detract from the obvious need for a Police Force to be a highly disciplined force. The new
procedures described under clause 15, which expand the powers of the Police Discipline
Board and the Police Service Board, enhance the view that I am submitting.
I should have thought that the chief commissioners opinion on a probationary policeman
who came adversely to his notice and was thereby required to face charges laid by the
Police Discipline Board would obviously carry weight with that board. If the board
decided to take the ultimate action, which it will be empowered to do by clause 15, and
dismissed the member from the force, the powers of the Police Service Board to dismiss
the appeal or order that the member be reinstated or returned would be perfectly adequate.
I do not envisage the powers of the chief commissioner suffering in any way or that the
discipline of the force being in any way diminished by returning that right to the position
that it now has. The Opposition is not convinced that the change will further assist the
good discipline of the force, which is already highly disciplined and well respected, or in
any way detract from the legitimate power or authority of the chief commissioner. I,
therefore, cannot accept the arguments advanced by the Minister and, on behalf of the
Opposition, I move:
Clause 9. line 22. omit "above that of constable".

Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-Now that the honourable member for Portland has
formally moved the amendment circulated in his name, I again emphasize that the National
Party supports the amendment. Even a probationary constable is entitled to his qualification
the same as anyone else in the Police Force. Whether an officer is a probationary constable,
a senior constable, a chief inspector, a superintendent or of whatever designation, it must
be remembered that he is a member of the Victoria Police Force. While an officer is on
probation he still has to abide by the same rules and the same regulations and he must
adhere to the same discipline. As the honourable member for Glen Waverley interjects he
does the same job.
In addressing remarks by Opposition members during the second-reading debate, the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services quoted the response of the Chief Commissioner
of Police to the Police Association when he said the facts clearly indicate that the denial of
natural justice and incorrect termination of service is so remote as to be non-existent. The
National Party urges the Minister to accept the amendment moved by the honourable
member for Portland because of the remote chance of this provision having to be put into
effect.
The chance of injustice to a probationary constable is remote. Not every probationary
constable will be forced before a disciplinary board.
The Minister should bear in mind that a probationary constable is equal in status to a
constable doing the same job and abiding by the same disciplines and rules in every way.
Therefore, why should a probationary constable not be treated in exactly the same way
and given the same right of appeal as any other member of the Police Force?
MrE. R. SMITH (Glen Waverley)-I support the amendment moved by the honourable
member for Portland. I refer to the analogy I used earlier between the armed services and
the Police Force. Would the Chief Commissioner of Police use the same mechanism of
legal advice as would a commanding officer in reaching a final decision or would he make
his decision in isolation? That is an important consideration.
It would have to be remembered that a charge against a probationary constable would
emanate from within the force. If the commissioner were active in his capacity as the last
line of hearing, would he have advice readily available to him or would this decision be
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made totally by the proposed Police Complaints Authority? The issue is related closely to
that of police morale. I urge the Minister to accept the proposed amendment.
Mr MA THEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-I thank the honourable
members opposite for their thoughtful and humanely motivated comments on the clause.
Despite the quality of those comments, I feel obliged to prefer the arguments of the
committee of inquiry and the Chief Commissioner of Police to those which members
opposite have put forward.
I believe the analogy which has been drawn between the armed forces and the police,
although superficially attractive, will not stand up to too close an examination. It must be
recognized that, in the Police Force almost more than in any other group within our
community, considerations of quality control are paramount. It is imperative to recognize
that people exercising the powers which are vested in the police-in circumstances where
they are in constant contact not only with members of the community at large but also
with some of the most vulnerable members of the community-are a group with unique
responsibilities and unique vulnerabilities.
It is most appropriate, and it will be most effective, if the exercise of that quality control
occurs at the outset. Inevitably, selection procedures being what they are, some recruits
who are admitted into the academy will not make suitable members of the Police Force.
The unsuitability of some of those recruits will show up in the training process, but,
inevitably some of them will pass on to the probationary constable stage, and again, at
that stage, further inadequacies will be revealed.
It is the contention of the Chief Commissioner of Police, as it is the contention of the
committee of inquiry, that it should be the entitlement of the chief commissioner-who,
after all, under the Bill has the carriage of the force as his responsibility and is answerable
for all its activities-to be able, at that stage, at his own discretion, of his own volition and
without challenge, to remove a person whose unsuitabilities have become patent.

I appreciate the points to the contrary which have been raised in the debate. However,
on balance, I prefer those put forward by the chief commissioner and the committee of
inquiry to those put by honourable member~ oppgsHe reflecting, as they do in several
instances and in the best sense of the words, those of the Victoria Police Association.
However, especially after the process of consultation that has gone on and the spirit in
which this debate has been conducted, I would not wish to seem inflexible on the matter.
I therefore give honourable members opposite an undertaking that, at the end of a twoyear trial period, those arrangements will be the subject of a thorough review by the
Government; it will thoroughly review any cases that may occur in the intervening period
of probationary constables having their services terminated on the undiminished authority
of the chief commissioner, as proposed in the Bill.
I omitted to answer a question raised by an honourable member opposite, namely,
whether the chief commissioner draws on legal advice in reaching decisions about these
matters. The right of the chief commissioner, as defined by the Bill, is an unfettered right
and does not place any obligation on him in this respect, I have no knowledge of the
procedures that the chief commissioner envisages in gi ving effect to the proposed legislation.
As the honourable member who raised the matter would be aware, the chief
commissioner has available constantly the services of his legal assistant who provides him
with legal advice on many matters. I am confident that in those instances, if the seeking of
such advice was appropriate, it would indeed be sought.
The Committee divided on the question that the words proposed by Mr Crozier to be
omitted stand part of the clause (Mr Fogarty in the chair).
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Ayes
Noes
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36

Majority against the amendment
AYES
Mr Andrianopoulos
MrCain
Miss Callister
MrCathie
DrCoghill
MrCrabb
MrCulpin
Mr Cunningham
Mr Ernst
MrFordham
MrGavin
Mr Harrowfield
Mr Hill
Mrs Hirsh
Mr Hockley
Mr Jolly
Mr Kennedy
Mr Kirkwood
Mr McDonald
Mr Mathews
Mr Micallef
MrNorris
Mr Pope
Mrs Ray
Mr Remington
Mr Roper
MrRowe
Mr Seitz
Mrs Setches
MrSheehan
Mr Shell
Mr Sidiropoulos
MrSimmonds
MrSimpson
Mr Spyker
MrStirling
Mrs Toner
MrTrezise
DrVaughan
MrWalsh
MrWilkes
Mrs Wilson

8
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Mr Austin
MrBrown
MrColeman
MrCooper
MrCrozier
Mr Delzoppo
Mr Dickinson
MrGude
Mr Hann
MrHayward
Mr Heffernan
Mr Jasper
MrJohn
Mr Kennett
MrLeigh
Mr Lieberman
Mr McGrath
(Lowan)
Mr Maclellan
Mr Perrin
Mr Pescott
MrPlowman
Mr Ramsay
Mr Reynolds
Mr Richardson
Mr Ross-Edwards
MsSibree
MrSmith
(Glen Waverley)
MrSmith
(Polwarth)
Mr Steggall
Mr Stockdale
MrTanner
MrWallace
Dr Wells
MrWilliams

Tellers:
MrLea
Mr McGrath
(Warrnambool)

Tellers:
MrsGleeson
Mrs Hill
PAIR
Mr McCutcheon

I

Mr Evans
(Ballarat North)

The clause was agreed to.
Clause 10
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-I move:
Clause 10, page 9, lines 5 and 6, omit all words and expressions on these lines and insert"(c) may be made by a person on that person's own behalf or on behalf of another person;".
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The Bill creates the Police Complaints Authority to which complaints about the conduct
of members of the Police Force may be made.
As drafted, the Bill restricts the making of complaints to persons affected by the conduct
complained of, or persons acting on such persons' behalf. This amendment makes it clear
that any person may lodge a complaint to the authority, whether or not that person is
directly affected by the conduct complained of.
The amendment was agreed to.
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-I move:
Clause 10, page ID. lines 17 to 23, omit all words and expressions on these lines and insert"(4) The Authority(a) must investigate a complaint if the conduct complained of is conduct of the Chief Commissioner or of a
Deputy or Assistant Commissioner: and
(h) may investigate a complaint if the conduct complained of-

(i) is of such a nature that the Authority considers that investigation of the complaint by the Authority is in
the public interest: or
(ii) is in accordance with established practices or procedures of the force and the Authority considers that
those practices or procedures should be reviewed.".

The Bill requires all complaints made to the authority to be referred to the Chief
Commissioner of Police for investigation. However, the authority may investigate
complaints about the conduct of the chief commissioner or any deputy or assistant
commissioner or where the conduct complained of was in accordance with established
practices or procedures of the force.
It has been put to the Government that the limited circumstances in which the authority
may conduct its own investigations is too restrictive and may be seen to detract from the
public perception of the independent nature of the authority. Accordingly, the amendment
will empower the authority to investigate complaints where an investigation by the
authority in the first instance is considered to be in the public interest.

The amendment was agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was adopted, as were clauses
11 to 18.

Clause 19
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-I invite honourable
members to vote against this clause. The Government will vote against the clause because
it intends to move to insert a new clause in its stead. The new clause will repeat the
provision contained in clause 19 but will contain an additional regulation-making power
relating to leave entitlements for members of the Police Force.
The clause was negatived.
The remaining clauses were agreed to.
New clause
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-I move:
4. Insert the following new clause to follow clause 18:
Regulations
'AA. In section 130 (I) of the Principal Act(a) for paragraph (dea) substitute"(dea) authorizing the Chief Commissioner to grant leave with or without pay to a member of the force

in circumstances for which there is no applicable determination of the Police Service Board and
prescribing the effect of such leave on any other entitlement that the member may have or may
come to have pursuant to this Act or the regulations or any determination of the Police Service
Board:"; and
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(b) after paragraph (dg) insert"(dh) the investigation of complaints about the conduct of members of the force;".'.

This new clause replaces clause 19, which was negatived earlier. The Police Regulation
Act currently empowers the making of regulations to authorize the Chief Commissioner
to grant leave with or without pay to a member of the Police Force only in a case of
pressing personal necessity or to allow him to serve in the defence forces.
The clause will enable the police regulations to authorize the Chief Commissioner to
grant leave with or without pay for a wider range of leave provisions which may be
prescribed, such as study leave or extended leave without pay. The Chief Commissioner's
powers in relation to members of the Police Force will thus equate with the powers of
chief administrators of the Public Service. I commend the new clause to the Committee.
The new clause was agreed to.
The Bill was reported to the House with amendments, and passed through its remaining
stages.

STATE ELECTRICITY COMMISSION (AMENDMENT) BILL
The debate (adjourned from October 24) on the motion of Mr Fordham (Minister for
Industry, Technology and Resources) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.

Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-The Bill is certainly not voluminous; one could almost
say that is a one-liner. In reality the Bill increases the borrowing limit of the State
Electricity Commission by $1500 million.
The honourable member for Melbourne said, as he often does, that is fair enough. Some
might saY. that it is fair enough, but many would say that the Opposition has no options
on the Bill because its passage is necessary to ensure that the wheels of industry continue
to revolve and also to ensure that the large capital works program which has been proceeding
for a number of years will continue. All honourable members would acknowledge that the
State Electricity Commission has an important function in this State.
The SPEAKER-Order! The time appointed by Sessional Orders for me to interrupt
business has now arrived.
On the motion ofMr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources),
the sitting was continued.

Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-As the honourable member for Melbourne often says,
what is an extra $1 billion or $2 billion between friends? The considerable increase in
borrowings that the Government has sustained in the relatively short time it has been in
power is starting to amount to many billions of dollars. One day the Opposition will have
to say to the Government, ""Enough is enough".
There has been a massive hike in State Government taxes and charges, including
increases in electricity tariffs. I am well aware from my electorate that in selective cases
there have been increases in tariffs in the residential area as well as the commercial area of
up to 30 per cent in a given year.
In the second-reading speech the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources said
that honourable members would be aware that the commission has established itself both
in Australia and overseas as a most innovative and professional organization of high
standing in the financial community. Apart from innovations introduced by the
commission into the financial markets of Australia, it has also successfully operated in the
private markets of New York, Tokyo, London and Switzerland and has borrowed publicly
on the Swiss market and in all likelihood will enter the public markets of other countries.
It is still a true statement that the State Electricity Commission is held in high regard as
a borrower of repute throughout the world. The main reason that reputation continues to
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exist is the low levels of borrowings by that entity until recent years. Under the former
Liberal Government borrowings sustained by the commission were minimal. The decision
of the former Government to commence work on the largest capital works program a
Victorian Government has ever embarked upon, namely, Loy Yang and particularly Loy
Yang •• A" power station, connected with the desire which goes back some years to have
the Portland Alcoa smelter project-obviously major commitments-committed the
commission to large borrowings programs in the years ahead.
The Opposition does not want to concentrate on the fact that large borrowings were
inevitable as a result of decisions taken some years ago and recently. I refer particularly to
the recent announcement by the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources of the
commissioning of Loy Yang ""B" power station, and the preparedness to accept
responsibility that the job be commenced next financial year. That project will be a
substantial drain not only on borrowing resources of the commission but also upon future
generations of taxpayers who will have to pay what will be added to an already large
amount of borrowed money.
1 am aware that most of the new funds that are proposed to be borrowed to cover the
capital works program will be used in the forseeable future to finish Loy Yang •• A" power
station and then will be spent on the major capital works expenditure required to
commission Loy Yang ""B" power station, the construction of which will continue for
many years.

Over the next five years, in excess of $200 million will be needed to upgrade the old
Hazelwood plant that is now more than twenty years old. Structually, it is still a young
building, but for a power plant to be working for more than twenty years in a most
productive manner, it is no longer competitive in terms of output to cost. It does need a
major upgrade. If$213 million is to be spent, it is not a minimum upgrade, it is extremely
significant. I share the view of the Government that the expenditure that is proposed to be
outlayed on Hazelwood is a wise move for the future of this State. We will get good value
for money from that $213 million.
Mr Ross-Edwards-Not all that amount will be spent on Hazelwood.
Mr BROWN-No. 1 am saying what is proposed to be spent on Hazelwood, but 1 shall
also cover in this debate what has been spent in the past three and a half years where
managerial problems and policy decisions have been made-The SPEAKER-Order! I suggest that the honourable member for Gippsland West
needs to approach that area with some care because of the narrowness of the ambit of the
Bill.
Mr BROWN-Thank you, Mr Speaker, 1 concur with your view on that subject.
The categories of borrowings by the State Electricity Commission of Victoria include
inscribed stock, promissory notes, bank bills, off-shore loans, trade credit, State advances,
customer deposits and leasing arrangements. The total borrowings at 30 June 1985 were
$6346 million in round figures. For one State Government instrumentality to have
borrowings in excess of$6 billion does in its own right constitute a massive burden on the
taxpayers of the State. It requires a careful and constant watch by the Opposition that it is
doing its job.
It is evident from the balance sheet of the State Electricity Commission that in the past
two years many of the decisions that have been made have not been in the best short-term
or long-term interests of the taxpayer. Further details of borrowing activities of the
commission over the past five years show that the borrowings in 1980-81 were $551
million-a not insignificant amount; in 1981-82, $889 million-again a substantial
amount. In the first year of the Labor Government, 1981-82, it jumped to $1·284 billion.
That was obviously due in the main to the escalation of the Loy Yang project. In 1983-84,
total borrowings jumped to $1548 million and in the financial year 1984-85 they were
$1268 million.
Session 1985-62
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That refers to what is termed new money; not total borrowings in the sense of the total
debt owed for that financial year, but total new borrowings for that year, some of which
will be paid back. Some of the debts constitute money borrowed and increase the total
commitment.
Over that five year period-this is as at 30 June each financial year-commencing with
the year 1981, the total outstanding debt was $2623 million. In 1982, the total debt was
$3394 million. In 1983, it had jumped to $4650 million and in 1984 the total debt of the
State Electricity Commission of Victoria had jumped to $5326 million. In the 1985
financial year, the total indebtedness was nearly $6·5 billion. There are Governments
throughout the world that have less borrowings than the Government instrumentality.
I shall now deal with some of the problems that will arise. The Deputy Premier and I
have exchanged words across this table more than once about losses on foreign exchange
transactions. The first comment I wish to make in tonight's debate is that the realized
losses on foreign exchange transactions over the past three years equates to those figures.
In 1982-83, the realized loss-that is the actual cash loss-was $16·4 million. In 1983-84
the actual loss was $21 million. In 1984-85 the actual loss, not the paper loss, was $27·9
million of taxpayers money in that one financial year.
I would like to know what the loss will be in this financial year. All I can say is that the
loss this financial year will make the figures I have already quoted pale into significance.
As su~ested by interjection, that is just peanuts to the loss that can be expected this
financIal year as a result of overseas borrowing transactions.
I wish to quote the interest expended by the State Electricity Commission over the past
five years. I ask honourable members to particularly note these figures because they are
very telling.
In 1980-81, the commission paid $252·4 million in interest payments. In 1981-82, the
interest expended by the State Electricity Commission was $370 million. In 1982-83, the
interest bill was $502 million. In 1983-84, it was $587 million. That is just interest
payments for the money borrowed.
In 1984-85-and it must be remembered that there is a new Government which has
had great new modern money management techniques firmly entrenched for two yearsinterest alone amounted to $690 million. That is almost $700 million. The figure is rapidly
climbing, so that within 24 months from tonight it is most likely that the interest bill alone
for the State Electricity Commission will exceed $1 billion.
The point I am making, and it has been made quite clearly-some would say
graphically-is that honourable members are not talking "small chips" in this debate; we
are referring to large amounts of taxpayers' money that Governments are elected to expend
wisely.
Considering that factor, one would expect that a prudent Government would believe
enough of a burden had been placed on the taxpayers of Victoria when it received $700
million from their pockets to pay back some of the money it had borrowed. When I am
discussing matters regarding the State Electricity Commission, the people with whom I
come into contact on a daily basis ask me what the Government is doing with its policies
concerning the commission.
I shall indicate what has occurred with the public authority dividend tax as it has been
applied to the commission over a five-year period. In 1980-81, $48 million was extractedand that is a fair word to use-from the State Electricity Commission; in 1981-82, $58
million was extracted; and in 1982-83, $82 million was extracted. I shall now refer to the
period when the Labor Party came to office-a period of big borrowing and new
management techniques that were supposed to reduce taxes and charges in Victoria. In
1983-84 the Government ripped off $139 million from the State Electricity Commission
in the direct impost known as the public authority dividend tax.
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In the Budget for this year, the Government announced that it would take $126 million
from the State Electricity Commission. A haemorrhaging of the internal financial working
of the commission has occurred. The commission was not in a position to repay the $127
million it owed in the form of a tax. As has been acknowledged, the commission paid back
$56 million less than the levy imposed upon it by the Government in the 1984 Budget.
It is clear that the commission has internal financial problems. It is also clear that the
magnitude of off-shore borrowings during the time of the Labor Government has now
demonstrably and without doubt been proved to be imprudent and not in the interests of
Victorian taxpayers.

I understand that the State Electricity Commission now realizes that mistakes have
been made. It is true that the commission is making moves not only to hedge the borrowings
to lessen its exposure but is also calling them in. The commission is returning to a policy
of increased borrowing on shore as against the amount of money borrowed off shore. As a
result, the commission's ratio of off-shore borrowings is decreasing to a more reasonable
level.
I understand that, some months ago, the State Electricity Commission took a decision
to return its off-shore borrowing to a percentage of no more than 10 per cent of the total
amount borrowed. In research I have conducted in conjunction with the shadow Treasurer
and the honourable member for Bulleen, I have discovered that what has occurred over
the past three years demonstrates without doubt that the commission is guilty of making
decisions that have turned out not to be in the long-term interests or, in some cases, the
short-term interests of the State.
I shall now Quote from a statement made by the Chief General Manager of the State
Electricity Commission of Victoria, and I say at the outset that the Opposition has
confidence in the chief general manager. In an article in the SEC News of May 1985 the
chief general manager said:
Turning to financial charges. interest and currency rates were going pretty well until the end of January-

This would be the end of January 1985Interest rates have since moved well above budget and we have no control over them, while the currency has
depreciated very sharply and significantly. This has involved us in significant foreign exchange losses. However,
a lot of these are paper losses because they are not realised until the loans are repaid and it remains to be seen
what the figure will be at the end of the financial year.

I have already indicated what the loss was at the end of the financial year. The $64 Question
or the $64 million Question, or the $ 264 million Question is: what is the actual loss to be
sustained in real terms to the taxpayers of Victoria on 30 June 1986? The estimations are
that the loss could be as high as $300 million. This is the actual loss sustained in the
present financial year. The Opposition hopes that does not prove to be the case. It would
mean that not only would Victoria be heading towards borrowings of $1 billion but also
losses of several hundred million would be incurred on top of the interest the Government
is committed to pay back.
I now wish to Quote the Finance Director of the State Electricity Commission, Mr
Nolan, again a man in whom the Opposition has great confidence. Mr Nolan is primarily
responsible for the managing of internal SEC funds. A report in the Business Review
Weekly of June 1985 states:
John Nolan. estimates that at present foreign exchange rates, the unamortised (i.e. book) losses of the Commission
are A$200 million to A$250 million, and this amount is included in the A$I·l billion. The figure compares with
unamortised currency losses of A$58 million at June 1984.

I commend the senior managment of the commission for being public servants who are
not prepared to cover up problems. That is a public admission of the problems within the
State Electricity Commission. I have always taken the view, both in government and in
opposition, that ifproblems occur, evidence of them should be placed on the table so that
the House is aware of the problems and all honourable members can join in rectifying
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them. It is in the interest of all honourable members, their families and, more importantly,
all families in Victoria, that these problems are rectified as early as possible. The report of
Mr Nolan's remarks goes on to state:
The all-up costs of the commission's foreign borrowings exercise will not be much greater than domestic
interest rates and he estimated the all-up costs at around 15 per cent.

The Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources will respond with the Government
line that, even considerin~ the loss on overseas borrowings, it has still been a very good
exercise and totally defensible because, on the basis of high interest rates, we are better off.
This is an admission from a man who knows best. Mr Nolan said that with all-up costs
considered, we are paying between 15 per cent and 16 per cent for money borrowed
overseas. That is the cost in percentage terms, so it is not cheap money. In any day and
age 16 per cent interest is not cheap. Honourable members would be aware that Malcolm
Fraser primarily lost Federal office because of his inability to ensure that interest rates
were controlled. It is regrettable that the current Federal Labor Government that promised
and held out so much is leading Australia down the path to a worse interest rate situation.

Mr Fordham interjected.
Mr BROWN-I predict that commercial rates will be 20 per cent in the next twelve
months and within days home interest rates will again increase. I do not want to labour
the point, but the State Electricity Commission has problems. The Opposition does not
claim that they are insurmountable and gives credit to senior management at the
commission because it is not prepared, or has not tried, to cover up anything.
The Government has not come clean in statements it has made and the Opposition has
challenged the Government over the past twelve months. Public statements, which have
been given considerable air space and column space, have been made that things are more
than well within the commission, but it is obvious that all is not well.
A State Electricity Commission brochure, Customer News, which accompanied my last
electricity account states:
Victorians are now much better off than they were five years ago when increases in electricity charges were
consistently above CPI and above the rest of Australia.

It is commendable that the Government is attempting to keep tariff increases to a level at
no more than the consumer price index, but the recent 6 per cent increase for most
customers was equal to the 6 per cent that would have been imposed if the Liberal Party
were in government. The Liberal Party made a pre-election commitment that it would peg
the price of electricity charges for its first twelve months of office. It is a matter of regret .
that the Liberal Party is not in government for many reasons, but in this case consumers
would not be paying the 6 per cent increase imposed by the Labor Government.

Mr Sheehan-They would put it up by 15 per cent next year!
Mr BROWN-If the Government can contain the increase to 15 per cent next year,
consumers might be well off, but I hope it is nowhere near that rate. Melbourne's Energy
Action Group stated in a media release:
It may not be common knowledge that the taxes on gas and electricity used by Victorian households are rising
much faster than the rate of inflation and are now the third largest source of State Government revenue.

About 27 cents in every dollar paid for gas and nine cents in every dollar for electricity goes straight to the
State Government.

That last sentence is significant. Approximately one-third of the money paid for electricity
goes straight to the State Government. In dealings I have had with that group, I have
found its research to be spot on. The statement continued:
A spokesman for the group said: "The Victorian Government now collects over $120 million in tax from
domestic gas and electricity consumers and only $11 million returns to low income consumers in the form of
winter rebates.
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I shall not continue at length, but the point the Energy Action Group makes is that the
Labor Party in its 1985 election campaign made a commitment that it would achieve a
situation where no person had his electricity or gas disconnected because of his inability
to pay an electricity or gas bill.
The Energy Action Group is currently processing the results of a survey of disconnections
and working with peak union, welfare and community organizations to develop a nodisconnection proposal for presentation to the Minister for Industry, Technology and
Resources. That is a current statement.
It is relevant to the Bill in as much as any money that is lost as a result of purposeful
Government action or any money gained as a result of purposeful Government action
lessens the need to borrow. The more money raised through revenue and the more
customers who do not have their services disconnected because they cannot pay the bills,
the better off the commission is.

Obviously the Government is taking purposeful policy decisions over a wide range of
issues that need to be carefully examined. I have a crystal ball question. What is ahead
with State Electricity Commission borrowings? One thing is certain; interest rates in this
nation, in this State and overseas in the future will escalate. It is arguable that the Australian
dollar will further decrease in value against overseas currencies. The financial position of
the commission will deteriorate even further, and that is a real problem for the Government
and one that it will have to face up to.
The Government will probably examine other ways of borrowing more money to prop
up the increasing debt burden. A prudent Government would examine other means of
decision making rather than continually borrowing to pay debts that have already been
incurred. Obviously this aspect of the commission's operations will have to be examined.
I know from experience in my electorate office, and from experiences related to me by
other honourable members, that constant problems occur involving the commission. If
one took into account all the complaints received by honourable members in this place,
one would realize that problems involving the SEC occur daily.
The problems do not involve the staff. So far as the public servants in the commission
are concerned, they are equal to the best in the State with respect to loyalty to their
employer. They are a committed group ·of men and women. Examples of problems with
the SEC are street lights that cannot be connected for two years, newly constructed houses
that cannot have power connected for up to two months and problems where builders
cannot obtain connections. These are managerial level problems into which the
Government has a direct input.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Hockley)-Order! I am having difficulty relating the
remarks of the honourable member to the Bill.

Mr BROWN-I shall repeat the point I made at the outset; a point that I shall repeat
many times in the years ahead. The reality is that the commission is acknowledged as an
essential instrumentality that has done a good job in a general sense over a long period. It
has an important role in the future and deserves the constant attention and support of all
honourable members. Problems that are evident are being put on the table for discussion
by some people. An honest Government would face up to those problems and address
them forthwith.
The Opposition will not oppose the Bill and hopes that in the years ahead, when further
discussions about the commission take place, the picture will be more healthy than it is at
present.

Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the National Party)-The National Party supports
this simple Bill, which enlarges the borrowing powers of the State Electricity Commission
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from $5·5 billion to $7 billion. That is a huge amount of money, but the commission is a
big organization with a proud record.
Country Party Governments had a policy of bringing electricity to every hamlet in
Victoria. That was achieved many years ago, and there is now a uniform tariff. Both those
matters are very dear to the hearts of members of the National Party.
Recently, the National Party has been disturbed at the amount of money wasted in the
Latrobe Valley at the Loy Yang power station. It disturbs the National Party because this
affects the taxes that the commission pays to the Government. Taxing measures were
started by the Liberal Party Government and they have been refined by the present Cain
Government. Those taxes are a tax on Victorian consumers for power supply. The payments
that were mentioned by the previous speaker have to be paid first and, after that, tax has
to be paid to the Government.
A matter of which I make brief mention is the overseas borrowing of the commission.
The second-reading speech was made some time ago and perhaps the statements of the
Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources did not have the same significance as
events of this week have given them. He said that the commission has also successfully
borrowed in the private markets of New York, Tokyo, London and Switzerland and that
it has borrowed publicly on the Swiss market. Like everone else who has borrowed
overseas, no doubt the State Electricity Commission has had a bad week. When one thinks
of the commission having a bad week, I should hate to think what sort of a week the
Victorian Government has had on its borrowings overseas because the commission would
be a minor borrower compared to the State Government.
The Bill has the support of the National Party. The National Party is concerned at some
of the waste of money that has occurred in recent years, but I am delighted to know that
overseas borrowings have been curbed recently and that, thankfully, that will reduce the
losses that were experienced last week by everyone who had borrowed overseas.

Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-The Bill raises the borrowing limit of the State Electricity
Commission from $5500 million to $7000 million. The borrowings of the commission
have escalated considerably over the past few years. In the second-reading speech, the
Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources commented on innovations in borrowings
that have been initiated by the commission. He explained how the commission involved
itselfin the financial markets of Australia and, to use his terms, "has successfully borrowed
in the private markets of New York, Toky'o, London and Switzerland and has borrowed
publicly on the Swiss market and, in all lIkelihood, will enter into the public markets of
other countries".
I have had the task of examining the level of debt of the commission and I have studied .
the accounts for the past five years. I am very disturbed at the increasing level of debt of
this body. In 1981-82 the total debts, both foreign borrowed and locally borrowed, were
$3394 million; in the following year, 1982-83, they moved to $4650 million; in 1983-84
they moved even further to $5326 million; and the borrowings as at 30 June 1985 were
$6347 million.
That is an increase of approximately 87 per cent in three years in the borrowings of the
State Electricity Commission. An 87 per cent increase in borrowings by anybody in three
years is a most extraordinary level of borrowing.
The Bill is necessary because the commission is about to breach its borrowings limit of
$5500 million. I have examined the level of debt over the year and, based on statistics
from the Australian Bureau of Statistics, I have calculated the debt per head of population.
Since 1981-82 there has been a substantial increase in the level of debt per head of
Victorian population.
The level of debt per head of population increased from $850 in 1981-82 to $1152 in
1982-83. In 1983-84 it had escalated to $1307 . Unfortunately I do not have the latest
population figures, but by December 1984 the level of debt per head of population had
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risen to $1549. Over a period of three years the debt per head of population has increased
from $850 to a massive figure of$1549.
Why has the commission incurred this level of debt? It has involved itselfin an expansive
capital works program in the past three years. Indeed, one wonders how it can continue to
expand in such a way without increasing electricity tariffs.
The Bill is also necessary because the State Government has skimmed off all excess
profits and the commission will be unable to expand through its retained earnings and has
therefore had to borrow. In 1982, the State Electricity Commission had a profit of $64
million, but after the Government took $59 million, it was left with $5 million. In 1983 it
had a profit of$61 million, but the Government took $23 million, leaving the commission
with only $37 million.
In 1984 the commission had a profit of $115 million but the Government took nearly
all of that profit, $104 million, leaving the commission with $11 million. In 1984-85 the
commission had a profit of$78 million, but the Government took $70 million, leaving it
with $8 million.
The layman would not understand exactly what those figures mean. During its period
in office, the Government has skimmed off all of the profits of the State Electricity
Commission. Indeed, the Government has taken the balance of the profit, as indicated
last financial year when the commission had a profit of$78 million and the Government
took $70 million, leaving the commission with $8 million.
There is no possible way in which any organization can be left with that level of retained
earnings and finance the expansion the commission has achieved. The level of skimming
of profits is one of the major causes for the State Electricity Commission having to borrow.
It simply has not had the retained earnings to allow it to expand.
The budgeted profit for the 1984-85 year provided for a public authority dividend of
$126 million. However, a public authority dividend of only $70 million was transformed
to the consolidated revenue.
There is a large difference between the Estimates for the consolidated revenue and what
was actually received. Obviously, that occurred as a result of the impact of interest and
foreign exchange losses incurred by the State Electricity Commission during the year.
The overseas debt part of the commission's borrowings as at 30 June this year totalled
$1072 million. In the past, the commission's overseas borrowings have been as high as 18
per cent of its total debt. I refer the House to page 18 of the 1984-85 Annual Report of the
State Electricity Commission, which states:
At its Board meeting in July 1984. the Commission resolved to reduce the current ratio of offshore debt from
its current level of approximately 18 per cent to a maximum of 10 per cent. Subject to market conditions, it is
estimated this target could be achieved by June 1986.

I understand that, as at 30 June 1985, the proportion of off-shore debt was 14 per cent.
Therefore, the percentage has moved from 18 per cent down to 14 per cent, and it is hoped
to be further reduced to 10 per cent by the end of next year.
The reason for this move is simple: the commission has incurred massive foreign
exchange losses and it has obviously been decided as board policy to reduce the
commission's exposure. I am extremely concerned that, as the newspapers of the last few
days reveal, the exchange rate of the Australian dollar dropped markedly in the past few
weeks and is now lower than at 30 June 1985.
Therefore, the prospect for the current financial year is that there will be further
substantial realized foreign exchange losses. Also, there will be unrealized foreign exchange
losses on the borrowings. By ··unrealized losses", I mean that, when borrowings are made,
a number of organizations do not pick up the loss until the loan has to be repaid. However,
there is no doubt that a drop has occurred in the value of the loans that have been raised
and that a loss will eventually be realized.
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With regard to the level of foreign exchange losses on these borrowings, the AuditorGeneral found it necessary to refer in his first report to the level offorei~n exchange losses
on the borrowings. I refer honourable members to page 68 of the Fust Report of the
Auditor-General for the year ended 30 June 1985, in which the Auditor-General found it
necessary to document the level of the commission's foreign exchange losses, which
amounted to an unamortized loss of$59 million as at June 1984. Foreign exchange losses
incurred by the commission durin~ 1984-85 amounted to $287 million, of which the
commission wrote off only $51 mIllion. It capitalized a further $29 million; and the
unamortized foreign exchange losses as at 30 June 1985 stood at $266 million.
Those losses have escalated since 30 June 1985 and there is no doubt that they will have
a financial impact on the State Electricity Commission over the next few years.
I turn now to what I describe as the finance costs of the commission which include
interest, foreign exchange losses-Mr Fordham-We have already had a speech on that.
Mr PERRIN-I want to talk about some of the inventive accounting policies of the
commission with regard to its view of these finance costs.
When one analyses the interest payments that have been referred to by the honourable
member for Gippsland West who indicated the total payments that have been made, one
must ask what has happened to these payments. Were they all put against the operations
account or the profit account, as it is called, or were some of these capitalized and put into
the extra costs of capital expenditure to be effectively paid for by additional borrowings by
which we are actually financing the cost of the borrowings?
Mr Lea interjected.
Mr PERRIN-Yes, this is very similar to the tennis centre; this is what the Government
does.
Of the current year's interest costs, $418 million went to revenue-in other words it was
picked up in the profits-and a further $273 million went to capital. The commission
actually wrote it off to capital equipment so that it did not appear in the Profit and Loss
Account. If this figure of $273 million did appear in the Profit and Loss Account, the
commission would have reported a whopping loss. That is an example of modern financial
management, and it has been continuing for a number of years.
Mr Fordham-You have received an explanation of it?
Mr PERRIN-I have not received an explanation on that.
Mr Fordham-Did you ask for it?
Mr PERRIN-I did ask for it. If the Minister did not become so excited he might hear
what has been happening with creative financial expertise-modem money management,
as it is called.
In 1983-84, a similar situation occurred. Only $322 million worth of interest and
finance costs went to the revenue account; $266 million went into capital. We are putting
off the evil day when our children must pay for the capital costs of the borrowings of the
present time. This occurred in 1982-83 when $273 million went to the Profit and Loss
Account and $213 million went to capital costs.
In the past three years, approximately $800 million of interest charges has been included
in capital cost of the projects undertaken by the State Electricity Commission. These
figures are not put into the profit figures but are put into capital costs. The authority has
had to borrow more money because, as I have already explained, the Government is
taking in public authority dividends every bit of profit that the commission makes so that
there is no money from retained earnings and the commission continues to borrow.
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Mr Brown interjected.
Mr PERRIN-I do not know whether one would get much for the commission on
Bankcard. This has been a deliberate accounting policy, and it has been very politic in the
past three years. In my professional view there has been a clear accounting policy with
that in mind. There have been other accounting ;lolicies undertaken by the commission
recently, which in my view-The SPEAKER-Order! Will the honourable member direct his remarks back to the
Bill?
Mr PERRIN-I am on the Bill.
The SPEAKER-The honourable member would need to convince the Chair.
Mr PERRIN-Before you came in, Mr Speaker-The SPEAKER-I have been aware of what was going on.
Mr PERRIN-I have been attempting to point out that the State Electricity Commission
has been forced to borrow because the dividends have been taken by the Government and
it has not been showing the full amount of costs in its accounts.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member has already made that point.
Mr PERRIN-Very well, Mr Speaker. Other policies adopted by the Government have
exacerbated the level of borrowings of the commission. I refer to the situation at 30 June
this year, after the Government had, for the first time, introduced two new accounting
policies that had the effect of changing the appearance of approximately $110 million in
the profit and loss account.
Had these accounting changes not occurred, the commission would have made a loss
and would have had to show it. It would not have been capable of paying the $70 million
dividend that it did effectively pay.
We all know it budgeted to pay $126 million but it certainly would not have been able
to pay even the $70 million it did pay, so one can see that these accounting changes have
meant that the State Electricity Commission has effectively been forced to borrow to pay
for the accounting changes. It has not had the funds to pay the dividend or the normal
charges that need to be paid by it.
I shall not refer to the accounting changes again, except to say that they are set out in
the notes to the accounts in the annual report. The combination of all these borrowings
and the accounting changes made will impact on the funds of the commission. An article
by Mr Tony Thomas in the Business Review Weekly of 7 June 1985 states, in relation to
SEC interest costs:
The interest rate squeeze and the need to amortise a proportion of potential foreign exchange losses will ensure
that profit for 1984-85 (before dividend to the State) is down on last year's $111 million.

I have already pointed out that, had there been no accounting changes, there would have
been no profit. I am concerned at the level of borrowings of the authority; I am concerned
that the level of debt has increased to $1500 per head of population; that is $1500 for each
Victorian; and I am concerned that it has increased to that level from $850 a head in three
years.
These borrowings are discussed in the Business Council Bulletin No. 12 of February
1985. Page 3 states:
Over the longer term the States and local authorities have expanded strongly their use of financial resources
and in the number of public servants employed. Now is the time to moderate those demands on the economy to
allow stronger private sector growth.

They are good words of advice. We cannot continue to allow the State Electricity
Commission to continue borrowing at the same level as that at which it has borrowed
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during the past few years. I hope the affect of these borrowings, the foreign exchange debt
and the increase in interest rates which has occurred in the past few days do not mean
Victorian consumers will have to suffer increased State Electricity Commission charges
above those which the Government promised at the last election.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-At this late hour I wish to make only one point. I am
extremely annoyed at the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources, who boasted
about all the sophisticated borrowings by the State Electricity Commission in New York,
London and Switzerland, and who made the outrageous statement that the commission
will enter into the public markets of other countries. Surely with all the economics training
the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources has had he knows what happened to
the Hogan Government of which the present Premier's father was a member. That
Government failed because of borrowings abroad. International financiers are a nasty lot
and once they get the Labor Government into hock, God help it!
Those statements made by the Minister during his second-reading speech are not what
any good Labor Party man should be saying, especially when one considers the uncertainty
surrounding the Alcoa aluminium smelter at Portland and cut-throat world competition
in energy markets. It is all very well for the Minister to grimace, but when the going gets
tough, the competition Victoria will face from aluminium producers in South East Asia or
South America may well be so tough that the State will be put into hock because of State
Electricity Commission borrowings to supply the Alcoa company. If the wheels fall off the
Australian economy and it has a balance of payments crisis of massive proportions, the
statements supportive of overseas borrowing made by the Minister during his secondreading speech will prove not to be what is expected from the Minister with such a good
economic background!
Mr LEA (Sandringham)-I understand the Bill seeks to increase the limit on the
capacity of the State Electricity Commission to borrow from $5·5 billion to $7 billion. As
a newcomer to Parliament I am staggered at just how much money can be written offin a
one-line item. I suggest that if one considers the borrowings of the commission over the
past five years, particularly the three years since 1982 when the Government took office,
one sees there has been an increasing and consistent pattern of extending the borrowing
powers of the State Electricity Commission.
The State Electricity Commission's recent report features increased borrowings on the
overseas market and the attendant problems which must be faced by the Minister for
Industry, Technology and Resources and the Government. One could well ask the
Questions: why has the State Electricity Commission to borrow so heavily? Why must the
commission increase its capacity to borrow by 28 per cent in one fiscal year?
I shall give three good reasons for that, and the Minister would be aware of them.
Firstly, it is to pay back the interest debt for finance on loans already undertaken overseas
and internally; secondly, it is to make repayments on loans; and thirdly, it is so the
Government can proceed with its important capital works programs, the Loy Yang "B"
and providing power for the Portland aluminium smelters. This will allow this public
u~ility to continue to play its part in the development of Victoria's industrial scene.
I shall now indicate the amounts of money that have been borrowed in the past three
financial years and which are listed in the State Electricity Commission reports. The
following amounts were raised under loan transactions: 1982-.83, $964·5 million; in
1983-84, $1048·5 million; and in 1984-85, $1092·9 million.
The overseas borrowings have been necessary so that the Government can continue its
expensive developmental program. From 1982 it has been Government policy to try to
cut back the percentage of overseas money on loan from 18 per cent to 10 per cent of total
borrowings. I commend the Ministry of Industry, Technology and Resources and the
Government for trying to achieve that cutback so that there can be more internally raised
borrowings which will result in a lower cost to Victoria.
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. I shall comment on the borrowings overseas. In the 1985-86 Budget it is indicated that
$1072 million has been borrowed from overseas. The major sources of finance are: the
United States of America with an amount of $430·4 million-they will be clapping their
hands as the Australian dollar has decreased to 50 per cent of its value in 1982, although
the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources would not be happy about that
situation-the equivalent of $AI46·7 million has been borrowed in Japanese yen and
$AI03·6 million has been borrowed in Swiss francs which is probably the sternest currency.
It has been the consistent policy of the Government to borrow heavily overseas, but it
has been caught with the falling value of the Australian dollar. The outlook for the dollar
is not good as the losses the Government has made in borrowings will further decrease
State Electricity Commission profitability; this is all very lop-sided. I commend the
honourable members for Bulleen and Gippsland West for pointing out how badly structured
the commission is. It is proposed that in 1985-86 the Government will raise $275 million
from internal sources. However, I note it will raise $1185 million from overseas sources.

The Government will run into serious problems with overseas borrowings, which have
been at the consistent basic rate of approximately $1 billion a year during the past four
years of the Labor Government. I refer to an article in the Herald of 1 July on the
Government's attempt to secure an off-shore debt hedge against borrowings that are
causing the Government so much embarrassment. Barrie Dunstan, the finance editor of
the Herald, stated:
Treasurer of the SEC of Victoria, Mr Alan Freer, and a few of his staff have had a few sleepless nights in the
past two months.
The reason is not so much the movements in the $A and its effect on the SEC's overseas borrowings, as the
SEC Treasury's efforts to reduce the overseas exposure of the State's biggest borrower.

The article continues to reiterate what I said previously on the Government's attempt to
reduce its overseas borrowings to 10 per cent of its total borrowings. However, the article
notes that by 1 July 1985 the Government had succeeded in reducing its indebtedness to
17 per cent of the total debt. I understand there has been some success in the past couple
of months in reducing the reliance on overseas borrowings. I commend the Ministry for
Industry, Technology and Resources for that success.
The State Electricity Commission continues to have problems with borrowings, as
mentioned in its current report. Its gross sales will continue to be low until the Portland
smelter comes on line. This will help to offset the problems with revenue. Furthermore, in
the meantime, the Government is trapped in borrowing from this overseas network and
is trying to extricate itself and its borrowing commitments.
The House is probably aware that borrowing in relation to strategy has been a problem
with the State Electricity Commission for many years, although the general management
has done very well.
I look back to the early days of the twentieth century, from 1922 when borrowings were
made to build a town called Yallourn, which was a monumental policy decision involving
loan borrowings. I commend to the House a book entitled "Yallourn Was". I suggest that
unless the State Electricity Commission gets its house in order, it might well be said in
relation to its financial management and problems, "The State Electricity Commission
Was". I do not believe this public utility can continue to exist because of the way it
presents its financial statements and because of its borrowing strategy.
The Herald article of 1 July states that as revenue increases the State Electricity
Commission will be able to reduce its dependence on overseas borrowings and fund more
of its expansion from internally generated funds at less cost to the taxpayers of Victoria.
In essence, that is the reason I have taken so much trouble with my comments on
borrowings because, if individual people and private companies were to borrow as wildly
and recklessly as has been evidenced this Government does, credit managers would
foreclose. Much is to be done to right this borrowing policy and I look forward with
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interest in the next financial year to see how much our one line item of borrowings is with
the State Electricity Commission.
I make a final comment on borrowings. The pressure on interest rates to rise will create
further problems for the State Electricity Commission as will the flagging fortunes of the
Australian dollar. I hope the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources can answer
the comments made by members of the Opposition about the large debt being placed
around the necks of the people of Victoria and the children that are to come in the years
ahead.
Dr WELLS (Dromana)-This is one of the best debates I have heard since entering this
place. The honourable members for Gippsland West, Bulleen, Sandringham and Doncaster
have provided much factual information which I do not propose to repeat.
I have listened with alarm to the figures which reflect the frightening rate of increase in
interest commitments on the part of the State Electricity Commission-I think we have
all known this for some time-and the frightening rate of increase in foreign currency
losses and the staggering increase in public authority dividends being demanded by the
Government each year. They have been highlighted in the past year by the fact that the
State Electricity Commission was not able to meet the demands of the Government
because of the general erosion in economic performance by that authority. We have heard
tonight of a large increase in borrowings by the authority, reflected in the interest payments
I mentioned earlier.
I enter the debate at this point to highlight one observation. It is something I have said
in this place before when I have referred not only to the State Electricity Commission but
also to the Gas and Fuel Corporation of Victoria, the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board
of Works and to several other Government authorities. It is quite apparent that the
Government, in terms of capital investment, is doing what it has done in other ways
earlier on in its economic stewardship. Its policy is spend now and pay later.
The Government is now taking so much of the income of public authorities by way of
public authority dividends that the usual amount of 20 per cent or so which past
Governments have made available for capital investments in those authorities is no longer
available. The result is that the Government has to borrow additional funds to provide
the capital investment and, of course, the interest bill grows.
I have said in this House before that this policy of profligate capital borrowing with the
income of the authorities being syphoned off in day-to-day programs is unacceptable, no
matter who sits on the Government benches. It would equally apply to Governments of
every political persuasion. I wish only to emphasize that one point. It is well known among
Parliamentarians but we need it to be well known out in the community that the
Government has developed a creative and novel new form of economic management
when it comes to capital investment; that is, not to make money available from income,
as would be done in any prudent business operation, but simply to borrow, borrow, and
borrow for that capital investment. That is unfair because of the effect it will have not only
on this generation but on generations to follow. That is not desirable government.
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-The presence of the Parliamentary Secretary of the
Cabinet prompts me to rise to inject into the debate comparative material particularly in
relation to the debt position of the State Electricity Commission of Victoria.
The SPEAKER-Order! So long as it is related to the Bill, it will be acceptable.
Mr STOCKDALE-It relates to percentages in terms of financial performance of the
State Electricity Commission compared with utilities operating in the United States of
America. The source of the material I will produce is the Index to Quality Rankings
Survey in the Australian Public Utility Quality Rankings Survey conducted by the
Dominguez Barry Samuel Montagu Ltd investment bank and published on 11 September
1985.
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It is a report which was used by some on the socialist side of politics in Australia to
support an attack on the need for discussion in Australia of the idea of privatization of
public enterprises. I use that word for want of a better term.
It is interesting to compare the financial performance of the State Electricity Commission,
with particular emphasis on borrowings and funding ratios, with the average of United
States of America utilities.

The figures are: pre-tax and interest cover ratio-the average in the United States of
America at present is 3·4 times and is expected to rise over the next two years to five times
whereas the cover ratio of the State Electricity Commission is currently 1·36 per cent. This
is on the basis of the State Electricity Commission published figures and not taking into
account any adjustment for the types of accounting changes referred to by the honourable
member for Bulleen. Such adjustment would make the cover position worse and not
better.
In terms of the very important question of internal funding ratios, the average of the
United States of America utilities was 52·7 per cent. On that score, the State Electricity
Commission did considerably worse at 32·5 per cent. In terms oflong-time debt as a ratio
oflong-term capital the better performance here was the United States of America utilities
at 48· 7 per cent as against a massive 89 per cent for the State Electricity Commission.
When one considers the position of short-term debt as a ratio of long-term capital, one
finds that the position of the State Electricity Commission is no better. The average for
utilities in the United States of America was 1·9 per cent while the ratio for the State
Electricity Commission was 0·6 per cent.
On all those important measures related to its reliance upon borrowings, the financial
performance of the commission is worse than the average of utilities in the United States
of America where there is the far stronger presence of the discipline of a competitive
private enterprise system of delivery.
State-based statutory authorities in Australia are consistently not performing as well as
the more private-enterprise oriented utilities in the United States of America. The
Opposition submits that there is a simple explanation for that-the presence of the profit
motivation in the private enterprise system in the United States of America and its
absence of statutory authorities in Australia, and the distortion of the allocation of resources
brought about, especially in the area of borrowings by the presence of a Government
guarantee.
In response to the alacrity with which the socialist forces in Australia leapt upon that
survey to seek to distort the debate in Australia on the idea of greater reliance upon the
private sector in conducting utilities and in the delivery of services in Australia, Dominguez
Barry Samuel Montagu Ltd, in its fortnightly Ray Block's Market Comment of 4 October
1985 was moved to comment that its arguments and its survey amounted to a case for
privatization, or at least the consideration of privatization. The view of the organization
was that public debate should occur on the matter. Despite that, the honourable member
for Werribee would seek to stifle the debate. The organization argued that its analysis
produced an argument in favour of consideration being given to privatization. That was
put predominently on the basis of two factors that are highly relevant to the present
debate; first, a squeezing of the semi-Government borrowing requirement and, second, "a
more important goal would be to introduce tougher disciplines into the major semiGovernment borrowers by substituting a credit market rating system in accordance with
asset ratio performance, in place of the present indulgence of a preferential Government
guarantee status".
The core of the Bill is the distortion in the allocation of Australia's resources brought
about by the fact that authorities such as the State Electricity Commission have a
Government guarantee on their borrowings and that they are given a preferred status in
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the domestic and overseas markets on the basis of that guarantee. That disguises their
inadequate performance and their entirely unsatisfactory return on assets.
In the interest of time, I shall not take that point further, but it is an issue that the
Opposition will pursue in subsequent debates.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I thank
honourable members for their contributions to the debate. If nothing else was made
evident, it was made clear that, in future, further discussions would occur in Parliament
about the financial arrangements of the State Electricity Commission, not only in terms of
its future capital growth and forms of borrowing but also its over-all financial operations.
The comments made by the honourable member for Brighton outlined more than any
other debate during the past twelve months the different philosophical approaches of the
Opposition and the Government on public sector financing or the financing of utilities.
Over the next few years, privatization will be discussed in Parliament. I welcome that,
and I know that some elements of the Liberal Party will also welcome it. However, some
elements of that party are not quite so confident about that. It will be interesting to
discover what the future will bring on this matter.
Most speakers made reference to the concern about the increased debt and borrowings
of the State Electricity Commission over the past four years. That has occurred not only
in the period of the Labor Government; there has been a significant increase of indebtedness
and borrowings over the years.
That, of course, has been partly reflected by inflation in the country, but underlying it is
the reflection of the growth of the economy over the past twenty years. In accordance with
that growth, both business and domestic, the State Electricity Commission has been
required, as all honourable members would agree, to extend its capacity to meet the needs
of the Victorian economy and the people.
Reference was made by the honourable member for Gippsland West about the initiatives
of the former Government, which instigated massive increases in capital expenditure for
Loy Yang "A" and included some of the infrastructure for Loy Yang ""B" that is now
under construction.
No one could suggest that the Government was embarking on some wild capital spending
through the State Electricity Commission to generate power that will not be required in
the next ten to fifteen years. There is no legitimate criticism on that score and the
Government is pleased that there is a degree of consensus on that important issue.
Concerns were expressed regarding overseas borrowings and foreign exchange losses~
That matter was referred by the honourable members for Bulleen and Gippsland West. I
do not dispute the figures that were quoted by the honourable members. In fact, those
figures were provided by the commission at my request. The Government will continue
to provide reasonable access for the principal spokesmen for the Opposition on matters of
that sort.
The reality is that it was not this Government that first opened up overseas markets for
the State Electricity Commission. No Opposition member made the point that the
initiatives and the principles were first adopted by the Liberal Government-supported, I
might add,by the Labor Party, given the market-place at that time. I believe it was the
right decision given the information that was available. I am not criticizing the former
Government; the facts of life were that it became a requirement and was encouraged by
the way the Australian Loan Council was operating at the time. The reality is that, given
movements in the international currency and interest rates, not just in thIS country, but
throughout the world, foreign exchange losses of a significant level were inevitable.
I interjected earlier about whether the private sector was involved in losses of that kind
and Opposition members said, ""Of course they were not involved in losses of such a
dimension." I refer to a recent article in the Australian Financial Review that referred to
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many leading Australian companies, such as CSR Ltd, MIM Ltd, Santos Ltd, Comalco
Ltd and CRA Ltd, as being in a similar situation to that of the commission because those
companies made the same judgment as the State Electricity Commission did at that time
under, of course, successive Governments. No one foresaw the movement in exchange
rates and interest rales that has been realized.
The point I wish to make, a point that was alluded to by the honourable member for
Gippsland West, who predicted that I would make reference to it, is that offsetting the
realized losses are substantial interest rate savings afforded by the lower coupon cost of
off-shore debt. In today's environment, the commission's off-shore loans attract an average
weighted interest of 7·8 per cent per annum compared to an equivalent domestic cost of
14 per cent per annum. This represents a considerable interest rate saving over the
remaining 7-I-year average life of the borrowings.
An Honourable Member-Who wrote that?
Mr FORDHAM-Mr Nolan. Those facts are important and cannot simply be rejected.
I take up the interjection by the honourable member for Bulleen. It is correct that over the
past fifteen months the State Electricity Commission has been moving, and quite properly
so, against the international market to change its ratio of indebtedness from overseas debt
to Australian debt, with a view to reducing its overseas indebtedness. It intends to move
to a position of only 10 per cent overseas debt by the end of June 1986. I believe the
commission should be corn mended for that initiative.
Mr Gude-You don't really believe that!
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Hawthorn will cease interjecting.
Mr FORDHAM-Reference was also made to accounting standards. It is interesting
that the person given this responsibility, the honourable member for Bulleen, did not
attack the accounting standards used by the commission. He commented on them, and
saw a degree of novelty in them, but did not attack them. I hope he understood that the
financial details provided in the accounts of the commission and available to the Opposition
are in accordance with the annual reporting regulations 1984 which incorporate relevant
Australian accounting standards.
The commission's accounting policy for foreign currency transactions is in accord with
the accounting standard approved by the joint accounting bodies. Those accounting
standards stand up to scrutiny both inside and outside Parliament.
The accounting method followed by the commission is pure historical cost accounting
and no asset evaluations are included.
I remind honourable members that the 1984 annual report of the commission received
a gold award by the Australian Institute of Management for the form of its presentation.
Mr Perrin-Pretty pictures!
Mr FORDHAM-And the content. In closing my remarks, I point out that the State
Electricity Commission is, and should be, recognized as one of the great success stories of
the Victorian public sector. The credit for that goes to successive managements of the
commission over a considerable period. Its capital program has been developed in
accordance with the needs of the economy and the community. Given the dimensions of
that development and the amount of public moneys involved, I believe the commission
has operated with tremendous foresight, wisdom and prudence over that period.
I place on record the Government's confidence in the Chief General Manager of the
commission, Mr Jim Smith, I praise him for his endeavours and success in making the
commission a much more productive organization than it was some years ago.
Increases in State Electricity Commission charges have been kept below the consumer
price index for the past four years, and the Government intends to maintain that
commitment in the future.
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I thank honourable members for their comments on this important measure. I am
delighted with their continuing interest in the financial well-being of the State Electricity
Commission and I look forward to future debates.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time, and passed through its remaining stages.
The sitting was suspended at 12.4 a.m. (Friday) until 12.38 a.m.

MOTOR CAR (PHOTOGRAPHIC DETECTION DEVICES) BILL
The debate (adjourned from May 30) on the motion ofMr Roper (Minister for Transport)
for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-The Bill has caused the Opposition some difficulty. It is
an absolute disgrace that the Government parked the Bill on the Notice Paper for the past
couple of months and has now seen fit to resume the second-reading debate at this hour
after an exhausting week's sitting. If my remarks are not as cogent to you, Mr Speaker, as
they might normally be, I ask you to eke out my imperfections in your imagination.
The SPEAKER-I do not imagine I would need to exercise my mind too much, and I
mean that kindly.
Mr I. W. SMITH-I would not have credited you with that lack of imagination, Mr
Speaker. The Opposition will support the Bill provided that between now and another
place some amendments, which the Opposition believes will improve the efficiency of the
measure and the understanding and impact of it on the community, are considered by the
Government and, I hope, adopted by the Government in the other place. If that process is
not acceptable to the Government, naturally the Opposition will reconsider its position in
another place with a view to incorporating the amendments that I foreshadow.
The Bill should really have been dealt with by a Parliament road safety committee and
the first criticism I make is that the committee which served the Parliament and the
community well over many years, which built up within it a tremendous expertise and a
tremendous respect from those organizations which had anything to do with road control
and road safety, no longer exists. It appears to the Opposition totally inadequate that the
Social Development Committee, which has a much wider brief, has now taken on the role
of road safety.
I appeal to the Government to reconsider this issue at some time in the future because
the Opposition believes a Bill like this in draft form should have been referred to a
committee such as the former Road Safety Committee to be dealt with in detail for the
committee to report on and to make recommendations to Parliament. Had that process
been adopted, there would have been far less unease in the community and a far greater
understanding of some of the new principles involved in the measure.
In many ways the measure is experimental legislation in that it introduced the principle
of owner onus for the offence of travelling through a red light at an intersection. The onus
is now placed on the owner of the vehicle, regardless of whether the owner can prove that
he or she was not driving the vehicle at the time the offence occurred.
The Royal Automobile Club of Victoria, which represents 50 per cent of motorists in
the State, has very strongly opposed that principle and regards it as amounting to a person
being proved guilty before being given the chance of proving innocence. Other organizations
have expressed similar concern.
The Opposition consulted with members of the Police Force involved in the section
that runs the red light cameras and I thank Assistant Commissioner (Traffic) Baker and
his senior officers, Inspector Alan Roberts, Senior Sergeant Roy Lock and Superintendent
Margaret McVeigh for explaining to members of the Opposition the technique of the red
light camera device at intersections and the experiments with speed cameras, to which I
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shall refer later. They explained the magnitude of the offences, which is a growing problem
for road safety.
The metropolitan area has approximately 45 000 intersections of which 1300 are
controlled by traffic signals; approximately 1000 intersections have roundabouts; and
although there is provision at 80 intersections controlled by traffic signals for the installation
of red light cameras, only fifteen devices are available which are alternated round these
intersections. Those fifteen devices have detected up to 9000 offenders when they have
operated fully round the clock for a month-a staggering statistic.
These statistics and others provided by the Police Force brought home to the Opposition
the magnitude of the problem.
All motorists who drive through a green light at an intersection have the reasonable
expectation that a motorist will not be travelling the other way through a red light.
Anything that can be done by the Parliament to discourage the growIng practice of sneaking
through that last little bit of the amber light before it turns to the red light-Mr Roper-Some of them do not sneak through.
Mr I. W. SMITH- Under the proposed legislation it will be very costly for the motorist
who does attempt to go through an intersection on the amber light. However, it is clear to
the Opposition that a major education program needs to accompany the Bill. The
Opposition has discovered that many drivers still think that a red light arrow on a right
hand turn intersection does not mean stop; that it means the motorist should wait until it
is safe to go.
It is not surprising therefore that at intersections where red light arrows operate, many
motorists are recorded by the red light camera devices going against the red light arrow
when they think it is safe.

In pondering the problems of owner onus in the Bill, the Opposition sou~t to draw a
distinction between the criminal and the regulatory law. The civil libertanans amongst
honourable members who are concerned at the erosion of the individual's rights by those
owner onus provisions should draw the distinction that an offence against a regulatory law
does not carry the same weight in British justice of a person being innocent until he or she
is proven guilty.
The regulatory law covers such matters as parking fines. If one were to park one's car
illegally and receive a parking fine, that fine would be paid by the owner of the vehicle,
assuming that the owner was the driver at that time. The Opposition views this provision
for red light camera owner onus as a considerable extension of this principle, but
nevertheless, an extension of the principle.
The need for owner onus arises out of the difficulty that the police have had in obtaining
prosecutions. At present the red light camera is a perfectly legal device for the police to
use in capturing an offender going through a red light at an intersection. However, after a
photo is taken of the rear number plate of the vehicle, the film is processed and sent to the
police, who make a few telephone calls as to who might have been driving the car at the
particular time on the date and so on.
In the beginning the rate of prosecution was fairly good. Most people owned up to the
fact that they were driving the car or they assisted in identifying the person who was
driving the car at that time. However, there has been a rapidly growing tendency for
people not to admit that and to deny that they knew of the car being used at that time.
The very limited police resources available in this area-about twenty officers in allhave made up to ten personal house calls on suspected offenders at addresses that were
provided on the registration papers of the vehicle driven by the offender but have still not
achieved a prosecution. Of course, that has become impractical.

1954

ASSEMBLY

14 November 1985

Motor Car (Photo. Detection Devices) Bill

Once the law becomes impractical to administer, of course it is not administered. People
soon gain knowledge of that fact and the offences tend to mushroom, and that has been
the case.
That explanation having been given by the police, the Opposition had considerable
sympathy for what the police were trying to do to reduce the number of offenders who
were going through a red light. The police were able to satisfy the Opposition that those
who just edged over the sensor and, having seen the lights change, reversed a little when it
was safe to do so, would not be photographed a second time, which constitutes the
conclusive evidence for the offence.
The Opposition was also convinced that at intersections where the cameras were mounted
there was sufficient time for a motorist, given normal driving conditions, to travel across
the intersection on the amber light without an offence being recorded against him for going
through a red light.
Nevertheless, in respect of both this provision and a later one which I shall describe,
there is some lingering doubt. Because of that, the police agree-in fact, I think they might
have even suggested it to the Government-that the Bill should include a sunset provision
so that Parliament will have the opportunity of reviewing the measure, say, after two
years, to ensure that the technology that has been developed, the community's acceptance
of it and its effect upon road safety are all as valid as the Government and the Minister
claim.
I foreshadow that I shall move an amendment to the provision during the Committee
stage to ensure that within a two-year period Parliament receives a comprehensive report
on the operation of the photographic detection devices and has the opportunity of reviewing
the measure and amending it, if that is required.
A number of people have made representations to the Opposition and asked why the
camera does not take photographs of the front number plate of the vehicle and, in so
doing, also take a photograph of the driver of the car, to show beyond doubt the guilty
party committing the offence and triggering off the camera.
The Opposition is advised-although it has not had the facility to totally check the
claim-that such equipment is available, that it has been experimented with in Victoria,
but that it is not entirely satisfactory because it is not always possible to locate the camera
in the necessary position because of difficulties with medIan strips at some intersections
and because there would be problems of glare on the front windscreen. Therefore, although
it may photograph the front number plate satisfactorily, it may record only the glare from
the windscreen, making it impossible to identify the driver.
Nevertheless, the Opposition strongly believes the Government should ask the police·
to persevere with this type of experimentation over a two-year period and should provide
funds to enable them to do so. A photograph of the front number plate of the motor
vehicle, which incorporated a photograph of the driver, would be a satisfactory means of
resolving the question of who was responsible for the offence.
No doubt other problems will arise such as with fleet ownership in which satisfactory
log books are not kept. In the Government car pool, satisfactory log books are not always
kept. Log books are a costly mechanism to keep and it will often be difficult to prove who
the driver was at the time of the offence.
Another amendment that I foreshadow provides a capacity for an individual to make a
sworn statement to satisfy the prosecuting officer that he or she was not the driver, in place
of the current provision, which I shall explain later in the Committee stage, which requires
the offender to go to court to prove that. If the owner of the vehicle can establish to the
satisfaction of the informant-that is, the police officer-that that person was not the
driver, is seems unnecessary that he or she should still be required to go to court. I hope
that will be adopted by the Committee so that the proposed legislation makes more
practical sense.
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With regard to the photographic speed detection devices, which the proposed legislation
will permit, the Opposition has no doubt that the majority of lethal accidents and those
causing injuries are caused through a combination of alcohol, speed and lack of
co~centration. Very few accidents these days appear to have faulty equipment as their
pnmary cause.
There is an apathetic acceptance by the community of an alarmingly high accident rate.
If Parliament can do anything to reduce the alarmingly high rate of accidents and injuries
on the roads, I believe it should do it. This provision to legitimatize speed cameras, which,
in a similar way to the red light cameras, record the number plate and other relevant data,
such as the time and date on a photograph to prove that a motorist was speeding, will
possibly make some contribution to road safety.
The Minister probably has not had the same experience as many honourable members
who live in the country and therefore mostly drive longer distances on country roads; so I
warn him that, if the police are to continue to command the respect of the motoring
community, it is not acceptable for these sorts of devices or for radar devices or
amphometers to be placed in areas in which it is relatively common for motorists to
exceed the speed limit, albeit in a minor way.
Already within the community there is a lot of muttering and mumbling about the
police using radar, amphometers and motor camera as a simple revenue raising measure.
Indeed, in the past financial year approximately $32 million was raised in this way. That
is a lot of money and, admittedly, a lot of offences, but one can justify the use of these
devices and have the public accept them only if one can show that they are placed in areas
that have been demonstrated by the statistics to be areas of risk. The Road Traffic Authority,
with its division which was formerly called ROST A-the Road Traffic and Safety
Authority-has comprehensive figures which will enable the identification of what are
called ""black spot" areas on our roads.
The Opposition has no qualms about the concentration of all these sorts of speed
detecting devices in areas where for some reason, there is a risk-it is often a reason that
is not easily understood, but statistics have proved that a risk exists there.
The Opposition is fearful that, under pressure to raise additional revenue, the police
will wander off with this sort of detection device into an area, for example, at the bottom
of a long run where even the most righteous and law-abiding motorist will be exceeding
100 kilometres an hour, and the police will simply, in a rat-a-tat fashion, record every
vehicle that is travelling at more than 100 kilometres an hour and therefore have a licence
to print money, at the same time achieving absolutely nothing to deter the motorist from
unsafe driving practices in areas where diligence and more caution are required.
In Victoria, happily, the Police Force is held in the highest respect by most of the
community. That is certainly not the case in all States of Australia and certainly not the
case in many places in the world. If there is anything that will, in particular, bring the
police into discredit and disrepute in the public eye, it is placing these sorts of devices in
stupid areas where they will have absolutely no impact on road safety.
One does not need much common sense to understand what I am talking about. One
does not need much experience on country or city roads to see the potential abuses of that
sort of situation by the police. We have all seen them at the bottom of a hill, for instance;
we have all seen them on long, straight stretches where traffic numbers are limited. They
are not the spots where they will have an impact on road safety. They are only the spots
where they will have an impact on revenue raising. Let that not be the prime purpose of
this or any similar Bill.
The Bill moves us further towards convincing the public that a driver's licence is a
privilege and not a right. So many drivers, particularly among the older generation,
regarded a driver's licence as a right for everyone. The community is rapidly moving away
from that position and it now, in my view, is regarded as a privilege that one not only
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earns in the beginning, but also continues to earn by proper behaviour and respect for
others on the road. The proposed amendments to the Motor Car Act that will remove
licences from people emphasize the point I am making.
The Opposition has no difficulty with the provision in the Bill that deals with speed
camera devices. While the offender can be issued with an infringement notice that
commands penalty points, the exceeding of the 3D-kilometres an hour margin above the
speed limit in any particular zone will automatically take the driver to court. It does,
however have a lot of difficulty with the last provision in the Bill, which deals with demerit
points. I shall explain it in more detail during the Committee stage.
I should like to say in passing that it does not make good sense to implement these road
safety devices-at least that is the banner under which these provisions masquerade-and
then to remove the great incentive for the motorist to behave in accordance with the
demerit points system. It does not matter to the Opposition whether an offender is
detected by a mechanical device or a policeman on a pushbike, by an amphometer or a
radar gun, a red light camera or a speed camera; the fact is one has offended against the
law and one must suffer demerit points according to the system. Therefore, during the
Committee stage the Opposition will move an amendment which will retain the demerit
points system in the legislation.
I shall finish at the point where I started: I reiterate that to list this sort of proposed
legislation on the Notice Paper for a couple of months and then to bring it on for debate
towards the end of a wearying sessional period, and a particularly wearying week, is a
disgrace. All legislation brought before Parliament is important but a measure of this
nature is of much greater importance and deserves more consideration than the disrespect
it has been shown by the Government which has brought it on at this late hour.
The Opposition has reservations about the proposed legislation and it will proceed with
reporting provisions which will bring the legislation back to Parliament to see how it is
working. Some important principles are involved in the measure, which is experimental.
Nevertheless, given that the Government will accept the amendments to be moved by the
Opposition, the Opposition hopes the measure will be successful.
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-It is more than five months since the Minister for
Transport delivered his second-reading speech on this Bill yet today honourable members
have divided over the amount of time that has been allocated for consultation on the
Superannuation Scheme Amendment Bill. I do not criticize the Minister for Transport for
providing that amount of time for consultation but it is strange that five months have
been allowed for consultation on one Bill while other Bills are rushed through Parliament
in a fortnight. The Government is inconsistent and it is inappropriate for it to act this way
with important legislation.
Road safety is of vital importance. Undoubtedly all members are eager to introduce
measures which will help to prevent traffic accidents and avoid the heartache and trauma
experienced in the community as a result of road accidents. Legislation which includes
road safety provisions should be supported by all honourable members.
Substantial inroads have been made into the major causes of road accidents which have
resulted in the ·05 legislation, the compulsory wearing of seat belts and the demerit points
system. Penalties are imposed on drivers who breach those laws. Many penalties carry
heavy fines or gaol sentences, particularly offences against ·05 legislation.
The proposed legislation has two aspects. Firstly, it relates to the right of the police to
use red light cameras. It provides a greater opportunity for police to pursue the people
who have caused the infringements. Under the existing legislation, unless the police were
in the position of finding the owner of the car, who would admit to being the driver, they
would have difficulty in proceeding with prosecutions.
That aspect will now be turned around so that after a photograph is taken at an
intersection and the registration plate of the vehicle in the photograph passing through the
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red light can be traced, if the owner is not prepared to provide the police with the
information required, action can be taken against that owner. In the past it has been
difficult for police to take prosecutions of infringing motorists to the last degree.
The second part of the Bill relates to the legalization of speed cameras on roadways.
Approximately 40 to 45 per cent of the 1300 intersections around the built-up area of
Melbourne have traffic control signals and there are approximately 100 roundabouts. The
roundabout system has been a good mechanism for sorting out traffic congestion and
traffic order at intersections. It slows down traffic and spreads it out in many cases. The
roundabout system is better than traffic lights as it allows the continuous movement of
traffic in any direction after giving way to traffic on one's right. With traffic lights, even
though there may be no traffic on the road where a green light is shown, traffic facing a red
light cannot proceed.
I have been assisted in my research on the proposed legislation by people such as
Inspector Roberts and Senior Sergeant Roy Lock to whom I am indebted. They told me
that about fifteen cameras are being moved around and located at the largest. of 100
different intersections around the built-up area of Melbourne. Drivers approaching an
intersection at which a warning sign indicates that a red light camera is in operation will
be cautious and weary, even though the camera may not be in operation. It is a deterrent
in itself against people taking risks and going through intersections against the direction of
traffic signals.
The police claim there has been an 80 per cent reduction in the number of accidents at
intersections with cameras. That statistical evidence is available.
It is interesting to observe how long it takes for a light to change to red at an intersection.
At most intersections the light is on amber for approximately 4 seconds. At some new
intersections the duration of the amber light has been increased 5·5 seconds. A driver has
between 4 seconds and 5·5 seconds to decide whether to travel through the intersection on
the amber light or whether to slow down the vehicle and be able stop before the light turns
to red.
The red light at an intersection is on for at least half a second before the camera is
activated and the camera can only be activated by a car passing over the sensors. The
sensors then activate the camera which takes another photograph 1 second after the first
photograph. This means that the infringing motorist has two photographs taken and they
give an indication of how far he has travelled through the intersection.

The photographs that I saw at the Brunswick police station showed accidents that
occurred when a vehicle had gone through a red light and had collided with a car that was
legally proceeding from the other direction.
In the early days of the installation of red light cameras the police followed up the taking
of photographs with inquiries, but found that only a small percentage of the drivers could
be found and prosecuted. As time has gone by, only 30 per cent of those who infringed
were proceeded against because the police did not have enough legislative power to carry
out the full ambit of investigation to find the offending motorist. The Bill tidies that up.
The police advise me that it costs approximately $900 to put an infringement notice in
the hands of an offending driver. It can be a difficult exercise and the police get tired of
knocking on doors in an attempt to find these offending drivers. The National Party
supports that, but has some reservations.
The honourable member for Polwarth foreshadowed some amendments that he would
be moving. The National Party will also move amendments and I hope the Minister will
see fit to accommodate those amendments because of reasonable representations from a
number of people. One of those bodies is the Royal Automobile Club of Victoria, which
represents a large body of car owners in this State-approximately 50 per cent of motorists.
The Minister should give serious consideration to accepting the amendments, and that is
what we will be trying to convince the Minister to do.
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In a letter, dated 13 September 1985, the Royal Automobile Club of Victoria stated:
The Royal Automobile Club of Victoria has examined carefully the Motor Car (Photographic Detection
Devices) Bill which is expected to come before the next session of Parliament for second reading.
The Royal Automobile Club of Victoria is convinced that the legislation:
· will be of no benefit in promoting road safety;
· will treat private motorists inequitably compared with all other classes of drivers;
· is contrary to the accepted principle that a person is innocent until proven guilty;
· deletes the deterrent effects of the demerit points system.

In the case ofa fleet owner, if log books are not kept accurately it will be difficult to track
down the person who was driving the vehicle at the time an infringement took place.
Another example is a vehicle that is left for repair in a garage and is driven on the road
by a mechanic before it is returned to the owner. If the mechanic breaches the law and
goes through a red light, the owner of the car on having an infringement notice served on
him by the police would have no idea who was driving the car at the time.
Those are the matters about which the National Party is concerned and we hope the
Minister will accept amendments designed to overcome the problem .
. My next comment relates to speed devices on highways. These aiso are of concern to
the National Party. I refer to a table of information given to me by Senior Sergeant Roy
Lock, relating to trials conducted by the Traffic Operations Group of the Victoria Police
on speed cameras between 21 July and 25 July 1984. During that trial period speed
cameras were used for 47·5 hours and the total number of vehicles checked over that
period was 42 153. Statistics on the vehicles photographed were as follows: total vehicles
exceeding the speed limit by more than 10 per cent, 11 410 or 27 per cent.
Some 5269 vehicles exceeded the speed limit by 1 kilometre to 10 kilometres an hour;
3181 vehicles exceeded the limit by 11 to 15 kilometres an hour; 1727 vehicles exceeded
the limit by 16 to 20 kilometres an hour; 759 vehicles exceeded the limit by 21 to 25
kilometres an hour; 294 vehicles exceeded the limit by 26 to 30 kilometres an hour; 102
vehicles exceeded the limit by 31 to 35 kilometres an hour; 52 vehicles exceeded the limit
by 36 to 40 kilometres an hour; and 26 vehicles exceeded the limit by more than 40
kilometres an hour.
On those figures, the cancellation or suspension of licences would be applicable to at
least 180 drivers and the appropriate fines would amount to $745 000. Film and processing
costs for 15 245 photographs would be approximately $381.
Many infringements occur on the roads. If speed cameras are incorporated in the road
network, it may lead to a decrease in the number of people who speed. The current penalty
for exceeding the speed limit by more than 30 kilometres an hour is the automatic loss of
one's licence. No one who has had a driver's licence would appreciate being without it.
I shall move a reasoned amendment. 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 recommendations of the Report of the Social Development
Committee relating to Freeway Speed Limits are implemented.

The second-reading speech on the Bill was made on 30 May, so the Bill has been around
for a while. If the Bill were withdrawn and redrafted to allow the speed limit on a freeway
to be increased to 110 kilometres an hour, the Bill could still be passed through Parliament
by Christmas. The time factor should not cause the Minister too much concern.
The National Party has proposed the amendment so that the recommendations of the
Social Development Committee can be taken into account.
The report of the Social Development Committee was submitted to the Parliament on
21 March 1983 and I shall refer honourable members to it. The recommendations suggested
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that the Road Traffic Regulations 1973 be amended to lift the speed limit from 100
kilometres an hour to 110 kilometres an hour for private motorists_ It further suggested
that the new maximum speed limit be 100 kilometres an hour for private motorists, 90
kilometres an hour for commercial motorists and 80 kilometres an hour for vehicles
towing trailers and should apply only to freeways that have been designed for a speed of
120 kilometres an hour, with these freeways to be speed zoned to 110 kilometres an hour
for private motorists and 90 kilometres an hour for commercial motorists_
If honourable members examine the report of the Social Development Committee they
will see a reference to the standardization of speed limits in Australian States_ Only
Victoria and Queensland have maximum speed limits ofless than 110 kilometres an hour
for private motorists_ That report says that the increase of Victorian freeway speeds to a
comparable level would lead to greater Australian standardization of speed zones_
I reside in western Victoria and I well know that South Australian road laws allow a
maximum speed of 110 kilometres an hour. That maximum speed limit does not cause
any more accidents in South Australia than occur in Victoria, where the limit is 100
kilometres an hour_ It is confusing for interstate motorists from both New South Wales
and South Australia coming into Victoria to have to contend with a maximum speed limit
of 100 kilometres an hour. I ask the Minister to take on board that recommendation_
Rumours have been spread that the Government proposes to lift the speed limit for
commercial vehicles_ Police in my area have spoken to me about this and they feel it
would be most dangerous if the speed limit for commercial vehicles were lifted to 100
kilometres an hour with the speed limit for private motorists remaining at 100 kilometres
an hour. It is the police view that transport operators may tail-gate private motorists,
perhaps causing fear and anxiety to those motorists and even bringing about accidents_
I refer to tables of international comparisons on road crash statistics taken from the
Summary of National Crash Statistics, April 1985, Federal Office of Road Safety, Canberra_
I have requested that the tables be incorporated in Hansard.

Leave was granted, and the tables were as follows:
INTERNATIONAL COMPARISONS
Table 3: Fatalities per 10000 Vehicles

1965
1970
1975
1980
1981
1982
1983

Ausl

USA

UK

Canada

NZ

8-5
8-0
5-9
4-3
4-2
3-9
3-2

5·1
4·7
3·2
3·1
2·9
NA
NA

6-2
5-0
3-6
3-1
3·1
3-8
NA

7-3
6-0
5-4
4-0
3·9
3·0
NA

5-5
5-4
4-0
3-3
3-6
3-6
3-4

Table 4: Fatalities per 100000 Population

1965
1970
1975
1980
1981
1982
1983

Aust

USA

UK

Canada

NZ

27-8
30-4
26-8
22-3
22-3
21-4
17-9

24-3
25-8
20·7
22·6
21·5
18·8
18·2

15-1
13-9
11·7
11-2
10-8
10.9
10.5

24-5
23·5
26-4
22-5
22·2
16·9
NA

21-0
22-9
20.1
18-8
21·0
20.9
20.0
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Table 5: Fatalities per 100 Million Vehicle Kilometres Travelled

1965
1970
1975
1980
1981
1982
1983

Aust

USA

UK

Canada

NZ

6·6
4·7
3·8
2·9
2·8
2·6
2·4

3·3
2·9
2·1
2·1
2·0
1·7
1·6

4·9
3·6
2·6
2·1
2·1

5·2
4·0
3·5
2·7
2·7
2·3

5·7
4·0
3·7
3·6
4·0
3·5
3·7

NA
NA

NA

NA: Not available at this time

Mr W. D. McGRA TU-Honourable members will need to refer to the statistics, which
give the number of vehicles involved and the number of kilometres travelled. The tables
compare Australia, the United States of America, the United Kingdom, Canada and New
Zealand. In 1981 fatalities per 10 000 vehicles indicate that Australia had 4·2, the United
States of America 2·9, the United Kingdom 3·1, Canada 3·9 and New Zealand 3·6.
In 1981 Australia had the highest number of fatalities per 10 000 vehicles. The number
offatalities per 100 million vehicle kilometres travelled in Australia was 2·8; in the United
States of America it was 2·0; in the United Kingdom 2·1; in Canada 2·7 and in New
Zealand 4·0. Australians must work hard to improve their road safety record to the
standard of countries such as the United States of America, the United Kingdom and
Canada.
That is one reason why the National Party supports the proposed legislation. I ask the
Minister, however, to return some of that consideration and to support the amendment
moved by the National Party to have the legal limit on freeways increased from 100
kilometres an hour to 110 kilometres an hour.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I advise honourable members that
from here on they will be speaking on the second reading and the amendment moved by
the honourable member for Lowan.
Mr COOPER (Momington)-Each year in Australia 2700 people are killed in road
accidents and 25 000 people are seriously injured. The cost to the nation of this trauma is
estimated to be $3000 million, which is approximately $2000 a year for each man, woman
and child. Victoria carries a large amount of this road trauma, so it is important that all
political parties direct their attention to the best methods of controlling and lessening the
serious road trauma that daily confronts the community.
The Opposition has a problem in coming to grips with its philosophical objections to
owner onus. A good deal of information has been circulated which refers to a person being
guilty before being proved innocent and that owner onus legislation is the direct opposite
of the British system ofjustice. However, honourable members should try to come to grips
with the basic problem confronting society-the need to save lives.
I support the general thrust of the Bill and the amendment proposed by the National
Party. Many organizations and individuals have suggested that this is basically a revenueraising Bill. I do not support that view because if one considers the facts surrounding road
trauma, what the measure attempts to achieve and what the Police Force is trying to do to
lessen the danger to people using the roads, one realizes that it does not hold water. It is
cynicism of the highest order to say that the basic thrust of the measure is revenue raising,
and I do not believe that view is supported by the facts.
I am disappointed in some of the arguments put forward by the Royal Automobile Club
of Victoria in opposing the Bill. I have a high regard for that organization, but I believe it
has fallen into the basic trap of negativism instead of examining the situation and saying,
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•• Although we may not agree with some aspects of the basic thrust of the measure, we will
try to be positive and make it work".
The Royal Automobile Club of Victoria has adopted a negative stance, which is sad for
that organization. If the organization approached the proposed legislation and the desires
of the Police Force in another way, it should be trying to suggest amendments that would
achieve satisfactory aims. The approach of the organization has been to say, "We do not
agree with owner onus and therefore we encourage honourable members to throw out the
proposed legislation". That is a matter of some sadness. I have submission from the Royal
Automobile Club of Victoria, and I presume honourable members on the other side of the
House received a similar document. It is headed "Discussion Points on Owner Onus",
and states:
We support red light cameras as a road saftey initiative but not the proposed owner onus legislation.

That is really like sayin~, "Take the photograph, but we believe prosecution should be
made as difficult as possIble". I shall refer later to the difficulties WIth prosecutions under
the current legislation, and that will explain the reason why I do not think the Royal
Automobile Club of Victoria has really come to grips with what is desirable for the general
community. The last page of the document states:
If owner onus is endorsed. it will come as a surprise to a high percentage of motorists. as the Government has
consistently refused to discuss it with the community.

That is not a realistic statement because the proposed legislation was subject to a
considerable amount of debate in the community.
When the ramifications of the proposed legislation are explained to the community,
and when the community sees the results that will be achieved, it will perhaps have some
reservations, but nevertheless it will come to the conclusion that I have come to, and that
members of the Opposition have come to, and that is that the Bill is in the general
community interest. Therefore, it is an equitable piece of proposed legislation.
The last paragraph of the document states:
Not only does this legislation transfer the onus of guilt from the driver to the owner, but it also transfers the
onus of identifying the driver from the police to the community.

That is an interesting point because that statement was also made by the Victorian Road
Transport Association in its monthly magazine. On page 8 of the September 1985 edition,
when commenting on the proposed legislation, an article in the magazine stated:
Surely it is the responsibility of the Police Force to detect offences and not have the supervision of them passed
on to other parties.
This industry is equally as conscious of road safety as the Government or any other authority ...

The article goes on to deal with the livelihoods of its operators. When two organizations
say that the responsibility for road safety should be thrown completely into the hands and
upon the shoulders of the Police Force, one must question their basic approach to the
proposed legislation and say to them that they should review their stance on the basis of
the over-all community good.
One can see, from the figures I quoted at the beginning of my speech, that road trauma
is a problem. That point should not need to be argued any further; it is a point that has
been well and truly accepted. The figures show that road trauma is so large a problem that
it is not just the responsibility of the police; it is the responsibility of the entire community
to police road safety.
It is the responsibility primarily of the police to apprehend, to charge and to carry that
charge into the court system, but it is the responsibility of every member of the community
to assist the Police Force in these matters. The public cannot stand back and leave the
Police Force to handle these matters alone. An abrogation of the responsibility will result
in an increase in the road toll that the community will not be able to tolerate either socially
or economically.
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Two responsible organizations now throw the burden back in printed form on to the
shoulders of the Police Force, which is entirely an irresponsible and anti-social action.
Therefore, I urge those two bodies to review their stance in the best interests of the
community.
Statistics speak for themselves. Fifteen red light cameras are alternated round 80 locations
in the metropolitan area and those cameras detect 9000 offences a month. That statistic
alone makes one wonder about road traffic education. The present manpower available to
police restricts the number of prosecutions of those offences to 1500 a month, leaving
thousands of other people who have committed serious offences on the roads to escape
scot free purely as a result of lack of manpower necessary to effect prosecutions.
The information made available by the Police Force on the manpower that would be
required under present legislation demonstrates that the community cannot afford to
employ that number of police officers. That is why this legislative measure is necessary,
although it may not be desirable philosophically. The community cannot allow these
offences to go unprosecuted; otherwise, offenders will be encouraged to continue to break
the law.
The 80 locations at which red light cameras can operate will soon be extended to 100
locations. Undoubtedly, more red light cameras will detect more offenders. As a victim of
a road accident as a result of a lunatic driver ignoring a red traffic light, I strongly favour
action being taken to detect offending drivers, to bring them before the courts, to revoke
their drivers' licences and to restrict and, I hope, prevent, their ability to maim and to kill
on the roads.
I question the intent of the Bill on demerit points. It is rather strange that demerit points
will not apply where offences are detected by red light cameras. Mr Deputy Speaker, if on
your way home tonight you drive through a red light and you are apprehended by a police
officer, who either charges you or gives you an on-the-spot fine, demerit points will be
credited against you. The same thing would happen to me too if I did it.
According to the proposal in the Bill there are two ways of enforcing the law: firstly, if a
motorist drives through a red light and is detected by a police officer, that motorist will
incur demerit points. Secondly, if a motorist drives through a red light and is detected by
a camera, that motorist will not incur demerit points. That is not equality in the law. I
would strongly recommend to the Government that it reconsider that aspect of the Bill
because it is inequitable and unsupportable.
If a motorist is convicted of driving through a red light, that motorist should incur
demerit points because it is a serious offence. It is not a minor road traffic offence but one
that needs to be treated seriously.
I draw attention to clause 5 which deals with the methods by which people may defend
themselves against red light camera convictions. Proposed sub-sections (3) (b) and (c)
state:
(3) Notwithstanding anything in sub-section (1) or (2) an owner of a motor car shall not by virtue of subsection (1) be guilty of an offence if(b) the owner satifies the court that the owner did not know and could not with reasonable diligence have
ascertained the name and address ofthe person who was driving the motor car at the relevant time: or

(c) in the case of an owner other than a body corporate, the owner satisfies the court that the owner was not
driving the motor car at the relevant time.

The argument I have with those two proposed sub-sections is that the owner of a motor
car should not have to satisfy the court. It should be open to the owner to be able to satisfy
the informant as set out in proposed sub-section (3) (a). If the owner cannot satisfy the
informant, the matter must go to court. However, in those circumstances it is an
unnecessary imposition to force the owner to go to court. I urge the Minister to re-examine
this section of the Bill and, if necessary, amend it.
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The Police Force has supplied some interesting statistics to the Opposition on speed
cameras. It is proposed that three speed cameras will be installed to detect approximately
16 000 speeding offences a month. Obviously speed cameras will be a major revenue raiser
for the Government, but they will be necessary devices.
The Opposition and the motoring public need assurances from the Government on the
use of speed cameras. If speed cameras are placed on highways to be used as revenue
raising measures, and are seen as such, there will be massive community opposition to
them and massive community unrest. I hope the Government gives some assurances that
the speed cameras will be used only in areas of proven high risk and not used as revenue
raising measures.
I direct to the attention of the House an article that appeared in the publication,
Engineering Australia of 20 September, which was written by Alan Krosch and Colin
Beard, two engineers in Queensland who have professional involvement in particular
aspects of road safety. At page 30 of the magazine, the article states:
To be credible. enforcement must be seen to be concentrated at the times and places of greatest accident risk.
In the past it has not been uncommon to see maximum speed enforcement on the safest section of road where
the speed environment is the highest.

That is something of which the public is very much aware. I do not believe the Police
Force would willin~y do this, but it may be forced, through pressure from the Government
in its attempt to raise revenue, to place speed cameras on section of roads where the speed
environment is the highest. If so, it will do a disservice to road safety and will take road
safety education and enforcement backward rather than forward. The article also states:
Enforcement should be aimed at varying driver behaviour, not only catching offenders.
The use of cameras to automatically record red-light infringements at selected Melbourne intersections fulfils
both of these roles and is a trial being viewed with much optimism.

The engineers who wrote the article were saying that camera detection plays an important
part in both speed and intersection control. .
However, they certainly made the point-and it is something about which the
Government should keep its feet positively on the ground-that it is necessary to be
certain that the police are detecting offences and not doing so only to raise revenue. I am
not making that accusation, but honourable members know that will be the view among
the motoring public. Motorists believe they are being set upon at present as a result of a
number of actions that have recently occurred at Government level. The one on which
they zero in most directly relates to the condition of the roads, as a result of which they
are sometimes forced to take extraordinary action to manoeuvre their way around the
roads of this city and this State. They are detected and charged with offences as a result,
and they turn on the Government and say that it is not doing the right thing by them.
In conclusion, it is very proper of me to draw to the attention of the Minister the fact
that, if road safety is to be encouraged in this State and if better direction is to be given in
that regard, he had better start taking more positive action on road funding. Better roads
result in a reduction in the number of accidents and the necessity for control devices; they
encourage drivers to be better drivers.
The Government has miserably let down the motoring public in regard to road funding.
No matter what sorts of press releases the Minister for Transport issues, the fact is that he
has badly let down the motoring public and created an environment in which stronger
controls are necessary.
I know much concern, unrest and unhappiness exist in the local government area
regarding the broken promises of the Minister for Transport and the Government on road
funding. Honourable members have heard the promises of the Minister to maintain road
funding at the same real level as last year. However, when one examines the Minister's
performance, one notes that he has not kept that promise. It is no wonder there is unrest
and concern.
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Because of the poor condition of the roads, there are increased breaches of road laws;
poor roads breed accidents and bad behavioural problems in drivers. Honourable members
are then faced with debating Bills in this House that increase Government spending on
measures for controlling drivers. That is putting the cart before the horse. The Government
should consider better driver education and pay more attention to the condition of roads.
If that were done, it may not be necessary to put pressure on drivers through the use ofthe
photographic detection devices now being considered.
I know the Minister has listened with great attention to my remarks. I can see that by
the way he has turned his back to me all night in his usual good-mannered way of dealing
with the Opposition.
The general thrust of the proposed legislation is supported by the Opposition. However,
the Opposition will strongly support the amendment moved by the honourable member
for Lowan, which requests the Government to implement the recommendations of the
Social Development Committee relating to freeway speed limits. That is a realistic and
reasonable amendment, and one that should be taken on board and supported fully by the
Government as well as by the Opposition and the National Party.

Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-I have no hesitation in supporting the proposed
legislation. I served on the road safety sub-committee of the Social Development Committee
which in the previous Parliament was chaired by the honourable member for Geelong
East, who is now the honourable member for Bellarine. The sub-committee spent many
hours listening to expert witnesses and receiving expert advice, and I am concerned that
Parliament no longer carries on its past great tradition of having a committee specifically
assigned to investigating road safety.
Regrettably, 90 per cent of accidents are caused by road users; well over a third of those
are caused by associated environmental factors such as bad roads, and approximately 15
per cent by associated unsafe vehicles. Nevertheless, it is too high a proportion altogether.
I agree with the previous speakers, particularly with the honourable member for Polwarth,
that if people will not behave themselves we cannot adopt the traditional libertarian
approaches in dealing with them and they must be forced to behave themselves because
of the damage they cause to other people.
Approximately 30 per cent of accidents are caused by the failure to give right of way,
especially at intersections, and hence the necessity for the red light cameras. Shortly there
are to be 100 red light cameras at 100 intersections. The statistics indicate that they are
catching a disproportionate number of young people. Approximately 40 per cent of
offenders are aged between 18 and 27, and these are the men and women who are essential
to our future. We need the red light camera to catch them, and we need everything possible
to help the police bring these people before the courts.
Only 10 per cent of the 26 to 30 year-old age group are detected going through red lights.
In December last, 22 000 drivers were photographed going through red lights; of these
only 2000 or fewer than 10 per cent were prosecuted. That is an intolerably low percentage
and, despite the Royal Automobile Club of Victoria and all the other libertarian people, I
am not prepared to put up with this.
Our overworked Police Force cannot be expected to use thousands of precious police
hours attempting to get admissions from these people, especially the young people, who
will not admit that they were driving cars through red lights. Therefore, it is important
that we get this owner-onus principle through Parliament as quickly as possible.
The lives of other people are far more important than the right of traffic offenders to
continue unabated in killing and crippling others, some innocent children. I am also
concerned about the excessive speed, which is a major factor in traffic accidents, and I
support the amendment moved by the honourable member for Lowan, because the road
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safety sub-committee of the Social Development Committee found that a high speed of
110 kilometres is quite safe so long as one is in a line of traffic, especially on freeways.
On most divided highways 90 per cent of drivers exceed the speed limit of60 kilometres
an hour, yet only 30 per cent exceed the 75 kilometres an hour speed limit. I repeat, so
long as all drivers are travelling at the same speed, whether that be 60,90 or 110 kilometres
an hour they are reasonably safe and the drivers are unlikely to be involved in an accident.
The police should concentrate on apprehending the small percentage of drivers who weave
in and out of the traffic rather than worrying about the people who are drivin~ in a long
line of traffic and are not driving dangerously, even though they may be exceedlng the derestricted speed limit.
From my experience as a member of the former Social Development Committee road
safety sub-committee, I know that electronic speed cameras are important in detecting all
motorists who drive at unduly high speeds. I am gravely concerned about the lack of
funding allocated for maintenance of arterial roads, especially in the Doncaster electorate.
Springvale Road runs the length of the whole eastern boundary of the Doncaster electorate
and runs through adjoining electorates such as Mitcham. The statistics show that of all
drivers who travel along Springvale Road only some 15 per cent travel at speeds in excess
of 90 kilometres an hour and about 90 per cent obey the 60 kilometre an hour speed
restriction.
What annoys me-and the Minister for Transport might take note of this-is that the
speed limits imposed along Springvale Road change in some areas from 60 kilometres an
hour to 75 kilometres an hour. The speed limit on that road now being reconstructed
should be 75 kilometres an hour for the whole of the road. Variations of speed limits on
the same road are confusing to motorists. A uniform maximum speed should apply to the
whole of roads such as Springvale Road.
I should like to continue at great length on this subject but that would be unfair at this
late hour. If I am to sacrifice some of my time to speak in this debate-I have spoken for
only 6 minutes and can claim some expert experience from my time as a member of the
former road safety sub-committee, I expect my colleagues to speak for no longer than 10
minutes.
Mr DICKINSON (South Barwon)-I support the Bill and the amendment moved by
the honourable member for Lowan, which is a forward step and another deterrent in road
traffic control in Victoria. All honourable members are aware of instances where people
have driven through red li~hts. In Geelong when the traffic is heavy I have seen many
people breach the law by dnving through red lights at intersections. It is frightening, when
one considers road trauma and the thousands of people who are injured on the roads each
year, that police are not given the staff and equipment to control the many intersections
m Victoria. I have been informed by the police that there are some 45 000 intersections in
Victoria and that only 80 of them are controlled by red light cameras. Fifteen speed
cameras are moved around to these various intersections week by week.
In a survey carried out at the intersection of Maroondah Highway and Springvale Road,
the police detected 300 offenders in one day. With the installation of a red light camera at
that intersection the number of offenders was reduced to two. That indicates the success
rate of these red light cameras as a deterrent to motorists. Each month 9000 offenders are
fined for breaching the red light laws, and this results in $840 000 a month or $10-8 million
a year.
On-the-spot fines raise $32 million throughout Victoria each year and $2 million each
year in the Geelong region alone. The community that I represent is anxious that the
measure it not used as a revenue raiser, but that the community receives something in
return. The police stations that are planned in Geelong are important to the Corio, South
Barwon and Geelong communities.
The Bill closes off loopholes that have enabled offenders to escape prosecutions. If they
did not freely admit to offences-approximately 5 per cent of people have been aware of
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what was being asked by the police and have not freely admitted that they were drivingthey jeopardized any success of the police in furthering the prosecution. One of the
alternatives would be to give the police additional staff to carry out bookings manually so
that the motorists who go through red lights can be prosecuted on the site. This may not
be cost efficient or the most desirable way of achieving the best results.
The cameras should be able to identify drivers. It is not always possible for log-books to
be kept of private cars and company vehicles showing how they are being used. Innocent
owners may not remember where they drove their cars on certain occasions and therefore
may be put at risk. Some people may consider that the owner onus is excessive and an
infringement of the common law right of innocent until proven guilty. Our society is now
recognizing that it is a privilege, not a right, to drive a vehicle and unless owner onus was
applied the courts would soon be bogged down by thousands of cases having to be proved.
If every case of an on-the-spot fine were disputed, the courts would be completely bogged
down. I was talking to a police constable the other day who informed me of the difficulties
that can arise where an on-the-spot fine is issued and some two years later the police officer
has to attend court to identify the offending motorist, only to find the motorist is defended
by a solicitor who has his client seated at the back of the court room with two other
gentlemen and who proceeds to ask the constable to identify the accused. After a two-year
period the constable cannot remember who he booked on that occasion. That is an
illustration of what can happen when those cases are taken to court.
I am very much aware of the thousands of road deaths and thousands of occasions on
which people break the law with impunity. The Motor Car (Photographic Detection
Devices) Bill and the amendments envisaged will go some way towards controlling the
roads to reduce the number of injuries and fatalities that occur, at the same time making
the motoring public more responsible in the role it plays. It is frightening to realize that
each year thousands of young people are killed or maimed for life in accidents on our
roads.
I support the Bill and the proposed amendments. I believe the community of Geelong
will benefit from the measure. I trust the Government will use the money that has been
raised in fines in educating young motorists, building up the equipment that is needed by
the police and providing police facilities that are needed in the South Barwon community.
Mr E. R. SMITH (Glen Waverley)-We have been extremely fortunate in being briefed
by Mr Baker, the Assistant Commissioner (Traffic), and his staff and having received from
them valuable information that would have been otherwise almost impossible to have
found.
This controversial owner-onus Bill is something that is foreign to our way of thinking:
Officials from the Royal Automobile Club of Victoria also briefed us and gave us
information, including an article in the Royalauto, August edition, headed "Guilty (until
proven innocent)" which states inter alia:
The implication of this change in onus from the police to the vehicle owner would seem distasteful to most of
us. Firstly, having to appear in court to prove your innocence, perhaps for the first time, and the associated
feeling ofguiIt is bad enough but having to inform on a friend-to "dob in a mate" or your own family-is NOT
the Australian way.

People in my electorate have shown their distaste for this type of legislation to the extent
that they have said in petitions that it is bad and they are adamant that it should not be
imposed on the community.
However, the other side of the coin is the figures produced by Assistant Commissioner
Baker-yesterday's figures-that show that in 1984 more than 18000 motorists were
photographed running the red lights and that during this period no cameras were operating
for seven weeks. At first, 90 per cent of the people were "finalized"-as the police refer to
it-but now only up to 40 per cent are being finalized. In other words, the remainder of
the offenders are taking no notice of red light infringements because they know of the
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incredible administrative problems the police experience in attempting to prosecute.
Eighteen thousand people are taking the risk of going through red lights, and, of these only
40 per cent, on yesterday's figures, are being prosecuted.
This argument induced me to change my views. I would normally have accepted the
view expressed by the RACY. I quote again from that article:
Red light and speed cameras do not need owner onus to be effective road safety countermeasures. A better
road safety solution would be to use more cameras rather than concentrate on improving the driver identification
process.

If one is going to change one's opinion on a subject such as this, one must be convinced
that it will be for road safety reasons and in the best interests of the community. Toni~ht
one of my constituents telephoned and said that if the owner onus saves only one lIfe,
then the measure is justified.

How can any of us condone the reckless behaviour of motorists who completely disre~rd
the lives of their passenger, other road users and pedestrians as well as their own lIves
when they flagrantly break the law because of the popular belief, that, even if caught by
the red camera, they can escape prosecution under the present law.
Another reason for my change of view was contained in a recent argument by Sir Arvi
Parvo on the subject of ID cards. He had lived in a Baltic state as a child under the
communist system and ID cards were part of the order of the day. People could stop him
and ask to see his ID card. As the Minister for Ethnic Affairs would know, those people
demanding to see his ID card were enforcing police state views on the community. Sir
Arvi said that when he arrived in Australia and there were no restrictive ways of life, he
felt free. However, he said he had to recently rethink his view on this because of the
incredible abuse of the social welfare system. Sir Arvi believed that the lesser of the two
evils was to allow the introduction of the ID card.
I have had an ID card for at least 25 years. It is more handy to me than intrusive. As my
party's attitude is against it, I go softly on this attitude and it does not worry me. However,
it is the type of argument that needs to run parallel with the argument for owner onus in
this Bill.
It is a complete change from out British way oflife. It is a new concept that we have to
accept and it is being achieved through this measure.

Those are the types of arguments I have had to weigh up in my mind. Is this proposed
legislation good legislation when it is going away from our tradItional British way? Is it
acceptable to have this legislation in the interest of road safety? I am afraid I have chosen
the road safety view. Another thing that also sticks in my gullet is that, once again, the
Government is penalizing the motorist. As one of my constituents said tonight, if one life
can be saved this action is justified, but I would prefer that police on the beat were given
more powers.
Recently I went on one of those midnight to dawn police patrols. The police are not
allowed to pull up a person in the street, for example, a kid walking around at 2 a.m. on a
cold morning, and ask him his name and address. The police do that, but the law says that
if a person does not want to give his name and address he is not required to do so. The
police do not have the right to stop a person who is acting in a suspicious manner outside
a bank and ask for his name and address. As pointed out by the honourable member for
Berwick on numerous occasions, what good is it unless the police are able to stop the
person because by being able to talk with a person the police are able to get some idea of
what that person is up to. At the moment, they can tell the police where to go. One can
imagine the language that is used.
On the night I went on the night patrol, ten to fiteen people were pulled up who were
walking around the streets. It is amazing when people are pulled up and asked for their
name and address and often their age, how many times they have to think about it. This
usually indicates that they have not been pulled up before by the police, and the ones who
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can give a reply quickly are usually the people who have had experience with the police.
The honourable member of Syndal can smile but that is one way the police can detect
offenders.
I am saying that not only should the police be given powers on road safety, but, in
general, the policeman on the beat should be given extra powers and the courts should be
stiffening the process of fines. Police take people to court but do not get the support they
should which means that the morale of the police is greatly affected. Those were the
matters I had to weigh up in my mind when I was deciding whether to support the owneronus provisions during the Committee stage.
All of the arguments, strong as they may be, were not enough to outweigh the road safety
aspect. When one sees the incredible statistics of people running red lights at speeds more
than intolerably fast, one realizes how dangerous is the situation. We hear of sneaky police
motor cyclists waiting at the turn at the bottom of the hill to catch unsuspecting motorists
and using the system for revenue raising. That also worries me.
I took that point up with Mr Baker, Assistant Commissioner (Traffic) and his point was
that the number of speed cameras is very limited and, although he has provided me with
that number, I do not think, in the interest of police security, I should state it but rather
that the guilty motorist should be kept guessing so that his road conduct is constantly at
the forefront of his driving. Mr Baker can place this limited number of cameras around
Victoria at his discretion.
The next point is where is he going to place them? That is when he comes to the point
of his "black spot" areas, which are areas near townships, shopping centres and areas with
a history of bad road safety records.
Those areas must be tied in with the Road Traffic Authority and they must be marked.
It is one of the aims of the Assistant Commissioner (Traffic), Mr Baker, that the roads in
the State will be properly marked so that when the cameras are used motorists are given
an indication of the fact that they are travelling into a danger zone. The cameras should
not be used as a revenue-raising measure. The positions where cameras are to be placed
should be marked.
The Road Traffic Authority has an obligation to provide signs indicating that cameras
are being used so that unreasonable restrictions are not placed on motorists. Mr Baker
indicated that cameras would be placed in areas only at his discretion.
Recently I was driving along High Street towards the city and passed a police road traffic
checkpoint. I decided to test the system so I pulled in at the check area. At first, I did not.
identify myself but simply asked the police at what speed they were booking motorists.
They indicated that they were pulling up motorists travelling at more than 80 kilometres
an hour. That is a reasonable attitude to take.
The police are not out to catch motorists who exceed the speed limit by 5 to 10
kilometres an hour; they are out to catch motorists who travel in excess of 30 kilometres
an hour above the speed limit. On the occasions that I have tested the system, that attitude
has been prevalent.
It is gratifying to know that police are taking that attitude. We must be able to convince
the public that a change in the system is occurring. Mr Baker has stated that the Government
must provide money for a massive road safety media publicity campaign to educate
motorists about the new restrictions, stressing the road safety aspect rather than the
revenue-raising aspect. That will allow more police to be visible in the community, and
they will not be tied up with having to chase around after motorists who have not paid
their fines when required to do so.
It is gratifying that the Bill contains a sunset clause. It is an experimental measure, and
because many people find obnoxious the attitude of one being regarded as guilty until
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proven innocent, honourable members must convince the people that the provision will
not be maintained if it works against the public interest.
The measure is unpopular, and a media campaign must be ready to be implemented
when the Bill is passed to help people to understand it. When the cameras are introduced,
the "'black spot" areas should be established. I advise the Minister for Transport that those
areas should be one of his top priorities.
All honourable members have definite views on driving and on "dobbing" in people. I
have considered this matter carefully. If I lend my car to one of my children, I am sure
that, when the cameras are introduced, I will warn him or her that if he or she is caught
going through a red light, he or she will have to pay the fine. Parents must take a responsible
attitude in warning their children of the dangers of speeding. When lending their cars,
parents should focus on the positive aspect and not the negative aspect of "dobbing" in
people.
The reasoned amendment should be supported by the House and I call on the Minister
for Transport to examine this matter carefully and to give it more than the scant attention
that it will receive in this Chamber, because I am sure that in another place it will receive
considerable attention.
The Opposition will receive more flak than the Government because of the provisions
in the Bill because many of its supporters are vocal and are concerned about losing their
basic rights when the owner onus becomes law. It is in the community's interest to support
the police campaign and to ensure that the ""black spot" areas are covered and marked but
not to allow the system to be used as a revenue raiser for the Government.
I warn the Minister for Transport that there must be complete liaison between his
Ministry, the police and officers of the Road Traffic Authority to ensure that this radical
new measure is successful.
On the motion of Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources),
the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until next day.

ABORIGINAL LAND (FRAMLINGHAM FOREST) BILL
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The Bill provides for the return of the Framlingham forest, an area of 1130 hectares of
Crown land administered under the Forests Act, to the Kirrae Whurrong community at
Framlingham. The Bill demonstrates the positive approach adopted by the Government
in Aboriginal affairs.
The present state of dispossession of the land and resulting spiritual, cultural and
economic loss, is not acceptable. The Bill's objectives are in accordance with Government
policy which aims to achieve self determination and self management. The Bill will enable
the Kirrae Whurrong community to work towards a future free from financial dependancy
on Government.
In 1861, the Framlingham forest formed part of an area of land temporarily reserved
from sale and set aside for the use of Aborigines. Despite the protests of the Aborigines,
most of the land has been sold or leased off. The last excision occurred in 1952.
An area of 237 hectares was vested in the Framlingham Aboriginal Trust in 1970 under
the Aboriginal Lar.d Act 1970. The Kirrae Whurrong have always asserted their traditional
rights to ownership over the land, and the Framlingham forest in particular.
Session 1985-63
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After lengthy consultations with the Kirrae Whurrong community, agreement has now
been reached to transfer the remainder of Framlingham forest back to the community's
control. The principles of this agreement are incorporated in this Bill.
The Bill provides that the Kirrae Whurrong, subject to incorporation under the
Associations Incorporation Act 1981, will receive title to the Framlingham forest on
condition the land will not be sold.
The traditional rights of the Kirrae Whurrong are acknowledged and the land vested in
a form of inalienable title. The Framlingham forest can be transferred to another
incorporated Aboriginal body, if this is agreed to by the Aboriginal owners.
Subject to a special resolution of the Kirrae Whurrong Community Incorporated, the
land can be leased to the Government, a public authority, or another person.
Where the lease is to another person for a period longer than three years, the Kirrae
Whurrong Community Incorporated must seek the approval of the Minister for
Conservation, Forests and Lands after consultation with the Minister responsible for
Aboriginal affairs.
Any existing licences or permits will continue on the same terms and conditions, but
cannot be renewed or extended without the permission of the Kirrae Whurrong Community
Incorporated.
It is the wish of the Kirrae Whurrong community that this Bill provide for the making
of certain by-laws. The Government has agreed to this wish.

The by-laws are to be subject to existing Federal, Victorian or municipal statutes and
by-laws, and the provisions as set out in this Bill. This will enable the Kirrae Whurrong
community to effectively manage the land.
To affirm the role of the elders of the Kirrae Whurrong in accordance with tribal custom,
the elders will be empowered to determine all matters relating to traditional laws, customs
and practices of the community. The elders will be able to resolve disputes relating to a
person's eligibility to membership of the Kirrae Whurron~ Community Incorporated, as
well as internal disputes between members which may anse from the application of the
by-laws of the incorporated body.
To strengthen the concept of inalienable title, should the Kirrae Whurrong Community
Incorporated be wound up for whatever reason, the land will not form part of the assets
on winding up. The Government agrees to ensure the land is transferred to another
approved and duly incorporated Aboriginal body which is able to claim legitimate title to
the Framlingham forest.
The Kirrae Whurrong community and the Government agree that protection of the
forest is a matter of great importance. Adequate measures must be taken to protect the
Framlingham forest from fire.
Under this Bill the Framlingham forest will be declared protected public land in
accordance with sections 62 to 72 and sections 99 and 99A of the Forests Act 1958. In
addition, through a separate management agreement, the Framlingham forest will be
included in a regional fire protection plan which is co-ordinated with similar plans prepared
by the Shire ofWarrnambool for the surrounding farmlands. The plan will provide for a
rolling three-year program of fire prevention works to be undertaken, which is revised
each year.
To ensure the adequate control of vermin and noxious weeds, the Kirrae Whurrong
Community Incorporated has agreed to include this matter in the separate management
agreement.
The Bill also makes provision for the processing of any applications for mining activities
that may be made over the Framlingham forest. Although such applications are unlikely,
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the Government and the Kirrae Whurrong community believe a process should be agreed
to at this stage.
The Government acknowledges the special spiritual affinity the Aboriginal people have
with the land. This, the Government believes, has for too long gone unrecognized, or for
various reasons, been simply ignored. It lies at the heart of many of the social problems
experienced by Aborigines, and reflected in black-white relations. It is therefore proposed
to give the Kirrae Whurrong community appropriate control over mining on their land.
The mining provisions provide for the Kirrae Whurrong community to be notified and
consulted on all applications relating to exploration or mining.
The Kirrae Whurrong Community Incorporated will indicate whether it will give consent
or withhold consent. Where a person has applied for an exploration licence, a search
permit or a prospecting area under the Mines Act, the Minister for Industry, Technology
and Resources must immediately notify the Kirrae Whurrong Community Incorporated
of the application and refrain from granting the application.
The Kirrae Whurrong Community Incorporated may consent to the application and
may propose the terms and conditions upon which the application is to be granted. If the
Kirrae Whurrong Community Incorporated refuses consent or has not decided upon an
application after six months, the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources, in
consultation with the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands and the Minister
responsible for Aboriginal affairs must within 90 days determine whether the application
should be granted. If the Kirrae Whurrong Community Incorporated gives consent, the
applicant and the Kirrae Whurrong Community Incorporated have 90 days in which to
reach agreement on the terms and conditions to apply.
If agreement cannot be reached, the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources,
in consultation with the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands and the Minister
responsible for Aboriginal affairs, must within 90 days determine what terms and conditions
are to apply. If the disagreement between the applicant and the Kirrae Whurrong
Community Incorporated is over the compensation to be paid under the Mines Act, the
Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources will, before making a determination,
request the Planning Appeals Board to assess the compensation to be paid and recommend
the terms and conditions which should apply.
The Planning Appeals Board must have regard to any social, economic or spiritual loss
suffered by the Kirrae Whurrong community, any proposals by the applicant to minimize
or rectify that loss, and the wishes of the Kirrae Whurrong community as to compensation.
Compensation will not include the minerals proposed to be mined.
Upon receiving the assessment and recommendation of the Planning Appeals Board
and before making a determination, the Minister must further take into consideration the
size, location and type of industry to be carried out; the need to minimize the impact on
the way of life and Aboriginal traditions of the Kirrae Whurrong community or group
which may be affected by the proposed mining activity; and, objections raised by the
Kirrae Whurrong community or other groups with regard to any interference and the
proposals made by the applicant to accommodate these.
In the event that there is an application for a lease, licence, permit or other authority
under the Mines Act, other than a mining tenement, or the Extractive Industries Act or a
lease or permit under the Petroleum Act, the Minister for Industry, Technology and
Resources must immediately notify the Kirrae Whurrong Community Incorporated of the
application.
Within 90 days of receiving notification of the application, the Kirrae Whurrong
Community Incorporated and the applicant may come to agreement as to the terms and
conditions that will apply. If agreement cannot be reached within 90 days, the Minister
for Industry, Technology and Resources, after consultation with the Minister for
Conservation, Forests and Lands and the Minister responsible for Aboriginal affairs must
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within 90 days determine what terms and conditions are to apply. If the disagreement
between the applicant and the Kirrae Whurrong Community Incorporated is over the
compensation to be paid under the Mines Act, the Minister for Industry, Technology and
Resources will before making a determination request the Planning Appeals Board to
assess the compensation to be paid and recommend the terms and conditions that should
apply.
The Planning Appeals Board will adopt the same criteria as apply to an application for
exploration or prospecting, to which I have already referred. On receiving the Planning
Appeals Board assessment and recommendation, the Minister will, in addition to the
criteria applying to exploration and prospecting, consider:
The nature and extent of the benefits flowing to the economy as a whole from the mining activity;
The requirements for general purpose leases and ancillary leases for housing and other facilities and services
and the needs of the applicant for access to the mining area.

In determining the terms and conditions, including compensation, the Minister, and the
Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands in consultation with the Minister responsible
for Aboriginal affairs shall have regard to the economic viability of the project.The Kirrae
Whurrong and the applicant will be notified of the Minister's decision which will also be
published in the Government Gazette. At this stage the Government believes the Planning
Appeals Board is the appropriate body to assess compensation. The Government does,
however, intend to revise and make changes which will be incorporated in other legislation
in the future.
It is important to note that the mining provisions in the Bill provide not only a degree
of Aboriginal control over their land, but also ensures the interests of the mining applicant
are protected. Both the Aboriginal owners and the mining applicant have fair and reasonable
procedures to abide by within an identifiable time framework. In the event that mining
goes ahead, the Kirrae Whurrong community will be paid mining royalty equivalents.
This would represent a proportion of the ordinary royalties received by the Government
in respect of the Framlingham forest.

The Treasurer, after consulting with the Minister for Industry, Technology and
Resources, the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands and the Minister responsible
for Aboriginal affairs, will determine the proportions to be paid and the distribution of
such payments to the Kirrae Whurrong, including those groups affected by mining.
The Bill returns to the Kirrae Whurrong community a part of the tribal land which
belonged to them up until the time of white settlement. The Framlingham forest was also
land set aside for the use of Aborigines in 1861 and subsequently taken away without their
consent. But the Bill is more than simply the transfer of a piece ofland. Aboriginal culture .
is recognized through the inclusion of the statutory role of the elders within a framework
of contemporary social organization. The recognition, the Government believes, is
si~nificant in laying down the basis for strengthening the social identity and dignity of the
Kirrae Whurrong community. I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of Mr PLOWMAN (Evelyn), the debate was adjourned.
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-I move:
That the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 26.

Mr PLOWMAN (Evelyn)-In his second-reading speech the Minister said that the Bill
is more than simply a transfer of a piece of land. Indeed, the Bill is extremely important
and more than a simple transfer. It establishes new mining provisions and control over
mining land owned or used by Aborigines. The Bill will be a blueprint for similar controls
over Aboriginal land which the Opposition understands will be the subject of a Bill on
land rights to be introduced to the House later.
It is an extremely complex Bill and even the Minister for Education had difficulty in
understanding its provisions when he presented the second reading. Members of the
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Opposition will want to see the land, to confer with the Shire of Warrnambool, with the
Mining Council of Australia and with local Aboriginal communities, and so on, and it is
not possible to undertake those consultations in a matter of a few days. It is not a simple
Bill but a major step towards the establishment of mining conditions. Therefore, as an
amendment to the Minister's motion, I move:
That the expression "Tuesday, November 26" be omitted with the view of inserting the expression "Saturday,
February I. 1986."

Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-The Bill seeks to break new ground. Having represented
these people in the Parliament for fifteen years, I can say it will take some time for
members of the Government to sit down with them and explain the full ramifications of
the Bill. I am sure most of those people would object to having this sort of Bill ramrodded
through the Parliament.
I know that the honourable member for Werribee will pretend to have some knowledge
of these people but he is a 10hnny-come-Iately in this area. The Government should mark
my words-having represented these people for fifteen years, I know they will resent the
speedy passage of this Bill through the Parliament.
Nearly all Aborigines in this area are named Clark and, although they are Aborigines
under the Bill, none of them is a pure blood. Nevertheless, they are concerned that, in
breaking new ground in Aboriginal land rights, the provisions of the Bill should not be the
subject of false criticism or derision by uninformed people in the community.

If the Government sincerely has the interests of these people at heart, it would be most
wise to let the Bill lie over the summer period and then have it passed in the autumn
sessional period. I am not foreshadowing that the Opposition will object to the Bill; on the
contrary it may be in favour of it. However, if the Government wants to aggravate all the
people in that district where these Aboriginal people live, it is on the right track.

Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Commerce and Technology)-The Government
welcomes the advice of the former honourable member for Warrnambool but I can assure
him that the Minister responsible for Aboriginal affairs, the Minister for Planning and
Environment in another place, knows full well the background. There have been significant
consultations, discussions and negotiations over an extended period of time. It is the wish
of that local community that the Bill be proceeded with during the current sessional
period. It is with some regret that the Government is unable to concur with the suggested
amendment.
The House divided on the question that the expression proposed by Mr Plowman to be
omitted stand part of the motion (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).
Ayes
43
Noes
25
Majority against the amendment
AYES
MrCain
Miss Callister
Mr Cathie
Or Coghill
MrCrabb
MrCulpin
Mr Cunningham
Mr Ernst
Mr Fogarty
Mr Fordham
MrGavin
MrsGleeson
Mr Harrowfield
Mrs Hill

18
NOES
Mr Brown
MrColeman
MrCrozier
Mr Oickinson
MrGude
Mr Hann
Mr Heffernan
Mr Jasper
Mr Kennett
MrLea
Mr Leigh
Mr Maclellan
Mr Pescott
MrPlowman
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AYES
Mr Hill
Mrs Hirsh
Mr Hockley
Mr Jolly
Mr Kennedy
Mr Kirkwood
MrMcOonald
Mr Mathews
Mr Micallef
MrNorris
Mr Pope
Mrs Ray
Mr Remington
Mr Roper
MrSeitz
Mrs Setches
MrSheehan
MrShell
Mr Sidiropoulos
MrSimmonds
MrSimpson
MrSpyker
Mr Stirling
MrTrezise
Or Vaughan
MrWalsh
Mr Wilkes

NOES
Mr Reynolds
Mr Richardson
MrSmith

(G/en Waver/ey)
MrSmith

(Po/war/h)
Mr Stockdale
MrTanner
MrWeideman
Or Wells
MrWilliams

Tellers:
MrCooper
Mr Perrin

Tellers:
Mr Andrianopoulos
Mrs Wilson
PAIR
Mr McCutcheon

I

Mr Ross-Edwards

The motion was agreed to, and the debate was adjourned until Tuesday, November 26.

LONG SERVICE LEAVE (PORTABLE BENEFITS) BILL
Mr CRABB (Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The principle of portability of long service leave has now been established for some
considerable time. It was first introduced in 1975 for the building industry through the
Building Industry Long Service Leave Act 1975. The Act was then extended to include
persons covered by the Construction and Maintenance Award in 1978, the shop fitting
industry in 1982 and then again in 1983 when the metal trades industry and the electrical
contracting industry were included within the construction industry long service leave
scheme provided under the Construction Industry Long Service Leave Act 1983.
Honourable members will be aware that a further extension is planned to include the
lift installation industry under the construction industry scheme through the amendments
proposed in the Construction Industry Long Service Leave (Amendment) Bill, which I
introduced earlier in this sessional period.
In terms of industrial realities, the concept of a worker being able to transport long
service leave within certain industries is becoming a matter to which attention must be
given in the interests of industrial fairness and equity. I am sure many honourable members
will find it difficult not to agree that it is unjust that, because of the nature and circumstances
of certain industries, workers in those industries are at a disadvantage by not being able to
remain long enough with the one employer to qualify for a long service leave entitlement.
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The prime example of this is, of course, the construction industry. However, there are
others-for example, the contract cleaning industry-in which, because the industry works
on a short-term contract basis, employers move through and in and out of the industry
fairly rapidly but the majority of employees stay within the industry. In many cases those
employees are never able to gain a long service leave entitlement.
The purpose of the Bill is to establish a scheme for long service leave for employees
involved in industries where they are disadvantaged by not being able to remain long
enough with one employer to be entitled to long service leave. The Bill as drafted follows
the Construction Industry Long Service Leave Act which has proved to be a successful
piece oflegislation in the administration of a portable long service leave scheme.
Some explanation is required as to why legislation, separate from the Construction
Industry Long Service Leave Act, is required. That Act has been designed around the
needs and characteristics of the construction industry, and the present scheme has a
proven track record in effective operation and administration. It would be imprudent to
interfere with that scheme by admitting industries that have different characteristics.
Moreover, it is clear from what I mentioned earlier in this speech about the extensions
to the construction industry long service leave scheme, that the Government will continue
to be approached from time to time to provide for portable long service leave benefits to
other industries. In that respect, the Bill will provide a logical and effective way of meeting
those situations.
It is the Government's intention that the contract cleaning industry will be the first
industry to be admitted to the portable long service leave scheme provided for in this Bill.
Mr Ken Williams, who conducted the inquiry into long service leave problems, handed
down an interim report in December 1984, recommending that portability oflong service
leave be provided to this industry. The Bill accommodates that report and largely follows
its recommendations. I will also make it clear that the Government has no intention of
extending the scheme proposed in the Bill beyond the contract cleaning industry at this
time. I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr GUDE (Hawthorn), the debate was adjourned.

Mr CRABB (Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs)-I move:
That the debate be adjourned until Tuesday, November 26.

Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-The Bill breaks new ground; it establishes a new long service
leave provision which will apply to a whole series of industries throughout Victoria. The
Opposition asks the Government to consider an extension of time through to February
1986.
The House divided on the motion (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).
Ayes
40
~~

M

Majority for the motion

16

AYES
Mr Andrianopoulos
MrCain
Miss Callister
Mr Cathie
DrCoghill
MrCrabb
MrCulpin
Mr Cunningham
Mr Ernst
Mr Fogarty
Mr Fordham
MrGavin

NOES
Mr Brown
MrColeman
MrCrozier
Mr Dickinson
MrGude
Mr Hann
Mr Heffernan
Mr Jasper
Mr Kennett
MrLea
Mr Leigh
Mr Pescott
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AYES
MrsGleeson
Mr Harrowfield
Mrs Hill
MrHill
Mrs Hirsh
Mr Hockley
Mr Jolly
Mr Kirkwood
MrMcDonald
Mr Mathews
Mr Micallef
MrPope
Mrs Ray
Mr Remington
Mr Roper
Mr Seitz
Mr Sheehan
Mr Sidiropoulos
MrSimmonds
MrSimpson
Mr Spyker
Mr Stirling
Dr Vaughan
MrWalsh
MrWilkes
MrWilson

Local Authorities Finance Bill
NOES
MrPlowman
Mr Reynolds
M r Richardson
MrSmith
(Glen Wal'erley)
MrSmith
(Polwarth)
Mr Stockdale
MrTanner
MrWeideman
MrWells
MrWilliams

Tellers
MrCooper
Mr Perrin

Tellers
Mr Kennedy
Mr Norris
PAIRS
Mr McCutcheon
Mrs Setches
Mr Shell
Mr Trezise

Mr Ross-Edwards
Mr Evans (Gippslanti)
Mr Whiting
Mr Steggall

The debate was adjourned until Tuesday, November 26.

LOCAL AUTHORITIES FINANCE BILL
Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Local Government)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

Its purpose is to make provision for the establishment of a Local Authorities Finance
Agency.
The Bains report recommended that a central loan funding agency should be created for
local government to overcome problems that municipal councils often have in obtaining
loan funds. A similar recommendation was contained in the Campbell report on the
Australian financial system.
In 1981 a working party, comprising representatives from the Local Government
Department,the Victoria Grants Commission, the Municipal Association of Victoria and
other allied organizations was established to investigate the feasibility of(a) the establishment ofa cash management fund to enable municipal councils to invest
in the short term money market; and
(b) the creation of a joint borrowing authority for local government.
The working party recommended the establishment of the local government investment
service as a first step, with a central borrowing agency to follow later. This recommendation
was accepted and legislation was enacted in 1983 to provide for the introduction of the
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Local Government Investment Service, known as MA VIS. This service commenced
operations in 1983 under the control of the Municipal Association of Victoria.
As honourable members will be aware, MA VIS recently faced financial difficulties and
the MA V decided to wind up the service and it ceased to operate on 1 November 1985.
The Government moved quickly to assist the association by purchasing, at market
price, through the Victorian Development Fund, the investments held by the service.
This was designed to minimize problems for municipal councils which had invested
with MA VIS and to ensure that services provided by the councils did not suffer accordingly.
As a mark of confidence in the concept of a finance service for local government, the
Government has decided that the Local Authorities Finance Agency should be established
to replace MA VIS and this Bill provides accordingly.
I might add that it has always been the Government's intention to establish an agency
to operate on behalf of councils and water and sewerage bodies in undertaking the twin
functions of borrowing and investment and to assume the functions of MA VIS. The
liquidity problems experienced by MA VIS has hastened this action by the Government.
The Local Authorities Finance Agency is based on a sound financial structure.
Consequently councils can have confidence that the sort of difficulties experienced by
MA VIS should not happen again.
Turning to the Bill itself, clause 4 provides that the object of the Bill is to provide an
efficient, effective and economic central borrowing agency and other financial services for
participating authorities. Clause 5 establishes the Local Authorities Finance Agency.
The constitution of the agency is set out in clause 7. It is as follows:
(a) one director appointed on the nomination of the Minister for Local Government;
(b) one appointed on the nomination of the Minister for Water Resources;
(c) one appointed on the nomination of the Treasurer;

(d) one appointed on the nomination of the

Municipal Association of Victoria;

(e) one appointed on the nomination of the Victorian Water and Sewerage Authorities
Association;

(f) one, with experience in local government, appointed on the nomination of the
Minister for Local Government; and
(g) one, with experience in the water industry, appointed on the nomination of the
Minister for Water Resources.

Clause 17 provides that the agency may enter into arrangements and agreements for the
provision of services to enable it to undertake its functions. The agency is first to obtain
the consent of the Minister for Local Government and the Treasurer.
Clause 18 sets out those authorities which may use the agency's services. In addition to
all municipal councils, water and sewerage authorities may also invest and borrow from
the agency.
There is to be at least one general meeting of the participating authorities each year.
Each authority is entitled to one representative at the meeting.
The remainder of the Bill mainly sets out the borrowing and investment powers of the
agency. While the agency will be able to move freely in the investment market, these
powers have been designed to ensure that the problems that arose with MA VIS should
not happen with the agency.
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I am sure there is much merit in this form of financial service for local fovernment and
the Government hopes that municipal councils and the water industry wil use the services
of the agency with confidence. I commend the Bill to the House.
On the motion of Mr COOPER (Mornington), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Thursday, November 21.

ADJOURNMENT
Industrial Relations Policy-Under age drinking-Blood typing scheme-National
Aviation Museum-Cyclists' helmets-Government assistance for Torquay to Barwon
Heads road-Girls' apprenticeship and technical scheme-Traffic management in
Moorabbin-House squatting
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-I raise a matter within the administration of the Minister
for Employment and Industrial Affairs and I refer to what seems to be the new industrial
relations policy of the present Victorian Government.
I cite as evidence in relation to the new policy articles which appeared in the last two
issues of two important union journals. I refer to the October 1985 edition of the Victorian
Public Service News where, under the heading, "Industrial action successes", the Victorian
Public Service Association boasts that in two important disputes, one in the Department
of Community Services and the other in the Department of Employment and Industrial
Affairs, the Government has succumbed to industrial pressure. The union waxes eloquent
for two pages of the membership journal about the success it has had in persuading the
Government to its point of view by the force of industrial action.
To demonstrate that that is not coincidence, we have the VTU Journal-the Journal of
the Victorian Teachers Union-for November 1985, which boasts in two succeeding pages
under the heading, "Stopwork a winner-new Agreement signed", of the success of the
Victorian Teachers Union in persuading the Government by virtue of the force ofindustrial
action.
As if it is not enough to have dozens of column inches devoted to the success of the
strategy of industrial action, a picture speaks a thousand words and we have, under the
heading ""Mass meeting success", a picture ofa large body of teachers who are obviously
not at work teaching classes. They found by experience that they could persuade the·
Victorian Government by taking industrial action. It appears that the Government has a
new policy of industrial resolution by way of succumbing to industrial action.
It is to be hoped that the present railway dispute will not add to the sorry record of the
Government over the full term-and one's expectation is aggravated by the recent headlines
of ~hese journals-by capitulating to industrial action now being taken by the railways
umon.
The Government is in a position to rely upon the support not only of the Opposition
but also of the community for a policy of not succumbing to a blatant abuse of industrial
procedures by the union holding the whole community to ransom.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member for Brighton that if he is
seeking some Government action on some matter he should ask for that action to be taken
at the beginning of his speech rather than the reverse.
Mr STOCKDALE-Mr Speaker, thank you. What I am seeking from the Minister is
an undertaking that, unlike what occurred in the cases of the teachers' union dispute and
the two disputes referred to in the VPSA News, the Government will not capitulate to the
present industrial action by the railways union. It can count on the support of not only the
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community but also the Herald. In what is now yesterday's Herald, there is a report which
states:
Business and transport-user groups called on the Government to sack workers who refused to carry out their
duties.

So, there is strong community support for the Government to take action to ensure that
the interests of the taxpayers of Victoria and Victorian rail commuters are protected.
The Opposition throws its full weight behind the Government in seeking to introduce
efficiencies into the transport system. The Government can act secure in the knowledge
that it has the support in this place and in the other place of the opposition parties for
measures to withstand this irresponsible industrial guerilla warfare and to protect the
interests of the Victorian community.
We call on the Minister to give an unequivocal guarantee that on this occasion the
Government will abandon the policy of retreat in the interests of the community and
stand up to a union as the Herald, the business community, the opposition parties and
even the transport users are demanding.
Mr NORRIS (Dandenong)-I bring to the attention of the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services a matter that is of concern to many of my constituents. It is the
incidence of under-age drinking at many hotels, especially some in the electorate that I
represent.
This is a matter of grave concern to many of my constituents, and I sincerely hope it is
a matter of concern to all honourable members, who may recall an excellent report issued
by the Committee of Concerned Citizens Against Under-Age Drinking. The results of a
survey contained in that report shocked many people, and many refused to believe the
results. The survey underlined the results of reports from various parts of Australia and of
a detailed report published in New South Wales. Those reports point to the alarming trend
of the increased incidence of under-age drinking on licensed premises.
Statewide, it is estimated that 120000 teenagers drink illegally in hotels; yet last year,
there were only 21 convictions. It revealed the fact that most seventeen-year-old youths
drink in hotels. The survey indicated that four of every five seventeen-year-old youths
visit hotels, and two-thirds of them consume alcohol while they are there. Some 55 per
cent of fourteen-year-old youths visit hotels, and one-quarter of them consume alcohol
when they are there.
The President of the Australian Hotels Association, Mr Washington, said that the report
was absurd, as naturally he would. I sympathize with Mr Washington and other licensees
because, these days, it is difficult to pick who may be an under-age drinker. However, the
onus is on the licensee, and he has the right to refuse to serve anyone a drink.
Many licensees are neglecting their responsibilities. Unfortunately, these days, teenagers
visit hotels to hear rock groups and attend discos, and it is a different situation from when
people of my vintage would visit hotels to meet members of the opposite sex and alcohol
was not consumed at such events.
Although I believe the book should be thrown at licensees who allow their staff to serve
alcoholic beverages to people who are obviously under age, all honourable members have
witnessed incidents of people buying drinks at bars and taking them to under-age drinkers
sitting at tables.
As I stated previously, 55 per cent of fourteen-year-old youths visit hotels and onequarter of them consume alcohol.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr NORRIS-I am surprised at the attitude of members of the Opposition, especially
that of the honourable member for Syndal. They do not appear to be concerned that
teenagers are drinking illegally. If they are not concerned about it, I am.
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It is a difficult problem for licensees and staff, but the onus is on them to ensure that
under-age drinking does not occur on licensed premises. Unfortunately, it does.
Identification is sometimes difficult. Fortunately, the new drivers' licences have
photographs on them and will help to make identification easier. The proposed national
identity card will not bear a photograph, and that is unfortunate because it would have
been handy for identification purposes.
I ask the Minister to consider the proposal of voluntary identification cards being issued
by either the Police Force or local councils so that young people can identify themselves.
That would prevent many hassles for licensees, staff of hotels and members of the Police
Force, who have the onerous task of confronting drinkers who are obviously under age
and being in the embarrassing position of demanding identification from them. I urge the
Minister to take action on this matter.
Mr REYNOLDS (Gisborne)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for Sport
and Recreation and, in his absence, the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources.
I urge the Victoria Racin~ Club, which runs thoroughbred racing in this State, to promote
and institute a blood tYPIng scheme for the recognition and improving of breeding in the
thoroughbred horse racing industry.

Currently, as the Minister would be aware, the Australian stud book is administered by
the Australian Jockey Club in Sydney, in co-operation with the Victoria Racing Club. The
process of identification is slow and needs sharpening up. The current horse identification
system is by branding, but there are many examples of mixups having occurred in the
breeding of new stock. The method used cannot be policed adequately and the whole
process cannot be proved. The breeding of thoroughbred horses can be proved by the use
of a blood typing process-in reality, a fingerprint system of the blood that shows the
breeding of the horse. I urge that this method be introduced forthwith.
Discussions I have had with the Bloodhorse Breeders Association have convinced me
that this system should be introduced. The industry is extremely large, with costly stock,
expensive service fees and enormous prize money. The horses that win classic events
become very valuable. If the blood typing proves that horses are of poor breeding those
horses are worthless. If horses were blood typed before their names were registered, before
the yearling sales or before they have raced-and most definitely before they go to studit would eliminate the risk of incorrect breeding being registered.
I urge the Minister to take up this matter with the Victoria Racing Club. Breeders are
prepared to pay the total cost of the system, so it will not cost the Government money.
The new system must be introduced as soon as possible so that results can be achieved
properly. At the moment, they are not.
Mr SHEEHAN (Ballarat South)-I ask the Minister for the Arts to use his genuine
endeavours to bring about an early conclusion to the task of the working party on the
proposed National Aviation Museum.
The Minister would be aware of the intense interest in the museum of the people of
Ballarat. Regular meetin~s have been held and submissions have been made regarding the
location of the museum 10 BaHarat. I understand the ultimate decision on the location of
the museum will be made at the national level, but most of the work, in the early stages,
will be completed at State level. That is why I urge the Minister to use his endeavours to
bring the matter to an early conclusion.
Has the State Government initiated moves to inform the Commonwealth Government
that it is interested in having the National Aviation Museum located in this State and of
its commitment to that museum? The museum is a bicentennial project and I ask the
Minister to investigate what stage planning has reached.
The City of Ballarat has expressed an intense interest in the museum. The city is well
placed to provide the necessary services and infrastructure for visitors to a museum of
that type. The tourist industry is well developed and the tourist attraction of Sovereign
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Hill has approximately 500000 people going through it in a year. The museum would be
a natural adjunct to Ballarat's other tourist attractions. Ballarat also has ample
accommodation, which is an important part of the infrastructure.
I ask the House to consider the 500 000 people who pass through Sovereign Hill each
year. By comparison, only 300000 people pass through Iron Bridge Gorge, which is a
major attraction in Great Britain. If one considers the populations of Great Britain and
Australia, one realizes the tremendous record of Sovereign Hill and the City of Ballarat.
As a city that would be able to complete the project at an early stage, I ask that Ballarat
be considered. A major concern in the BaHarat area is unemployment, which is
approximately double the State average. The unemployment rate has decreased recently
and, in light of the intense interest in this project, I ask the Minister to inform the House
of the present stage of development of planning for this museum for Victoria in general
but for Ballarat in particular, which is my special interest.

Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-I direct a matter to the attention of the Minister for
Transport and ask him to take some action. As it is nearly Christmas, most stockists of
protective helmets for cyclists have placed their orders, but some have now discovered
that the Government is about to announce a new subsidy scheme for helmets. That is
commendable and will attract people to bicycle helmets at Christmas time.
The problem arises between the competitive elements of the industry because previously
Australian manufacturers were subsidized and importers of approved helmets were not.
Following representations to the Minister for Transport, the Director-General of Transport
responded on 30 January 1985 in the following terms:
The Minister of Transport has asked me to reply to your telex of 11 December concerning the bicycle helmet
subsidy scheme.
The Minister took the decision to implement the scheme in an endeavour to bring the price of a helmet within
the reach of more Victorians. The restriction of the scheme to Australian made helmets reflected a desire to
support the two manufacturers who were the pioneers in the field at a time when there was little demand for
helmets.
The Government appreciates the recent initiatives taken by other helmet suppliers and you can be assured
that any future subsidy scheme will apply to all SAA approved helmets.

The key feature of the letter is that the rumour in the industry is that the new scheme will
apply only to Australian-made helmets. Stockists who have imported helmets in
anticipation of demand will now find themselves discriminated against because their
helmets will be uncompetitive. I ask the Government to honour the commitment made
by the former Minister of Transport.

Mr DICKINSON (South Barwon)-I refer to the Minister for Transport recent
correspondence from a resident of Torquay, Mr Cliff Winkler, who has written to the
Premier on several occasions. I have also written to the Minister concerning the upgrading
of the road from T orquay to Barwon Heads, which is a route regularly taken by people
travelling to the Torquay tip and those who use the coastline along Point Impossible and
Bancoora Beach.
I ask the Minister to consider providing the necessary funds and assistance to the South
Barwon City Council, which has made previous requests to the former Minister of
Transport for urgent funding. In light of the heavy traffic created by hundreds of thousands
of holiday makers in the South Barwon region over the Christmas period, the upgrading
of the road is important. It will relieve the traffic problems and provide some assistance to
those permanent residents in the community who have to travel long distances to the
Torquay tip.

Mr COLEMAN (Syndal)-I raise with the Minister for Education a problem concerning
the future of the girls' apprenticeship and technical training scheme. The honourable
member for Morwell, who is interjecting, might be interested in my remarks. The scheme
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is very much under threat by the decision of the Government to cut funding in 1986 to 46
per cent of the 1985 level.
This will have the effect of eliminating from the scheme five colleges-namely, Box
Hill, Footscray, Gordon, Moorabbin and Yallourn. The Government will cut the
Participation and Equity Program funds that have supported apprenticeships and
scholarships. The future of the scheme depends on whether the Government is interested
in carrying it on. It appears obvious from correspondence I have that the Government is
not interested in continuing the scheme. The number of unemployed girls in the State
represents a significant percentage of the target group for PEP funding.
In August 1985, 20·5 per cent of 15 to 17-year-old females were unemployed; 11 per
cent of 18 to 19-year-old females were unemployed; and 8·5 per cent of 20 to 25-year-old
females were unemployed.
Apprenticeships provide young women in that position with the opportunity of
unshackling themselves from the stigma of unemployment and of obtaining qualifications
so that they can have the benefit of contributing to their own futures and the development
of the State.
The apprenticeship scheme in which they were eligible to participate has been truncated
by the Government's decision to cut funding, which, as I said, in 1986, will be 46 per cent
of the 1985 level.
I ask the Minister to reconsider the funding arrangements and to ensure that the
apprenticeship scheme for girls is continued, so that those young women wanting to equip
themselves for future life have the opportunity of doing so.

Mr LEA (Sandringham)-I direct a matter to the attention of the Minister for Transport
or, in his absence, the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources, who is at the
table. It concerns traffic lights and a median strip in South Road and an access road to the
Moorabbin College of TA FE.
The situation developed in 1983 when the Moorabbin High School was closed and was
amalgamated with the Moorabbin Technical School. The Moorabbin college of TA FE and
was to assume the land occupied by the Moorabbin High School.
A work study was established by the former Minister of Education which directed the
Moorabbin T AFE college to provide an access road to ensure that traffic lights and a
median strip were installed in South Road. Since that time deputations have been made
to the Minister for Education and the Minister for Transport about the matter. The T AFE
Board and the Moorabbin T AFE college said there was no funding available although they
had been instructed to provide the facilities by the former Minister in the current financial .
year.
I report to the House that the Moorabbin T AFE college has fulfilled its share of the
bargain. It has built the access road but at this stage the traffic lights and median strip in
South Road are awaiting construction. No funding is available.
The situation is seriously upsetting the local people because traffic has to enter via
Herne Close, which is a congested area entered daily by thousands of students.
The traffic problems are intense and I ask that the Minister for Transport redress the
matter, especially since the T AFE college has been instructed to carry out this work. It has
kept its side of the bargain but the State Government has not provided funding for the
traffic lights and median strip in South Road.

Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-I direct a matter of concern to the attention of the Deputy
Premier in his capacity as the most senior member of the Government in the House. Last
night I referred the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, as the representative of
the Attorney-General in this place, to the question of squatters and I asked him to ascertain
the legality of actions of the squatters union in its relationship with the Ministry of
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Housing and the squatting activities of the union in Government-owned houses. A
memorandum from the Road Construction Authority clearly demonstrates that the
authority believes the Ministry of Housing is supplying information to the squatters'
union so that houses owned by the people of this State are broken into and used as homes
by sq ua tters.
It is incredible that the Government should endorse these activities by allowing squatters
to become legal tenants of the properties into which they have broken, especially when
thousands of families are on the waiting list of the Ministry of Housing for public rental
accommodation. It appears that anyone can break into a Government-owned house and
announce possession of it as a squatter and finally receive Ministry of Housing permission
to rent the property.

An example I have been given is of squatters breaking into a house, immediately
renovating it at a cost of $2106 and, subsequently, the Government stating that it is
prepared to refund the squatters the money paid for the renovations to that property. Not
only is there residential tenancy chaos in the State, but also the Govenment is using
taxpayers' money in this way.
I want the Minister for Industry, Commerce and Technology to state whether he believes
it is appropriate that the Government should assist squatters. I understand that these
people are suffering hard times but many people who come to my electorate office and to
the electorate offices of other honourable members are also going through hard times and
they do not break the law.
This is an important issue and I ask the Deputy Premier whether he believes it is correct
and proper that people who break the law should be assisted in this fashion. I notice that
the Minister for Consumer Affairs is laughing. I do not regard this as a laughing matter,
and I am sure that it is not a laughing matter to taxpayers. The Government has wasted
and misappropriated State Government funds. It has wasted hard-earned taxpayers' dollars.
I urge the Deputy Premier to investigate this matter, and I hope he will advise me
subsequently of how the Government intends to stop squatters breaking into these
properties. The next step for squatters is private property. The squatters' union already
has said that it intends to move into private property. If the Government believes in law
and order-and tragically, it appears not to-it should act now to stop the activities of
squatters.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Commerce and Technology)-The honourable
member for Brighton gave the House an outline of his latest reading list, which suggested
that at long last he has started to read union journals. Had he undertaken this reading list
earlier he would not have gone through the nonsense he did in quoting from the journals
and suggesting that somehow there was a major change of Government policy. The facts
of the matter regarding the issues alluded to by the honourable member should be wellknown to him, and I hope he will not become one of those honourable members whose
speeches are simply quotations of other people's opinions and statements and do not
result from research and undertaking of the facts.

The honourable member spoke about resolute action and said that he would be behind
such action being taken. No Government has taken more resolute action on a range of
industrial matters over recent times than this Government has. It is pleasing to note that
the Opposition is well behind the Government and long may it remain that way.
The honourable member for Gisborne raised a matter for the attention of the Minister
for Sport and Recreation regarding the registration of horse breeding and suggested that a
system of blood typing should be further considered and introduced in this State. I shall
redirect that matter to the attention of the Minister for Sport and Recreation.
The honourable member for Polwarth raised the issue of protective helmets for cyclists
and the need for this matter to be urgently addressed and reconsidered in view of the
coming Christmas season and in the interests of helmet purchasers. I hope he will write to
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the Minister for Transport outlining, in some detail, the matters that he raised. I appreciate
the significance of the matter and I shall let the Minister for Transport know that he can
look forward to yet further representations from the honourable member for Polwarth.
The honourable member for Barwon South raised the matter of the road to the Torquay
tip. One often hears about a fascinating range of issues during the debate on the motion
for the adjournment of the sitting.
Mr Dickinson-I am trying.
Mr FORDHAM-The honourable member is trying in many ways indeed.
An honourable member-Perhaps it ought to be a one-way trip!
Mr FORDHAM-That is right. However, I shall ensure that the attention of the
Minister for Transport is drawn to the Hansard reference so that he can give consideration
to this important matter.
The honourable member for Sandringham also raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Transport regarding the provision of traffic lights in South Road adjacent to
the Moorabbin College of T AFE. As a former Minister of Education I am aware of the
background to this issue. It was brought to my attention originally by both the Moorabbin
college and the honourable member for Bentleigh. I know that he is continuing to pursue
the matter both with my successor and the Minister for Transport in an endeavour to
have these obviously needed facilities provided as soon as possible. I shall ensure that the
Minister for Transport is reminded of the need for this project to proceed and I shall
ensure that all concerned are notified.
One had the extraordinary situation in this debate where the Opposition had some spare
time so the honourable member for Malvern gave a rerun of the matter he raised during
the debate on the motion for the adjournment of the sitting yesterday.
Mr Leigh interjected.
Mr FORDHAM-It is not question time, you dill, have you not worked out the
difference yet?
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, the Minister accused me of
being a dill and I resent that. I ask him to withdraw it.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Malvern finds the expression
offensive and I ask the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources to withdraw it.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I withdraw the
assertion. Honourable members can make their own judgment about the honourable
member for Malvern. When the honourable member last raised the issue, the Minister for
Housing handled the matter, and I would suggest that the honourable member for Malvern
be very patient indeed, so he could try raising the matter again next week and so on in
order to bore honourable members every night, as he has done throughout this sessional
period.
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-The honourable member for Syndal raised the
issue of funding the Participation and Equity Program through technical and further
education. In many ways, that·is an excellent program both participation and equity. The
T AFE programs to which he referred are programs specifically designed to assist girls and
young females, who comprise a high proportion of females who are currently unemployed.
The Government announced in the Budget that the funding would effectively be halved
by allowing the same amount of money to be stretched over two years rather than over
twelve months.
I assure the honourable member for Syndal that there will be no cuts in apprenticeship
programs within the TAFE sector. This year the Government has been able to cope
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successfully with a 20 per cent increase in first-year apprentices; it has been able to find
the facilities, class-rooms and teachers required in order to provide the right apprenticeship
programs for them. This year there is an increase of $6 million in a half year and S12
million in a full year for recurrent expenditure in the TAFE sector. That will assist in
opening two T AFE colleges, one at Broadmeadows and one at Holmesglen.
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emer~ency Services)-The honourable
member for Dandenong raised his concern over the Incidence of under-age drinking in
Victoria. The figures he directed to the attention of the House would, I am sure, be of
concern to all honourable members. I shall ask the police to follow up the matter and
ensure that licensees are discharging their responsibility for ensuring that this anti-social
phenomenom is suppressed.
The honourable member for Ballarat South raised the interest in the proposed National
A viation Museum. He will be interested to learn that the Victorian Government has made
known to the Commonwealth its interest in ensuring that this great project comes to
Victoria within the context of the bicentennial program.
The Interdepartmental Working Party on the National Aviation Museum has recently
moved into an active consultation phase. The Premier has directed that working party to
examine all the potential sites for the museum, with particular emphasis on assessment of
regional sites.
At present, the working party is actively gathering data through a series of site inspections
and community consultations. Informal inspections have been made by members of the
working party to most sites. Formal visits are planned in the near future based on matters
of keen interest to the working party. All consultations and inspections will be concluded
before Christmas.
The working party has arranged a major consultation next week at Ballarat. That site
will be inspected and community groups will be interviewed on their perceptions for the
museum. An internationally recognized expert in the operation of aviation museums is
being invited to assist the working party in formulating its final reports. Details will be
announced when the package is finalized.
It is of great concern to maximize the potential for a National Aviation Museum by
ensuring the best access to available collections and the broad support of aviation interest
groups. Victoria needs to put a united effort into securing this museum. Government and
community groups need to work together to reach the best possible formula to have a
successful museum established.
The working party is paying attention to the availability of collections for the proposed
National Aviation Museum, and it is assessing the over-all viability of such a museum,
the potential for commercial operations to support running costs and the feasibility of a
multi-campus operation for the museum.
A National Aviation Museum would be a major tourist attraction for Victoria, as well
as ensuring the preservation of a vital part of our heritage. My conviction is that this
museum can become a major new part of an international network of aviation museums.
The motion was agreed to.
The House adjourned at 3.59 a.m. (Friday) until Tuesday, November 19.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

The following answers to questions on notice were circulated-

STATE EMERGENCY SERVICE
(Question No. 7)

Mr DICKINSON (South Barwon) asked the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:
I. How many jaws oflife are currently held by the State Emergency Service unit?
2. Whether he contemplates the allocation of additional jaws of life to areas that are geographically isolated
and currently cannot be served from major provincial towns where this equipment is available?
3. Whether there are any plans to allocate additional equipment to the Geelong State Emergency Service unit
in the forthcoming financial year?

Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-The answer is:
I. The term "jaws of life" is the brand-name for a motorized hydraulic rescue tool manufactured by Hurst.
Municipal units of the Victoria State Emergency Service hold twelve such tools. However, other companies also
manufacture motorized hydraulic rescue tools that perform similar functions to the Hurst tool. There are 38 such
tools held by municipal units. Municipal units are also equipped with a range of hand-operated hydraulic rescue
equipment. The location of all motorized and hand-operated rescue equipment is shown in the following table.

SES Region

Hand-operated
/{fiers and spreaders

Motorized lilters
and spreaders

Hurst Tool

Hand-operated
cutters

Bairnsdale

13

3

Nil

2

Ballarat

12

5

Nil

10
2

6

I

Nil

Dandenong

21

7

3

5

Geelong

25

3

I

9

Hamilton

23

5

3

5

Moe
Shepparton

27
9

5

2

8

3

2

Nil

Swan Hill

II

3

Wodonga

19

3

Nil

11

7

Nil

Nil

173

38

12

Bendigo

Metropolitan
TOTAL

5

58

2. There is a requirement for additional hydraulic rescue equipment at various locations. However, as funding
for such equipment is provided by the Commonwealth Equipment Support Program, the provision and upgrading
of such equipment is subject to the Commonwealth Government's allocation offunds.
3. No. However, such equipment has been sought for delivery during 1986-87.

COUNTRY FIRE AUTHORITY
(Question No. 8)

Mr DICKINSON (South Barwon) asked the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services:
What new plant and equipment will be allocated to Country Fire Authority units in the electoral district of
South Barwon before June 1985 and in the 1985-86 financial year, respectively?
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Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-The answer is:
During 1984-85, new fire stations were erected at Aireys Inlet and Grovedale and the provision of new tankers
for these two stations is planned for the current financial year.
The Country Fire Authority has an ongoing program that provides for the replacement of minor items of
equipment when required.

DEPARTMENT OF SPORT AND RECREATION
(Question No. 37)

Mr DICKINSON (South Barwon) asked the Minister for Sport and Recreation:
1. What is the number of permanent and part-time employees, respectively, in the Department of Sport and
Recreation?

2. What was the total wages bill for the financial year ended 30 June 1984?
3. What percentage ofthis bill was paid in overtime and penalty rate allowances?

Mr TREZISE (Minister for Sport and Recreation)-The answer is:
The Premier will be answering this question on behalf of all Ministers from information collected by the
Department of Management and Budget.

PUBLICATIONS OF MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS
(Question No. 73)

Mr BROWN (Gippsland West) asked the Minister for Consumer Affairs:
In respect of all costs associated with the production of all books, brochures, pamphlets, documents or
publications of any kind published by each department, agency and authority within his administration in the
three-year period ended 2 March 1985:
I. What was the cost and purpose of production of each publication?

2. Whether the design and placement of each publication was prepared by staff under the Minister's control or
by outside staff. organizations or consultants, indicating the cost in each instance and in the case of outside
assistance the names of people and organizations involved?

3. Whether he will provide any other information required in order to enable the public to establish the full
extent and cost of such publications over the above period?

Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-The answer is:
The information supplied relates only to amounts paid by the Ministry of Consumer Affairs from late December
1983 onwards. Prior to December 1983 all payments were made by the Department of Labour and Industry.
I. As per attached list.

2. The design and placement of each publication was prepared by Ministry of Consumer Affairs staff in
conjunction with stafffrom the Government Printing Office.
3. The table provided gives the detail needed to establish the full extent and cost of such publications in the
relevant period.

Details

Organization
Involved

Payment Date

Amount

Government Printer

January 1984

4418.82

$
Discussion Paper-MCA
Pamphlets-Bag Search
Lay-by
Credit Notes
Mail Order

7.03
7.03
14.06
14.06
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Details

Organization
Involved

Questions on Notice

Payment Date

Amount

$
Consumer Protection Legislation in Victoria

307.56

Pamphlets-Pyramid Selling
Door to Door
MCA Information
Residential Tenancies
Residential Tenancies
Residential Tenancies
Residential Tenancies

14.06
52.43
41.90
20.90
487.88
221.65
221.65

"
"1984
February

CAC Annual Report

1102.59

Pamphlets-Household Appliances
Household Removals
Your Rights as a Consumer
Do it Yourself Checklist
Funerals
MCA
What You Should Know About
Buying a Car

"
"
1984
March
April 1984

585.00
401.30
1850.00
38.61
350.00
18.12
1635.00

May 1984

852.00

Booklet-Consultation Consumer Affairs
MCTC-Annual Report

153.76

Pamphlets-Residential Tenancies
Residential Tenancies

" 1984
"
June

MCA Annual Report 82-83

409.20
790.00
2815.00

Pamphlets-Various
Various

August 1984

31.45
39.84

Implementation Committee Report

134.90

Consumer Protection Legislation in Victoria

266.76

Pamphlets-Various
Various

357.39
348.58

Implementation Committee Report

September 1984

154.66

"
"
October
1984
November 1984

"
" 1984
December

969.00
466.00
294.09
1158.00
820.00
1778.00
767.92

lIIustrations-Your Rights as a Consumer Randy Glusac Illustrations

January 1985

195.00

FOI Report

February 1985

380.00

Pamphlets-Residential Tenancies
Residential Tenancies
Residential Tenancies
Residential Tenancies
Small Claims
Various
Various
Government Printer

Pamphlet-Your Guide to SCT
Information for Manufacturers
and Packers

1450.00
262.99

Report of MCA Self Regulation Working
Party

351.00

CREDIT LEGISLA nON CAMPAIGN
Creative Design
Badges
Posters

December 1985*
June 1985*
*

7237.00*
1170.00*
1090.00*
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Organization
Involved

Details

6 Leaflets
Adhesive Stickers
Booklet

*

ASSEMBLY

Payment Date

Government Printer

"*

" 1985
April

1989

Amount
$
4560.00*
1118.00
4034.00

denotes estimated payment date
estimated account

ADVERTISING BY MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS
(Question No. 124)

Mr BROWN (Gippsland West) asked the Minister for Consumer Affairs:
In respect of all advertising undertaken by each department. agency and authority within his administration
in the three-year period ended 2 March 1985:
1. What was the purpose of each advertisement or advertising undertaking, indicating which advertising
organization was involved and the total expenditure in each case?
2. Whether the design and placement of each advertisement or undertaking was prepared by staff under the
M inister's control or by outside staff, organizations or consultants, indicating the cost in each instance and in the
case of outside assistance the names of people and organizations in volved?
3. Whether he will provide any other information required in order to enable the public to establish the full
extent and cost of such advertising over the above period?

Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-The answer is:
The Finance Branch of the Ministry of Consumer Affairs possess information only from late December 1983
onwards. Prior to December 1983. all payments were made by the Department of Labour and Industry.
1. See table.
2. The design and placement of all advertisements were prepared by Ministry of Consumer Affairs staff in
conjunction with the organizations listed.
3. The table provided gives the detail needed to establish the full extent and cost of advertising in the relevant
period.
Purpose of
Adrerrisement
1983-84
Pricing Order
Regional Services

Organization
Involved

Payment Date

Government Printer

January 1984

Prici ng Order
Regional Services

"
"
February
1984
March 1984

Pricing Order
Staffing Vacancies

" 1984
"
April

"

"

"

"

MCT Act Amendment
Regional Services

"
"
June
1984

Product Safety
3KZ

Amount
$
439.50
544.99
181.66
7.20
497.18
165.72
321.98
14.62
14.63
107.00
80.31
40.50
234.62
183.04
362.79
120.93
158.99
53.00
33.75
2127.49
1920.00
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Purpose of
Ad,'ertisement

Organization
Involved

Packaging Function
Staffing Vacancies
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Payment Date

Amount
109.75
522.50
81.64

Government Printer

1984-85
Staffing Vacancies
Product Ban
Regional Services

Government Printer

July 1984

"
"
August 1984

"

Product Ban
Pricing Order

"
"
September 1984

Product Ban

Government Printer

"
"
Credit Licensing
Pricing Order
Regional Services

September 1984
October 1984

"
"
Vic Cons Affairs Committee

"
"1984
November
"

"

Community Education
Media Publicity
"
"
Credit Licensing
Product Ban

"
"
Greek Golden Guide
"
"
Government Printer

"
"
December
1984
February 1985

54.00
20.25
303.83
101.27
412.64
264.17
137.54
88.06
36.00
549.12
273.00
529.62
354.90
38.25
107.00
427.10
403.58
142.36
134.52
1162.30
622.17
1171.42
1951.29
804.96
465.00
100.00
100.00
2.09
18.00

EMPLOYEES IN DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND PUBLIC
HOSPITAlS
(Question No. 136)

Mr DICKINSON (South Barwon) asked the Minister for Transport, for the Minister
for Health:
I. What is the number of permanent and part-time employees in the Department of Health and State public
hospitals. respectively?
2. What was the total wages bill for the financial year ended 30 June 1984?
3. What percentage of this bill was paid in overtime and penalty rate allowances?

Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-The answer supplied by the Minister for Health
is:
This question will be answered by the Premier on behalf of all Ministers from information collected by the
Department of Management and Budget. This approach will ensure that the answer is consistent with other
published data.
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ANIMAL HEALTH DIVISION STAFF CUTBACKS
(Question No. 186)

Mr AUSTIN (Ripon) asked the Treasurer, for the Minister for Agriculture and Rural
Affairs:
I. On what grounds the decision was taken to restrict to the Animal Health Division the Budget demand that
the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs cut its staff number by 120, indicating how many will be
Qualified veterinary officers?
2. Of those whose services will be lost to the department, how many will be drawn from regional veterinary
centres and animal health officers stationed in rural areas and how many will be drawn from the central
administration of the department?
3. How many-(a) veterinary officers; and (b) animal health officers, it is proposed to retain at regional centres
and at other country centres and how many will be retained in the central administration of the department?

Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-The answer supplied by the Minister for Agriculture and
Rural Affairs is:
I. There was no decision to restrict staff reductions to the animal health area. Rather, reductions were to be
borne by a broader area of the department. In fact, reductions in 1984-85 were spread across the whole department,
with the highest losses occurring in the administrative areas.

During 1984-85, of32 staff lost to the Division of Veterinary Field Services, the Division of Animal Research
and Development, which includes veterinary laboratories, and the Division of Product Standards and Quarantine,
nine were veterinary officers.
2. Of the 32 staff referred to above, 7 were regional veterinary staff. 3 were rural animal health officers, and 2
were head office staff.
3. (a) Seventy three veterinary officers and 62 animal health officers were employed at laboratories or country
centres at 30 June 1985.
(b) Ten veterinary officers and I animal health officer were employed in central administration in the department
at that time.

ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS EXPENDITURE BY MINISTRY OF
POLICE AND EMERGENCY SERVICES
(Question No, 260)

Mr BROWN (Gippsland West) asked the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:
I. What was the expenditure by departments, agencies and authorities within his administration in the

1984-85 financial year on matters directly related to Aboriginal affairs?
2. What is the estimated expenditure for the 1985-86 financial year in this area?
3. How many staff are employed in each organization, indicating whether full time or part time, and in relation
to part-time employees the number of hours devoted per week to work associated with Aboriginal affairs?
4. What are the costs of all overheads in each organization in connection with employment of staff in the area
of Aboriginal affairs?

Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-The answer is:
1. About $9900 was paid in travelling expenses for the Aboriginal representatives attending meetings of the
Police-Aboriginal Liaison Committee during the year 1984-85. Salary costs for a police Aboriginal adviser
appointed on 17 June 1985 during the year 1984-85 totalled $368.47.

2. $33000.
3. A full-time Public Service officer was appointed as police Aboriginal adviser during 1984-85. There are also
eight police members engaged in Aboriginal-police relations duties. As these members perform such duties
during the course of their other police duties, it is not possible to indicate the number of hours per week devoted
only to Aboriginal affairs.
4. Such costs are included in the over-all administrative costs of the Police Force and cannot be readily
identified.
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COUNCIL BORROWING LEVELS
(Question No. 327)

Mr COOPER (Momington) asked the Treasurer:
I. Whether the Government has set any maximum borrowing levels for municipalities; if so, what is the
current amount?
2. What criteria are presently being used by the Government to determine how much a council may borrow?
3. Which councils were, in the 1984-85 financial year, allowed to borrow in excess of$2 million, $3 million
and $4 million respectively?
4. Which councils have been given permission to borrow in excess of$2 million in the 1985-86 financial year?

Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-The answer is:
I. Under currently agreed Loan Council guidelines, new borrowings from all sources by Victorian authorities
are subject to an over-all ··g1obal" borrowing limit, which encompasses both conventional borrowings and
borrowings previously termed ··off program" such as financial leases, supplier credit and net change in shortterm accommodation. The agreed basic global borrowing allocation for Victoria in 1985-86 is $1803 million,
which represents an increase of 4-16 per cent over the agreed 1984-85 level.
Within this constraint, I have given approval for an ··as of right" global borrowing entitlement of$2 million
for all Victorian municipalities. This entitlement will accommodate the borrowing requirements of most
municipalities during 1985-86.
2. Applications from municipalities to undertake global borrowings in excess of $2 million during 1985-86
are assessed in the light ofthe competing borrowing requirements of all other Victorian authorities. Approval for
a municipality to exceed the general entitlement is conditional upon the municipality demonstrating specific
factors that warrant special consideration. Such factors may include demographic characteristics, physical
characteristics and responsibility for the provision of special services; for example, electricity supply, water and
sewerage.
3. In excess of$2 million-but less than $3 million:
City of Box Hill
City of Doncaster and Templestowe
City of Footscray
Shire ofWerribee
In excess of$3 million-but less than $4 million:
City of Essendon
City ofSt Kilda
In excess of$4 million:
City ofCamberwell
City of Geelong
City of Melbourne
City of Sale
4. City of Footscray
City of Geelong
City of Heidelberg
City of Knox
City of Melbourne
City of Moorabbin
City of Northcote
City of Preston
City of Sunshine
City ofWarmambool
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PUBLICATIONS OF MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS
(Question No. 374)

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

Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-The answer is:
The following list sets out the details requested.

Name

Annual Report ofthe Director of Consumer Affairs

Annual Report of the Motor Car Traders Committee
Ministry of Consumer Affairs Management Review and Overview of Findings
and Recommendations
Regionalization. Localization and Mobile Consumer Affairs Activities in Victoria
Report on Information Systems Needs in MCA
.
Report of the Education Services Working Party No. 12
Report of the Security Working Party
Discussion Paper on Purposes. Objectives and Future Directions of Ministry of
Consumer Affairs and Consultation and Community Involvement with Ministry
of Consumer Affairs
Supplementary material on above Discussion MC A Paper
Notes for Working Party No. 4 Regionalization and Localization
Receipt. Recording and Distribution of Mail and Monitoring of Workload
Space Utilization Report
Report on Registry and Related Activities
Report on Selection Process for Customer Information Officers
Regional Services in the Ministry of Consumer Affairs-Towards Policies and
Work Programs
Report on the Community Consultation on Consumer Affairs
Report to the Minister on Current Operation of Customer Information Service
Telephone System
Report on Complaint Paperwork Handling
Information Plan
Draft Code of Ethics and Business Practice for the Health and Fitness Industry
Industry Self-Regulation: Its Role in Consumer Policy. Report of the Ministry of
Consumer Affairs Self-Regulation Working Party
A Fascinating New Pamphlet on The New Credit Laws
Your Contract
What to Do If You Can't Pay
Repossession and Being Sued
Going Guarantor
Insurance
A Guide to the New Credit Laws
Petrol Marketing. Pricing and Related Matters in Victoria
Divorcement and Petroleum Marketing
Consumer Affairs Council Report
Consumer Affairs Council Final Report

Approximate Date
ofPublication
September 1982
September 1983
September 1984
September 1982
September 1983
September 1984
December
February
April
May
June

1982
1983
1983
1983
1983

June 1983
June 1983
July 1983
July 1983
July 1983
October 1983
November 1983
January 1984
February 1984
March
April
May
November

1984
1984
1984
1984

November 1984
February 1985
February 1985
February 1985
February 1985
February 1985
February 1985
February 1985
November 1982
November 1983
June 1982
June 1983
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STATE SCHOOlS IN GIPPSLAND WEST
(Question No. 444)

Mr BROWN (Gippsland West) asked the Minister for Education:
In respect of each State primary, high and technical school in the electoral district of Gippsland West:
I. What is the proposed enrolment for each of the next two years?
2. What is the present enrolment?
3. What is the staffing establishment and the actual number of staff?
4. Which schools have portable class-rooms, indicating the number at each school?
5. Which schools qualify for an art-craft room and library and which schools have these facilities?
6. Which schools have specialist art-craft, physical education-including male and female-and music and
remedial teachers, respectively?

Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-The answer is:
Some of the information requested has been conveyed to the honourable member by letter recently. The time,
cost and resources necessary to prepare an answer to other information cannot be justified.
However, I should be happy to give consideration to any request made about a specific matter.

FINANCIAL RECORDS OF MINISTRY FOR POLICE AND
EMERGENCY SERVICES
(Question No. 453)

Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster) asked the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:
I. Which departments, agencies or authorities within his administration maintain-(a) an asset register; (b)
accounting records on an accrual basis; or (c) records showing sources and application offunds?
2. In cases where assets registers are maintained, whether provision is made for depreciation of such assets in
accordance with accepted accounting principles; if not. why?
3. Which bodies do not maintain such records. indicating when they will be requested to do so?

Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-The answer is:
This question will be answered by the Treasurer.

FINANCIAL RECORDS OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
DEPARTMENT
(Question No. 457)

Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster) asked the Minister for Local Government:
I. Which departments, agencies or authorities within his administration maintain-(a) an assets register; (b)
accounting records on an accrual basis; or (c) records showing sources and application of funds?
2. In cases where assets registers are maintained, whether provision is made for depreciation of such assets in
accordance with accepted accounting principles; if not, why?
3. Which bodies do not maintain such records, indicating when they will be requested to do so?

Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Local Government)-The answer is:
The Treasurer will answer this question on my behalf.
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FINANCIAL RECORDS OF DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION,
FORESTS AND LANDS
(Question No. 463)

Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster) asked the Minister for Education, for the Minister for
Conservation, Forests·and Lands:
I. Which departments, agencies or authorities within her administration maintain-(a) an assets register; (b)
accounting records on an accrual basis: or (c) records showing sources and application offunds?
2. Incases where assets registers are maintained, whether provision is made for depreciation of such assets in
accordance with accepted accounting principles: ifnot, why?
3. Which bodies do not maintain such records, indicating when they will be requested to do so?

Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-The answer supplied by the Minister for
Conservation, Forests and Lands is:
The Treasurer will respond to this question.

SPOT PURCHASE HOUSING SCHEME IN BENDIGO AREA
(Question No. 469)

Mr JOHN (Bendigo East) asked the Minister for Housing:
In respect of the Bendigo area under the control of the Bendigo regional office:
I. How many houses have been purchased under the spot purchase scheme in each of the past three years?
2. What has been the average, highest and lowest purchase price, respectively, paid under the scheme for a
house by the Ministry of Housing in each of the past three years?
3. How many houses the Ministry has constructed in the area in each of the past three years?

Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-The answer is:
I.

1982-83
1983-84
1984-85

17
16
24

TOTAL

57

2.

1982-83
Highest
Average
Lowest

3.

1982-83
1983-84
1984-85

1983-84

1984-85

$

$

$

46000
32000
19000

51500
36150
22000

59000
42916
29000

195 dwellings
338 dwellings
90 dwellings

CRIME STATISTICS
(Question No. 472)

Mr GAVIN (Coburg) asked the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:
What was the number of crimes, indicating their nature, reported in 1983 and 1984 respectively, at the
Broadmeadows, Fawkner, Coburg and Pascoe Vale police stations, respectively?
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Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-The answer is:
CIB Division

Offence

1983

1984

Broadmeadows

Homicide
Serious assault
Robbery
Rape
Burglary
Theft
Theft of a motor vehicle
Fraud, false pretences, forgery, etc.

2
122
36
11
2068
1911
605
171

4
78
20
15
2137
2141
613
289

Total Major Crime Index

4916

5297

Homicide
Serious assault
Robbery
Rape
Burglary
Theft
Theft of a motor vehicle
Fraud, false pretences, forgery, etc.

2
45
34
20
1483
1057
300
107

5
40
29
13
1285
1256
296
244

Total Major Crime Index

3048

3148

(This CIB Division includes the subdistricts of Broadmeadows, Fawkner,
Glenroy and West meadows)

Coburg
(This CIB division includes the subdistricts ofCoburg and Pascoe Vale)

Notes: 1. The above statistics relate to Criminal Investigation Branch divisions that most closely coincide
with the areas specified in the question.
2. Only major crime index statistics are provided as data for "other offences" is incomplete.

WORKERS COMPENSATION COSTS OF MINISTRY FOR
POLICE AND EMERGENCY SERVICES
(Question No. 507)

Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton) asked the Minister for Police and Emergency Services:
In relation to each department, statutory authority or other body within his administration:
1. In respect of each of the years ended 30 June 1984 and 1985, whether he will provide details of-(a) the
total amount of workers compensation premiums incurred; (b) other workers compensation costs incurred; (c)
the estimated cost of workers compensation incurred. including claims incurred but not reported; and (d) any
other expense associated with .injuries subject to workers compensation claims?

2. What is the amount of accident compensation levy expected to be incurred in relation to the year ending 30
June 1986?
3. What is the total amount of other workers compensation costs expected to be incurred in relation to the
year ending 30 June 1986?

Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-the answer is:
This question will be answered by the Treasurer.
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WORKERS COMPENSATION COSTS OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
DEPARTMENT
(Question No. 510)

Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton) asked the Minister for Local Government:
In relation to each department, statutory authority or other body within his administration:
1. In respect of each of the years ended 30 June 1984 and 1985, whether he will provide details of-(a) the
total amount of workers compensation premiums incurred; (b) other workers compensation costs incurred; (c)
the estimated cost of workers compensation incurred, including claims incurred but not reported; and (d) any
other expense associated with injuries subject to workers compensation claims?

2. What is the amount of accident compensation levy expected to be incurred in relation to the year ending 30
June 1986?
3. What is the total amount of other workers compensation costs expected to be incurred in relation to the
year ending 30 June 1986?

Mr SIMMONDS (Minister for Local Government)-The answer is:
The Treasurer will answer this question on my behalf.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

The following answers to questions on notice were circulated-

LOANS TO LAW DEPARTMENT
(Question No. 106)

Mr BROWN (Gippsland West) asked the Minister for Arts, for the Attorney-General:
In respect of all moneys borrowed by each department, agncy and authority within his administration in the
three-year period ended 2 March 1985:
I. How many loans were transacted over this period, indication the date each loan was formalized and the
amount of money borrowed as a result of each loan?
2. What are the details of the loan repayments, including the rate of interest payable and whether there is an
escalation clause for the interest rate payable?
3. From whom each loan was borrowed and what are the details regarding each individual or organization
approached to provide finance, indicating the terms offered?
4. What was the total amount of loans outstanding against each body as at 2 March 1982 and 2 March 1985,
respectively?
5. What are the full details of each offer to provide finance which was made to each body during this period?
6. Whether he will provide any other information required in order to enable the public to establish the full
extent and cost of such borrowings over the above period?

Mr MATHEWS (Minister for the Arts)-The answer supplied by the Attorney-General
is:
No department agency or authority within my administration borrowed any moneys in that period.

SALE AND LEASE-BACK TRANSACTIONS OF LAW
DEPARTMENT AND OFFICE OF CORRECTIONS
(Question No. 196)

Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton) asked the Minister for the Arts, for the Attorney-General:
I. Whether any department. agnecy or authority within his administration, or and predecessor to such bodies,
has sold or leased back any assets since 3 April 1982; if so, which bodies.
2. In respect of each such sale and lease-back transaction-(a) which body was involved; (b) what was the
nature of the asset concerned; (c) what was the money consideration for the sale; (d) what proportion of the asset
has been leased back; (e) what are the names and addresses of the companies or individuals who are now the
owners of the assets concerned; and (f) what is the expiry date of the current lease?
3. In respect of each such sale and lease-back transaction, whether the proceeds of sale have been retained by
the body concerned.
4. How the proceeds of such sale have been applied.
5. In respect of each such sale and lease-back transaction, what has been the effective rate of interest under the
lease-back arrangement and, if the lease has been arranged on a floating rate or other variable-rate basis, what
has been the range of effective interest rates?

Mr MATHEWS (Minister for the Arts)-The answer supplied by the Attorney-General
is:
There have been no sales or lease-back of any assets by the Office of Corrections or the Law Department since
3 April 1982.
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WORKERS COMPENSATION CLAIMS
(Question No. 319)

Mr RAMSAY (8alwyn) asked the Treasurer:
I. How many workers compensation claims were submitted to the State Insurance Office in each of the years
1981-82, 1982-83 and 1983-84?
2. How many of these claims were made subject to surveillance investigation?
3. How many of the claims investigated were identified as (a) genuine; (b) doubtful; and (c) fraudulent?

Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-The answer is:
I. 1981-82

43993

1982-83

48933

1983-84

51 166

2. Surveillance investigations were involved in about 2 per cent of these claims.
3. Classification into the categories sought is dependent upon the ultimate determination of the claims by the
Workers Compensation Board or by civil action. No records have been kept on this. To obtain this information
would require an examination and assessment of each file and the time, effort and expense which this would
entail cannot be justified.

RELOCATIONS OF ATTORNEY-GENERAL AND STAFF TO
NAURUHOUSE
(Question No. 328)

Mr GUDE (Hawthorn) asked the Minister for the Arts for the Attorney-General:
I. Why staff have been relocated from the fifth level to the nineteenth level ofNauru House.
2. What renovations are being undertaken?
3. What will be the total cost of renovations?
4. Who has been contracted to carry out the work?
5. When the work will be completed.

. Mr MATHEWS (Minister for the Arts)-The answer supplied by the Attorney-General
IS:

I. The Attorney-General, the secretary and his staff, the Deputy Secretary (Corporate Management) and the
staff of the Policy and Reserarch Branch have been temporarily relocted from the fifth and eighth levels of 221
Queen Street, Melbourne to the nineteenth level ofNauru House in order to allow renovations to these floors.
2. Both the fifth and eighth levels were in urgent need of repair: carpets were worn, and appointments were
generally considered to be inadequate. Extensive partition alterations are being made to both floors to enable
improved accommodation to be provided for the Attorney-General, the secretary and his staff, the Deputy
Secretary (Corporate Management) and staff ofthe Policy and Research Branch.
3, 4, 5. Parts 3, 4, and 5 of the question relate to matters within the administration of the Public Works
Department and should be directed to the Minister for Property and Services.

USE OF VEHICLES BY LAW DEPARTMENT AND OFFICE OF
CORRECTIONS
(Question No. 357)

Mr BROWN (Gippsland West) asked the Minister for the Arts, for the AttorneyGeneral:
In respect of motor vehicles operated by each department, agency or authority within his administration, how
many travelled on either the South Gippsland or Bass Highway, or both, on Saturday, I June 1985, indicating(a) the registration number of each vehicle; (b) how many officers travelled in each vehicle; and (c) the purpose
of the trip each case?
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Mr MATHEWS (Minister for the Arts)-The answer supplied by the Attorney-General
is:
LA W DEPARTMENT
The department operates a number of vehicles which are permanently allocated to magistrates. officers of the
courts and other employees. As the records of usage of such vehicles are not maintained in a central record. the
drivers have not been Questioned as to their movements on the day as the nature of the Question does not justify
this course of action. In cases where records are maintained of such usage. all agencies have reported that no
departmental vehicle was driven on either highway on the day.
OFFICE OF CORRECTIONS
There was one vehicle which travelled on the South Gippsland Highway on Saturday. I June 1985.
(a) Registration No. MXD418
(b) One officer involved
(c) Delivery oflunches for attendees working at Cranbourne swimming centre.
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Tuesday, 19 November 1985
The SPEAKER (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds) took the chair at 2.5 p.m. and read the
prayer.
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

INDUSTRIAL UNREST IN BUILDING INDUSTRY
Mr KENNETI (leader of the Opposition)-Given the Government's refusal to protect
V.C. May's Transport Pty ltd from being sent broke by the Builders Labourers Federation
as a result of the Melbourne Cricket Ground light towers dispute and the Government's
failure to protect the Dollar Sweets Co. Pty Ltd against violence, vandalism and siege by
unions, will the Premier inform the House what guarantees and protection the Government
will now provide to employers who refuse to bow to threats and pressure from the Builders
Labourers Federation and other unions?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I should have thought that if the leader of the Opposition
intended to ask questions about the Government's policies he would have enunciated
some himself, and I have yet to hear what they are.
Mr Austin-That is not an answer.
Mr CAIN-It is an answer, because this Government's policies have ensured that this
State has enjoyed far better industrial relations over the past three years than was the case
when it came to office. It is about time the leader of the Opposition made up his mind
which side he is on. Is he on the side of the Government and the majority of building
employers who want a decent industrial relations system in the building industry in this
State, or is he on the side of the BlP? This is the issue.
Mr KENNETI (leader of the Opposition)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, the
Premier is now clearly debating an issue that was not even raised in the question. If
question time is to have any relevance, surely the Premier should answer questions which
are very pertinent to the people of this State right now.
The SPEAKER-Order! The leader of the Opposition is well aware of the rules relating
to questions without notice and Ministerial answers thereto. Those rules are fairly broad.
I do not uphold the point of order. I do not believe the Premier was debating the matter.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-Decisions have been made by Governments to deregister the
Builders Labourers Federation. What occurred yesterday was a clear attempt by the
federation to frustrate that attempt. My Government is seeking the support of the building
industry and all those involved to ensure that its action and the action of the Federal
Government are successful.
If the leader of the Opposition continues to carp and harp on matters that are of no
consequence, he will undermine the firm resolve of this Government and the Federal
Government to do what liberal Governments talked about but never did. I am determined
to ensure that this action is successful. If firm action had been taken four years ago, we
would not now be going through what we are currently going through.
There will be hard times for Governments and private employers because of the dispute
we now have on our hands. It is a fight to the death so far as the Builders Labourers
Federation is concerned. The federation has called us out, and we intend to fight it. I hope
the Opposition will support the Government.
Mr Kennet!-But what protection are you offering employers?
Session 1985-64
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Mr CAIN-The Leader of the Opposition continues to take a stance that gives succour
and support to the BLF. That is what he is doing. Every time he tries, for the basest
political motives to attack the Government, he gives support to the federation. Opposition
members had better make up their minds what they want.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CAIN-There will be hardships. The Government has provided protection to those
firms that have been forced--

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CAIN-I do not know why I bother coming into question time to listen to the
nonsense from the Opposition. The Government has given protection to those firms and
those individuals who have been forced to go through picket lines. The Government has
laid down a system that ensures that picketing can take place, people can make their point
of view known and then proceed about their business. The police will continue to ensure
that that situation continues.
The Government has achieved a degree of stability in a widell unstable situation that is
the result of inaction over a long period. What is the response 0 the Opposition? It has no
policy! Today's special was an assertion made by the Leader of the Opposition that any
public sector employee who was involved in a dispute, not just a strike-I suppose that
includes teachers, nurses and even the police-will be sacked. Is that what the Opposition
supports? Does it support the Leader of the Opposition? There is deathly silence from the
Opposition side; is that the industrial relations policy of the Opposition? The Leader of
the Opposition then goes on to say that he would rehire those people on contracts. At what
cost?

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CAIN-Does the Opposition support the non-policy of the Leader of the Opposition
or does it want an industrial relations policy?
Mr WHITING (Mildura)-On a point of order, the Premier is obviously debating the
question and that is a contravention of Standing Order No. 127. I believe you, Mr Speaker,
should rule him out of order.
The SPEAKER-Order! I do not intend to rule that the Premier is out of order but I do
believe he is debating the subject. I ask him to come back to his answer to the question.
Mr CAIN(Premier)-The protection has already been provided and it will continue to
be provided to ensure that the Government wins the fight. It is a fight and if the Opposition.
and the National Party are serious in suggesting that they want to support the Government,
they should stop carping and criticizing the Government and get behind and support the
Government and the majority of employers in the building industry who are prepared to
suffer some hardship at present for the greater good in the long term. The Opposition is
not prepared to do that at present.

POLICE REFUSAL TO COLLECT ON-THE-SPOT FINES
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS (Leader of the National Party)-I refer the Treasurer to another
dispute that is taking place in Victoria and that is the refusal of the Victoria Police Force
to collect on-the-spot fines for traffic infringements and, as the Treasurer should know,
this is costing the State approximately $2 million a month. Has the Treasurer conferred
with the Minister for Police and Emergency Services with a view to settling this dispute,
which is having a serious effect on the finances of this State?
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-This matter relating to early retirement and superannuation
for the Victoria Police Force has been one in which the Government has had discussions
with representatives from the Victoria Police Association and at varying stages the Minister
for Emergency Services, the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs and I have
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been involved in those discussions. As the Leader of the National Party would be aware,
there is an early retirement measure before the House already but on the police matter
that is subject to dispute, further discussions will occur.

DERECOGNITION OF THE BUILDERS LABOURERS
FEDERATION
Mrs WILSON (Dandenong North)-Will the Premier give details to the House on the
progress of the Government's plans to derecognize the Builders Labourers Federation?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I regret that that question seems to evoke some humour with the
Opposition.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr CAIN-It says a lot about the Opposition's sincerity and its determination to
support the Government that has shown some guts and backbone in the industrial sphere.
The Government remains committed to do whatever is necessary to complement the
legislation proposed by the Federal Government to deregister the Builders Labourers
Federation. The Victorian Government strongly supports the prices and incomes accord.
The Opposition does not support the accord; it has no policy. It opts out and says nothing
more about the matter. It has no industrial relations policy.

Mr Kennett-You are ajoke!
Mr CAIN-The Leader of the Opposition is a joke in industrial relations! He has no
policy and wants only to break down the accord. He has proposed sacking all the public
servants-Mr Kennett-Answer the question.
Mr CAIN-That is the Leader of the Opposition's answer. The Builders Labourers
Federation seems, from all the evidence, determined to destroy any attempt to maintain
the wages accord, which has made a major contribution to the economic recovery
experienced in this State and this country. The federation has repeatedly breached the
building industry agreement and has cast a shadow over the whole union movement.
The federation's latest demand for a 35-hour week is yet another example of a blatant
disregard for the industrial system in this country. I ask the Opposition to take note of the
fact that the campaign in support of this demand involves placing bans on a wide range of
projects including projects that affect ordinary people and their families. They are the
Heatherton Rehabilitation Hospital, the Brunswick Technical School and St Joseph's
nursing home, which is run by the Little Sisters of the Poor, in St Georges Road, Northcote.
Yesterday's exercise by the Builders Labourers Federation topped it all off when members
of the union sought to blackmail employers by saying that they would be subject to special
attention if the employers refused to pay wages to members of the federation who walked
off the job yesterday in support of the demand for a 35-hour week. The whole community
must be behind the two Governments that are currently pursuing this strate~y in the
Arbitration Commission, with action to be taken consequent upon findings bemg made
by the commission.
I repeat, the Government knows where it is going with the Builders Labourers Federation,
which will be placed outside the industrial relations system. That is in complete contrast
to the attitude of the Liberal Party, which does not have any industrial relations policy
judging by its performance at the week-end.

Mr Kennett-You're pathetic!
Mr CAIN-The Leader of the Opposition cannot say that I am pathetic when he does
not have a policy. People are aware of our policy. The Opposition says that it will regulate
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the industrial relations system but it does not say what it will put in its place. It also has
no policy on secret ballots. It ran away from that issue at the week-end. The Opposition
does not know what to do in the area of industrial relations. Its performance in this sphere
over the past twenty years demonstrates how utterly bereft of industrial relations policies
the Opposition is. It has not improved in four years in opposition.
That is in marked contrast to this Government, which has a policy and which has the
best industrial relations record in the country. Victoria now has lost one-fifth the number
of days due to strikes as were lost when the Liberal Party was in office. That speaks for
itself. The Opposition cannot make up its mind on anything. It has no policies. Members
of the Opposition yell and scream in this Chamber but that is what one does when one has
no policies; one makes a lot of noise. The Opposition can only shout, scream and rant.
The Government will continue to pursue a series of policies and strategies which are
endorsed by the great mass of the electorate.

PORTLAND ALUMINIUM PROJECT
Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn)-My question to the Premier is in connection with the fight he
is putting up against the Builders Labourers Federation. Will he confirm that the 3·8 per
cent national wage case increase is being paid to BLF members working on the Portland
aluminium project in which the Government is a partner? How does the Premier explain
such a payment in the light of his threats to black ban builders who give in to the builders'
labourers? Further, is he proposing to discipline the Portland project manager for this
serious breach of the Premiers guidelines?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I am interested in the question of the honourable member for
Balwyn, who would seek to say there is something wrong at Portland. I thought the
Government had the support of everyone involved because 2000 people are already
employed on that job. The Government started the project when the former Government
could not. I thought the Opposition would support it. The Portland project is a booming
success and we intend to continue giving it Government support. I hope it has public
support which will ensure that it continues being a success. Either the Opposition supports
the Government in what it is doing, or it does not. It had better make up its mind.

BALLROOM DANCING
Mr HANN (Rodney)-I direct a questionMr Ross-Edwards interjected.
The SPEAKER-Order! If the Leader of the National Party will cease interjecting, his
Deputy Leader may be able to ask his question.
Mr HANN-I ask the Minister for Sport and Recreation: is it a fact that the Victorian
Government has now officially recognized ballroom dancing as a sport? If this is a fact,
will the Minister advise the House what assistance will be available to VicDance, the
umbrella organization set up to encourage more people to join in ballroom dancing
throughout Victoria?
Mr TREZISE (Minister for Sport and Recreation)-I did.not realize that the honourable
member for Rodney is apparently an old twinkle-toes! It is true that the Government has
recognized ballroom dancing as a sport and that 115 parent bodies now receive an annual
allocation to foster their sport. The parent sporting body is VicDance. The Government
made an allocation, being aware that the sport is recognized in most countries of the
world.
Victoria is the first State in Australia to recognize ballroom dancing as a sport. There is
no doubt it requires the timing, balance and co-ordination of those who take part in it. I
understand it will be encouraged in schools as a subject. Apart from being a sport it is also
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a general recreation. I am sure it will not be denied that television and other facets of
modern day life have taken people away from sport to inactive indoor activities such as
watching television. This move may lure families and neighbours and communities out of
the home to participate in ballroom dancing.
Ballroom dancing is still conducted to a larger degree in country areas than in the city.
We recognize ballroom dancing as a sport in Victoria and trust it will be developed further
in the years ahead.

MURRAY-DARLING BASIN SALINITY
Mr FOGARTY (Sunshine)-Will the Premier inform the House of decisions and
agreements reached last week on the control of salinity within the Murray-Darling Basin
area?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I thank the honourable member for his question. The Government
has done more than any previous Government to take measures towards controlling
salinity. It set up the all-party Parliamentary committee of which the honourable member
for Sunshine was the chairman. The Government is now acting on the recommendations
of that committee. The Victorian and South Australian Governments proposed a meeting
that took place last week between the four Governments involved in the Murray-Darling
Basin in response to the need for interstate and Federal co-operation to overcome the land
and water management problems affecting the Murray-Darling Basin.
This initiative stemmed jointly from Victoria, due to the need to complement salinity
strategies, and South Australia, due to that State's concern with water quality arising from
land and water practices of other States further upstream.
South Australia hosted the meeting between the Commonwealth, New South Wales,
South Australian and Victorian Labor Government Ministers. I am pleased to announce
that an historic agreement was reached at the week-end. Under the agreement, a Ministerial
Council has been established to promote and co-ordinate effective planning and
management for the use of the land, water and environmental resources of the MurrayDarling Basin. Its main task will be to draw up detailed strategies for management of the
basin.
I mentioned that the meeting was attended by Labor Government Ministers. That fact
should be stressed because it is indicative that only Labor Governments have been prepared
to tackle what has been and still is an immense long-term problem facing this area and to
co-operate together to preserve for future generations land and water resources in a major
area.
It is also interesting that the Liberal and National parties seem to be almost obsessed
with the notion of State rights and the rights of indi vidual landholders and, as a result,
miss the need for co-operation between the States. This problem will be solved only by cooperation through the States and the Commonwealth.
The meeting last week was more successful than I dared to hope when Mr John Bannon
and I initially suggested to the Prime Minister in June of this year that this meeting should
take place.

Honourable members interjecting.

Mr CAIN-The Leader of the Opposition again demonstrates his lack of concern about
things that matter to the majority of Australians when he continues with this personal
abuse.
This is the most important agreement on reform for 70 years and I am pleased about it.
I make no apology for being pleased. I think other Governments are pleased about it and
I think the landholders in the area are pleased about it. Everybody is pleased about it
except the Leader of the Opposition.
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What this agreement does and what the formation of the Ministerial Council does is to
recognize the enormous impact that mismanagement of the Murray-Darling river systems
has had on the environment over many years and on the downstream water users, especially
in South Australia. At last something is being done about it and I believe all Victorians,
all South Australians and all New South Wales residents and the people of this country
will be pleased about it.

COLLECTION OF UNION FEES
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-I direct a question to the Minister for Employment and
Industrial Affairs. As a positive measure to deny militant union leaders the funds they
need for their campaigns of disruptions, is the Government prepared to instruct its pay
officers immediately to cease the practice of collecting union fees and dues from public
employees on behalf of the transport, health and education unions involved in industrial
disruption?
Mr CRABB (Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs)-That really is an example
of the sort of stupidity that the previous Government in this State indulged in. What a
pathetic attempt to deal with industrial disputation, "We won't deduct the dues for you.
There! There!" That is exactly what we got from the previous Government.
When the Liberal Government was in power in this State, we used to get six times as
much industrial disruption and the Government always lost in the end. Not only did we
have six times as many industrial disputes but the Government consistently got done
every time and, no wonder, when it has people like the honourable member for Hawthorn
advising it.

CONSUMER PROTECTION
Miss CALLISTER (Morwell)-I ask the Minister for Consumer Affairs to inform the
House of the steps he has taken to assist groups concerned with consumer protection.
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-I am pleased to announce that following
a successful year last year when the Government made grants available to consumer
~roups for the first time, access to the Ministry of Consumer Affairs has continued to
Improve. The Ministry receives between 500 and 600 telephone calls each day and the
Government wishes to ensure that public access to the Ministry continues to improve,
particularly in the non-metropolitan area.
Honourable members from the National Party would be well aware that the introduction
of the 008 local call telephone system has provided enormous advantage for consumers to .
contact the Ministry. Last year, for the first time, non-profit and community groups such
as the Citizens Advice Bureau were provided with funding and a large grant was made
available to the Geelong organization, which has been an outstanding success.
I pay tribute to the honourable member for Monbulk for the work he has been doing
with the Knox Prices Action Group. He has done a marvellous job in the area.
The previous Government gave very little to consumer affairs, other than lip service,
but the present Government is providIng $567 000 in grants this year which will ensure
that the community as a whole can assist in providing access to the Ministry of Consumer
Affairs. Non-profit organizations will be asked to contact the Ministry of Consumer Affairs
and the Government will ensure that funding is provided so that services can be delivered
at the grassroots.
The type of work done by these groups involves advice and referrals, education and
training, research and consultation, representation of consumer interests, decentralization
of consumer services and community based resolutions of consumer complaints. The
consultation and grants provided by the Government have resulted in outstanding success,
particularly in the non-metropolitan area. There has been a vast improvement in the
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ability of the community in the non-metropolitan area to gain access to the Ministry of
Consumer Affairs by the mobile van, which has operated extensively in the country areas,
and also the western suburbs, which were very much underprivileged in the past, have
access to consumer affairs.
The Ministry's Footscray office does an outstanding job and provides access outside
normal hours because the office is open until 9 p.m. on a number of evenings and the
bilingual staff ensures access to the community as a whole. My Ministerial and advisory
committee has been doing an outstanding job under the direction of Mr Bill Ford of the
Brotherhood of St Laurence which has ensured the needs of rural Victoria, and the
representatives from the area have been able to ensure that the Ministry of Consumer
Affairs has a proper understanding of the needs of the non-metropolitan area, particularly
difficulties peculiar to the area.
I am sure that all honourable members will agree that the Ministry of Consumer Affairs
has gone from being an insignificant Ministry under the previous Government to a
Ministry that has shown that the public of Victoria is entitled to access to it. Legislation
introduced by the Government extended the jurisdiction of the Small Claims Tribunal
and the fair trading legislation has shown for the first time in the three-year period since
the Government was elected that we have been able to improve the services of consumer
affairs to the community as a whole. The community enjoys access which it never enjoyed
under the previous Government.

NATIONAL TENNIS CENTRE
Mr REYNOLDS (Gisborne)-I ask the Premier: to prove the Government's bona fides
in co-operating with building companies against the Builders Labourers Federation guerilla
tactics and to prevent disruption of yet another Government project, will the Government
instruct the contractors to ban the BLF from the construction of the National Tennis
Centre? If not, will the Premier now guarantee that no employment will be provided to
the BLF on that site?
The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the honourable member for Gisborne to repeat the last
part of his question.
Mr REYNOLDS-I ask the Premier: if the Government will not instruct building
contractors to ban the Builders Labourers Federation from the construction of the proposed
National Tennis Centre, will he guarantee that no employment will be provided to members
of the federation on that site?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-It appears that the Opposition is determined to try to find problems
in the future. The Government is concerned about resolving problems that currently exist,
and it is going about that extremely well.
The Government has taken a firm line on the Builders Labourers Federation, and it
appears that members of the Opposition do not want to support the Government in what
it is doing.
Mr Kennett-What are you on about?
Mr CAIN-What I am on about is that what occurs in respect of future contracts will
depend upon compliance by all unions with the Government's requirements, compliance
with all awards and compliance by all builders with a code of conduct that should be laid
down. If that is unclear to members of the Opposition, I am sorry for them.
Members of the Opposition can raise all the Aunt Sallys they want to and can try to
distract the public as much as they like, but the Government has clearly laid down what
are its rules and guidelines. The Government requires compliance by bUIlders with a code
of conduct; it requires compliance with all awards; it requires compliance with building
agreements. That will be the test of whether the Builders Labourers Federation continues
to work on existing jobs or commence work on new jobs.
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If members of the Opposition cannot understand that, it is time that they went over it
carefully 2, 3 or 4 times so that they can take it in, because that is what it means. I
understand the strong animus the honourable member for Gisborne has against the
proposed National Tennis Centre.
Mr Kennett-He is in favour of it!
Mr CAIN-The Leader of the Opposition indicated, by interjection, that the Liberal
Party is in favour of the centre. Members of that party did not give that impression
through their performance in Parliament-they carried on a studied policy of trying to
knock the centre at every turn. The proposed National Tennis Centre is the best thing that
has happended for international sport in this State in the past 30 years, and the Leader of
the Opposition just wants to go on carping about it.

If the Leader of the Opposition does not understand the answer, he is as dull as the
honourable member for Gisborne because it is perfectly clear. I clearly enunciated what
are the rules, as did the Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs. For the sole
benefit of the Leader of the Opposition, I will say it again: clear guidelines have been laid
down.

Mr Kennett-Put up or shut up!
Mr CAIN-The Leader of the Opposition just shouts and yells. For three years the
honourable gentleman has left the people of this State speechless with disbelief because of
his loud-mouthed utterances, and he is continuing to do that today. The Leader of the
Opposition has sy'stematically debased the standard of conduct expected from people in
high office. He wIll never learn! How long will the Liberal Party continue to put up with
that type of behaviour? Members of the Liberal Party are ultimately answerable for what
the Leader of the Opposition says and does day after day and week after week. They are
responsible; it is in their hands.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order! Some honourable members are persisting in interjecting. I
shall not name anyone at this stage, but I intend to do so if interjections continue and the
House goes into uproar during questions without notice.
Mr CAIN-I have carefully explained twice what the situation is. I say again to members
of the Opposition that they have to make up their minds how long they will put up with
this sort of behaviour. That is the ultimate test for the Opposition. If the Opposition wants
to go on nurturing and supporting someone who behaves like that, well and good.
Mr REYNOLDS (Gisborne)-Mr Speaker, on a point of order, the question I asked
the Premier concerned the banning of the Builders Labourers Federation from working
on the National Tennis Centre and had nothing to do with the position of the Leader of
the Opposition. The Premier is debating the question.
The SPEAKER-Order! There is no point of order.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I shall say it for a third time: if the honourable member for
Gisborne does not understand, perhaps I shall say it for a fourth time. The honourable
member for Gippsland West, who is interjecting, does not understand either. The
Government has laid down the requirements, the.criteria and the standards that have to
be met, not just by the Builders Labourers Federation but by all unions and employers,
and those are the tests and compliances set out in the accord. They are what is required by
both the National and State Governments. If the BLF does not comply with those
requirements, its members will not get jobs or site agreements. If the Opposition does not
understand that, I shall say it for a fourth time.
The honourable member for Gisbome now says he understands. Does the Leader of the
Opposition understand? He does not understand. The majority of honourable members
understand what the requirement is. They understand what the Government's policy is in
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regard to the Builders Labourers Federation. The Government is determined to go ahead
and ensure, as all Governments can do, that the BLF is deregistered. I apin invite the
Opposition and the National Party to indicate whether they are for the NatIOnal and State
Governments in thi5 endeavour or are against them.

FIREARMS
Mr WALLACE (Gippsland South)-Will the Minister for Police and Emergency Services
ensure that no firearms are confiscated because of the inefficiency that is taking place
within the office of the Register of Firearms? Is the Minister aware that some applicants
have waited up to twenty months for registration and have had their cheques returned to
them to be redated and re-presented?
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-Inefficiencies, such as
those the honourable member has described, would certainly be a source of concern to the
Government, as would the possibility of any injustice arising from them and I shall see
that such injustice does not occur.

LOW INCOME FAMILY CAMP SCHEME
Mr REMINGTON (Melbourne)-WiII the Minister for Sport and Recreation advise
the House whether the low income family camp scheme introduced by the Government
two years ago has achieved its aim?
Mr TREZISE (Minister for Sport and Recreation)-The low income family camp
scheme has been a successful venture. The scheme provides opportunities for many low
income families, particularly from the inner areas of Melbourne, to have a holiday away
from their local environment, something they normally would not have.
Three years ago, when the scheme was first introduced, the Government allocated
$ 70 000 to the venture; last year another $ 70 000 was allocated; and, in 1985-86, $100 000
was allocated.
By the end of the Christmas holiday period this year, 60 camps will have been held in
Victoria. The number of people attending the camps range from 30 to 100. The camps
also cater for the parents of the youngsters, many of whom are single parents and are only
mere youngsters themselves-and the scheme has been of considerable assistance to them
as well as to their children.
The scheme has been of tremendous assistance to low income families, particularly
those on social service income, and children from broken homes or ethnic families. The
Government intends to further promote the project in the future.

HOME LOAN INTEREST RATES
Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-I direct my question to the Minister for Housing and
ask: is it a fact that the Government has decided to lift the existing 14·75 per cent ceiling
on home loan interest rates chargeable by permanent building societies but has also
decided, for political reasons, to withold the announcement until after the South Australian
elections-The SPEAKER-Order! The latter part of the question is out of order if the honourable
member seeks an opinion.
Mr BROWN-Because of the impact on that election of a Victorian increase which will
bring Government controlled interest rates on home loans to the highest level ever in
Victoria, and when will the Minister make a decision?
The SPEAKER-Order! The latter part of the question is out of order.
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Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-The latter part of the Question is also wrong. The
matter is under consideration.

GRAIN HARVEST
Mr W. D. McGRA tH (Lowan)-I direct my Question to the Minister for Transport.
As the forthcoming Victorian grain harvest is due to commence next week and as there is
continued disruption in the rail system because of bans and work-to-rule campaigns by
the Australian Railways Union, will the Minister move to deregulate the cartage of grain
in Victoria so that grain can be taken to seaport terminals?
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-As I understand it, the bringing in of grain has
already commenced in northern Victoria. In areas represented by the honourable members
for Mildura and Swan Hill, deliveries have already been made to Grain Elevators Board
silos. There has also been a start in the haul to both Portland and Geelong.
The Government is aware that some of the bans and limitations might cause slight
difficulty during the early stage of the harvest. V/Line has been told that if such bans exist,
management should adopt the same strong policy it adopted for bans on country passenger
services in the past. As the honourable member would be aware, the action by management
and the response by individual workers and their union ensured that those services
continued. The Government intends that minimal disruption should occur to the grain
harvest and is pleased that the commencement of the cartage has already occurred. A
matter of greater concern to the honourable member for Lowan and other honourable
members should be the availability of ships to take the wheat that is hauled. The
Government's chief difficulty at present is the lower amount of grain hauled in the three
months prior to the harvest, which has affected V/Line's revenue in the past.

WEST GATE BRIDGE TOLL
Mr SHELL (Geelong)-Can the Minister for Transport inform the House what steps
the Government is taking to remove the toll on the West Gate Bridge?
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I am aware that honourable members
representing the western suburbs, Geelong and Ballarat South have made representations
on behalf of their constituents to have the toll removed. The toll over the West Gate
Bridge is the only road toll existing in Victoria and is a major discrimination against
individuals who live or work in the western suburbs of Melbourne and Geelong and also
people who wish to travel from the Ballarat area. It has always been a significant
discrimination and cost to companies that wish to move their goods from, or to, the .
western suburbs.
Many companies have decided not to use the bridge because of the cost to their operations
of transporting goods across it. Therefore, the Government decided prior to the last
election that the toll would be removed and thus the discrimination against those companies
and individuals would be removed. The target date is now 30 November and it is the
intention of the Government that the toll will be removed on that date.
The Government has adopted the view that individuals and companies should not be
asked to pay twice. Other motorists in the community do not have to pay tolls for other
expensive works around the State. This attitude is in contrast to the policy put forward by
the Opposition of introducing tolls in certain road work areas. The Government hopes
that that is a policy the Opposition will now change.
The tolls will be removed and discussions are continuing with the respective employee
associations about arrangements for the continued employment of those who wish to
remain in the Road Construction Authority. A number of people have already left the
authority and taken jobs elsewhere. Between now and the end of November, arrangements
will be made with respect to other employees.
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PETITIONS
The Clerk-I have received the following petitions for presentation to Parliament:

Pre-school education
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:

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

By Mr Trezise (80 signatures) and Mr McDonald (18 signatures)

Nurses' conditions and pay
TOTHE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OFTHE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:

We the undersigned petitioners being concerned citizens of the State of Victoria register an emphatic protest
against the current stance of your Government in relation to nursing conditions in Victoria. e.g.: staffing levels,
equitable salaries, car parking and creche facilities and a career structure for nurses.
These problems which are jeopardizing the safe functioning of the health industry will continue only to worsen
unless they are addressed now. We support the action of R.A.N.F. (Vic. Branch) in its attempt to resolve these
longstanding issues.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mrs Toner (9681 signatures)

Parkland alienation
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBL Y IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:

The humble petition of concerned citizens of Victoria, sheweth public parkland is to be alienated for the
purpose of a Commonwealth tennis centre. Your petitioners therefore, pray that no public parkland be alienated
for the purpose described above and the Government legislate to preserve public parkland in its present state, so
that it may be enjoyed by future generations of Victorians.

By Mr Remington (513 signatures)
It was ordered that the petitions be laid on the table.

ECONOMIC AND BUDGET REVIEW COMMITIEE
Remuneration for visiting staff at public hospitals
Mr GAVIN (Coburg) presented a report from the Economic and Budget Review
Committee on the inquiry into the method of remuneration for visiting medical staff at
public hospitals, together with appendices and minutes of evidence.
It was ordered that they be laid on the table, and that the report and appendices be
printed.

PAPERS
The following papers, pursuant to the directions of several Acts of Parliament, were laid
on the table by the Clerk:
Queen Victoria Medical Centre (Guarantees) Act 1982-Notice of guarantee executed in favour of a bank for
financial accommodation made to South Eastern Medical Complex Limited.
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Statutory Rules under the following Acts:
Gift Duty Act 1971-No. 314.
Land Tax Act 1958-No. 315 (in lieu of Statutory Rule tabled on 15 October 1985).
Pay-roll Tax Act 197I-No. 317.
Probate Duty Act I 962-No. 318 (in lieu ofStaiutory Rule tabled on 15 October 1985).
Transport Act I983-0rder for the Transfer of Assets and Liabilities from the State Transport Authority to the
Metropolitan Transit Authority.
Victoria Grants Commission-Report for the year ended 31 August I 985-0rdered to be printed.

The following proclamations fixing operative dates for various Acts were laid on the
table by the Clerk, pursuant to an Order of the House dated 3 April 1985:
National Parks (Amendment) Act 1984-Section 4 (5)-17 November 1985 (Government Gazette No. 117, 13
November 1985).
National Tennis Centre Act 1985-13 November 1985 (Government Gazette No. 117, 13 November 1985).

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

The Bill will put into place a new Building Societies Act, developed after extensive
consultation with the industry and other affected parties, and designed to enable societies
to compete and develop in a deregulated financial system. It parallels legislative
amendments already undertaken in other States to modernize their building society
legislation.
There are 25 active societies in Victoria, with assets of some $4·8 billion. They are
major providers of housing finance and play an important role in the provision of financial
services to the household sector. The increased freedom being enjoyed by banks and the
provision of authorization for sixteen new banks will continue to intensify the competitive
environment within which building societies must operate.
The Bill is a comprehensive review of the le~islation and takes major steps forward in
the area of increased capital strength of societIes, their diversification into new services
and products, enhanced systems of prudential regulation and improved arrangements
relating to the responsibilities of directors. It will also provide for the rationalization of .
the industry by streamlining merger provisions and by addressing the grounds upon which
the Registrar of Building Societies may appoint an administrator to a society.
The Bill has been prepared by the Legislative Review Committee established in January
and composed of officers in the Ministry of Housing, the Department of Management and
Budget, my consultant adviser and representatives of the building society industry. The
committee was established to follow up the work carried out during 1984 by the
Government's financial institutions review, which produced a major report and
comprehensive recommendations after extensive consultation with industry and the
community in general.
In addition to this work, provision has also been made for the recommendations of the
Costigan Royal Commission where they relate to the improved prudential regulation and
management of building societies. These have been incorporated into the Bill in a manner
which will enhance both the control and accountability of the directors of building societies.
Mr Costigan's recommendations relating to powers of investigation have also been taken
up together with increased flexibility with respect to the appointment of an administrator
or liquidator to a society. These provisions will ensure that the already high level of public
confidence in building societies is maintained.
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The Bill is structured in a manner which reflects the improved efficiency in administration
it is intended to promote. It states its objects, which relate to the further development of
an efficient building society industry in Victoria as a major source of reasonably-priced
housing finance and !tn important provider of financial services. These objects reflect the
Government's economic strategy for the developrrent of Victoria.
The Bill then provides for its administration. It establishes, firstly, the office of a
Registrar of Building Societies and states his powers, and responsibilities including powers
of inspection. It provides also for a Victorian Building Society Council with substantial
representation for the industry, together with the registrar, and persons nominated by
myself and by the Treasurer. The council will replace two existing committees and
rationalize the consultative process. It will have a key role in the provision of high level
policy advice. It will also have responsibility for the administration of the Building Societies'
General Reserve Fund established to strengthen the industry and to secure depositors'
funds.
The Bill also provides for comprehensive investigatory powers. These are to be
distinguished from the routine inspection responsibilities of the registrar and are provided
to ensure that the community and the Government can continue to be fully confident in
the efficiency and probity of all building society operations. These instItutions must
compete in a demanding and complex commercial environment, and this will place great
demands on management. Increasingly sophisticated systems, structures, and services
require similar sophistication in the Government's own system of prudential regulation.
Having provided the administrative framework within which the proposed legislation
will operate, the Bill then deals with criteria relating to the incorporation of building
societies and for a shift in their incorporation to the Companies (Victoria) Code-subject,
of course, to Ministerial approval. This provision will enable societies to become companies
and would, for example, allow them to participate in the development of a new banking
venture.
In part 4, the Bill establishes the financial structure and powers of building societies.
This is a most important area and addresses such matters as the minimum capital
requirements for a building society, together with the various avenues by which societies
may raise and apply their funds. The Bill will enable societies to develop a range of
innovative products to attract funds from both investors and depositors-a most important
consideration in today's highly competitive financial markets. In addition, it will allow
societies to lend and invest these funds in a number of ways not previously available to
them.
An important area to which societies will have access for the first time will be unsecured
lending. This will allow them to satisfy the demands of their traditional client group and
will also allow them to offer credit card facilities. This provision will be phased in to
minimize disruption to societies and to other institutions already participating in this
market.
Societies will also be able to further diversify through the use of approved subsidiaries.
These will be subject to inspection, as with the parent society, and the latter will not be
able to guarantee their activities.
In keeping with the traditional role of building societies, the Bill provides that they be
required to hold, initially, 50 per cent of their assets in residential mortgages and related
securities.
Interest rates will also be subject to control, as at present. However, the Government
will continue to consult closely with the industry on this important issue and expert advice
will be forthcoming from the new council.
In keeping with the changes referred to earlier concerning the findings of the Costigan
Royal Commission, the Bill will require that directors of building societies be licensed in
a manner similar to that required under the Securities Industries Code. Directors will be
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quite clearly held accountable for the affairs of their societies, and the duties and liabilities
of senior management and other employees of the societies will be clearly defined.
The legislative requirements relating to accounting and audit requirements will also be
brought into conformity with modern commercial practice and will parallel those applying
under the Companies (Victoria) Code.
The Bill will also provide mechanisms for the more efficient merger of building societies,
and this will be a most important facility given the need to properly manage the
rationalization of the industry. The registrar will also have a power to appoint an
administrator to a society, if required, and this will assist in the avoidance of sudden and
disruptive reverses in the affairs of individual societies.
The liquidation of societies will proceed in broad conformity with the Companies
(Victoria) Code and the grounds for the appointment of both an administrator and
liquidator are explicitly stated.
In conclusion, I stress the important steps proposed in this Bill to facilitate the further
development of the building societies industry, within a very competitive environment,
while ensuring that the necessary prudential regulation is carried out in an efficient and
effective manner. The Bill will provide new freedoms but these will be accommodated
within an updated regulatory framework. Building societies are major providers of housing
finance in Victoria and the Government has a commitment to their future growth and
development. By meeting the two key requirements of prudence and diversification, the
Bill is a responsible step forward in the demanding financial markets of today. I commend
the Bill to the House.
On the motion ofMr BROWN (Gippsland West), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Saturday, March 1, 1986.

MOTOR CAR (PHOTOGRAPHIC DETECTION DEVICES) BILL
The Order of the Day for the resumption of the debate on the motion for the second
reading of this Bill was read.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I declare that
this Bill is an urgent Bill and I move:
That this Bill be considered an urgent Bill.

Approval of the motion being put was indicated by the required number of members
rising in their places, as specified in Standing Order No. 105 (a).
The House divided on the motion (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).
Ayes
44
Noes
38
Majority for the motion
AYES
MrCain
Miss CalIister
MrCathie
DrCoghill
MrCrabb
MrCulpin
Mr Cunningham
Mr Ernst
Mr Fogarty
Mr Fordham
MrGavin
Mrs Gleeson

6
NOES
Mr Austin
Mr Brown
MrColeman
MrCrozier
Mr Delzoppo
Mr Dickinson
Mr Evans
(Bal/arat North)
Mr Evans
(Gippsland East)
MrGude
Mr Hann
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AYES
Mr Harrowfield
MrsHill
MrHili
Mrs Hirsh
Mr Hockley
Mr Jolly
Mr Kennedy
Mr Kirkwood
Mr Mathews
Mr Micallef
Mr Norris
Mr Pope
Mrs Ray
Mr Remington
Mr Roper
MrRowe
Mrs Setches
MrSheehan
MrShell
Mr Sidiropoulos
MrSimmonds
MrSimpson
Mr Spyker
Mr Stirling
Mrs Toner
MrTrezise
Dr Vaughan
MrWalsh
MrWilkes
Mrs Wilson
Tellers:
Mr Andrianopoulos
Mr Seitz
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NOES
Mr Hayward
Mr Heffernan
Mr Jasper
Mr John
Mr Leigh
Mr Lieberman
Mr McGrath
(Lowan)
MrMcGrath
(Warrnambool)
Mr McNamara
Mr Maclellan
Mr Perrin
MrPlowman
MrRamsay
Mr Reynolds
Mr Richardson
Mr Ross-Edwards
Ms Sibree
MrSmith
(Glen Waverley)
MrSmith
(Polwarth)
Mr Steggall
Mr Stockdale
Mr Wallace
MrWeideman
Dr Wells
MrWhiting
MrWilliams
Tellers:
MrCooper
MrLea

Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That the time allotted in connection with the Bill be as follows:
(a) For the second-reading stage of the Bill until 3.30 p.m. this day~
(b) For the remaining stages of the Bill until 6 p.m. this day.

That will provide for a further 3 hours of debate on the matter, in addition to the 2 hours
that have already been undertaken on the measure that, I remind honourable members,
has been supported by all corners of the House. That will mean some 5 hours of debate
are available for this relatively straightforward measure that has universal support. In
those circumstances, I believe the time commitments are reasonable.
I earlier sought assurances from the opposition parties that it could be done within a 2hour arrangement, and they indicated that it was not impossible. In those circumstances,
I have no alternative other than to take the step that I have. It is clear that the Opposition
is attempting to stonewall proposed legislation for its own purposes. It is a pity that the
Legislative Assembly is being used in this way by the Opposition on Bill after Bill for no
good purpose.
It causes appalling repetition, and more importantly, the back-benchers are attempting
to dictate to shadow Ministers the way in which debate is conducted. That is a fact of life
that is apparent not only to me but to the people involved in organizing the operation of
the Legislative Assembly. It would be very foolish of shadow Ministers to continue to
allow themselves to be dictated to by such a rabble of a back bench.

Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-This is a cunning trick by the Minister for Industry,
Technology and Resources to allow until 3.30 p.m. for the second-readin~ speech. It
confines honourable members who want to speak about the principles of the Bill to invoke
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the indulgence of the Chairman at the Committee stage, which is inappropriate and which
you, Mr Speaker, will probably not want.
Honourable members on this side of the House want to address themselves to the
important principle of owner-onus. Although the Bill may have the support of the House,
it is not without the concern of many honourable members on both sides of the House
and the concern of the Royal Automobile Club of Victoria Ltd which represents some 50
per cent of the motorists of this State.
For the remaining few minutes, I shall not waste the time of the Opposition on the
second reading except to repeat that it is a trick by the Leader of the House to attempt to
stifle debate on what are extremely important principles.
Mr AUSTIN (Ripon)-On the question of time, honourable members have witnessed
the absurd situation that, with regard to the first Bill to be debated at the beginning of the
sitting for this week, the Government has exercised its right to guillotine the debate. Last
week, a situation arose where Parliament sat until the early hours of the morning and
honourable members were forced to try to make decisions at 3 a.m. or 4 a.m. when they
were absolutely exhausted. It is evidence of the inefficiency of the Government that it has
to ram through proposed legislation in the dying days of Parliament. It emphasizes the
ridiculous situation of bringing the sessional period to an end in November.
There are two or three weeks in December that are normally used for the spring sessional
period. The Opposition has continually stated that it is prepared to sit during any of those
weeks. To rush throu$h proposed legislation that is vital to the people of Victoria is an
insult to them, to Parhament and to members of the National Party and the Opposition.
The motion was agreed to.
The debate (adjourned from November 14) was resumed on the motion of Mr Roper
(Minister for Transport):
That this Bill be now read a second time.

and on Mr W. D. McGrath's amendment:
That all the words after "That" be omitted with the view of insening in place thereof the words "this House
refuses to read this Bill a second time until the recommendations of the Repon of the Social Development
Committee relating to Freeway Speed Limits are implemented".

Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-In view of the shameful abuse of the Parliamentary
process by the Government, I am forced to put my points on this Bill in an abbreviated
form. The nature of the Bill gives it extreme importance. After several years ofa decreasing
road toll, last year and this year have seen a reversal of the trend and the road toll has been'
increasing.
The Bill deals with two important matters concerning road safety: speeding and drivers
passing through red lights. Therefore it is not just any Bill; it is of vital concern to the
regulation of a civilized code of behaviour on Victoria's roads. Anyone who drives a
motor car in this State, as I am sure honourable members do, will have noted that
propensity by motorists to obey the law is directly related to the likelihood of detection.
The Opposition supports efforts to reduce the road toll and to provide the safety
measures to which a prudent and cautious road user is entitled as his minimum right when
he enters his motor vehicle or ventures on to the road in any other form. The Opposition
supports any reasonable measure designed to protect the rights of road users. For that
reason, the Opposition is seeking to strengthen the Bill by restoring, through an amendment
to be moved by the honourable member for Polwarth, the use of demerit points where a
red light camera detects a traffic light offence.
I shall deal with the question of owner onus. An extremely important principle is
involved and one on which"Parliament should proceed with caution but one on which a
case can be made out. It is quite possible that this is just such a case. The Bill contains
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regulatory law; it is not a law that seeks to regulate the conflict or rights between individuals;
it is a law that seeks to create safety by regulating the conduct of road users. That is an
important consideration when one considers where the onus rests.
The evidence of who was the driver of a motor vehicle when it passed through a red
light or exceeded a speed limit is peculiarly in the hands of the owner of the vehicle. He,
far more than the police and other enforcement authorities, has access to the information
that is necessary to establish a defence or to establish the offence in the first instance. It is
not without precedent; nor is it unreasonable to impose the burden upon the driver.
From my own experience, I draw attention to section 5 of the Federal Conciliation and
Arbitration Act; a section which creates a criminal offence by employers where they
dismiss employees for several prescribed reasons related to their membership or
participation in union affairs.
The legislature has taken the view over the years that the evidence necessary to negate
the existence of the offence rests peculiarly with the employer and his representatives. To
give reasonable effect to the legislative intention, the onus has been placed upon the
employer to disprove the allegation of discrimination. Honourable members should bear
in mind what happens in law as a consequence of that. The prosecution bears the onus of
establishing all facts beyond reasonable doubt, which is the normal criminal standard of
proof. However, where an onus is imposed upon a defendant in the normal course of
events, the defendant is required only to establish a defence on the lesser proof of the
balance of probabilities, as for a civil defence.
I point out to honourable members that where the present initiatives of this Government
and the previous Government have proven insignificant to maintain the downwards
momentum of the road toll, Parliament is justified in embarking upon the imposition of
onus upon the owner. However, it is important when one enters upon such novel and
experimental initiatives to respect and protect the public interest.
I reiterate the concerns of people who have expressed doubts about whether offenders
ought to be protected. Parliament has a duty to legitimize and protect the public interest.
For that reason the sunset clause moved by the honourable member for Polwarth is an
entirely reasonable and laudable amendment. I support that amendment and comments
made by the Opposition speakers.
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-In the 4 minutes remaining to me because of the gag being
applied, I shall make a few pertinent points. I do not believe a Liberal Government would
have introduced proposed legislation in this way. I am sure a Liberal Government would
not have gagged a Bill when a valuable principle such as a person being innocent until
proven guilty is to be changed.
If one examines the Bill, one notes that a fundamental principle will be changed. I find
it difficult to accept the introduction of owner-onus in measures such as this. I know that
other Opposition members have taken advice from the Police Force, but it is my view
that such a fundamental principle of law in Victoria should not be changed unless there
are very strong reasons to substantiate that change.

I refer the House to the Royal Automobile Club of Victoria Ltd, which has made a
strong case for owner-onus not being applied. I have serious reservations about this aspect,
but I am comforted in some way by the fact that an amendment has been moved by the
honourable member for Polwarth whereby a two-year sunset clause will enable the
legislation to return to Parliament so that its effects can be assessed. Honourable members
can then examine the facts and figures to ascertain whether the valuable principle of
owner-onus should be permanently changed.
The Bill will also expand the red light system to speed detection devices which should
also be viewed with reservation because these are new areas of traffic detection.
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I believe there is nothing better than having a police officer to deter people from speeding
and that should be the thrust of any proposed legislation designed to decrease the number
of high speed offences. There is no better way of deterring people than having a police
officer in uniform, in a marked police car on the road to do that job. No camera and no
detection device can do it better than can a police officer.
The amendment was negatived, and the motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time and committed.
Clauses 1 to 4 were agreed to.
Clause 5

Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I move:
I. Clause 5, line 34, omit "writing" and insert "the prescribed form".

During the second-reading debate, several honourable members raised the difficulty that
could be experienced, particularly by large fleet owners, if the existing provision were
proceeded with and, while the Bill was held over to allow public comment, the Victorian
Road Transport Association put its views mainly to the Government and also to the
opposition parties pointing out the difficulties that would be caused. As a result, a series
of three amendments has been prepared which, firstly, sets out that there will be a prescribed
form; secondly, allows a sworn statement; and thirdly, also allows a sworn statement.
These amendments will make the proposed legislation easier to manage for both the Police
Force, the courts and for members of the Victorian Road Transport Association.

Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-It is enlightening that the Minister for Transport should
actually listen to an organization about the Bill, an or~anization that was not properly
consulted before the Bill was introduced either on the pnnciples of the Bill or on any of its
details. The Opposition accepts the first amendment that the Minister has moved.
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-It is pleasing to note that the Minister for Transport
has moved an amendment to remove the responsibility of owner-onus where a car is
photographed at a red light intersection but the owner can prove that he or she was not
driving the vehicle at the time of the infringement. That was one of the major concerns of
the Royal Automobile Club of Victoria Ltd, the Victorian Road Transport Association
and a Mr Beamish in a letter to the Editor of the Age on 4 June this year in which he
pointed out that it would be unfair for this provision to apply to the owner of either a fleet
vehicle or a vehicle that was being garaged for repair.
The amendment was agreed to.

Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-I do not wish to proceed with amendment No. 1 circulated
in my name. In the list of amendments circulated by the Minister for Transport, he has
foreshadowed an amendment similar to mine, the effect of which in proposed sub-section
(3) (b) would have the advantage of allowing a person who received a notice to go to court;
to satisfy the informant-in most cases the police officer-that he or she was not the
driver. He or she could sign a statutory declaration or a prescribed form to such an effect
and it would save a lot of humbug in the court, especially humbug to the individual,
provided that it satisfied the policeman or the informant on this matter.
Mr Leigh~Mr Chairman, I draw your attention to the state of the Committee.
A quorum was formed.

Mr w. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-I move:
I. Clause 5, after line 36, insert"(

) where, at the relevant time, the motor car(i) had been garaged for repairs and had not been repossessed by the owner; or
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(ii) was part ofa fleet of motor cars used for hire or in the course of carrying on a businessthe owner supplies in a sworn statement in writing to the informant the name and address ofthe person(iii) with whom the motor car was garaged for repairs; or
(iv) particulars ofthe motor cars in the fleet and purposes for which the fleet is used;".

I spoke out of order on this amendment a few moments ago. I shall briefly restate the
argument for the need for the Minister to accept the amendment.
A car that is garaged may be taken out for trial. The registered owner would not be
aware of who was in charge of the vehicle at a particular time ifan infringement should be
recorded by the red light camera.
A similar position applies to cars from fleets. This point was made by Mr Beamish, the
Director of the Road Transport Association. The people who are responsible for the
registration of fleet vehicles are not always aware of who is driving them at a particular
time. For instance, a car belonging to a fleet may be parked outside a premises; the
secretary of the organisation concerned may get into the car and drive down the street for
some small errand and may commit an infringement. The registration number would be
recorded by the camera. In that circumstance, it may be difficult for the owner of the
vehicle to identify the driver.
The amendment is aimed at overcoming that type of problem. The honourable member
for Polwarth had the some idea when he considered acting on behalfofa number of people
who were concerned about the difficulty of the owner-onus provision in cases where
owners are not completely in charge of their motor vehicles when infringements occur. I
therefore urge the Minister to consider the amendment.
Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-We are all on the same course; it is a matter of how we
arrive at the destination. It seems to me that the amendment I have withdrawn and the
amendment circulated in the Minister's name really go far enough. After all, the informant
has to satisfy himself or, in the absence of that, the court will satisfy itself. All of the factors
mentioned by the honourable member for Lowan would be part of the argument put by
the defendant to the informant to satisfy the informant that the defendant was not the
driver of the vehicle at the time concerned.
The second part of the amendment moved by the honourable member for Lowan deals
with a vehicle that is part of a fleet of motor cars used for hire or in the course of carrying
on a business. In many such businesses, accurate records of drivers would be kept. In
those circumstances, it does not appear to me to be proper to allow a driver to escape, as
would occur as a result of the amendment moved by the honourable member for Lowan.
I suggest to the honourable member for Lowan that the point he raised, which is in the
minds of all honourable members, is dealt with by the amendment moved by the Minister.
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-There is little I can add to the comments made
by the honourable member for Polwarth. The Government does not accept the amendment
but that does not mean that it does not accept the intention behind it. After the Government
had discussions with the Victorian Road Transport Association and other interested
groups it developed the amendment to deal with the evils that may occur.
The amendment was negatived.
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I move:
2. Clause 5, line 37. omit "court" and insert "informant by sworn statement in the prescribed form".

This amendment is the result of representation from the Victorian Road Transport
Association, which suggested that there could be difficulties as a result of the original
provision. I commend it to the House.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-I suggest to the Minister that he continue on with
amendment No. 3.
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Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I move:
3. Clause 5, line 42, omit "court" and insert "informant by sworn statement in the prescribed form".

This amendment is of similar nature and it is again to carry out the results of discussions
with the Victorian Road Transport Association.
The amendments were agreed to.
Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-The Opposition believes strongly that there ought to be
placed appropriate and visible warning signs so that motorists are aware of what is
occurring and the risks that they may have ofbein~ detected. This will assist in acting as a
deterrent. The point I made in the second-readIng debate is especially valid in these
circumstances and I shall reiterate that point. It is not good for the police to use these
devices solely as a money-making action especially with speed detection cameras. It is
important that these devices be used principally and solely for the reduction of accidents
and the disciplining of drivers on the road and if revenue is derived then one hopes that it
is a diminishing amount of revenue because of drivers adherence to the law.
It is for those reasons the Opposition believes it would attract to what the Government
is endeavouring to do, if the Government displayed the appropriate warning signs. On all
of the experimental photographic detection devices that are now on intersections controlled
by lights those signs are displayed. They are not large signs and I suggest to the Minister
that, although they might be made larger, they particularly ought to be in a distinctive
colour. They are now on a white background and they appear to be a dark putty colour;
perhaps they were meant to be black, but they do need to be in some irridescent or
translucent form so that if they are to be of that size only they are far more visible.
Naturally where speed detection devices are employed, they need to be highlighted in
much larger displayed forms. I suggest on an area of highway which is identified as a
··black spot" area where accidents have occurred and are likely to continue to occur with
abuses of the law, those signs ought to be prominently displayed so that people are aware,
firstly, that it is a dangerous part of the road and, secondly, that because of that these
speed detection devices may be in operation.
If that common-sense approach is used in the implementation of these laws, the motoring
public will yield far more respect to the enforcement of road laws than perhaps they might
otherwise do.
Therefore I move:
2. Clause 5, page 3, after line 28, insert"(7) If a prescribed photographic detection device is installed a sign shall be displayed warning drivers of its
existence." .

Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-The Government has considered the amendment
and will accept it. I shall check one matter and if problems are involved they can be dealt
with in another place. My only query would be whether the amendment would provide a
get-out clause for a clever lawyer. Although the Government accepts the amendment in
this form, I shall seek advice on whether it will cause a problem and shall ensure that it is
appropriately tightened up if that is the case.
I point out to honourable members that the total number of photographic speed detection
devices to be used by the Victoria Police will be three. It was intended that warning signs
would be erected on highways advising motorists of the sections subject to the presence of
photographic devices. The detection devices will be set to detect speeds well above 15
kilometres an hour more than the speed limit, but flexibility will be used in setting the
devices to operate at lower speeds in excess of the legal speed limit at locations where it
has been identified that such speeds are dangerous.
The devices could also be used to detect heavy commercial vehicles travelling well
above the legal speed limit and moderately below the speed of cars, even though that limit
may be increased. The Motor Car Act review is due to reach this place next year. For
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safety reasons there is still likely to be a requirement that those vehicles travel at a speed
lower than the speed of cars. More work must be done in this area. Speed cameras can be
used as flexible devices. I give an undertaking that they will not be used as a revenueraising measure, but as a safety measure. We have much more useful information now
than we had even a few years ago about dangerous areas and dangerous circumstances of
excessive speed.
. .
c

•

It is proposed that the devices will be operated on sections of highways that have been
identified by the Road Transport Authority as black spot locations that have been the
subject of complaints received on the speed of motor cars. When I use the word "highways"
I do not meanjust the Hume Highway but also other roads where speed can be a significant
problem. As some honourable members will be aware, a test that was conducted outside
the Melbourne Cricket Ground was mentioned in the second-reading debate. The results
of that test were frightening as they revealed the speed at which motorists were driving.
The Government is prepared to accept the amendment. It will check that it will not create
a loophole whereby lawyers can get around the intentions of Parliament.
Mr W. D. McGRA TH (Lowan)-The National Party sees sense in supporting the
amendment moved by the honourable member for Polwarth. I liken these signs being
erected and informing the driver that a speed camera or speed device is in the vicinity to
having police on duty. The average run-of-the-mill driver exercises more care driving
when he sees a sign indicating that a red light camera is at the intersection ahead than he
would otherwise do. Even though cameras may not be installed or operating at the time,
the signs are a means of policing those intersections.
The same applies to speed zones and speed sensors. If a sign is placed at the side of the
road indicating that a speed sensor is operating on the road, that can have the same effect
as a policeman on duty and is a positive way of acting against speedsters.
Statistics given to me by police show a reduction of approximately 80 per cent in the
number of accidents occurring at intersections where red light cameras are installed. That
is a significant reduction. Even when the red light cameras are not operating, they are a
deterrent to drivers and cause them to show extreme caution when approaching
intersections.
The amendment to have signs displayed showing that a detection device is installed is a
positive step which will help to eliminate many of the problems that occur at intersections
and on open stretches of highway where speed cameras are in operation.
Mr WElD EM AN (Frankston South)-I was denied the right to speak during the secondreading debate on the very important issue of road safety covered by this Bill. I support
the shadow Minister for Transport and the amendment dealing with speed camera signs.
I refer to an article in the September 1985 Royalauto which reports the experience of
police in an electronic speed camera trial conducted in Springvale Road, Nunawading.
During a two-and-a-half hour period, 2236 motorists were photographed in a 60-kilometrean-hour speed limit section of Springvale Road, N unawading, and of these 1168 were
exceeding the speed limit by less than 10 per cent above the speed limit.
The article is about speed limits in general. The Minister indicated that there may be
some changes in this area. The article states that RACY surveys of speed patterns on a
number of divided urban arterial roads have shown that 90 per cent of motorists exceeded
the 60-kilometre-an-hour-speed limit, 50 per cent exceeded the 75-kilometre-an-hour limit
and 15 per cent exceeded the 90-kilometre-an-hour speed limit.
I understand that before the red light cameras were introduced they were tested at the
Springvale Road intersection and, in the period of one week, 9000 motorists were detected
going through the red light; when the sign was erected that the red light camera was
installed, that number was reduced dramatically.
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I support the motion of the shadow Minister for Transport that these signs will have a
dramatic effect on black spot areas and in those areas of roadway that are identified with
signs indicating that speed cameras are operating.
In light of the fact that, traditionally, police working with radar guns allow a tolerance
of 10 per cent above the speed limit, I point out that obviously there would be no tolerance
with a camera.
Mr Roper-Y ou can set it.
Mr WEIDEMAN-I know the camera can be set. I ask the Minister for Transport to
consider between here and another place setting the cameras at 10 per cent above the
speed limit of the road ways on which they operate. The Royalauto article suggests that 90
per cent of motorists travel at more than 10 per cent above the 60-kilometre-an-hour speed
limit. The Minister suggests this is not really meant as a revenue-raising program but more
as a deterrent, and I am sure it will be.
Many new motor cars are fuel injected and have greater acceleration than cars without
that extra fitting. Ifa person takes his foot off the accelerator ofa fuel-injected vehicle the
same deceleration does not occur as with other cars. A person driving along a highway in
a 75-kilometre an hour zone in a fuel-injected vehicle could find it difficult to decrease
speed when he came across a 60-kilometre-an-hour zone.
I was involved in a speed trap on a recent trip to Bairnsdale and from that time on I
have taken particular notice of the ability of my car, a fuel-injected vehicle, to reduce
speed quickly from 100 kilometres an hour to 75 kilometres an hour or 60 kilometres an
hour. The distance provided under current legislation for the reduction of speed from one
speed limit to another is not adequate. I have been forced to brake to reduce speed to
comply with the signposting on the sides of the roads. Modern technology has surpassed
current road signs.
Some people detected by speed cameras will not be at fault because they have been
unable to reduce speed in the distance allowed under present legislation. Common sense
should prevail in these areas so that the devices are used as deterrents rather than for the
purpose of revenue raising.
I know areas on the Nepean Highway as well as other highways that would benefit from
the proposed amendment. Drivers would be more careful if a sign were installed warning
them of approaching photographic detection devices. The penalty is substantial, $90 for
vehicles travelling at speeds from 15 kilometres to 30 kilometres an hour over the speed
limit.
I ask the Minister for Transport to accept this amendment.
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-Due to the truncated second-reading debate, I am constrained
in what I can say on this clause. Clause 5 refers to red light cameras, a matter in which I
have taken some interest over a number of years.
I refer the Committee to a question on notice asked by Mr Connard in the Legislative
Council on 16 July. Mr Connard asked for information about red light cameras. The reply
by the Attorney-General indicated that only fifteen cameras were purchased by the Road
Traffic Authority, with approximately thirteen operating at anyone time. The cameras are
rotated among 53 locations around Melbourne, a number of which are in my electorate.
Approximately one-third of those locations have cameras in them at anyone time. An
enormous amount of money has been spent on the installation of red light cameras at
intersections. The cameras were purchased at a cost of$25 000 each. At current exchange
rates a camera would cost $34 000. These cameras are not being fully used at intersections
that have the equipment to house the cameras.
The purchase and installation of camera housings and other hardware costs $5000 for
each site. One hopes these materials are not imported because, given the level of the
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exchange rate, it would mean the taxpayer is paying even more money to have these
photographic devices installed.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I remind the honourable member that the
amendment before the Committee is specific and deals only with the installation of signs
at prescribed photograph detection sites.
Mr PERRIN-I was under the impression the Committee was dealing with the whole
of clause 5. Given the fact that at anyone time cameras are not operating at all intersections
where signs have been erected it seems that the main criterion for having cameras installed
at intersections is as a deterrent to stop people going through red lights. The Minister for
Transport has accepted a previous amendment of the Opposition to allow signs to be
located before intersections that have speed cameras installed. It is obvious the deterrent
factor is the principal factor in having these cameras installed and, because so few cameras
are in operation at anyone time, the major deterrent is the sign that will be installed to
warn drivers that they are approaching a photographic detection device. There may not
be a camera at that location or even a film in the camera. The sign is the real deterrent; it
is a warning to motorists to be careful because they are approaching an intersection that
has a red light camera. The deterrent is that drivers are unaware whether the red light
camera is in fact installed in the housing or even whether a film is in the camera.
I am sure all parties accept the sensible amendment put forward by the honourable
mem ber for Polwarth. This is the way in which Parliament should be heading to keep
down accident levels and to deter motorists from undertaking dangerous practices.
Mr COLEMAN (Syndal)-I support the amendment. I was pleased to hear the Minister's
comment that initially only three cameras will be operating. Therefore, it is pertinent that
the applicable signs should be displayed.
Miss Callister interjected.
Mr COLEMAN-As the honourable member for Morwell knows, there are areas
between Melbourne and Morwell where red light cameras could be placed without warning
signs and where the speed limits can be easily exceeded without causing any danger to
anyone.
I have a question on which I seek clarification. Are the signs to be portable as the three
machines are moved around the State, or is it anticipated that the areas recognized as
black spot areas by the Road Traffic Authority will have permanent signs erected while
the cameras move backwards and forwards?
In the electorate I represent there are a number of areas where, if red light cameras were
put in position, there is no doubt that the revenue generated would be such that it would
pay for the machines to be left there permanently.
I make that point because areas to which I refer are residential built-up areas with a
number of steep hills. If a red light camera is set at a differential that does not provide for
certain speed overrun, virtually every person who travels on that section of road will be
an offender. That point needs to be drawn to the attention of the Minister. If one is to
have a red light camera placed in that area, there is no doubt that that is what will happen.
Mr B. J. Evans interjected.
Mr COLEMAN-The honourable member for Gippsland East refers to motorists
driving through red lights, and that point needs highlighting also. In a number of
metropolitan intersections, the road is wide enough to allow two cars to turn whilst waiting
for the lights to change.
If the traffic is heavy in the direction in which those motorists are travelling and they
want to turn across the traffic, the two vehicles are often stranded in the middle of the
road before they have the opportunity of turning. In many cases motorists start their turn
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as the cycle concludes, as the honourable member for Gippsland East pointed out, and
inevitably the second car that is held up at such intersections turns through the red light.
Mr Roper interjected.
Mr COLEMAN-I know two photographs are taken and that 3 seconds elapse between
photographs. However, the 3 seconds are soon used up in the turning process. The
Government has not given enough consideration to the factors governing the turning
cycles that occur on many intersections.
If a sign were erected, it would provide motorists with sufficient warning so that they
are likely to be detected if their car is the second car in a queue of turning vehicles and
passes through the red cycle.
A number of people in the electorate I represent have expressed concern to me about
the problem, especially the problem of photographic devices at intersections,
notwithstanding the fact that many red light cameras do not have the film to operate
properly. Nevertheless, the warning factor associated with the presence of red light cameras
is substantial. The installation of signs would be an additional deterrent, which the
Opposition encourages. I commend the Minister for undertaking to examine the
amendment.
A range of issues associated with red light cameras needs to be considered, not the least
of which is the false signing practices that the Queensland police use. In that State the
police have cardboard motor car replicas that are placed in foliage on the side of the road.
That is the first warning motorists have that there are police operations in place.
Any sign that is erected should make the intent clear, especially if the red light camera
is operating in an area where the speed limit is easily exceeded. This occurs often on
divided highways. The honourable member for Frankston South mentioned Springvale
Road, which is a six-lane highway with three lanes in each direction. For most ofits length,
Springvale Road is bordered by a service road. To all intents, it is an arterial road.
However, along much of the road there is a 60-kilometres-an-hour speed limit and with
the limit rising to 75-kilometres-an-hour in some areas. The speed limit is not properly
marked and clearly visible to motorists. Springvale Road has been subject to a number of
beautification projects and in many cases shrubbery obscures the signs.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The honourable member is wandering from
the subject of the clause.
Mr COLEMAN-I accept your instructions, Mr Chairman. I want to ensure that in the
location of signs, which is dealt with in the amendment, consideration is also given to the
travelling habits and patterns of motorists who regularly use the road concerned.
I instance a case in Hull Road, Mooroolbark, where a 60-kilometres-an-hour sign has
been erected in a 75-kilometres-an-hour zone. The road is an old easement and the sign
was placed there because the road was unmade for a certain period. The sign was erected
at the request of residents to minimize dust until the road was completed. The road has
now been made and the 60-kilometres-an-hour sign has not been removed. The radar gun
is regularly used in the vicinity because many motorists travel at speeds above 60kilometres-an-hour.
Mr Cooper-Mr Chairman, I draw your attention to the state of the Committee.

A quorum was formed.
Mr COLEMAN-Honourable members are debating the amendment relating to
displaying of signs to warn drivers of the existence of red light cameras. In the instance
that I quoted-Hull Road, Mooroolbark-the distance for which the speed limit of 60kilometres-an-hour applies is approximately 100 metres. Quite regularly, the radar gun is
used at the bend in the road, at which point the police pick up unsuspecting motorists.
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The crux of my remarks is that these signs should be placed in such a position as to
allow unsuspecting motorists to be aware that the red light cameras are operating. In
places where police officers operate radar guns, those officers have the opportunity of using
their discretion, but no such discretion exists with regard to the red light camera. A
differential of 10 per cent has been proposed to be applied. The Minister has given no
indication as to what sort of differential might apply, but I would support a differential of
more than 10 per cent in most cases.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr Fogarty)-Order! I remind the honourable member that the
amendment deals only with signs.
Mr COLEMAN-I am merely saying that the differential ought to apply where a fixed
red light camera is operating and where there is a sign indicating the fact. I was pointing
out that, where a radar gun is being operated, discretion is exercised by the police in
apprehending motorists who exceed the speed limit.
I support the amendment, but I seek an undertaking from the Minister for Transport
that the signs will be large enough and placed in such a position that motorists entering
into the zone will be fully aware of the installation of the red light camera and, more
importantly, at intersections where a fixed red light camera operates, that the photographing
time be extended to ensure that those who are caught at the intersection at the turning
circle do not proceed through the red light just by virtue of the effluxion of time.
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-I rise to make a brief contribution on this amendment moved
by the honourable member for Polwarth, to speak more widely on the principles of the
measure at a time when honourable members have been denied an opportunity, because
of the Government's gag on the Bill.
It is a matter of concern to the Opposition that the gag has been applied to the debate in
this way. It is a matter of interest that the Government has seen the need to again introduce
amendments to legislation before the Committee.

Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-Mr Acting Chairman, I raise a point of order.
When he was in the chair earlier, the Chairman reminded a number of honourable
members on the other side of the House that this is a limited amendment dealing only
with the Question of signs.
It might be useful if you, Mr Acting Chairman, were to advise the honourable member
for Hawthorn along similar lines. Debate on the amendment does not allow the general
matters to be canvassed. I might remind honourable members opposite that the
Government has accepted the Opposition's amendment.

The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The Minister is right. I inform
the honourable member for Hawthorn that he will have an opportunity later, during
debate on the clause in general, to speak along the lines on which he is now speaking.
Mr GUDE (Hawthom)-Thank you for your guidance in this matter, Mr Acting
Chairman. I did not really need the assistance of the Minister, but I shall now refer back
to the Question of signs.
The amendment suggested by the Opposition puts in place the principles regarding
detection in this State. I believe it is generally accepted as the Australian label that one
does not particularly wish to dob in one's mates. On the same basis, I point out that, where
high technology is in place in the form of photographic detection devices, it is reasonable
in those circumstances to keep the motoring public and Victorians generally fully informed
of where those detection devices have been located. However, as has been pointed out by
other honourable members who spoke on this clause, the fact is that a number of detection
device facilities are in place around the State, of which very few are active, in the sense
that there is a limited number of working cameras. As the honourable member for Bulleen
pointed out, only about fifteen cameras are active, and yet some 50 locations are already
determined.
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Of course, some of the cameras have not had film in them, because the Government has
not paid its accounts on time.
To take that matter a fraction further, the company, Marks Photographic Supplies,
found itself in the circumstance where, because the Government had not paid its accounts
on time, it was eventually forced into bankruptcy. Therefore, a major principle is involved
in this matter. It is not just a matter of the Government fully Informing the motoring
public of the form in which they may be fined for their actions on the byways and
highways: it is also a question of equity and justice.
The Opposition is extremely concerned that, on a number of occasions, the Government
has not met its obligations with respect to the payment of accounts. Of course, when one
considers photographic devices and the film requIred to be used in them, and the fact that
a company which was a supplier of that film has been forced into bankruptcy-Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I raise a point of order, Mr Acting Chairman. I
am afraid that I must again direct your attention to the fact that the honourable member
for Hawthorn is straying even further this time from the amendment, which deals with
the question of signs.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr ROPER-The honourable member may agree with the remarks of the honourable
member for Hawthorn, but he should make those remarks at the appropriate time.
Mr KENNEIT (Leader of the Opposition)-On the point of order, Mr Acting Chairman,
I believe at this stage the Minister is virtually admitting his own incompetence. The
honourable member for Hawthorn is fully contributing to debate on an amendment that
was accepted by both sides of the Committee, and he is making his contribution in the
public interest. I can understand the Minister for Transport being afraid to discuss matters
affecting his portfolio, because he has been such a disaster of a Minister.
Mrs Toner interjected.
Mr KENNEIT- The honourable member should not talk about bowling rinks because
the Opposition will talk about bowls, if she so wishes. Surely, the Minister for Transport
will not now prove his incompetence in terms of debate in this House!
The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The amendment is very specific,
and it seems quite clear that the honourable member for Hawthorn should direct his
comments to it.
I have no doubt in my mind that the comments made by the Minister for Transport
were relevant and correct. I call on the honourable member for Hawthorn to confine his
remarks directly to the amendment.
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-I was specifically dealing with the matter of signs and the way
in which, if they are not present, a motorist can be detected. Specific mention was made
earlier in the debate of the fact that there were a number oflocations around the State, not
all of which had the device activated at a point in time. I was extending the proposition
dealing with the activation of the device a step further to deal with the supply of film that
is used in the camera, which is part of the detection process.
Of course, the Minister does not like it, but the fact is that the Government has not paid
its accounts.
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-On a point of order, Mr Acting Chairman, I
must again direct your attention to the fact that honourable members are debating the
amendments relating to signs. One would have thought that the honourable member for
Hawthorn would have known the Standing Orders by now and that he would have an
opportunity, during debate on the clause as a whole or on other clauses, of raising the
matters he is now attempting to raise, but he should not do so during debate on an
amendment moved by a member of his own party.
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The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! If the honourable member for
Hawthorn does not confine his remarks to the amendment, the Chair will not hear him.
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-In deference to your advice, Mr Acting Chairman, I shall
narrow my contribution even further. On the question of signs, it is of considerable
concern to the driving Victorian that he can be picked up on a byway or highway by one
of the detection devices, and in a circumstance where signs may not be erected.
I am pleased, as a member of the Opposition, to be able to support the motion moved
by the shadow Minister for Transport. I am pleased to note that the Government, on this
rare occasion, has seen fit to pick up a sensible and reasonable amendment put forward by
the opposition parties. Every honourable member in this place should support the
amendment put before the House, and I trust that bipartisan support will on this occasion
result in improved legislation.
Mr E. R. SMITH (Glen Waverley)-As I mentioned during the second-reading debate,
my concerns are very much about owner-onus. I was quite surprised, when the Minister
gave out the number of cameras.
During my investigations into this matter with the Assistant Commissioner of Police, it
seemed that one of the points that the police did want to keep people guessing about was
where they were putting the devices and how many there were, so that uppermost in the
mind of the motorists would be road safety.
Therefore, I was surprised at the figure being released because the important feature of
this issue is that 18 000 drivers are photographed going through these red lights in a year.
The police thought they had the matter under control; they were actually what they called,
"finalizing"-that is, being able to bring to a conclusion the successful prosecution of the
motorists who were breaching the traffic law.
The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The honourable member will
relate his remarks to the amendment under discussion.
Mr E. R. SMITH-I am, Sir. The reason for my lead-in was my concern for road safety.
Forty per cent of motorists photographed going through red lights are being prosecuted.
They are not taking the slightest notice of the new devices. This leads to the point of the
prescribed photographic detection devices being installed because, when I brought this
point to the attention of the Assistant Commissioner of Police, he said that with such a
small number of cameras, he would have the discretion to be able to put them wherever
he considered necessary. I mentioned to him the fact that the police seem indiscriminately
to choose soft spots on the highway to detect motorists-The ACTING CHAIRMAN-Order! The Chair does not like to interrupt honourable
members but the amendment is specific. It concerns signs being displayed. I seek the cooperation of the honourable member for Glen Waverley and ask him to keep to the
subject.
Mr E. R. SMITH-Yes, Mr Acting Chairman. The point is that, with so few cameras,
the black spot areas have to be the key to the whole question of where they will be placed.
The most important aspect of these provisions is that the parts of the highways that are
extremely dangerous-whether that is so because they are close to towns or in areas that
have high accident records or for some other reason-must be marked so that when the
motorist is approaching a black spot area he knows that it is a genuine black spot area that
has been marked because of the large number of accidents that have occurred in that area.
One could then accept the owner-onus, which I come back to again.
The motorist would know that when he gets into a black spot area that is marked on the
highway the likelihood of there being a camera to detect speed is very high. This is the nub
of the matter.That is how the Government compromises its argument about accepting
owner-onus. To make owner-onus acceptable, the highway must be marked to show black
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spot areas. This is the point with which the assistant commissioner said he had most
trouble in reconciling his own views.
The Minister for Transport, as I said before, must ensure that the Road Traffic Authority,
as a matter of top priority, begins the process of, first, finding where the dangerous parts
of the highway are; secondly, identifying them; and, thirdly, marking them so that when a
motorist is approaching a black spot area he knows that the likelihood of there being a
camera in that area is high because he has been given that warning. It would then be
possible for anyone who has given the owner-onus aspect of the matter a lot of thought to
accept the proposal.
I am pleased that the Minister has taken up the amendment moved by the honourable
member for Polwarth but there is no point in accepting it unless the enormous amount of
money required to be spent on the highways to mark up these areas is, first, identified and,
secondly, expended. As we are well aware, the third part of the plan is the media campaign
that is so important to make this proposal work. I cannot stress strongly enough the
importance of the black spot areas being marked so that the motorist is aware of the nature
of the area into which he is heading.
Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-I should like to thank the Minister for Transport for his
conditional acceptance of the amendment. I recognize that he will need to have it double
checked while the Bill is between here and another place. I am sure, if there are legal
difficulties, that if he explains them to the Opposition, it will be understanding of that
position. I do not envisage that that will be the case and I again thank the Minister for his
acceptance of the amendment.
I reiterate, because I am sure the Minister is getting to this point, that the motoring
public will hold measures like this in respect if the Government takes into account the
points made by the honourable member for Glen Waverley.
I suggest that, in the case of speed cameras, there should be signing at black spot areas
of road which the Road Traffic Authority has identified. They might be large signs saying,
for example, on the top line "Dangerous road section" and underneath that "speed cameras
in use" or "speed cameras may be in use". If those large signs are displayed even when the
speed cameras are not in use, they would have the tremendous benefit of identifying
known dangerous sections of the road.
I defy anybody who does not have particular local knowledge, when drivin~ throughout
Victoria, to identify sections of road that the Road Traffic Authority has identIfied through
accident statistics, as being especially dangerous.
There would be an enormous advantage to the motoring public in having dangerous
road sections identified. If they then take no notice, the deterrent effect of being booked
through a speed camera device is a very sensible addition to road safety in Victoria and I
very much welcome the Minister's attitude towards the spirit in which the Opposition
conducted the debate on those points.
The amendment was agreed to.
The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! I sutmest that the honourable
member for Lowan should move the second amendment standIng in his name and, at the
same time, discuss the third amendment.
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-Thank you, Mr Acting Chairman. I move:
Clause 5, page 4, line 11, omit "and".

You are correct, Mr Acting Chairman, in suggesting that I should deal with the amendments
at the same time because the second amendment merely proposes the omission of the
word "and". The third amendment proposes the insertion of the words "a copy of the
photograph of the offence taken by the the prescribed photographic detection device" after
line 11.
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Clause 5 sets out the procedures for offences-a.nd here we are talking about proposed
section 82c-and provides for the forwarding to the owner of a vehicle involved in an
infringement, a notice setting out the date and tim<e at which the offence took place.
It would be of benefit to the owner of a vehicle if the photograph of the offence were
included with the infringement notice and other advice. The offender could see that the
offence had been committed. The camera does not lie.
I saw many copies of the photographs taken by the prescribed photographic detection
devices at the Brunswick police station. The photographs captured offences such as that
referred to by the honourable member for Syndal, which involved a motorist making a
right-hand turn against a red light. The photograph s clearly indicate those sorts of offences.
The cost of including the photographs with the infringement notices is between $3 and
$6. When one considers that the fine for such an offence is $90, the $3 to $6 does not seem
excessive. The motorist involved would probably show the photograph to his colleagues,
who may then be cautioned against offending in this way, because they could see the
evidence for themselves.
I ask the Minister for Transport to accept the amendment to have a copy of the
photograph of the offence included with the infringement notice and other advice sent to
the owner of the vehicle.
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-At this stage the Government does not accept
the amendment. There are questions of cost and the additional bureaucratic activity that
may be required if the amendment is accepted. I will have the matter examined while the
Bill is between here and another place, during which time I may find that when the person
receives the notice of the offence, that person may well have the right to inspect the
photographs. That may be a way of achieving the result being sought by the honourable
member for Lowan. While the Bill is between here and another place I will examine the
practicality of the proposed amendment and determine whether there is another way of
achieving the same objective.
Mr COLEMAN (Syndal)-Given that later clauses in the Bill relate to the driver of the
car as opposed to the owner of the car, it may be more appropriate to include the
amendment at a later stage. In many instances the car which is involved in an offence is
not driven by the owner-for example, the emp10yee who drives a company car or the
person who hires a vehicle-and many people would not be aware of the commission of
the offence until they have seen the photograph of it taken by a detection device.
The Minister for Transport should energeticalIy pursue the amendment while the Bill is
between here and another place. He should also consider whether clause 5 or another
clause should be amended. If an infringement notice is to be issued and the person
involved is not the owner, the photograph should be supplied or made available to that
person.
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-The amendment proposed that a copy of the photograph of
the commission of an offence be submitted or given to the particular person who has
committed the offence. The Minister has expressed his concern about added costs and
other factors involved in providing that photograph, but the principle that is being changed
is that of the onus on the owner. I know the Minister has said that he will consider the
matter while the Bill is between here and another place, but perhaps he should also
consider whether that provision should be mandatory in all cases or whether perhaps the
photograph could be supplied on request, in which case the owner of a vehicle would be
made aware of the offence involved.
In 1984, 18 778 offences were photographed by the red light cameras, and netted
approximately $1·69 million. The Attorney-General stated that:
The net revenue after deduction of salaries and processing costs was estimated at $846 227.
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It seems that the funds are available to provide that photograph to the owner. The Minister

should also consider the fact that additional revenue will be raised through fines imposed
as a result of photographs taken by speed cameras. A profit of$846 227 is not bad.
1 am sure it is expensive to process the film that is necessary to get a conviction in court,
but in future police will not have to provide that evidence in court because motorists will
be considered guilty until proven innocent. Therefore, the high cost involved in processing
the photographs will be reduced significantly. The Minister should consider making the
photograph available on request.
Mr B. J. EVANS (Gippsland East)-I support the amendment proposed by the
honourable member for Lowan. An incident that was brought to my attention only last
Friday illustrates the need for a provision of this kind because, in the traffic infringement
area, there is the same provision for owner-onus liability as applies in the Bill.
On Friday last 1 was advised by a constituent of mine that his 77-year-old mother, who
is in indifferent health, received a parking infringement for the metropolitan area. Despite
the fact that neither she nor the car had been in the metropolitan area for many years and
despite the fact that her son sent a statutory declaration that it was not reasonable to
expect his mother to provide the evidence or to attend the court, nevertheless his mother
received a fine of$80 for the parking offence.
One does not expect parking officers to take photographs of cars parked illegally, but
some record should be made of the make and colour of the car to more easily disprove the
case ifan error is made in the recording of the registration number.
It is possible for mistakes to be made of number plates on photographs taken by speed
cameras. Although most number plates come up clearly, it depends on the state of the
number plate on the car. A tow bar may be obstructing it or mud splatters may make it
difficult to read. The result could be that an innocent party receives an infringement
notice. No doubt in 99 cases out of 100 that innocent party can prove his or her innocence.
However, every now and then someone may be badly upset by it, especially some elderly
person. That factor should be taken into consideration.
Because a photograph has been taken, it would seem to be logical that more than one
photograph be developed from the negative. 1 am sure that it would be a cheap process to
produce an extra copy to send to the owner of the car, who would immediately know if a
mistake has been made. A point was made by an honourable member that the use of
photographs sent to people unfortunate enough to receive them could be a good way of
spreading the message to the community because these photographs could be shown to
family and friends. People will more readily realize the strength of the evidence if a
photograph is attached. 1 commend the amendment to the Committee.

Mr COOPER (Mornin~ton)-I found the comments made by the honourable member
for Gippsland East to be mteresting and 1 sympathize with the elderly lady caught with
the parking offence.
Cameras to detect parking offences are currently being used to some effect in at least one
municipality in this State. The amendment becomes relevant because, in a number of
cases, the situation has been created where people who have been caught for parking
offences have not been willing to admit the offence and have been prepared to take the
matter to court at cost to both themselves and the informants. The production of
photographs has negated the court action because the people caught committing the
offences have evidence of it on the photographs and they have paid up and taken their
medicine without any additional cost to either side.
The change of law to one of owner-onus has created much controversy for motoring
organizations, individual motorists and some of the larger companies with fleets of cars
who believe that people need protection. That protection can be seen to be occurring when
a photograph is being taken. As the honourable member for Gippsland East said, it would
be reasonable for more than one print of a photograph to be made. Even if that print were
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to cost $2, $3 or $4, it would be a reasonable cost in the interests of justice and in the
interests of people who would no longer feel aggrieved or hard done by. With the production
of photographs, they can see that they have committed the offences.
The honourable member for Bulleen suggested that a photograph does not need to be
produced for every offence but it could be produced on demand or request by the person
charged. That could be an option to this amendment. I take on board the assurances of
the Minister that this will be examined between here and another place. The over-all idea
has merit, but if it proves too costly to produce a photograph with every summons, the
course suggested by the honourable member for Bulleen should be adopted by the police
to ensure that people who feel aggrieved do not have to go to court to argue the case.
I commend that suggestion to the Minister and I trust that the amendment is adopted.
If not, I strongly urge the adoption of the alternative course by the honourable member
for Bulleen.
The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-As amendments 2 and 3 are dependent
on each other, the vote on amendment 2 is to be taken as the vote on amendment 3.
The amendment was negatived.
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-I have a number of points that I wish to make on clause 5 in
general terms about red light cameras and their placement at intersections. Now that that
principle is to be expanded for speeding offences, some comments about both should be
made.
I was disturbed earlier this year to read in the press that, on a number of occasions, red
light cameras had not been filled with film. Given the large amount of money the
Government has expended in setting up these red light cameras at intersections, thiS is a
waste of resources.
If red light cameras are to be used, they should be fully operational at all times. The
reason previously put forward in newspaper reports as to why the cameras were not fully
operational at all times was that the Government had run out of money to purchase film
and to process film when it had been used. That shows inept management on the part of
the Government, and Parliament should address that issue.
Earlier I outlined the fact that the Government received $1 690 020 from fines for
offences detected by red light cameras. After various costs had been taken from that
amount, a net revenue of $846227 was left. Given that rate of revenue flowing to the
Government, I know of no reason why the red light cameras should not be equipped with
film at all times. The current situation is ridiculous given the money flows that have been
revealed.
I am aware that the Police Force has not had resources to follow up offences when
photographs have been taken. Informal sources have provided me with information
indicating that police have detected offences after reviewing photographs taken by red
light cameras but have not been able to follow them up because of inadequate resources. I
am concerned about that position and the situation should be rectified.
I have been informed that police have also detected differences between details on the
registration plate on a car and details on the registration papers of the same car. Those
differences have been detected after viewing photographs taken by red light cameras. One
example concerns a photograph being taken of a sedan when the registration papers for
that car indicate that it was a utility. Police have been alerted to offences of that kind, but
they have been unable to follow them up.
Another example is when police have been made aware of the colour of a vehicle being
different from that shown on the registration papers. That indicates that a change has been
made to the vehicle and that it may have been stolen. The police officer who spoke to me
about these matters is concerned about the situation. Given the money available to the
Police Force through the revenue from red light camera offences, it is disappointing that
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the offences cannot be followed up. Red light cameras can detect speeding offences and
offences at intersections, but they can also detect other offences such as those to which I
have referred.
Red light cameras are not the be-all and end-all of detecting offences at intersections. It
concerns me that the cameras are being used to detect offences that could be detected by
other means. I am concerned that those other means have not been explored as well as
they could have been. There is no better method of detection than by a police officer who
is not only able to detect speeding offences or offences at intersections but also other types
of offences that red light cameras cannot detect. Currently there is strong community
concern about drink drivers. Red light cameras cannot detect a drink driver, but a police
officer can.
The first thing a police officer does when he pulls over a motorist is to ask for the driver's
licence to be produced. If it is not produced, the investigation could lead to the detection
of an offence. It could be that the driver may never have been licensed to drive a motor
vehicle or to drive the type of vehicle that he is driving. Those offences cannot be detected
by red light cameras.
Examples have occurred where police officers have pulled up drivers for traffic offences
and, after inspecting the vehicle, have found property that has subsequently been found to
be stolen. That is another example of how police may detect non-driving offences, such as
burglary, after initially detecting a driving offence.
Red light cameras are second rate in terms of their ability to carry out the job of a police
officer. A visible policeman will help to reduce the road toll, drink driving offences and
other driving offences, and that is the preferred option.
I shall watch with interest to ascertain whether the Government adopts the
recommendations of the Neesham report. More police officers are needed to detect offences
that are occurring all the time. I am concerned that the strength of the Police Force is not
up to standard.
As I indicated earlier, a number of red light cameras have been installed at intersections
in the electorate I represent. The preferred option is a police officer who is visible to the
community and who uses a radar gun or other types of speed detectors to detect speed
offences. However, where that is not possible, red light cameras or speed cameras should
be used. There is a red light camera at the corner of Manningham Road and Thompsons
Road in Bulleen. Some parts ofThompsons Road are presently unmade and the surface is
not in a good state. However, it is a road where red light speed cameras could be located.
That is an area where the Police Force has set up radar guns and amphometers to catch
speeding motorists. My children and the children of my constituents have been affected
by that situation.

It is significant that the Government seems to be involved in double standards by
introducing provisions to establish more red light cameras. In the past the Government
has had a phobia about cameras.
Honourable members would recall when the Labor Party came to office in 1982 it
became angry about rooftop cameras being used for traffic surveillance in the city. A
newspaper article in the Sunday Press of 11 April 1982 was headed "Spy Cameras Face .
Cain Axe".· Various socialist left members of the Labor Party were paranoid about having
cameras detecting traffic offenders in the community. The cameras were initially installed
for the Commonwealth Heads of Government Conference held in Melbourne, but a
paranoia ran through the Labor Party when it was suggested that those cameras would be
used for detecting traffic offenders. It seems that paranoia has disappeared. Cameras will
now be spread throughout the metropolitan area.
It must have been an interesting Labor caucus meeting when this Bill was debated! The
honourable member for Melbourne made great play about the fact that these spy cameras
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would be freely available in the community. His comments were reported in the newspapers
at that time, but it appears that he and other Government members have changed their
stance. It is interesting that although the Bill will provide for the extension of the use of
cameras, the honourable member for Melbourne and his colleagues on the back bench
remain silent. I simply inform the Committee of this paradox and make the comment that
perhaps time heals all wounds.
It is pleasing that the Labor phobia about cameras on the top of buildings around
Melbourne has faded away to nothing. I understand that one of these cameras still remains
on the top of the ICI building. I shall await comments of the Government back bench
about this clause which will expand the use of cameras in the community. My preferred
alternative is to have more pohce on the road because I believe that is a far better use of
resources.
I suppose the clause which will provide for the use of cameras only because a two-year
sunset clause will be inserted. I look forward to debating the matter In two years' time to
see what facts and figures have been obtained, so that Parliament is fully informed of the
situation.

Mr COOPER (Mornington)-I wish to make a few comments on the clause as amended
and I direct the attention of the Committee to the fact that fifteen cameras currently
operate in 80 to 100 locations around Melbourne. The estimated net revenue after deduction
of salaries and processing costs is estimated at $846 227 for 1984. When one considers
that these fifteen cameras detect some 6000 offences each month and of those only 1500
offenders are processed and prosecuted because of manpower restrictions and other
considerations of the Victoria Police Force, one realizes the size of the problem the
community is facing. The clause as amended will allow the Police Force to proceed to a
more satisfactory conclusion. A vastly increased number of prosecutions over and above
the current level of 1500 a month will be possible.
I do not know whether the Government intends to procure extra equipment to enable
the police to deal with the maximum number of offences committed each month. It is
interesting that in answer to a question asked by Mr Connard in another place earlier this
year, the Attorney-General said:
Camera units were purchased for $25 000 each. At current exchange rates camera units would cost $34000
each. The purchase and installation of camera housings and other hardware costs $5000 for each site.

Two or three months ago we were looking at a figure of$40 000 for each camera and with
the devaluation of the dollar that figure will have increased significantly. I hope the
Government will have the capacity to create improved police performance by the
installation of cameras, and will not back away from its commitment towards purchasing
additional equipment, thereby allowing people who are currently escaping prosecution to
be apprehended and prosecuted.
Honourable members should reflect on the fact that at present 6000 motorists drive
through red lights in the Melbourne metropolitan area each month; this is a matter of
concern for other motorists. An article in the 20 September 1985 edition of Engineeers
Australia. written by an engineer from the Queensland Main Roads Department and an
engineer from the Traffic Planning Branch of the Brisbane City Council stated:
The use of cameras to automatically record red-light infringements at selected Melbourne intersections fulfills
both of these roles ...

they were speaking about the enforcement and credibility roles. . . and is a trial being viewed with much optimism. Signs are erected to warn motorists of the cameras on
intersection approaches even when the camera cases are empty, as they are for the majority ofthe time.

Currently most motorists consider red light cameras as a bit of a gamble. They approach
an intersection, knowing that only fifteen cameras operate in the Inetropolitan area,
scattered over approximately 100 locations, and take a punt because they realize the odds
are definitely on their side.
Session 1985-65
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I hope the Government will take action to pursue vigorously this matter. The
Government should purchase additional equipment, and thereby increase the odds of
apprehending these offenders. The two engineers I have mentioned had this to say about
credibility:
To be credible. enforcement must be seen to be concentrated at the times and places of greatest accident risk.

There is no doubt about that statement when one considers that each month 6000 motorists,
or lunatics, are breaching red light signals at intersections in the Melbourne metropolitan
area.
Therefore, the credibility of law enforcement in these areas must be for resources to be
concentrated in those areas. If the Government carried out its obligations in this matter
and purchased additional cameras to the present fifteen, additional revenue would be
created.
Honourable members will recall that the revenue in the calendar year ending 1984 from
just fifteen cameras was $846 000 net. If cameras are installed in most locations in the city
that are geared for them already, if not in all, obviously the revenue generated will be
considerable. Again, that reflects on the question of credibility.
I suggest strongly to the Government and to the Minister that the money generated
should not go to the general revenue. If ever anything is needed to reduce road trauma, it
is driver education. Driver education is needed more in Victoria than in any other State.
Apparently, Victorian drivers are the most aggressive in the country. This may be nonsense
to the honourable member for Coburg, who is interjecting, and I shall be interested to hear
further from him why he believes it is nonsense. Most people who claim to know something
about motoring in the country and in the State and have some credibility, and that does
not include the honourable member for Coburg, say that Victorian drivers are the most
aggressive. I do not know why and I do not say that is anything that should be the subject
of discussion now. People who claim to know something about it-and, as I say, the
honourable member for Coburg is not among those members, as he is irrelevant in most
cases-say that driver education is extremely necessary to greatly improve road safety.
The additional revenue that will derive from the installation of red light cameras and
the detection and prosecution of additional offences should be directed to driver education,
starting at the level of learner drivers through to the level of re-education of drivers who
have committed offences and whose licences have been suspended. This is a most important
matter and one on which a statement should be made by the Minister. Not too many
people believe there is sincerity by any political party on these matters and that enough
action is being taken by Governments for re-education of drivers who have committed
offences time and again and who, after having their licences reinstated by the courts,
within months commit further offences. If ever any proof is needed, the statistics that
6000 people breach traffic laws at red light camera intersections every month is frightening.
Red light camera photographs should be both rear photographs and frontal photographs.
This will assist also in detection of seat belt offences. Any action that can be directed to
the reduction of road trauma should be supported. I realIze that at some intersections it
will be difficult to install cameras to take frontal photographs as well and that it will add
to the cost. but the question is what is trying to be achieved and, to maintain credibility,
is the Government increasing detection of offences at intersections not only for breaching
traffic laws at intersections but also for not wearing seat belts,. and so on. That is entirely
supportable.
I reiterate that the revenue currently being used for driver education by the Government
is questioned by the public, and I suggest that there will be public agreement and a great
deal of kudos to the Government if revenue raised from red light camera offences is used
for driver education. This will assist in the long term saving of life and the diminution of
road trauma in this State.
The clause, as amended, was agreed to, as were clauses 6 to 9.

Motor Car Bill

19 November 1985

ASSEMBLY

2035

Clause 10

Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-I invite the Committee to vote against this clause. It
appears to the Opposition that the means of detection of an offence is irrelevant and that
the whole point of the Bill is to detect motorists who are offending against the law, in
particular to detect motorists who are using dangerous driving practices which may
eventuate in accidents and injury. If one embarks on the course of improving road safety
and if offences of going through a red light or exceeding a speeding regulation normally
cause there to be demerit points, what is the difference between the detection of these
offences by modern technology as prescribed in the Bill and as debated by honourable
members in preceding contributions?
It appears totally illogical for the Government to be removing the demerit points just
from this provision, which is not a new offence. It is simply a new method of detection
and, therefore, there is no point in the use of modern technology unless it has the full
impact of the law as it applies to other detection devices. The Opposition appeals to the
Government to reconsider its position and to accept the invitation of the Opposition to
vote against the clause so that consistency in the application of penalties for the same
traffic infringement can occur.

The Opposition suspects that the demerit point system is excluded because the
Government feared that it would not get the proposed legislation it wanted and this was a
piece of soft soap to lessen the impact against those civil libertarians who may have been
concerned about these provisions. The Opposition does not accept that position and
requests the Government to be consistent. The Opposition's invitation to vote against
this clause has the effect of retaining the demerit deduction for an offence whether it be by
one means or by the means outlined already in the Bill.

Mr COOPER (Mornington)-The point made by the honourable member for Polwarth
is a very correct one, that is, under the Bill as it presently stands, if a motorists goes
through a red light and is detected by a camera, that motorist will not attract any demerit
points. However, if a motorist goes through a red light, is picked up by a police officer,
char~ed and found guilty, that motorist could attract demerit points. Clause 10 is inequitable
and It cannot be supported.
I do not understand why the clause has been retained in the Bill and why the Government
has proceeded with it on this basis. I should be interested in the Minister for Transport
providing an explanation to the Committee on this point.
If the Government is to have credibility in its legislation, the method by which one is
detected breaking the law, no matter which law it is, should remain equitable and remain
to be seen as being equitable. Clause 10 is totally inequitable and it will destroy the Bill if
it is allowed to remain in it. The Bill will not be seen by people to be fair. Therefore, in the
best interests of the Bill, the Opposition asks the Government to omit clause 10. I look
forward to hearing an explanation from the Minister on why this clause has been allowed
to remain in the Bill.

The Opposition will be delighted if the Minister recognizes the validity of the arguments
put forward by the honourable member for Polwarth and myself on this matter and agrees
to omit the clause.

Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-When the Government prepared the Bill and
discussed it with the Police Force, the road safety people and others concerned with the
traffic area, this was probably the most difficult matter on which to make a decision.
Representatives of the Police Force had approached the Government pointing out the
great difficulties police officers had had in enforcing the red light camera operations as
more and more people became clever and made no admissions when they were visited by
police officers. As that message was spread in the community, the effectiveness of the red
light camera, which all honourable members who have spoken on the Bill have testified
to, was seriously affected.
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The police view was that it was the certainty of detection that had resulted in the initial
good results of red light camera use in that that detection had resulted in significant
changes to driver behaviour. The Government accepted this view about the certainty of
detection and therefore agreed to introduce owner-onus provisions in the Bill.
However, in discussing it within the Government and with other people concerned, the
Government became aware of some of the difficult situations in which this could put
individuals if it were not simply a matter of a fine but one of demerit points.
One could face the situation where one's wife, husband, friend or whatever could be
near the limit of his or her demerit points and the pressure on the individual who owned
a car recorded by a red light camera could be such that the owner could say, "It is not a
fine that is being dealt with here but your licence." In addition, it could place pressure on
individuals to say exactly who was driving the car at the time of detection.
The Government weighed up those matters and decided not to proceed with the demerit
points except for the more significant speeding offences above 30 kilometres an hour over
the speed limit.
That is why the Government thought it should test the police advice against practice
and initially suggested a twelve-month trial. Since then, as a result of the fact that a trial
period needs a reasonable time to operate followed by research on the results, as
foreshadowed in another amendment, the Government moved to provide a two-year trial
period. Indeed, during this period one of the most important matters to be considered will
be the effect of dropping the demerit points for these particular offences.
It was not an easy decision to take. However, the Government believed it should have
the matter properly researched and, if that research does indicate a deterioration in road
safety due to demerit points being dropped, the Government will return the Bill for further
amendment. Specific research will be carried out by the Road Traffic Authority to ensure
that the Government is kept informed on the results of this program.

I understand the arguments put forward by the honourable members for Polwarth and
Mornington. Indeed, those matters resulted in lengthy discussions within the Government
and with its advisers. However, for the reasons I have stated, the Government has decided
not to proceed with the demerit points at this time but will reintroduce them if there is a
demonstrated requirement in the evidence of these tests by the Road Traffic Authority.
Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston South)-I thank the Minister for Transport for his
explanation. However, the Opposition had a clear understanding from discussions with
representatives of the Police Force and other people involved in the road traffic area thaJ
the system of demerit points would be reviewed. The Opposition asks the Minister to act
as quickly as possible to bring the results of that review before the Parliament so that
honourable members understand the system and the reasons for the acceptance or rejection
of demerit points.
Over a period of time it has been found that, due to the eradication of demerit points
after three years from a person's driving record following no traffic infringements, the
system of demerit points has not had a dramatic effect on improving road safety and
driving habits. The proposed omission of this clause is in line with that thinking. I ask the
Minister to inform the Committee of his intention concerning the continuation of the
system of demerit points.
Mr COOPER (Mornington)-I accept what the Minister has said, but I find it difficult
to accept that the matters he raised were the real reasons why the situation has remained
as contained in the Bill as to why the demerit points will be deducted. The Minister says
that pressure may be brought to bear in relation to the situation of those drivers who are
close to racking up the maximum number of points. The point is that those drivers have
committed a number of serious offences. If so, they deserve to lose their licence. I have no
sympathy for people who are in that situation, although I understand their chagrin and
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their concern at losing their licences. However, they have placed themselves in that
situation and should lose their licences.
On the matter of taking the advice of the police, I should expect that, when the Bill was
being drafted, the advice of the police was along the lines that they would accept this
clause because they probably expected an enormous amount of opposition to the measure
and were prepared to accept anything that would ease the pain in regard to this massive
change from the present situation to an owner-onus situation to assist them to do the job
that they were trying to do. I am certain that the direction the police would have taken
was that this would be something of a carrot that they could offer to assist in having owneronus accepted. I do not blame the police for taking that position. The Police Force is
probably delighted at the strong feeling in the Opposition that demerit points should be
applicable to red light camera offences.
I support the review period, but urge the Minister to reconsider the matter while the Bill
is between here and another place.
The clause was negatived.
New clause
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I move:
4. Insert the/ollowing new clause t%llow clause /0:
Amendments to cease to have effect after two years.
"AA. The amendments made to the Principal Act by this Act continue in force until the expiration of the
period of two years after the commencement of this Act and no longer and after that period the Principal Act
shall have effect as if this act had not been enacted.".

The clause relates to a two-year period of examination of the effects of the measure. As
honourable members have mentioned, the Bill is a different type of measure, changing the
onus of proof. This step was taken after serious consideration by the Government, and it
is obvious that the other two parties have also considered the matter seriously. After all,
honourable members have debated the Bill for nearly 5 hours, and many contributions
have been made.
The Governments initial view was that the experiment should last for twelve months.
However, it was seen that it would take some time to gather the evidence on which the
success or failure of the measure could be determined. To allow the evidence to be
gathered, a reasonable trial period is necessary.
The Government also took the view that, as this was quite a different type oflegislative
measure, it should include a sunset provision so that the Government would have to come
back to Parliament specifically for its re-enactment if it proved to be effective. In other
words, the Government will have to justify, on road safety grounds, the continuation of
the provision.
In debate, the Opposition has suggested, and has repeated in the amendment, that a
report should be tabled in Parliament in plenty of time prior to the reintroduction of the
Act, if it is decided to continue it. The Government accepts that a report should be made
to Parliament prior to the legislation being re-enacted. However, the Government believes
it should not be merely a matter for the Chief Commissioner of Police but that the Road
Traffic Authority and the Chairman of the Road Safety Board should also make a report
to me, which I should pass on to Parliament. It is a good suggestion that Parliament should
base its next action on the matter on the research and experience of the two years that will
be involved in the process.
On behalf of the Government, I undertake that such a report will be forthcoming to
honourable members prior to a decision being taken on the reintroduction of the measure
in two years' time.
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Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-The Minister has drafted an amendment that the
Opposition has had around for some time to sunset the Bill. The wording is the same.
Therefore, the Opposition naturally accepts the Minister's amendment.
Circulated in my name is a foreshadowed amendment that deals with reporting back to
Parliament. In addressing the amendment moved by the Minister, the Minister gave a
reasonable explanation of the course of action he will adopt. When the Committee reaches
the second amendment circulated in my name, the Opposition will not proceed with it.
Because this is an experimental measure, it is imperative, in the view of the Opposition,
that it should have a proper check to ensure that we are heading towards' deterring
motorists who cause accidents, rather than just permitting another revenue raiser for the
Government.
I shall finish off my remarks because the Government effectively is closing off debate in
12 minutes' time. That is an inadequate amount of time for many honourable members
behind me to address the details of the Bill as they would have liked to do, representing
their constituents as adequately as they would have liked and expressing their concern
about the new principles contained in the Bill. Therefore, I simply say that, rather than
the Minister receiving a report and tabling it in Parliament, I would like him to assure the
Committee that the report will be presented at least three months prior to the need to reenact the measure so that proper consideration and community participation can be
allowed.
More importantly, the Bill demonstrates yet again the need for a Parliamentary
committee on road safety. In my time in Parliament, there has been no more effective
committee than the Road Safety Committee, which this Government unceremoniously
hit on the head and replaced with the Social Development Committee, which has a brief
far wider than that of the former Road Safety Committee.
Nothing in the community kills and maims more people than the motor car and
associated traffic. It seems that we have become a little blase about the importance of this
aspect of our lives.
Surely the Government ought to reconsider its position and have the road safety
committee of the Parliament reconvened. This would be a piece of legislation that would
benefit from the expertise and experience that existed within that committee and it would
be of enormous advantage to members of Parliament to have this committee on call to
consider evidence from those concerned in the police, in civil libertarian groups and
motorists who had been adversely affected by their experience with this proposed legislation.
It would then be possible to combine the report of the police to Parliament which the
Minister has promised, and the report of the Road Safety Committee of Parliament. Itwould be of advantage to all honourable members to have such a report and I ask that the
Minister reconsider the Government's earlier decision on this matter and I put in a plug
for the reconvening of this committee.
I welcome the Minister's agreement to the Opposition's foreshadowed amendments
which it circulated that the Bill would be sunsetted in two years. It seems to be an
imperative provision and I am glad that will now be incorporated in the proposed
legislation.
Mr W~ D. McGRATH (Lowan)-The National Party appreciates that this sunset clause
has been incorporated in the Bill. Honourable members will recall that the second-reading
speech on the proposed legislation was delivered on 30 May and it is interesting to note
that a number of amendments have been brought forward by the Opposition, the National
Party and the Government, which means that there has been time for consultation with
the community and this has resulted in the amendments.
Of course, with the new principles that have been adopted, honourable members can
look at the evidence of the success of the proposed legislation in two year's time and readdress some of the measures for road safety in the Bill, such as that in the National
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Party's amendment to lifting the speed limit on freeways to 110 kilometres an hour, which
would bring it in line with that in New South Wales and South Australia. There is the
matter of the demerits points system, which needs to be addressed and other matters with
regard to photographs being provided with infringement notices.
How does one deal with the situation of finding the actual driver of a vehicle and
whether the statutory declaration by the owner is sufficient to find the actual driver of the
car when the car was involved in an infringement of the law and whether it is adequate?
Only time can tell and many pieces of legislation should be subjected to a sunset clause so
that the Bills can be brought back to Parliament to be reviewed because Parliament is
supposed to be truly representative of the people of this State and it gives all honourable
members the opportunity of canvassing the views of the community on aspects of
legislation. Indeed. the concept of a sunset clause is one that should be highly regarded by
Parliament and it should be maintained in the interests of better legislation in this State.

Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston South)-I support the amendment of the Opposition
with regard to the two years sunset clause. One would realize that most legislation of this
type has a dramatic effect on our road safety as one would only have to go back to the
1970s when the Liberal Government introduced the seat belt legislation, which had a
dramatic effect on road safety.
Over a number of years. periodically there have been changes when the road toll has
tended to increase. One has only to consider the deaths on the Mornington Peninsulathere have been 42 deaths this year compared with only 18 last year-to understand how
dramatically legislation may have an effect. Throughout the 1970s through to 1985, when
there has been a problem of increased road toll and a greater number of accidents,
Governments have been proud to legislate in new areas such as random breath testing,
road speed controls, red light camera devices and now photographic speed cameras.

It would appear that every two years legislation has been needed to bolster the armoury
to fight the terrible road toll in this State. At this time, compared with last year there has
been some seventeen more deaths. That is why the two-year period for the review of this
proposed legislation is appropriate for legislation to come back before the House to
increase, enforce or take away some of the draconian measures that may be contained in
the Bill. All honourable members on both sides of the House are happy to support these
measures, that not only save lives, but also the many hundreds of thousands of accidents
in which people are injured with the tremendous cost to our community of approximately
$1000 million a year.

Mr E. R. SMITH (Glen Waverley)-I ask for an undertaking from the Minister on a
matter that was discussed earlier, which is the priority in getting signs posted at ··black
spot" areas by the Road Traffic Authority. I realize that it will be an expensive exercise,
but it is something that so far as the owner-onus provision is concerned, unless there is
this undertaking, most honourable members who have given their support to this Bill will
believe that they have been wasting their time.
Drivers should know they are passing through areas in which these cameras are located
and they should not be indiscriminately placed on highways as a revenue-raising exercise.
I ask the Minister to give an undertaking that this matter will receive the highest priority
within his department so that these areas are marked and at the same time, that the public
is made aware of the fact that they are entitled to view prints that are taken. I bring this to
the attention of the Committee because I have a constituent who is currently viewing
prints and that has given her immense relief because she can see them for herself. This is
a right, but it is not well known.
Ifthis priority for ··black spot" areas can be given, those honourable members who have
supported this most controversial aspect of owner-onus will not feel that they have given
their support in vain.
The new clause was agreed to.
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The Bill was reported to the House with amendments, and passed through its remaining
stages.

SOUTH YARRA PROJECT (SUBDIVISION AND MANAGEMENT)
BILL
The Order of the Day for the resuraption of the debate on the motion for the second
reading of this Bill was read.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-On a point of order, I ask you, Mr Speaker, whether
you consider that the Bill is a private Bill so that the Standing Orders for private Bills
would apply. If so, is it not appropriate that it be signalled to the House at this stage?
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-On the point of
order, the honourable member has legitimately asked whether consideration has been
given to this matter. It was addressed to you, Mr Speaker, but I presume the same question
is addressed to the Government as well.
Mr Maclellan-The Speaker has to decide.
Mr FORDHAM-My view is that the Bill is not a private Bill and that it is consequent
upon previous legislation of Parliament and, as such, can quite legitimately be regarded as
public legislation. In addition the Bill requires certain actions and activities by those
associated with the development. In essence that is a decision of Parliament itself and, as
such, I believe on balance it should be considered as a public Bill.
Mr PLOWMAN (Evelyn)-On the point of order, the question was addressed to you,
Sir, in the chair. It is your discretion to determine whether the Bill is a private Bill. It is
not within the discretion of the Government to determine whether it is a Government
Bill. If the Chair determines that it is a private Bill the Government may move that fees
be waived. In this case the fees would be quite considerable. Clauses 7 and 8 make it
apparent that there is considerable benefit to a group of individuals. I consider this should
be given careful consideration as a private Bill.
Mr Gavin-What are you talking about?
Mr PLOWMAN-The honourable member for Coburg asks what I am talking about.
Even if I explain it to him I do not think he will understand.
Where a Bill gives specific benefit to an individual or group of individuals it is up to the
Chair to determine whether the Bill is a private Bill. Then, that decision having been
made, if it is a private Bill, it is up to the Government to determine whether it wishes to
waive fees.
The SPEAKER-I thank the honourable member for Berwick, the Minister for Industry,
Technology and Resources and the honourable member for Evelyn in response to the
point of order. I have considered whether the Bill is a private Bill and I have even gone to
the extent of preparing notes which, with the indulgence of the House, I shall labour
through.
Firstly, the previous Bill which became the South Yarra Project Act 1984, ratified an
agreement between the State, the City of Prahran and a certain developer. That Bill was
not regarded as a private Bill because the State undertook in the public interest to do
certain things according to the agreement.
The present Bill in its preamble also states that it is in the public interest to make further
provision for the development. The Minister stated in his second-reading speech that the
Bill was the second major step in the facilitation of the South Yarra Project. In the speech
he also stated that the Bill should be viewed in the context of the Government's objectives
and in the State's economic strategy to promote development.
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The matters covered in the Bill are consequent upon the 1984 Act and the agreement
contained therein and are a genuine extension of the aims of this agreement. As the
previous Bill was treated as a public Bill, and in view of the purposes of this Bill, I believe
that it should be treated as a public Bill. So I do not uphold the point of order.
The debate (adjourned from October 31) on tte motion of Mr Fordham (Minister for
Industry, Technology and Resources) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr HAYW ARD (Prahran)-I am pleased to speak on the Bill for a number of reasons.
First, because the project is located in my electorate and, secondly, because the project
originated under the Liberal Government. It was pleasing in the briefings and discussions
held with the officers of the Department of Industry, Technology and Resources that the
Minister kindly made it possible for the honourable member for Benambra to participate
in those discussions and to go over some of the original initiatives which he as Minister in
the previous Liberal Government took to get the project going.
As honourable members are aware, this is a major project in any terms. It involves a
capital expenditure of approximately $1000 million. People will be deeply involved in the
project throughout its construction. When it is completed many more people will live and
work in the new development. It is estimated that the number of people who will sleep
overnight inside the development when it is completed will be approximately 1500. Some
of those people will stay in hotels, but a large number of them will live in apartments. It is
easy to realize the impact of the project upon the population ofPrahran.
It is estimated that when the project is completed more than 2000 people will work in
the new development each day. Those people will b~ employed in commercial operations,
retail operations, in the hotel and otherwise. The purpose of the Bill is basically to set up
a system for the progressive subdivision of the project and the management of some
aspects of it, in particular the Central Blue and Central Green. The Central Green is a
large area of park-like land within the project. The Central Blue will include a water basin
and canal which will be connected to the Yarra River and eventually through the river to
Port Phillip Bay.
Under the agreement that was reached with the various parties involved, the developers
agreed to make the Central Green area available for public use in daylight hours as part of
what one might term public open space. In addition, major car parks will be provided
underneath the project area. It is necessary to have a management system to manage the
central areas that will be available to the public in daylight hours and also the car park.
Plan 3 on page 20 of the Bill provides an outline of what is termed phase 1. Phase 1
consists of five allotments. There are six allotments if one also includes the Central Green
area which is classed as an allotment. The Central Green area is shown more clearly in the
photograph.
The basic plan of the development is that each of the five allotments are to be owned in
fee simple and within those allotments there will be strata titles for various sections, where
appropriate, particularly those allotments which will be used for residential development.
A body corporate and a board of management will be responsible for each of the five
allotments. In addition, an over-all board of management will be responsible for the
management of the Central Green area and the car parking areas indicated on plan No. 3.
Of course, the various strata title holders in each of the five allotments will have
representation in their respective bodies corporate and each individual body corporation
will have representation on the over-all board of management which will be responsible
for the Central Green area and car parking areas.
There are a number of new concepts in the Bill which are innovative in some respects.
Although the objects ofthe Bill are clear and relatively straightforward, the actual technical
details are very complex. The Bill has been thoroughly discussed by all concerned. There
have been extensive discussions involving the City ofPrahran, the Chia organization and
the Department of Industry, Technology and Resources. I have had discussions with all
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those groups and with various authorities who are learned in these matters and I believe
the Bill is essentially sound.
The Opposition certainly supports the Bill. However, there are some minor suggestions
concerning the drafting of the Bill which I wished to bring to the notice of the Minister. I
have already done so and, without seeking to move amendments in the House during the
Committee stage, it is my understanding that the Minister will kindly consider these
matters between the two Houses and see whether they are worthy of a possible amendment
in another place.
The first provision which is involved refers to clause 14 (3) which states:
A rule ofa body corporate that imposes a toll, fee, rent or other charge is void(£I)

if a copy of the rule has not been submitted to the Governor in Council within 14 days after it is made; or

if it is disallowed by the Governor in Council within 28 days after a copy is submitted to the Governor in
Council.
(h)

The solicitors of the City of Prahran, having considered the Bill in detail, consider there
are two deficiencies in that clause. Firstly, they question whether the veto power which
resides within the Governor in Council should be limited to revenue-raising rules. Secondly,
they consider the limit of 28 days insufficient.
I have brought to the attention of the Minister a suggested amendment to clause 14 (3)
which would in effect say that:
Notwithstanding sub-section (2), a rule of a Body Corporate may be disallowed by the Governor-in-Council
(whether or not on the application of any person) at any time.

In other words, it would take away both the limitation to matters which pertain to revenueraising rules and also remove the time limit. The Minister has kindly agreed to consider
that possible amendment.
Very late this afternoon I received a telephone call from a representative of a community
group in Prahran who raised with me Schedule Three and, in particular, clause 14 and 16
thereof. Clause 14 of Schedule Three states:
The body corporate shall subject to any rules made by it admit members of the public to the areas shown on
the plan forming part of the open space and management prescription as public open space and permit members
of the public to use and enjoy the said public open space between sunrise and sunset.

Those are the matters to which I referred earlier-the so-called central green areas. In
addition, clause 16 of Schedule Three states:
The body corporate may upon the unanimous resolution of the members apply to the responsible authority
administering the Melbourne Metropolitan Planning Scheme for an amendment to the car park management
prescription, the open space management prescription or the development plan.

The point raised with me by the residents groups was that the whole agreement between
the Chia group, the City of Prahran and the Government is a complex one and under that
agreement the Chia group, as well as paying a considerable amount of money to the City
ofPrahran, gave an undertaking concerning open space being made available to the public.
The concern of the residents group is simply that at some stage in future clause 16 of
Schedule Three may enable the body corporate to obtain some agreement or permission
that would enable it to renege on the agreement to make the open space readily available
to the public.
I am raising that additional matter with the Minister for his consideration. There is no
suggestion at this stage that this would happen. It is my belief that the parties would abide
by the original arrangement but the matter has been raised with me by residents and I am
sure the Minister wi1l be good enough to consider the matter between here and another
place.
I add my appreciation concerning the very hard work undertaken by the City ofPrahran
in a competent, efficient and effective manner with reference to this project. I wish to

South Yarra Project Bill

19 November 1985

ASSEMBLY

2043

mention the Town Clerk of the City of Prahran, Mr David G. Jesson, and the City
Engineer, Mr I. G. W. MacDonald. The project has many implications for local government
and residents and I believe these two men have shown a great deal of foresight,
understanding and competence in the way they ha.ve handled it.
Having said some complimentary things about the project, I wish to mention some
problems. The mail). problem is the ip1pact of the project on the local community especially
as regards traffic congestion. Even now, while the construction is under way, the traffic
situation in Toorak Road east of Chapel Street has deteriorated dramatically. There is a
real worry about the considerable number of people being added to the area. As already
mentioned, there will be 1500 temporary and permanent residents sleeping overnight in
the development and more than 2000 people working there during the day, so there is a
real danger that the problems and congestion being experienced in Toorak Road and
Chapel Street will get out of hand once the project is underway. One important question
is the future ofToorak Road as an arterial road.
Toorak Road currently occupies a very important and central position for people
commuting to and from the city. If the type of congestion that is already evidenced
continues to grow, ~hen it is questionable whether Toorak Road will be able to continue
as an arterial road. This has major implications for road planning of the City of Melbourne
generally. Chapel Street was once a major arterial road but that role has disappeared and
congestion in Chapel Street is very great. There is a real fear that the same situation will
develop in T oorak Road.
I wish to look ahead to the future and to what is happening in the South Yarra-Prahran
area generally. An intense amount of activity and development is occurring in the area at
present. It is hyperactive in terms of project development-projects like the Chia
development-in terms of feasibility studies that are under way and In terms of plans for
the future.
I do not believe it is an exaggeration to say that the commercial centre of Melbourne
will progressively move from the Melbourne central business district to the South
Yarra-Prahran dIstrict.
The House has already seen evidence of this; for example, the proposed project to roof
over the South Yarra railway station and railway lines. The South Yarra Project is having
a catalytic effect, something the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources
mentioned in his second-reading speech, on development in the South Yarra area.
I have already mentioned the traffic congestion that is occurring because of the project
outlined in the Bill, something that will continue and will increase. The Chia project is
adjacent to other proposed projects in the area bounded by Yarra Street, Toorak Road,
Chapel Street, and Alexandra A venue, where there are many suggestions for new
developments.
I am concerned that the Chia project and other projects that have been suggested for the
area will put the Prahran community under considerable pressure-by that I mean the
South Yarra and Prahran areas, especially the residential sectors of the community. The
residential areas are in a fragile environment because of the likelihood of intensive
commercial development, as highlighted by the Bill and proposals for other projects that
are forecast. There is a real danger that the quality of life of the residents in the area will
be threatened.
It is essential that future projects should provide adequate breathing space for residents
in the area-like the breathing space made available in the Central Green area, of the Chia
Project, as outlined in the Bill. For example, there is a piece of land known as the South
Yarra railway land,just south of the South Yarra railway station bounded by the Caulfield
railway line on one side and the Sandringham railway line on the other. The land is a
triangular area and it is essential that it should be made available for breathing space in
any future commercial development, as has occurred with the Chia development.
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This project is part of a new trend that will shift the real centre of commercial activity
away from the central business district to the South Yarra-Prahran area, and that is not
an exaggeration. This is a period of intense development activity of which the Chia project,
so much part of the Bill, is a most important part.
As I said earlier, the development is placing considerable pressure on Prahran residents
and that community is in a fragile state. It is essential that proper care is paid to the social
aspects of the development to ensure that the residential areas are not adversely affected
and to ensure that adequate breathing space is provided so that no serious social
consequences occur for the community of Prahran. The Opposition supports the Bill.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I respect the comments and obvious knowledge of the
honourable member for Prahran regarding the development taking place in his electorate,
but find great difficulty in maintaining the agreement that was made for the proposed
legislation, reco~nizing the time constraints placed on me, as a representative of the
National Party, m providing a contribution to the debate.
I thank the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources for making available an
officer of his department to speak to me and provide background information regarding
the proposed legislation and the development on the project. The Bill is unique and is
breaking new ground, in that it contains a joint agreement between the Government, the
City of Prahran and the Jack Chia group. The Bill provides a legislative framework that
facilitates-that is the term used by the Minister-the project so that it can be developed
in four stages over approximately ten years. It will cost about $1 billion.
It is a massive project and must rank among the very bi~est projects that have been
undertaken in Australia. The objects of the proposed legIslation are quite clear. The
socialist Government is recognizIng the obvious importance of private enterprise in a
development of this kind and that private enterprise will provide the strength in the
development of the Victorian economy in the future.
Like many people with a business background-unfortunately there are not many
people in Parliament with that background-I am increasingly driven to despair about
events in Victoria and the future of Victoria and Australia. At least this project provides
some hope, but at what cost will the project proceed? The obvious problem is that caused
by unions throughout Australia. Unions and their members are extracting all they can
from property developers and the people who are paying the cost of development. The
costs start with normal salaries as well as additional Items provided to management by
developers and their contractors to ensure that the project goes smoothly ahead. Massive
site allowances have been granted for this project and this is an additional cost. Employers
are being bludgeoned into submission and the union domination has to be broken.
I refer the House to the comments of the Premier in question time about Government
action against the Builders Labourers Federation. I make it quite clear that the National
Party supports such action. The Premier cajoled members of the Opposition and National
Party, constantly asking about their stance towards the Builders Labourers Federation.
The National Party is quite clear about its opposition to militant action taken by the
Builders Labourers Federation over many years and it supports the action of the
Government in bringing that union to heel and ensurin~ that it does not continue to
dominate the workplace and developments that are occumng in Victoria.
The community is thoroughly sick and tired of the militant actions of the union, as well
as some other unions, because there are other unions that are skidding in on the action
taken by the Builders Labourers Federation. All the benefits gained by these unions are a
rub-off onto the members of other unions. It is time the Government took a stand,
obviously with the Builders Labourers Federation first, but it should not stop there. Action
needs to be extended to other unions.
The South Yarra Project should be a forerunner for other projects and should provide
some hope for a change in attitude of employers and unions, to ensure that the projects
come to fruition.
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The National Party supports the proposed legislation, which breaks new ground and
which can be utilized for other projects in the fut ure. I hope the Government recognizes
the need for strong support of the private enterprise community, because that is where the
wealth of Victoria and the nation is located.
I have many more comments that I wish to make on this Bill but they have been covered
by previous speakers during the debate. The National Party supports the proposed
legislation and its progress through the House and in another place.

Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I thank the
honourable members for Prahran and Murray Valley for their support of the Bill. I am
delighted not only with their endorsement of the Bill but also their obvious support for
the Chia group in its continuing work in Victoria.
Reference was made to the City of Prahran and its co-operation with both the
Government and this major developer. I support those comments. It has been extremely
helpful and has shown foresight in the interest of its ratepayers.
Reference was also made to the social impact of this and other developments in Prahran.
I assure the honourable member for Prahran that the Government is well aware of that.
The honourable member referred to traffic difficulties. A new traffic study is under way
involving both the Government and the City of Prahran to ensure that the development
minimizes any negative impact and so that the positive advantages will be developed for
the residents of that city.
The honourable member for Prahran asked me to give further consideration to, firstly,
clause 14 (3) (a) and (b) dealing with certain rules and, secondly, clauses 14 to 16 of
Schedule Three. I shall be pleased to give these matters further consideration while the
Bill is between here and another place and discuss the matter further with the honourable
member.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time, and passed through its remaining stages.

The sitting was suspended at 6.33 p.m. until 8.10 p.m.

HISTORIC BUILDINGS (AMENDMENT) BILL
The debate (adjourned from October 30) on the motion of Mr Roper (Minister for
Transport) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.

Mr PLOWMAN (Evelyn)-On the face of it, this is a simple Bill, which the Opposition
does not intend to oppose. The Bill provides for the appointment of a nomination from
the Victorian Trades Hall Council to the Historic Buildings Council and it clarifies the
role and appointment of deputy members.
The council is composed of twelve members consisting of a member nominated by the
Minister for the Arts; a member nominated by the Valuer-General; a further member
nominated by the Director-General of Public Works and a further nine members nominated
by the Governor in Council.
Those nine members are: a person experienced in planning; a nominee of the National
Trust of Australia (Victoria); a practising architect; a builder; a representative of the
Building Owners and Managers Association of Australia Limited, Victorian Division; an
engineer; a barrister and solicitor; an historian and an individual representing religious
denominations in Victoria.
One would believe that membership to be a wide cross-section of people who are
concerned in the heritage and conservation of buildings in Victoria. In his second-reading
speech, the Minister supports the proposition that membership of the council would be
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enhanced by the addition of a person whose interest in heritage and conservation relates
to the building trades.
I would put it to you, Mr Speaker, that where we have a builder, an engineer, an architect
and a representative of the Building Owners and Mana~ers Association, that it is a very
heavy representation of people interested from the buildIng trade.

Mr Wilkes-It is not quite the same.
Mr PLOWMAN-The Minister for Housing interjects by saying, "It is not quite the
same". We could look at this appointment in two different lights: either perhaps, as the
Minister proposes, that the building trades tradesmen will be represented by a representative
of the Trades Hall Council, or perhaps in three lights, that the tradesman will be a genuine
representative from the THC, or it may be that it can be seen simply that the present ALP
Government is toadying to its THC masters by saying "We must have a representative of
the THe on everything and the Historic Buildings Council does not have one, so that may
be appropriate."

Another possible interpretation of the representation may be that such a representative
is slightly more pragmatic in his or her approach to preservation than some of the
conservationists represented on the Historic Buildings Council. Perhaps the proposition
is to temper some of the views or the more excessive zeal of conservationists by a bit of
practicality from the Trades Hall Council. In this case, I do not know which of those is the
reason.
I would suggest in the li.~ht of the fact that the building trades are very well represented
on the present Historic BUIldings Council, this appointment from the Trades Hall Council
can be only a political one and should be seen for what it is. If that is so, so be it, that is
the Government's right to do so. We would argue against the appointment on those
grounds I have mentioned.

The Opposition will not oppose this measure except by saying that I have some
considerable doubt on why the appointment was made from the Trades Hall Council and
what contribution will be made. I am delighted to hear the Minister interject by saying
that in his summing up in the second-reading debate, he will provide the reasons for that
appointment.
The Opposition supports the proposition of the appointment of deputy members and
the rationale behind it. Obviously, if a member is unable to be represented through
sickness, absence overseas, or for whatever reason, he must continue to be represented on
the council so that that particular expertise or point of view is not missing from the
discussions and deliberations of the Historic Buildings Council.
That is an area about which the Opposition did have some misgivings because if a
deputy member is appointed, we believe he should come from the same field of expertise
as the original nominee so that the deputy representative has the same point of view and
is of the same interest group. I foreshadow an amendment during the Committee stage
which, if agreed to, will ensure that this is the case so that a deputy member is not
appointed from an area outside the expertise of the original nominee.
I should hope that the appointment of deputy members will assist in avoiding the
situation that occurred recently when the Uniting Church on the corner of Toorak and
Williams roads was partly demolished. I have received representations from the National
Trust of Australia (Victoria) on this matter, and no doubt other honourable members
have too.

I have received a letter from the National Trust regarding the Bill and suggesting two
amendments. I should like to quote from that letter, especially in relation to the church
that was partially demolished. The National Trust states, inter alia:
This building-one ofthe best polychrome churches in Victoria. and a prominent Melbourne landmark-was
due to be placed on the Register of Historic Buildings within days.
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Mr Remington-Why was it not placed on it twelve years ago?
Mr PLOWMAN-That is a good question, and I shall return to that matter later. The
National Trust goe:; on to put forward what it believes are a couple of amendments which
should be considered. I shall ask the Minister at the table to discuss these propositions
with his counterpart in another place, the Minister for Planning and Environment.

I accept that at this stage in the Parliamentary calendar there would not be time even to
consider these amendments, and in putting forward what the National Trust says, I am
not necessarily supporting it, but I would wish to see more consultation take place on
these matters before either supporting or rejecting the amendments proposed by the
National Trust.
However, I believe those matters are worthy of consideration in the light of current
circumstances.
In its letter, the National Trust of Australia (Victoria) expressed concern that interim
preservation orders are not sufficient in a situation such as this, where, in this case, there
was no indication that the church itself was under threat. It happened all of a sudden, and
it was too late at that stage to issue an interim preservation order. The letter also states:
These deficiencies in the Historic Buildings Act must be rectified. The National Trust asks that you give serious
consideration to:
I. Extending interim protection to all buildings nominated to the Register of Historic Buildings and for which
the Historic Buildings Council has found a prima facie case for inclusion on the Register. The Trust has no wish
to create a 'development blight' upon such buildings, and we do not believe this would happen. Instead, an added
incentive would be provided to all parties to hasten the assessment procedure for the Register.

That is certainly worth while, if it does hasten that procedure that the honourable member
for Melbourne mentioned earlier. The letter continues:
The public could then be confident that buildings under consideration for the Register would not meanwhile
bc demolished or altered beyond recognition.
2. Reviewing penalties under the Act. The provisions for fines and/or imprisonment should be augmented by
a provision for the prohibition of development on a site where a Registered building has been unlawfully
demolished or altered. Such a prohibition of development has proved a most effective and less contentious
penalty than fines or imprisonment in N.s.W.

The National Trust indicated to me that it believed the New South Wales legislation in
this area is a model that we in Victoria should carefully consider.
The building, which the honourable member for Melbourne suggests should have been
registered many years ago, was, in fact, nominated for inclusion on the register four years
ago. One might well ask why something has not occurred in the interim. In the meantime,
the owner of the building spent a great deal of money on formulating and presenting plans
for development of the building in a way that would not break down the initial character
of the building concerned, and those plans have been enthusiastically supported by the
National Trust. The owner also engaged in a large public relations exercise in his local
area to seek acceptance by local residents of the plans that he had in mind for the building,
because there was considerable objection and concern by local residents about the initial
proposition he put forward.
However, when this part-demolition happened out of the blue, one could very well have
asked why it happened, because so much consultation and effort had been involved; the
owner was involved in consultations with interested parties and the public relations
exercise. I can only suppose that it was out of sheer frustration, after having waited for
four years, that the owner finally found that nothing had happened and decided he was fed
up with the system, that it was not working, and that he would go ahead and knock down
the building. I have not received an indication that that is what he believed, but I can only
surmise that, after four years, he was thoroughly frustrated and went ahead and knocked
down the building.
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The letter from the National Trust, to which I referred earlier, also stated that this
building was to be placed on the Register of Historic Buildings within days. In asking from
where that statement came, the answer was that it came from the heritage unit of the
Ministry for Planning and Environment.
A four-year delay of this kind is inexcusable; the system is badly flawed when delays of
this kind occur. Ultimately, if the situation continues it will lead to the destruction of
other historic buildings around the State.
One then looks for a weakness and for a reason why this occurs. When one examines
the responsibilities of the heritage unit, one notes they are considerable indeed. I shall
quote the responsibilities as I know them. They are:
Firstly, to comment on proposals on planning schemes or amendments of planning
schemes, which have heritage or conservation connotations. They are to comment on
these matters to the Minister, and that is rightly so; he would need somebody to advise
him in that area.
Secondly, the unit administers the National State Grants program. That is another
question on which you, Mr Speaker, would rule me out of order should I pursue it. That
is a substantial responsibility.
Thirdly, it administers the revolving fund regarding historic tenants and, again, that is
a substantial responsibility of the heritage unit. Fourthly, it gives architectural advice to
owners of buildings which have been placed on the Register of Historic Buildings.
After talking to a number of owners who have buildings in that situation, I know that
they value that advice. That advice is given, but it is just another responsibility of the
heritage unit. Fifthly, the unit administers the grants allotted under the Historic Buildings
Council. Sixthly, it makes comment to the Minister on general heritage matters. These
comments are all over and above the responsibility to make recommendations to the
Minister as to whether a building should be included on the register, whether there should
be amendments to the register or whether there should be deletions from the register.
Prior to coming to office, the present Minister for Housing was somewhat critical of the
former Minister of Housing in the Liberal Government-my colleague, the honourable
member for Benambra-because of delays that took place during that period. The present
Minister marched the streets at that time and said that historic buildings should be
preserved.
I am sure all honourable members would agree that if historic buildings are found to be
eminent in Victoria, there is good reason to give serious consideration to their preservatiori
or otherwise; if they have historical or architectural character, that really makes them part
of our heritage. I am sure all honourable members would agree that an effort should be
made to preserve them in that case.
However, having crtiticized the former Minister of Housing in the Liberal Government,
it is found, as stated in the 1983-84 Annual Report of the Historic Buildings Council, that
in that year:
A large number of buildings (some 400-5(0) remain unprocessed from previous applications.

I· am unable to say what is the present number because the most recent report has not yet
been received. I shall refer to that matter later, because I believe it is something of a
weakness in the system.
Such delays in processing the registration of historic buildings, as to whether they should
be accepted on the register and so on, are inexcusable. I am informed that it is normally a
delay of some three or four months, but I point out that the present delay is three or four
years for consideration of historic buildings. I quite agree with the honourable member
for Melbourne that that is too long.
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The system should be streamlined, and I sincerely hope that the Bill will in some way
assist in reducing this delay and the consequent loss of historic buildings that will otherwise
be suffered around this State if decisions cannot be made properly within a reasonable
time, and if owners of buildings who have this blight hanging over their heads do not have
to put up with such frustration. It is no good to this State; it threatens those historic
buildings and, unfortunately, development that most of us would like to see occurring will
tend to stagnate if the situation is acceptable.
I am dubious about whether the Bill will greatly enhance that process but I hope that it
might. If the representative of the Trades Hall Council can bring that about through a
rather more pragmatic approach then good luck to him; I wish him well.
In the Minister's second-reading speech, he referred to the Historic Buildings Council
as one of the most vigorous and active of the Government's specialist advisory bodies. He
said that last year it held some 67 meetings. The Minister should amend that to be the
year before last because as I said I wish to refer to the annual report and in fact the annual
report for last year has not been presented to Parliament as yet.
The principal Act states:
62. (1) The Council shall at least once in every year and not later than 30 September in each year make a
report to the Minister on the operation of this Act.

(3) The Minister shall cause the report to be laid before the Legislative Council and the Legislative Assembly
before the expiration of the fourteenth sitting day of the Council or the Assembly (as the case may be). . .

It should be done because the House is debating a Bill on the Historic Buildin~s Council
and the information is a year out of date because the latest annual report, whIch should
have been presented to the Minister by 30 September, is not available when it should have
been before the House fourteen days later because the House was sitting.

The Opposition supports the Bill and its concept of preserving Victoria's heritage and
preserving that which is worthy of maintenance but that the Historic Buildings Council,
and machinery and staff should assist that council so that it may do its job properly.
The Historic Buildings Council annual report of 1983-84 at page 2 states:
As reported last year the council's workload again far outstripped its capacity to properly service the Act.
The situation may not have greatly changed. If we had another annual report we would probably know.
However, due to some organizational efficiency occasioned in the Heritage Unit by the amalgamation of the
M inistries of Planning and Environment and Conservation the administrative situation is somewhat improved.
The council looks forward to the appointment of sufficient technical staff to satisfactorily deal with the substantial
new responsibilities it has in dealing with Government buildings of historic or architectural importance.
The council remains most concerned that its staff and members remain housed in thoroughly inadequate
facilities and again calls on the Minister to provide accommodation which properly reflects the operation of the
council as a statutory body with an important public face.

I do not believe any honourable member would disagree with that statement. If this Act is
to be administered properly and the Historic Buildings Council is to operate in the way it
should, it must be properly staffed.
The Minister ultimately bears the responsibility; the buck stops with the Minister,
whether he likes it or not. The Minister has been given too much to do with the
responsibility for agriculture, which is a substantial responsibility, for planning, which
again is a significant responsibility, the responsibility for the environment and for
Aboriginal affairs. They are large responsibilities to place on the shoulders of one Minister.
If the Historic Buildings Council and the groups that advise the Minister are" not
properly staffed, the Minister must wear the responsibility and ultimately, whether he
likes it or not, he must wear the responsibilities for the deeds or misdeeds of hIs department.
That may not be entirely fair but that is the rub. If one accepts the job as Minister that is
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where it leads one. In the case of the continual delays, in excess of two years for the
consideration of the registration of buildings on the register under the Historic Buildings
Act, those delays will simply reflect very badly on the Minister in the future and he must
wear the responsibility for that.
I hope the Minister will carefully examine this; he probably finds it somewhat
embarrassing. I hope that he will take steps to change the situation so that the concept of
the preservation of historic buildings can work properly in the interests of the preservation
of our heritage and in the interests of property owners in Victoria who deserve a fair deal.
I ask the Minister for Housing to pass on those comments to the Minister for Planning
and Environment so that the system might work better because of the Bill. It may have
some influence but I believe it is a matter of internal administration that will do so.
Mr J. F. McGRATH (Warrnambool)-I support the Bill on behalf of the National
Party and I support some of the comments made by the honourable member for Evelyn.
The purpose of the Bill is to provide for alterations to the membership of the Historic
Buildings Council and to make the necessary amendments. It is in two parts. In the
second-reading speech, the Minister said that, firstly, the Bill will introduce to the Historic
Buildings Council the expertise and interest in building conservation available to the trade
union movement.
The National Party shares the view of the honourable member for Evelyn in that again
the Government has pandered to the trade union movement by giving it representation
over and above other appropriate bodies in not duplicating some of the groups that are
already represented on the Historic Buildings Council, people who are able to make a
valuable contribution to it. I support the honourable member for Evelyn in those views.
The second-reading speech goes on to say that accordingly the Government proposes
the inclusion of the nominee of the Trades Hall Council and as a result the Quorum of
Historic Buildings Council meetings will be increased by one. It then continues that the
Government wishes to take the opportunity of clarifying the role and function of deputy
members to provide a more efficient council operation.
I support the views expressed by the honourable member for Evelyn that the deputy
should come directly from the group that is represented by those various people on the
Historic Buildings Council. The number is fifteen members and the Government is seeking
to increase that by one to sixteen.
At present there is a person nominated by the Minister for the Arts; there is the ValuerGeneral or his nominee; there is the Director-General of Public Works or his nominee;
then extra members are appointed by the Governor in Council and they will be selected.
from a panel of three names put forward by each of the various bodies that are named in
section 5 of the Act, which provides that one person shall be selected from a panel of three
names submitted by the Royal Australian Planning Institute; one person from the National
Trust of Australia; one from the Royal Australian Institute of Architects; one from the
Master Builders Association of Victoria; one from the Building Owners and Managers
Association of Australia Ltd, Victorian Division; one from the Institution of Engineers of
Australia; one shall be a barrister and solicitor of the Supreme Court of Victoria; one shall
be from the Royal Historical Society; and one shall represent religious denominations in
Victoria.
The amendments to the Historic Buildings Act introduced on 1 July 1983 were that an
architectural historian, a representative of the Victorian Public Service Association and a
representative of the Real Estate Institute of Victoria be elected to the council. Added to
that is the member who will represent the trade union movement, as has already been
discussed.
If it is important that those organizations or representative groups contribute to the
Historic Buildings Council, it would also be important to nominate deputies from the
groups. The Minister should consider the amendment proposed by the Opposition because

Historic Buildings (Amendment) Bill

19 November 1985

ASSEMBLY

2051

the Minister shall have the authority to appoint both the chairman and the deputy chairman
of the Historic Buildings Council.
I was interested to note that 67 meetings of the council were held last year. I should like
to know how many meetings of the council were held this year. A dispute involving some
cottages in the Warrnambool electorate is the subject of a long drawn out procedure before
the Historic Buildings Council. This is having a substantial effect on the planning and
long-term viability of Nestle Australia Ltd in Dennington, a suburb ofWarrnambool. This
ongoing process could have been resolved in May, yet it has dragged on month after
month.
Can the Minister give an assurance that additional members on the council will be
nominated along with the deputy members, if that will expedite some of the work currently
before the council? It is unacceptable to people in Victoria, who hear so much about
economic development, that this should go on because the Nestle organization is a
significant employer and is being seriously disadvantaged because of the inactivity of the
Historic Buildings Council. I doubt that the provisions contained in the Bill will resolve
that problem and other similar problems experienced in the electorates represented by
other honourable members.
The National Trust of Australia (Victoria) has made a submission to the Government
on the Historic Buildings (Amendment) Bill. I shall not go into detail on that submission,
which was covered adequately by the honourable member for Evelyn, but I shall quote
from it. The submission states, inter alia:
The tragic demolition of part of the old Toorak Village church highlights the need for further amendments to
be included in the Historic Buildings (Amendment) Bill now before the Parliament.

This building-one of the best polychrome churches in Victoria, and a prominent Melbourne landmark-was
due to be placed on the Register of Historic Buildings within days. Yet there was a legal impediment under the
Act to the demolition of the building until it was placed on the Register. The provisions under the Act for interim
preservation orders is limited to situations of known immediate threat: the Toorak Village church therefore had
no interim preservation order. Further, another recent demolition case, that of the old Brougham Street commercial
buildings in Geelong, shows that the mechanism for serving and enforcing Interim Preservation Orders can be
difficult and cumbersome.

The National Party supports the proposed legislation. I have raised for the attention of the
Minister my concerns about the appointment of deputy members to the Historic Buildings
Council and the fact that they should be representative of the bodies already represented
on the council. I hope organizations such as Nestle Australia Ltd and other people who
are completely hamstrung by the inefficiency of the Historic Buildings Council will find
that the Bill goes part of the way towards overcoming some of their problems.
The procedure involving Nestle Australia Ltd is effectively preventing it from proceeding
with an international security plan which has been laid down for its operations. The
company is looking towards transferring its operations to another State. It would be an
indictment on the Historic Buildings Council if it were responsible in part for that decision.
The National Party supports the Bill.
Mr HEFFERNAN (lvanhoe)-The Historic Buildings (Amendment) Bill is like windowdressing something that is long overdue. The Bill purely sets up replacement delegates and
adds delegates to the existing Historic Buildings Council. It does nothing to overcome the
obvious problems in the Historic Buildings Act, which allows the council to preserve
historic buildings that are important to Victoria's history.
It seems that more concern is being expressed about the representation of the council
than about getting the process under way. The Toorak church fiasco and the fiasco at
Geelong which was mentioned by a previous speaker highlight the need for action and the
desire to preserve important buildings in the State. It is obvious that the Toorak church
could be only one of a number that could arise if the Minister for Planning and Environment
does not act to register the many buildings waiting to be listed.
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In the newspapers and elsewhere the owner of the property of the church in Toorak
Road has come under considerable criticism. Honourable members should be aware of
the frustrations that owners of these properties must go through in reaching a decision to
develop. In 1981 the name of that ChUfCh was forwarded to the Minister for a listing on
the register. It is now 1985 and no action has been taken. On the one hand the owner of
this property has done what he has done in complete frustration, but on the other hand we
should not condone that action in the long term. It may happen again.
I am led to believe that the department has on its hands between 700 and 900 buildings
waiting to be classified by the National Trust of Australia. The backlog is mounting day
by day. The Minister has been criticized for his handling of the issue. The establishment
of historic buildings committees and managerial functions will not overcome the backlog
of buildings waiting to be classified as historic; only staffwill do that.
The Government seems intent on setting up huge management structures without
considering the real problem of hands to carry out the work. Too often we sit back and say
that management will overcome all our problems.
Local government is carrying an enormous burden in the conducting of heritage studies.
No doubt the Minister is aware of the Northcote study. There are 211 municipalities in
the State, fourteen of which have carried out significant studies of their history. Leaving
aside individual applications to the department, this has created a huge backlog and
enormous pressure on the staff of the Historic Buildings Council.
The Act should be examined completely in the coming twelve months to solve problems
in other areas that are more important. Local government studies that are progressing
strongly will create further problems. Hearings relating to historic buildings should be
carried out at the local level, as occurs in England. An overpowering environment exists
in the inner-metropolitan area where these hearings are conducted because the people
involved in these hearings are not conversant with the atmosphere that exists around a
particular central city building. The hearing should be conducted in the local area where
the interested community can be involved.
The honourable member for Evelyn indicated that the New South Wales Government
has an ideal model and I recommend this to the Minister. In New South Wales a list of
buildings suggested to be placed on the register is immediately recommended. An interim
order is placed on the building and the owner and the developer are then fully aware of
the control over that building. Any applications made for alteration, demolition or use of
that building that does not conform with the register must be replied to by the Government
within 28 days of that application. That is both fair to the applicant and to the Minister
and it gives to interested parties a definite date for a decision. It would alleviate the
frustration that has occurred in the Toorak church fiasco.
This should not be the last Bill on this matter to come before the House over the next
twelve months. It should merely be step one in a new direction the Minister will take to
overcome the problem of the preservation of historical buildings and to overcome debacles
such as exist with the Toorak church. The people of Victoria can then be sure that historic
buildings can be saved from the hammer.

Mr DICKINSON (South Barwon)-This is an important Bill. Bills have previously
been before the Parliament dealing with our heritage and the buildings that are important
to retainin our community.
We are now considering the provision of additional members on the Historic Buildings
Council and it is the quality and calibre of these people that we depend on to recognize
buildings worthy of preservation. Inevitably, some go unnoticed.
We can see in this Chamber today that the furnishings are totally out of keeping with
the historical building and the traditions of this House. We know of the renovations to
Queen's Hall when the intervention of the National Trust of Australia (Victoria) prevented'
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the repainting of the hall in its former colours and insisted on its being restored to its
original form, namely, bare plaster.
There have been instances where the Historic Buildings Council has come under criticism
because buildings owned by churches and by the State have received insufficient funds to
adequatdy care for those buildings.
The Minister for Housing who is at the table will be familiar with the many instances of
early architecture in western Victoria. I am proud to be in an electorate that has outstanding
buildings, many of which have been listed in recent months by the Geelong Regional
Commission. These are worthy to be listed but, nevertheless, the community, and
ultimately this Parliament, may have to decide where the funds will come from to repair
and maintain these buildings.
I can instance Government owned historic buildings that are in a dilapidated state.
Buildings owned by V/Line, the Lal Lal railway station, where historic posts have been
allowed to decay and not been replaced and the dilapidated Little River railway goods
shed, and the Bannockburn railway station verandah posts which, I am pleased to say,
were restored by the previous Mimster of Transport to the style in which it was built In
1862. There is debate proceeding between the Public Works Department and the
Bannockburn Shire Council over who should restore the Bannockburn lockup, an historic
building. For one thing, the slate roof is in a dilapidated state and has been these past ten
years.
The honourable member for South Ballarat would be aware of the Sweetton flour mill,
a privately owned mill, that needed much attention. Fortunately, the Commonwealth
Government assisted the owners of that building to refurbish the roof and to maintain the
mill in its original state.
In the Geelong area is the old flour mill at Portarlington. There is also an old flour mill
at Russells Bridge in the electorate of Polwarth that the owner cannot afford to repair or
maintain.
In our community there are churches that are in a dilapidated state. An example in
point was the Clark Rubber Ltd building, next door to St Paul's Cathedral, which had to
be sold because the cathedral administration was not in a position to refurbish it. The
building was placed on the historic buildings register and became the property of the Gas
and Fuel Corporation of Victoria. Many buildings in Melbourne's golden mile in the past
twenty years have been lost. Unfortunately, the Historic Buildings Council did not come
into existence until recent years and much of our heritage had been lost prior to that.
I am aware of the concern in the Geelong area of buildings such as St Giles Presbyterian
Church, an historic building that no one has the money to restore and preserve. The manse
of the Uniting Church in Yarra Street, Geelong, has currently been classsified and is
preventing !he development of the whole block for which the church has plans.
There are interests in the community which want to develop sites urgently for new
developments. Counterbalancing that is the desire of people in the community to quickly
put a tag on a building for preservation. This is a problem faced by the Histone Buildings
Council. This was instanced in Geelong where the Brougham Street woolstore was known
to the community for many years but no one in the community troubled the owner about
it until its actual demolition was to take place. A last-minute attempt was made to classify
the building and this could have been an embarrassing financial situation for the owner
that should not have arisen.
The important buildings in the community are well recognized. The Government should
consider the question of who should bear the costs of legal battles that ensue when
buildings are placed on the Historic Buildings Register. Works on one major hospital, for
example, the Mercy hospital, was once held up. That work was held up because someone
had classified a small building on the proposed site. Delays should not occur and common
sense should prevail.
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Members of the Opposition hope that the sixteen members of the Historic Buildings
Council will exercise their duties intelligently. I hope members of the council are as
sympathetic and astute as their counterparts in New South Wales. In that State, they have
done so much to retain the historic areas of Sydney that were about to go under the
hammer of developers. Full credit should be given to such people for being able to stay
the hand of those who would otherwise destroy something that is important to our
heritage.
During the debate, honourable members have heard examples of what has happened
when delays have occurred, and I refer to the property on the corner of Williams Road
and T oorak Road. Everyone was aware of its existence but, at the last moment, the
developer was frustrated because someone attempted to delay the proposed demolition of
that building. A similar position should not occur or be allowed to occur.
Adequate time should be given to consider all relevant matters before permits for
demolition are issued. I am certain that the Minister for Housing is aware of many
instances where developers have been frustrated because of last ditch endeavours by
certain groups in the community to frustrate a development for the sake of a whim.
, Not all buildings are worthy of preservation. The Old Melbourne Gaol is a building
worthy of preservation. However, there are also old gaols at Geelong and Ballarat.
Honourable members must weigh up whether they should be preserved when the time
comes to develop those sites. Land is in short supply in Ballarat and Geelong. The
development of those cities depends on adequate planning of new developments.
Honourable members should not get bogged down by believing everything that is old must
be preserved when good examples of similar buildings have been preserved elsewhere.
I hope the Bill will, in part, address the problems of which all honourable members are
aware and that the Historic Buildings Council will be able to conduct its work impartially
and intelligently. Above all, I hope the council will come to grips with the real dilemma
that Parliament and the community must face~who must pay for the upkeep of historic
monuments. Should the owner, the local community, the local council, the State
Government or the Federal Government pay for the upkeep? A cost is involved and the
community is only prepared to bear so much of that cost.
Mr LEA (Sandringham)-I congratulate the honourable members for Evelyn, Ivanhoe,
Warmambool and South Barwon for their contributions to the debate. As a former history
teacher, I am concerned at the lack of understanding and recognition that the Australian
community has for the history that is virtually disappearing before the eyes of the people
who behold it.

If one compared the Paris end of Collins Street with what it looked like fifteen or twenty
years ago, one would find a great change. I am concerned that some of those changes have
not been for the good of society. Constituents in the Sandringham electorate are keen and
interested to retain some of the buildings and monuments that are part of our cultural
tradition with Australia not yet 200 years old.
I support the thrust of the Bill and hope the Historic Buildings Council will be able to
examine and balance the needs for preservation with the needs of industry and development
in this modem era.
Some problems need to be addressed, and I refer to the classification of buildings. The
example of the church at Toorak is at the forefront of everyone's current thinking. Members
of the Opposition hope that, with the new council, situations like that will not occur and
that buildings of historical importance will be placed on the Historic Buildings Re~ster to
become part of Australia's tradition and history. If the council cannot act expedItiously,
much of our tradition, culture and buildings will be taken away from us.
My colleague, the honourable member for South Barwon, referred to the problems
involved with the preservation of historic buildings. The shortage of finance in relation to
the upkeep of monuments and buildings is of real concern. It is difficult to convince the
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Victorian public that more money should be spent. Therefore, the Government and the
Historic Buildings Council has a hard task to try to preserve historic buildings.
The question of legal costs involved in an argument over whether a building should be
placed on the Historic Buildings Register has caused much concern. Local councils will
play an increasingly important part in the determination of such decisions.
An example of the type of situation that can arise is the problem that occurred in
Parkville regarding a traditional Victorian terrace house owned by the former Geelong
footballer, Doug Wade. That situation caused much concern to residents in the Parkville
area and cost many people an incredible amount of money.

Mr Wilkes-It was badly handled.
l\'lr LEA-I agree with the Minister for Housing. I hope that, in the future, a situation
such as the debacle at Toorak will not occur. Gems from the past must not be lost. The
Liberal Party is aware of Australia's history and traditions. It is keen for our culture and
history to be preserved. I strongly and nobly support anything the Historic Buildings
Council can do to preserve the traditions and history of Australia.

Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-The debate has been interesting and fruitful. The
honourable members for Evelyn, Warrnambool, Ivanhoe, South Barwon and Sandringham
have contributed in a most fruitful way.
The honourable member for Evelyn referred to the deficiencies in the administration of
the Historic Buildings Council. I assure him that I shall pass on his comments to the
Minister for Planning and Environment in another place.
If it takes three years or longer, as the honourable member for Evelyn said, to make a
decision in some cases, all is not well. It may well be that the Historic Buildings Council
met on 67 occasions in the year before last, which is an achievement, but if it ignores the
fact that buildings need to be placed on the register, it is not doing its job.
One such case is the church in Toorak. It was a travesty of justice that people were able
to partially demolish that church. Honourable members have stated that there was
something short in the regulations or the Act. I am sure the Minister for Planning and
Environment, who is responsible for this Bill, will be concerned about rectifying that
matter.
Honourable members have made suggestions tonight which will assist the Minister
greatly if he wants to amend the Act later. The honourable member for South Barwon
referred to this Chamber. I was in this Chamber when it did have the sorts of furnishings
that represented the era of the Chamber.

Mr Plowman-Were they comfortable?
Mr WILKES-Yes, they were comfortable. The seats looked as though they were part
of the Chamber, but the existing seats do not. However, that partial demolition of the
church and similar events have occurred in the same manner that many great buildings in
Melbourne were demolished before the advent of the council. I recall the magnificent
Equitable Building on the corner of Elizabeth and Collins streets. The honourable member
for Sandringham would be aware of the fact that it had Corinthian columns out onto the
portico and it was demolished without any appeal. Now in its place is a building which
does not represent the architecture or history associated with that period.
If the Historic Buildings Council needs to be strengthened-and the Minister is
attempting to do that by placing a member of the Trades Hall Council on the councilone would hope the member would have a sound knowledge of buildings, no matter what
industry he came from.

Mr Coleman-Is it Norm?
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Mr WILKES-No, it is not. The honourable member for Evelyn commented on the
matter earlier and I shall pass on his comments to the Minister for Planning and
Environment.
The honourable members for Ivanhoe and Sandringham mentioned the part that local
government can play in the preservation of historic buildings. Both their points were
important and I shall make their comments available to the Minister. I thank the
honourable member for Warmambool for his contribution. He is aware of the shortcomings
of the Act and I am sure the Minister will also now be aware of them.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time and committed.
Clauses 1 to 5 were agreed to.
Clause 6
Mr PLOWMAN (Evelyn)-As I stated in the second-reading debate, one matter
involving the appointment of deputy members to the Historic Buildings Council with
which the Opposition is concerned relates to the area from which they are appointed. In
general, the Opposition supports the appointment and the tidying-up provisions concerning
deputy members. However, it is concerned that when deputy members are appointed they
should come from the same area of expertise as does the original appointee.
It is probably common sense and logical that they should do so and I believe the
Minister wishes to ensure that the balance in the council is maintained at all times. If a
member from one area of appointment is unable to carry out his duties through absence
or sickness, the deputy member appointed should be from the same area. The Opposition
will move the proposed amendment to ensure that at all times that should be the case.
Therefore, I move:
Clause 6. line 28. after "member" insert "and that deputy member must be appointed in the same manner as
the appointed member is appointed".

Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-The proposed amendment moved by the
honourable member for Evelyn is sensible. If a member is appointed from the arts area,
the deputy member should also be from the arts area, and the same would apply to public
works and other areas. I suspect that the honourable member means this provision should
apply to the nine members appointed by the Governor in Council, whether they be from
the Trades Hall Council or the building industry.
The proposed amendment is sensible, and clearly defines what the deputy member
should represent: he should represent the person for whom he is deputy. The Government
accepts the proposed amendment.
Mr COLEMAN (Syndal)-I commend the Minister for accepting the amendment
moved by the honourable member for Evelyn. The council at present consists of twelve
members, consisting of a person nominated by the Minister for the Arts, the ValuerGeneral, the Director-General of Public Works and nine members appointed by the
Governor in Council. Of the members appointed by the Governor in Council, one shall
have knowledge and experience in town and country planning; one shall represent the
National Trust of Australia (Victoria); one shall be a practising architect; one shall be a
builder; one shall represent the Building Owners and Managers Association of Australia
Limited, Victorian Division; one shall represent the Institution of Engineers of Australia,
Victorian Division; one shall be a barrister and solicitor of the Supreme Court of Victoria;
one shall be an historian representing the Royal Historical Society of Victoria, and one
shall be a representative of religious denominations in Victoria.
The proposed amendment seeks to ensure that the representation on the council is
maintained through the appointment of deputy members. It is indicative of the way the
Minister wishes the matter to proceed that he is prepared to accept the proposed
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amendment. Those interests are disparate interests. If the delicate balance represented on
the council is disturbed by the appointment of a deputy member who does not represent
the interests of the member, the council will not function properly. The proposed
amendment will ensure that the way in which the council makes its determinations on
historic buildings is consistent. The present interests represented by members of the
council are assured of the same representation, regardless of whether the member sees out
the full period. The deputy members will ensure that the significant and various facets will
be drawn into a decision-making process on how historical buildings might be classified.
It ensures the expertise, which is very much bound up in the makeup of the council, is
continuing and that the contribution of those people is carried on regardless of whether
one person or another represents those various interests. I am pleased that the Minister
will accept that amendment and I am sure that councils will operate effectively as a result.

Mr J. F. McGRATH (Warrnambool)-The National Party supports the amendment.
It ensures a correct balance of representation across the board, which is valuable. I commend
the honourable member for Evelyn on the amendment and the Minister on accepting it.
The amendment was agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was adopted, as were the
remaining clauses.
The Bill was reported to the House with an amendment, and passed through its remaining
stages.

TRANSPORT (AMENDMENT) BILL
The debate (adjourned from October 31) on the motion of Mr Roper (Minister for
Transport) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-The Bill is a conglomerate of unrelated matters which
have been put together auspiciously by the Minister for Transport very much in a hurry.
The Government is trying to clear its desk before Christmas and ram through a pack of
legislative measures without proper consultation. One should have thought that the Bill
would have involved fairly lengthy discussions with the parties concerned. Much to its
alarm and probably to its delight the Opposition records that again the Minister for
Transport has failed in proper consultation with most of the appropriate bodies.
While I shall refer to the detail of the Bill during the Committee stage, because essentially
it is a Committee Bill, as it contains about seven unrelated matters, I shall scan over the
various points as they are mentioned in the Bill page by page.
The first page contains a deeming provision which has been put in the Bill as a result of
representations from the lawyers of the Hong Kong Tuen Mun railway venture, Leighton
Contractors (Asia) Ltd, an Australian company, who have expressed some concern on the
authority of the Metropolitan Transit Authority to operate outside the State in a joint
venture that has been heralded widely by the Minister as something great. The Minister
has been looking after the Chinese and entirely neglecting the people of Victoria.
The honourable member for Morwell, who just cast herself in the Chamber on the front
Government benches, will be interested in these remarks that the Minister has taken unto
himself a motherhood section that will allow him to select and to park all his party hacks
in the Public Service. He and the Government are concerned about what will happen
three and a half years down the track when the Government, due to its modem money
management and miraculous economic policies, will be rejected by the people of this
State.
All the present advisers to the Minister who have been brought into the system and are
being paid unrealistic salaries and being given unrealistic conditions, will get very nervous.
They have snowed the Minister for Transport with inaccurate information and have put
into the Bill a provision which will enable him to make a determination on their
employment. Having this determination made, these employees, brought in from the
trade union movement, the Labor Party and so on, will be able to be parked permanently
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at that level of salary and conditions in authorities determined by the Minister for
Transport.
These people ought to be aware that when the Labor Party disappears from office they
will be clearly identified and that it will be necessary for the then Government, now
Opposition, to have some mechanism to purge the Public Service from its partiality and
reinstate the proper impartiality of the Public Service.
No doubt legislative measures similar to the Bill will be brought in by other Ministers
whose hacks and advisers will become increasingly nervous as the days go on and who
will see their positions now very much in jeopardy and will look to the private sector and
will discover that nobody wants them, certainly at the price that they are now commanding.
The Opposition, of course, is totally opposed to this sort of feather-bedding provision.
Indeed, quite the reverse ought to take place and the Public Service ought to be streamlined
and withered to a lean and hungry organization servicing the community with the best
possible value and certainly not taking an increasingly large proportion of the gross
domestic product, as it is now.
Page 3 deals with the provisions governing taxi-cabs. The system that has operated for
taxi-cabs-there are some 2878 taxi plates in the Melbourne metropolitan area-with a
free market laisse::~raire type arrangement so far as the exchange of plates goes.
Mr Roper-It is part of a regulated system.
Mr I. W. SMITH-To some extent that is correct, and the Minister for Transport plans
to make it more regulated~ but the facts of life are that there is a restriction now on the
number of taxi plates issued, hence a fair amount of goodwill has built up associated with
a taxi plate. Although it is difficult to be accurate on this figure, the current market price is
anything from $40000 to $80 000 for the transfer of a taxi plate.
The Minister for Transport, although having some regulatory control over this, obviously
does not believe he has sufficient control over it because in this provision he takes unto
himself absolute power in the definition of a taxi-cab and in the issue and transfer of
licences. I can see why that provision is in the Bill. The Minister for Transport has made
it known that he wishes to see more taxi-cabs in Victoria~ but did the Minister consult the
people who own the taxi plates? Indeed not.
Mr Sidiropoulos interjected.
Mr I. W. SMITH-I can understand that the Government Whip may well, in some
way, have led some of the taxi owners to believe that what was proposed was in their
better interests, but will he explain, when the Minister issues new licences-which he has
power to do here-that the value of the goodwill associated with their plates suddenly
suffers a nasty drop of 25 to 50 per cent or more?
Mr Roper-It has risen by 100 per cent in the past two years.
Mr I. W . SMITH-That is more than reasonable indexation. That situation has arisen
because of ineptitude. The Government sat by and watched, as the Minister admits, an
increase of 100 per cent in the cost of the transfer of a taxi plate. It sat there and allowed a
number of new taxi owners to borrow to get into the industry and watched all the lending
organizations associated with the system of operating taxis here, where most of the plates
are held by well financed companies and leased out to the owners of cabs, who· then
franchise off part of their operation to a number of drivers. Having been placed in that
situation, the Minister will now turn his back and destroy some of the goodwill paid for
dearly by those who have recently become involved in the industry.
If he wants to do that, naturally he has a mandate to do it but there has been no
indication since the Labor Party took office in Victoria that the system would be interfered
with~ in fact, quite the reverse. After the intervention of the Whip on the Government
side, the value of a licence increased in the market-place by 50 or 100 per cent. The
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Government Whip obviously indicated to these people that they were on very safe ground
and he has misled them because they are not on safe ground at all. There will be an inquiry
and new taxi plates will be issued, which will detract from the commercial value of taxi
plates. How will the Government Whip explain that to his mates in the Greek community?
Say, a 15 per cent rise in the number of plates!

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr I. W. SMITH-When one allows the market situation of transfers to be uncontrolled
at one end but controls the earning end, one inevitably has these sorts of distortions. Either
one is true to one's colour of complete socialism and control the lot, or one opens it up
totally to private enterprise. As the Minister, the Whip and the Government are of total
socialistic philosophy, let me just make this point: temporarily, the Minister is
accommodated in transport not by a train or a tram or any humble mode of transport; he
is transported in a Ministerial car-and I do not deny him that, but it is temporary. As
someone from the Opposition who quite frequently takes taxis, let me tell him this-and
the honourable member for Morwell, who is interjecting, will be particularly interestedmy observation is that although the majority of taxi-cab owners and drivers keep their
cars in reasonable order and keep them clean, and the drivers are reasonably clean, there
are-Miss Callister interjected.
The ACfING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The honourable member for Morwell
is persistently interjecting from out of her place and is disorderly.
Mr I. W. SMITH-There is an alarming percentage of taxi drivers-I suggest a growing
percentage-who smell, who are in filthy clothes, whose taxis are dirty and, worse than
that, rickety. They crab their way-if you will pardon the pun-around corners and the
stability of one's. "terror" around the corner depends on whether they lean to the left or
the right.
Mr Roper interjected.
Mr I. W. SMITH-Not at all. I do not suggest for a minute that we should have
anything as socialistic as having them parade at a certain time each day to see if they are
spit and polished. I do not suggest that for a minute; but there ought to be a code WIthin
the industry set by the industry that at least sets minimum standards-that they are not
to stink, that their taxis are to be clean, that the drivers are to be reasonably clean and well
dressed, preferably that they are not to smoke strange matter in the cars-Mr Roper interjected.
Mr I. W. SMITH-Well, that is the kindest description that I can give of some of it. In
other words, they should lift their game. If the industry cannot get its own house in order,
the Minister obviously needs the recourse of regulations, but in my experience in
government, when these sorts of propositions are put to an industry the industry has the
good sense to recognize the accuracy of them-which in this case it must-it will surely
do something about lifting its standards. After all, they do not come cheaply. Taxis in
Australia, and particularly in Melbourne, are as expensIve as anywhere in the world and
more expensive than in most places.
Towards the bottom of page 3 is an interesting clause that amends the Transport Act as
it deals with tow truck o'perators. I suspect that, in the absence of proper arrangements in
the principal Act, these provisions had their derivation following a court case that had the
effect of detracting from, if not of destroying, the current zoning and priority order of jobs
allocated to tow truck operators. I shall explain that.
Prior to the introduction by a Liberal Government of these zoning provisions, it was
literally a fight to the death for a tow truck operator to get to an accident scene. It proved
to be an unsatisfactory procedure. In their desperation, tow truck operators were flouting
road regulations and rules. Some of them appeared to have a secondary interest in the
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well-being of any injured people as well and a primary interest in grabbing and hoisting
the battered vehicle or vehicles onto their tow trucks. It seemed to the former Liberal
Government that there was a better way of handling this in the metropolitan area. There
was no need for these provisions in country Victoria but, in the dog-eat-dog environment
in the tow truck industry in the metropolitan area, there was a need for regulation. While
in government, the Liberal Party introduced zoning which, after a few teething problems,
ironed out the matter; so that there were, in each zone, a nominated number of tow truck
operators who were assigned jobs on a priority basis so that, so far as possible, the jobs
were allocated fairly.
However, as a result of a court decision last year, I understand-and I thank the
Minister for his advice on this matter-that a limited number of companies with licences
that were issued before the introduction of zoning have virtually been held to have the
freedom of the State, so to speak. The operators of those tow trucks have been positioning
themselves to return to the old situation of catch as catch can, and that has the effect of
negating the zoning and priority provisions. Those operators have certainly destabilized
the market in a most unfair and unjust way.
If we are to have a regulated system, such as the former Government saw wisdom in
having, the Minister must arrange for these people-who, by the quirk of a court decision
have been allowed effectively to return to the unsatisfactory original position-to be
brought back into line with the spirit of the zoning and priority system.

However, I foreshadow that the provisions contained in the Bill are not without their
difficulties, as a result of the absolute inadequacy of consultation by the Minister. Some
amendments will be needed, and, in Committee, the Opposition will propose amendments
to protect the spirit of what the Government wants but is not allowing. I make oblique
reference to proposed section 171 (2) (a) under which a tow truck operator could service a
damaged vehicle without primary reward. He could come to one's damaged vehicle and
tow it away free of charge but receive his kickback from the panel beater or the repair shop
concerned and we could W,itness a return to a deregulated, dog-eat-dog system. That would
be completely contrary to the zoning prov\$ions introduced by the then Liberal Government
and contrary to what I am,sure that Government now intendfi.'
So the Opposition wili move amendments to make it absolutely clear that that situation
will not be allowed to return. The Minister could have avoided the embarrassment of
having the Opposition move these amendments if he had had the good sense to consult
with the Victorian Automobile Chamber of Commerce and its tow truck sub-committee,
which would readily have pointed out problems in the Bill, as drafted. The Bill, as drafted,
is an indication of maladministration by the Minister and a lack of proper consultation by
those officers under his control.
- .
I now direct attention to page 6 of the Bill where passenger ferries are dealt with. An
unsatisfactory situation has existed within Victoria in relation to ferries. Clause 11 defines
not only a ferry but also a passenger ferry and a charter boat and provides for proclaimed
areas.
Although the Opposition opposes the extension of regulation and the granting to public
servants books of rules with which to clout the community, nevertheless, some aspects of
service need to be contemplated in this provision. Take the example of the French Island
ferry. If free enterprise were allowed to prevail in that instance, an adequate ferry service
probably would not be provided: during the summer months several operators would
operate, and over the winter months none would operate, and the permanent residents of
French Island would be disadvantaged. The Opposition concedes the need for some mild
form of regulation, but only on limited runs such as the run from Corinella to French
Island.
In respect of charter operations the Government should hasten slowly because most of
them are related to tourism and ought to be retained as a private enterprise market rather
than establishing a huge bureaucracy on top of a struggling, fledgling industry.
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It seems strange to the Opposition that the State Transport Authority should have this
power. It has no expertise in boats, moorings and matters that go with the sea and people
on the sea. Why not allow this area to be controlled by the Marine Board of Victoria or
one of the allied aquatic qangos that the Minister has at his disposal? The State Transport
Authority seems a singularly inappropriate body to have anything to do with this area. It
will lead to unnecessary empire building and extension within the ranks of the authority.
Mr Roper-It is under a strict ceiling.
Mr I. W. SMITH-It may be under a strict ceiling. If so, it will need to have at least a
couple of marine oriented people, and that will detract from its activities elsewhere. Why
not give authority for this area to the Marine Board of Victoria or a similar authorityeven to the Port of Melbourne Authority?
Mr Roper interjected.
Mr I. W. SMITH-I thank the Minister for his interjection, because the Port of
Melbourne Authority is responsible for the port of Western port.
There can be no more appropriate body, but in any case the State Transport Authority
would have to be the most inappropriate body to be mentioned in this part of the Bill. The
remaining provisions are fairly simple. The third last provision refers to chairmen of
authorities. It is a pity the honourable member for Morwell is not present in the House. I
thought the word "chairmen" was archaic and the Minister would have rushed to change
this provision to either "chairperson" or "president". The chairmen of the authorities at
the moment are all full-time appointments, having met the requirement of being appointed
by the Governor in Council and beirig members of the various statutory authorities under
the Minister.
It is obvious the Minister has considered this and has found that he has a few mates
who want jobs as part-time chairmen. He may have someone in mind who would be
eminently suitable for the job or, alternatively, considerable wisdom has come to the
Minister belatedly and he has found that by appointing part-time people he may tap
expertise that he otherwise would not have available to him on a full-time basis.
The Liberal Party in government used this principle extensively, even by appointing
former members of the Labor Party Opposition, which happened on occasions to be a
satisfactory arrangement. Although we wonder why this provision was not in the original
Act, we welcome the belated enlightenment of the Government as to the sort of expertise
and range of expertise that it may now find available to it by virtue of having part-time
positions declared.
I hope the passing of this provision will be accompanied by an attitude of the Government
that it may approach particular groups. For example, the Grain Elevators Board would be
far better served by a part-time chairman having an historical and ongoing involvement
in the growing and freighting of grain. Such was the case when the previous Government
appointed Ken Grose as chairman of the board. In my knowledge and experience there
has not been a more successful part-time appointment to a statutory Government
appointment.
Considerable progress was made during that time in bringing the Grain Elevators Board
out of the horse and buggy days into coping with a situation in which grain growers,
through taxation incentives, market pressures and labour pressures, suddenly acquired
equipment capable of throwing the grain crop at receival depots and transporting systems
at a phenomenal rate. Under his stewardship significant progress was made and record
crops were handled in record time. I hasten to add that the costs were comparatively low
when compared with the prices in the rest of Australia.
There is the benefit of more potential, so long as the system is not abused, when party
hacks are appointed to these positions. People with experience and expertise must be used.
There is considerable advantage in this provision being added to the Transport Act.
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The second last matter cited in the Bill concerns joint ventures. It relates to the deeming
provision that I mentioned initially on page 1 relating to section 15 of the principal Act
where the Tuen Mun light rail company in Hong Kong has entered into an agreement.
The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! I still cannot find reference to
that in the Bill.
Mr I. W. SMITH-At the bottom of page 11 under the heading "Joint venture" clause
15 of the Bill seeks to insert the words "whether inside or outside the State". The clause
does not refer to Tuen Mun, but the reference to within or outside the State has resulted
from solicitors for that company showing concern. They are being unduly nervous and
wish the provision to state that the Metropolitan Transit Authority always had the power
from the commencement of the original Act to enter into joint ventures so that all the
spadework which has been done by the Minister on his various escapades from the State
would not be in vain, and that the Tuen Mun transport people would have the benefit of
the Jcnowledge that has been acquired oflight rail systems, the benefit of the knowledge of
the conglomerate of the Metropolitan Transit Authority and Leighton construction
COPlpany, together with whatever knowledge is held in Hong Kong. The Opposition will
not object to that provision. It sounds to me a sensible request.
The final provision is on page 12 of the bill. It is a rewordingofa number of infringement
notices because of changes. The changes include the new Fairway system which the former
Minister of Transport introduced, not without controversy and continuing controversy.
Line 20 of clause 16 indicates the need to describe a tramlane rather than just a right of
way for a tram. The other provisions seek to update the verbiage so that it is more
appropriate for the sorts of road laws, warning lights, signs and so forth that are the result
of the continuing modernization of the road system. The Opposition does not object to
that provision.
The final provision deals with the Serviceton public hall. Under the pre-existing railways
legislation the railways were required to provide a public hall at Serviceton which was no
doubt for the entertainment, recreation and well-being of rail crews and passengers who
stopped at Serviceton and integrated with the community. That provision is now obsolete
and the Shire of Kaniva has eagerly sought control of the Serviceton public hall. It is most
appropriate for it to have control and look after the Serviceton public hall.
Therefore, the Minister has seen fit, on one of these rare occasions, to repeal an Act. I
believe this is the only Act that will be repealed this session. The Act being repealed is the
Serviceton Public Hall Act. That is small progress towards deregulation and smaller
government, but at least it is a start. The Opposition heralds that as a magnificent
contribution in this session.
All in all, a large number of unrelated matters constitute amendments to the Transport
Act. The Opposition is critical of the initial provisions which are designed to permit the
Minister for Transport to appoint party hacks to full-time positions in the Public Service
and of the lack of consultation with the taxi and tow-truck operators around the State. For
that matter, the ferry operators have not been consulted, either. It was probably only by
chance that the Shire of Kaniva was consulted and has asked for an amendment to the
Act. This is a sorry chapter of lack of consultation by the Minister prior to bringing these
unrelated amendments before the House, and which the Opposition will not oppose.
Mr W. D. McGRA TH (Lowan)....;...One might call this a Heinz variety Bill or a Claytons
Bill one has when one does not have a Bill-because there are so many aspects to
it. The Bill covers eight unrelated matters.
Bill~a

The Transport Act, which was proclaimed after debate in July 1983, brought about the
amalgamation of many authorities within the transport sector. I suppose it is reasonable
that some anomalies would occur over a period and they are being addressed this evening.
This is very much a Committee Bill rather than a Bill that can be debated fully during the
second-reading debate, as it contains so many unrelated amendments.
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The first amendment relates to those persons who were employed in the Public Service,
but when restructuring took place were transferred to positions in the Road Traffic
Authority who are now considered to be in excess of the staffing requirements for that
authority. At the time those persons transferred from the Public Service to the Road
Traffic Authority, they did not realize that they would not be able to transfer back to the
Public Service if they became in excess of the staffing requirements of the authority. The
Bill will allow those people to transfer back to the Public Service. I suppose, in broad
terms, that seems fair and reasonable. I question how much further the Minister for
Transport may take this privilege.
Clause 4 amends section 82 of the principal Act and refers to, ""the Minister's
determination". If it is to be at the Minister's determination, one must wonder whether
the Minister will appoint a number of people to transport authorities in the short term
and then allow them to transfer and become members of the Public Service.
I hope the Minister will give an assurance that he will not use this provision for that
purpose. If the Minister were to use that type of privilege in a Bill that we are prepared to
pass in good faith, and allow for what could be termed ""Labor hacks", or whatever, to be
appointed to a transport authority, and then some time down the track allow them to take
up a permanent position somewhere in the Public Service, they then would become the
responsibility of the taxpayer.
Although many people in the Public Service perform a worth-while and necessary
function, I venture to say that a few members of the Public Service are in excess of the
number required to carry out the duties of public authorities. If, by using this provision,
the Minister is going to allow increases in the Public Service just to cover some Government
appointees, he is using legislation in a detrimental fashion.
The Bill also contains provisions regarding taxi-cab licences and changes the definition
of ""tab i-cab" to mean a commercial passenger vehicle.
It is clear that there has been a lack of consultation by the Ministry of Transport and the
Minister for Transport in preparing the Bill. The National Party contacted the controlling
body for taxi-cabs, namely, the Victorian Taxi Association, and its executive officer Mr
Harry Bond on 15 November 1985 wrote to Mr Ross Smith, the honourable member for
Glen Waverley, as follows,
Referring to the proposed amendments to the Transport Act 1983. the association wonders why the Act is
being amended at this time. particularly when the Minister has ordered an inquiry into the taxi industry which is
currently being conducted by Mr Bruce Foletta. a member of the Road Transport Licensing Tribunal.
Secondly in the light of no consulation with the industry by the Minister of Transport prior to these amendments
going to Parliament does this mean that these amendments are making way for the issue of additional taxi
licences?

An Honourable Member-Yes.
Mr W. D. McGRATH-The honourable member should tell the Victorian Taxi
Association, instead of telling the House. Honourable members are here as representatives.
Letters like that written to the honourable member for Glen Waverley show that there
has been no consultation with the association. Surely, as the Government in power, the
first thing to do would be to consult with the authority that represents the industry. It is
about time the honourable member for Springvale backed off and returned to his place if
he wants to interject. I do not know whether more taxis are needed in Victoria.
Mr Delzoppo-Mr Acting Speaker, I direct your attention to the state of the House.
A quorum was/armed.

Mr W. D. McGRATH-Mr Bond, in his letter, stated in part:
For your information there are currently 2890 licenced Taxi Cabs in the Metropolitan area of Melbourne (refer
RT A Annual Report 1984-85). Population 1·8 million (ABS figures 1984).
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The number oflicenses is quite adequate when you compare cities like Los Angeles population approximately
3 million with some 2600 Cabs, Detroit 2 million with 1400 Cabs.

The message is clear, there has been a lack of consultation between the Minister for
Transport and the Victorian Taxi Association.
It is a pity that the Minister has not seen fit to have discussions with the association. On
14 November a further letter was sent by the Victorian Taxi Association to the honourable
member for Glen Waverley. That letter stated:
We thank you for your telephone advice that the above Bill has had its second reading speech in the House.
The Association is disappointed that the Ministry had not advised nor consulted the Association about the
proposed amendment to the Transport Act 1983.

The Minister has not advised the association about the Bill, let alone discussed with it the
ramifications of the measure. The Minister for Transport is supposed to represent all
facets of the transport industry.
In his second-reading speech the Minister discussed a recent Supreme Court action that
took place between Combined Motor Industries Pty Ltd, as applicant and the Accident
Towing and Advisory Committee as respondent. The action concerned the legal transfer
of tow truck licence number 414 and some parties at Ballarat.
Honourable members believe the zoning scheme, which has been in operation for some
time, should be retained as it does prevent a number of tow truck operators from converging
on the scene of accidents and harassing people involved in the accidents. If attendance at
the accident scene is restricted to two or three tow truck operators, generally they are
sufficient to handle the needs of damaged vehicles.
The second-reading speech barely comments on the amendments relating to the tow
truck industry. The Bill refers to approximately six different facets of the industry over
three pages, yet the second-reading speech contains an explanation covering six lines. The
Bill covers such matters as the regulation of tow trucks, the operation or cancellation of
licence conditions, payment of licence fees by instalment, the operation of tow trucks and
tow truck licences issued before the Bill comes into force. The limited explanation in the
second-reading speech is not satisfactory.
Tow truck operators and their association informed members of the National Party that
they would have consultations with the Ministry of Transport today. I do not know
whether those discussions have taken place, but the associatIOn appeared to be unaware
of the amendments to the principal Act when it was contacted for comment on the Bill.
The association informed the National Party that is would have consultations with the
Ministry of Transport to ascertain what the Bill was about. The Minister has not dealt
fairly with the transport operators because these amendments affect their very livelihood.
The Minister may provide an explanation of the discussions that have taken place today
between the tow truck operators and officers of his Ministry, if, indeed, that meeting did
take place.
The Bill also deals with passenger ferries that operate in waters around the bay and the
coastline of Victoria. The Bill sets out various criteria under which ferries operate and
includes a definition ofa passenger ferry, the charter of ferries and other matters. Again, it
is an amendment to the principal Act but little explanation has been given about it. It does
not appear that any consultation has taken place with that section of the industry.
Taxi-cab operators, passen~er ferry operators and tow truck operators appear to have
been slighted by the Minister In the amendments incorporated in the Bill.
The proposed amendment to Schedule 2 of the Act relates to the joint venture between
the Metropolitan Transit Authority and Leighton Contractors (Asia) Ltd, to undertake a
light rail project in Hong Kong. I concede that there is some value in joint ventures such
as these and the National Party does not oppose the proposed amendment to the schedule.
Members of my party wish the venture every success and hope that at some time in the
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future further ventures may take place so that greater job opportunities will be available
in Victoria to increase Victoria's economic prospects.
The Bill refers to the chairman of an authority and the honourable member for Polwarth
was in favour of that provision. I have some reservations about where this may lead in the
future. Section 26 of the Principal Act states:
The Chairman of each Authority shall be appointed by the Governor in Council from the members of the
Authority appointed by the Governor in Council.

There is no question of misinterpretation by the Minister. The word ~~shall" is used
specifically and the Minister must appoint the chairman from within the appropriate
authority.
The proposed amendment to section 26 of the principal Act provides that:
The Governor in Council may appoint as Chairman of an Authority(a) anyone ofthe Authority appointed by the Governor in Council; or
(b)

any other person-

I wonder what is the intention of the Minister? With respect to the part-time chairmen of
the various authorities, will the Minister be seeking special expertise in a chairman or will
he abuse the position for political purposes? I ask the Minister to give an unconditional
clarification that he will improve the expertise available to the authorities by the
appointment of part-time chairmen.
Unless he does so, the National Party will have to oppose the clause. If the Minister
does not clarify the matter, no doubt his intention is to abuse the system for political
purposes. Even if the current Minister does not abuse the system, perhaps another Minister
for Transport further down the track may abuse the system for political purposes by
having such legislation at his fingertips.
The Bill makes reference to the unclear wording in traffic infringement notices issued
by police to persons who have broken the law. If plain English is used in the notices, it will
make them easier to understand. The National Party has no Quarrel with that.
Clause 17 repeals the Serviceton Public Hall Act 1956. I am grateful that the Minister
has introduced the amendment because it is something for which I have been asking for
twelve months on behalf of the Serviceton community. Difficulties arose concerning the
transfer of the land title from the railways to the Crown where it would be under the
control of the Shire of Kaniva. The Secretary of the Serviceton Community Hall
Committee, Mrs Betty Allsop, and the President, Mr Kerry Norton, have been strongly
motivated to have the 1956 Act repealed.
It is relevant to deal with some of the history of the Serviceton rail service, which, at its
height, employed 31 V/Line staff. Up until 1981, 31 people were employed, but today only
two station masters remain on the staff.

Mr Maclellan-That is the Labor Government for you!
Mr W. D. McGRATH-That is a fair comment and that is what happens under a Labor
Government, which supposedly tries to protect jobs and so on.
The Minister for Transport should be making sure that the railways look after the
Serviceton railway station because of its historical significance. In years gone by, it was a
significant changeover point on the main railway line between Melbourne and Adelaide.
The railway station should be maintained to provide an historic reflection of the former
rail system. It is an important component of Victoria's rail history.
It is interesting to note how the Serviceton Public Hall Act 1956 came about. In 1956
an Act of Parliament was passed to establish a community hall as a joint venture between
the railways and the local community. In 1954 the Serviceton community raised 2137
pounds, which was used for renovations to the existing hall.
Session 1985-66
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A public meeting was held at the railway station and it was decided to join with the
Victorian Railways Institute to build a new hall on the land owned by the railways. The
2137 pounds raised by the local community, together with the proceeds of the sale of the
old hall, was used for the erection of the Victorian Railways Institute Hall at Serviceton.
An Act of Parliament was proclaimed to establish an agreement between the trustees of
the Victorian Railways Institute and the Serviceton public hall committee, and the public
hall was established. Over the years it has been an Important facility in the community.
Because of the few remaining railway personnel in the town, the responsibility for
maintaining the hall has fallen back once again on the shoulders of the local Serviceton
community. It is prepared to accept that responsibility and, now that the land has been
returned to the Crown, the Shire of Kaniva IS to be the controlling body in conjunction
with the Serviceton community. They had what was termed a "permissive occupancy",
but they were not prepared to battle on under that system and that is why the local
community strongly desired to have the land transferred to the Crown so that the shire
could become the controlling body.
Although the area is only small, I dare say the transfer costs were far more than the
value of the land.
The SPEAKER-Order! The time appointed by Sessional Orders for me to interrupt
the business of the House has now arrived.
On the motion ofMr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources),
the sitting was continued.
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-On behalf of the people of Serviceton, I am grateful
to note the small amendment in the Bill to repeal the Serviceton Public Hall Act and the
transfer of that community hall to the people of Serviceton. I am sure the community will
look after the hall and treasure it because it is a valuable community asset.
Although the National Party supports the Bill, it urges the Minister to provide the
House with a positive explanation of clause 14 which deals with the chairman of an
authority.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-I am fascinated by this grab bag Bill. It does not appear
to smack of the old time Australian. Labor Party. It appears to perpetuate monopolies,
jobs for the boys and everything that the Labor Party should be against.
I have grave doubts whether this city needs more taxis. On the figures available to me,
the Melbourne metropolitan area now has about 2875 taxis, and who operates these taxis?
Silver Top Taxi Service and Taxis Combined Services have at least 1300 of these taxis..
They have now amalgamated. A multinational company, Pioneer Concrete operates, Yellow
Cabs, which has about 600 taxis and it appears that a smaller company, Astoria, has about
150 cabs. On my arithmetic more than 2000 taxis belong to these three companies, each
of which employ up to three drivers a day for each cab.
Operating a taxi is an expensive business. It costs between $20000 to $30 000 to buy,
register and insure a taxi and probably $200 000 or $300 000 to set up depot facilities and
the radio-telephone call system that is most essential to taxi services these days.
I cannot understand why the Bill has been introduced before the taxi inquiry has been
held. The inquiry has been advertised in the press. According to an article that appeared
in the Age newspaper on 2 October this year, the State Government is almost certain to
issue more taxi licences next year.
Dr Vaughan-Hear, hear!
Mr WILLIAMS-So far as I am concerned there is not enough business for taxi drivers
in this city now. When I go past Doncaster shopping town each morning I see anything up
to a dozen taxis waiting there at 8 o'clock. It is obvious that there is not enough business
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for taxis in this city and there must be a lot of exploited labour by these monopolistic taxi
proprietors, at least one of whom is a major multinational company.
I wonder where the Minister gets the figures that this newspaper article Quotes. According
to this article, the Minister says that there are still only 2890 taxis operating in the
metropolitan area and the cost of taxi licences has risen from about $28 000 to $61 000
over the past two years.
I should like the Minister to make a statutory declaration about that figure of $61 000
because that is not my information.
Mr Roper- Your shadow Minister said it cost up to $80 000.
Mr WILLIAMS- That is not my information. I have grave doubts about whether
anybody would pay $61 000 for a taxi licence in this city. Something is radically wrong.
Many of these taxi drivers are not getting even the minimum wage. I refer to an article
that appeared in the Age newspaper on 13 August 1982 under the heading "Cabbies facing
a rough ride", which states, inter alia:
It was mid-afternoon and the Myer taxi rank in Lonsdale Street was crammed with cabs. The drivers sat
quietly in their cars, smoking cigarettes, reading newspapers or sipping coffee from foam cups as they waited for
their next fares.

The radio manager of Black Cabs, Mr Oliver Leitl, remembers times not so long ago when any of his firm's
310 cabs could quickly find fares at shopping centres or railway stations, work which is now difficult to get.
"Once, everybody who got off a train would head straight for the rank and go around the corner for $2. Now
it's $4 for the same thing and our guys are sitting at stations between Melbourne and Frankston for endless
amounts oftime, without work", he said

The article then refers to the Chadstone shopping centre, Spencer Street railway station
and goes on. I do know where the Minister gets his information but I want to know why
more taxi licences are needed for Melbourne.
It is obvious that something very peculiar is going on. Properly used, taxis are an
efficient means of transport. I would do away with many of the traIns, trams and buses
that operate with only a handful of passengers during off-peak periods. There is no reason
why mini buses and taxis should not operate even if Government subsidy vouchers were
issued. There is no doubt the energy efficiency surveys show that at off-peak periods cars
and taxis are much smaller users of energy than trains, trams or buses with only a low
occupancy level. There is no doubt that a fully occupied taxi cab is much more cost
effective than a tram or a bus that has only aID per cent or 20 per cent load factor.
There is no doubt that trains and, to some extent, trams, are an efficient, high volume
passenger service, but only during peak periods. If air pollution is to be minimized and
fuel conservation encouraged, the Government ought to be doing its best to eliminate
buses that operate during off-peak periods.
Road traffic is a big consumer of energy. The Government ought to be doing all it can
to cut back on transport costs. If that is what the Minister is on about and if the Bill is not
aimed at the big taxi companies and at providing taxi licences for the Greek constituents
in his electorate of Brunswick, I shall listen to him. The Minister for Transport owes the
House an explanation on whether this matter is tied up with the rationalIzation of the
public transport system.
Another aspect of the Bill relates to the tow truck industry. That is an extremely
fascinating industry. In the old days it was dog eat dog, and the situation became so bad
that at a time of a serious accident occurring, up to eight tow truck operators would arrive
at the scene, fighting amongst themselves as to who would tow back the damaged vehicle,
while the poor injured driver was not able to comprehend what was occurring.
I concede there should be some licensing in this regard, but, as with the proposition
relating to taxis, I believe more information should be provided to the House as to why
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the Government intends to persist with this private monopoly arrangement, and that is
what it is. I hope there will be careful scrutiny of the charges of tow truck operators
because, if the State is to provide to tow truck operators a monopoly licence, stringent
controls must be applied to ensure that that monopoly situation is not abused.
My comments apply equally to the operations of ferries. I have grave doubts about
whether monopoly licences ought to be given to ferry operators. If they are allowed to
operate in a monopoly situation, stringent controls must also be applied over the activities
of ferry operators, particularly the fares they charge.
I am fascinated that the Metropolitan Transit Authority is now in cahoots with the
multi-national corporations spreading their wings all over the world. The joint venture to
develop the Hong Kong rail system has me fascinated because I should like a light rail
system to be established in my electorate.
The Doncaster electorate was promised a railway; all the facilities were put in place,
except for the railway lines, for a rail system to extend along the Eastern Freeway. However,
the incoming Labor State Government decided that it did not want to provide that railway
line and that it would sell off the land. To the best of my knowledge, the State Government
has received some $10 million for the sale of railway land in the Doncaster electorate, and
the people of Doncaster have not seen a cent of it; it has gone into the bottomless pit of
the enormous railway losses that have been incurred in this State.
The Government then came up with the proposition that there should be a light rail
service. Based on the propaganda that was transmitted over the airwaves before the last
State election, it was believed that a light railway service would operate in Doncaster in
the very near future. However, all the expertise has now been sent to Hong Kong, and I
see no prospect of the good citizens of Doncaster having a light rail service for many years
to come.
It is all very well to say, "Who cares about Doncaster?" I certainly care about it. There
are about three or four electoral seats that the Government will have to win at the next
election; therefore, the honourable member for Mitcham and other honourable members
from the eastern suburbs should be concerned about obtaining a light rail service for the
commuters from the Mitcham electorate.
As for the honourable member for Warrandyte and his majority of 79 votes, he will
obviously be looking Nemesis in the face if the public transport system does not improve
in my electorate. I know the people ofWarrandyte want an even better transport system
than do the electors close to and in my electorate, because they want to get home early at
night.
I tell the Minister for Transport, and I do not know what will be his next portfolio-I
suppose he will be Minister for Education-The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! The honourable member is straying
from the Bill. I also ask the honourable members for Monbulk, Mitcham and Morwell to
quieten down.
Mr WILLIAMS-I am giving the Minister advice. Ifhe is attracted to remaining in the
Ministry of Transport, he ought to do something about providing better public transport
in the eastern suburbs and the electorates bordering the City of Doncaster and Templestowe;
ifhe does not tend to the needs of those people, he will quickly find himself sitting on this
side of the House.
Mr DICKINSON (South Barwon)-Previous speakers have raised numerous matters
relating to consultation, or lack of it, with various interest groups, namely, taxi drivers
and tow truck operators.
The electorate I represent has a popUlation of 170 000 in the area and, of course, an
additional lOO OOO-odd tourists visit the area in the height of the summer season. Whether
it be the ferry service to Queenscliff or the taxi operators in Geelong, one important

Transport (Amendment) Bill

19 November 1985

ASSEMBLY

2069

industry to Geelong is that of tow truck operators. Some 53 tow trucks operate in the
Geelong area. There are six operators, two of which own some 40 trucks. That gives one
an idea of the magnitude of their business, particularly when one considers those trucks
cost in the vicinity of$50 000 to $70000 each. Some four small operators in the Geelong
area have thirteen trucks between them.
Of course, Geelong has been renowned over the years as an accident area, and the 90 or
so panel beating shops are supported by the tow truck operations. They probably handle
some 10 000 jobs in a year, of which some 2800 come to them through the local tow truck
operators.
Concern exists in the Geelong area at present, and an answer is sought as to how the Bill
intends to handle their future operation. What normally occurs at the scene of an accident
is that the tow truck operators are directed by the police on the spot as to who is allowed
to tow away the damaged vehicle. In Melbourne, of course, this is regulated by the Royal
Automobile Club of Victoria. A number is provided for all accidents and the tow truck
operators are allocated the job accordingly.
The industry requires some definitions to cover the situation where more than one
operator is involved. Where a panel beater might be induced to attract a tow, to give a free
service to get the job of panel beating might be an inducement in that case.
Concern has been expressed, if too many operators are in one area, as to how those
licences are to be controlled in the future, how they are to be reduced, and how an area
such as Geelong might be zoned.
It has been directed to my attention that sometimes Geelong residents who are involved
in accidents in Melbourne might like the operator from Geelong to pick up and tow their
vehicles in a damaged state from wherever the accident occurred in Melbourne to their
home garage or the service station of their choice. However, this is not always possible
because of the zoning arrangements that exist in Melbourne. Therefore, the initIal tow and
the second tow by another operator add to the cost of the movement of the vehicle.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! There is too much audible conversation
on both sides of the House.
Mr DICKINSON-This is an important Bill, and I hope the Minister will do everything
in his power to ensure ongoing discussions with the Victorian Automobile Chamber of
Commerce and those who represent the towing division in the general area. Many of these
operators own only one vehicle and they have a very good livelihood. I understand it is
possible for a tow truck operator to make of the order of$33 000 a year; he might bring to
the panel beating shops some $250 000 worth of repairs in conjunction with his own
towing operations.
Therefore, this is an important measure which will affect the livelihoods of many people,
not only those involved in tow truck operations but also other ancillary industries, whether
they be the panel beating shop or the support works that go with the repairing of damaged
vehicles.
I hope that the Minister can give some assurances on this matter. I understand some
amendments are envisaged and that he will embrace the concerns that have been expressed
by the Victorian Automobile Chamber of Commerce, which represents the towing industry
not only of Melbourne but also of Gee long.
Mr LEA (Sandringham)-The Bill involves a plethora of subjects ranging from the
displaced persons in the Ministry of Transport and other authorities under the Ministry
being able to take their places in the Victorian transport services area. One is mindful of
the circumstances in which many proven Parliamentarians and former Labour Party
hacks are placed in positions such as this.
I shall examine the' taxi section of the Bill. It has been said that the Minister has
consulted widely with the taxi industry. I suggest that if the Minister were not travelling
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all the time in a Ministerial car he might find when going home in a taxi that taxi drivers
are most anxious about potential increases in the number of licences. An item in the Age
of Wednesday, 8 June states, inter alia:
More taxi drivers chase fewer fares-Melbourne's struggling taxi industry, already strained by the recession,
has encountered a new problem-too many taxi drivers.
Many say that patronage has dropped dramatically in the past year and that people who do use taxis are mainly
making short journeys. They blame the fall in work on both the economy and a nine per cent fare rise last year.
Some drivers claim to be waiting several hours on ranks between jobs, and many can be seen at night reading
newspapers, drinking coffee, or even sleeping in their cars.

I would like to see what the reaction of the Minister for Transport is to that article.
The Age of 2 October, which he obviously has not read, states:
Roper wants more taxis, newer vehicles-The State Government is almost certain to issue more taxi licences
next year, including special licences to be used only during peak hours.

I suppose to cover the peaks of traffic needs is more sensible than to increase the licences
overall. I have had discussions with a number of taxi drivers in the past six months and
they universally agree that there is generally no need to increase the number of taxis in
Melbourne. If one goes to the Sandringham area, around Cheltenham and Beaumaris, one
will find that the taxi drivers there are struggling to make a living.
Mr Kennett-Mr Acting Speaker, I draw your attention to the state of the House.

A quorum was formed.
Mr LEA-I was discussing the matter of consultation with taxi drivers on the proposed
legislation and the amendments to the Transport Act. I was suggesting to the House that
insufficient consultation has taken place, probably because the Minister does not use taxis
as do back-benchers from both sides of the House when going home late at night.
It has been said that a feature of the Government's rapidly introducing changes to
legislation has been on all sides a lack of consultation and the lack of adequate consultation
not only in this area but in my own area of education where more changes have taken
place in the past four years than have occurred in the previous 80 years in education
without proper, necessary and adequate consultation.

With regard to tow trucks, there would be no more competitive industry than the tow
trucking industry. Perhaps that is being a little euphemistic and I suggest that the
Government has taken good measures to sort out the zoning boundaries because of the
difficulties it had in a recent court case. It is necessary in this case to protect areas for
particular tow truck operators so that they may operate efficiently and not clash with each
other over clients.
With regard to the supervision offerries, this is an area that requires careful supervision.
I recall a ferry that sank and I believe it sank on a previous occasion. People who travel
between Portsea and Queenscliff and use ferry services are generally anxious that there is
supervision and control of this method of transport. This is an area of concern to the
public who use the ferry services and for those concerned about its tourist potential.
One omission in the Bill is that it does not consider guidelines for hovercraft services.
It is proposed to run a hovercraft service from Sorrento to Mornington, via Beaumariswhich is in the Sandringham electorate-to Melbourne. I suggest that the Minister notes
that there is a need for supervision in the hovercraft area. From the reaction of the
Minister for Transport, I can judge that that is a vital concern to him as he is paying
particular attention to this.
I am delighted that the Victorian Government-a socialist government-has entered
into private enterprise with Leyland (Asia) to produce the Hong Kong light railway. The
Hong Kong rail system is one of the few public systems in the world that make a profit
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and it is hoped that the Victorian Government and the Ministry for Transport will get
some added refreshment from this commercial venture with the Chinese.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! I hope that the honourable member is
just making a passing reference to this matter as I do not see it mentioned in the Bill.
Mr LEA-With respect, on page 11 it refers to joint ventures and clause 15 also refers
to that.
Mr Maclellan-Hong Kong might like to have a joint venture with us.
Mr LEA-Yes, indeed. It might return the compliment and combine with V/Line and
inject some solvency into our system. I conclude by suggesting that the Minister for
Transport has more consultation with people in the taxi industry. He will find that they
are concerned about the potential increases in licences. He should also consult with tow
truck operators and the ferry industry and consider regulations or guidelines for the
operation of hovercrafts on Port Phillip Bay.
Joint commercial enterprises should be encouraged between the Government and private
enterprise. I commend the thrust of the Bill to the House.
Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston South)-As the shadow Minister for Transport conveyed
to the House, this is a collection of unrelated matters and is a difficult Bill to debate except
to reflect on the clauses in the Bill.
The arguments put forward by my colleagues on behalf of taxi and tow truck operators
and other responsible bodies in transport have been excellent and should be noted by the
Minister. Because of the way Bills have been foisted upon the House in quick succession,
they have become somewhat blurred. With 41 Bills on the Notice Paper and only five or
six days left in the session, it is a disgrace that the Government expects honourable
members in such a short time to communicate with organizations in the community and
to obtain information that would aid in making reasonable contributions to this House on
such an important subject as transport.
The Opposition has spent time considering the Bill and thanks the Minister for Transport
for making officers available. Opposition members also took it upon themselves to speak
to relevant groups such as the Public Service Association and those responsible for the
taxi and tow truck operators. To our amazement, we found that we are not the only body
in this State complaining about the lack of communication on and lack of knowledge of
the Bill that is being hurried through the House.
The Public Service Association is aware of the Bill and its implications and made
reference to the various areas within transport and the need to bring to~ether the different
agreements and special conditions that some employees have. The situatIOn is that tramway
employees can travel to and from work on trams and railway employees can travel to and
from work on trains. However, those in road construction are not allowed to drive their
steam shovels to and from work.
The Bill gives an opportunity for employees to move between different authorities and
groups. It can be somewhat protective to people employed within the Government, but
they have a weak-kneed approach about where they might find themselves when the
Liberal Party becomes the next Government. They have the opportunity through this Bill
to work their way back into the Public Service system. Anyone who has had the
responsibility of the employment portfolio knows that these people cannot be sacked, but
they can be sent back into the Public Service system. When that happens conflict is created
with the association and other people.
I remember when I was a Minister, I tried to reduce a number of employees from 200
to 150. I found it a difficult task and some of those employees were disadvantaged at the
time. In the long run, they probably ended up in better work locations for their skills than
they had within the Ministry of Tourism at the time.
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I had fruitful discussions with the association and it was satisfied that its members
would not be affected by the Bill. However, it was pointed out that the association would
not be completely satisfied until there was unanimity across the board of all the conditions
that were provided in the transport industry. I can understand that.
My colleagues, the honourable members for Sandringham, Barwon South and Doncaster,
mentioned the taxi and tow truck industries. Three or four years ago I placed a submission
for the establishment of a taxi stand in the suburb of Mount Eliza. Mount Eliza is one of
the more affluent suburbs but it has a bus service that does not completely serve the area.
Taxis come from the region of Frankston. My submission was rejected on the basis that
there were enough taxis available to service the area.
Zoning for taxis has always been a problem. The metropolitan area tends to drift into
the Mornington Peninsula and Geelong and it sometimes causes conflicts with local taxi
services that are understandably protective of their interests.
In the social welfare and public health areas, patients from the Mornin$ton Peninsula
are transported to hospitals such as the Heidelberg Repatriation Hospital and much
conflict arises about the provision of that service.
The Minister for Transport also had problems with the provision of taxis to transport
people to man the trains at Frankston and other areas.
Mr Roper-That was an industrial agreement from the 1970s.
Mr WEIDEMAN-It is worth a lot of money to those who have the business. I do not
know what the figures are these days, but it would be in the millions of dollars not the
thousands of dollars.
People involved in the entertainment industry are probably the first to be affected by a
recesSIOn. Restaurateurs have been affected by new taxation proposals and taxis will now
be affected because fewer people will be going out to dinner or hotels and needing taxis.
There is an underlying proposal in the Bill that more taxi licences will be provided. As
stated by my colleagues, about one taxi to 8000 people is available in the State and that is
comparable with other major cities of the world; in fact, better than some. I do not know
how the cost of a licence is ascertained, but it can vary from $40 000 upwards. That is a
large amount for a small business to provide and to get a return on. Many of these taxis
are on thhe road for 24 hours a day. The owner may drive for one period and then employ
one or two drivers to keep the cabs going to provide an income. Some people have
inherited licences and have kept them going over generations. They have been lucrative
businesses over the years.
The taxi industry has not been consulted about the Bill. Taxi drivers could wake up one
morning and find that more licences have been issued. Applications for more stands in
Mount Eliza and other suburbs in the metropolitan area have been rejected in the past,
but there is a wind of change in the industry. The Minister should not have brought this
Bill in at this time. He should have allowed the taxi industry to put forward submissions
to find out the true situation. It took two years for the Mental Health Bill to come before
the House and it would be appropriate for more time to be provided for full consultation
on the Bill.
Parliament should wait until March or April next year to debate the issue. It is ridiculous
to debate it at this time as the passage of this measure is not in the best interests of the
State.
I shall now refer to tow trucks. Honourable members are aware of the corruption and
stand-over tactics employed by tow truck operators in years gone by. They are also aware
of the corruption within the Royal Automobile Club of Victoria. The honourable member
for Melbourne was a former councillor of the RACV, and I remember referring a problem
to him about cars being towed to an RACV depot where they were stripped and the parts
sold elsewhere. I hope that practice does not go on now, and I am sure it does not.
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Some years ago, there was much criminal activity within the industry. The honourable
member for Berwick, who was the Minister responsible at the time, brought to the State
some sanity in the operation of tow trucks. Some of the problems that occurred at that
time were unbelievable. As the honourable member for Doncaster would say, the criminal
big bosses were involved in the industry. After being absent from this place for three years,
I was surprised to learn that the problems involving the RACY were never brought to the
attention of the public.
A system now exists where documentation is prepared and when a tow truck driver
picks up a car, he must take the prepared document with him and must tow the car to the
area that has been designated. That system has worked reasonably well. The Bill allows
private persons to tow cars, which one would expect in the case of minor accidents.
However, tow truck operators may believe that provision encroaches on their province.
Discussions should take place with tow truck operators.
The honourable member for South Barwon mentioned problems in outer metropolitan
areas and provincial cities. If a resident of Geelong has an accident in the Melbourne
region, his car may be towed into Melbourne and then towed back to Geelong by a regional
operator from Geelong.
The Bill specifies the rights of parties as determined by the Supreme Court in the
proceedings between various companies in a court of law, and indicates that proposed
section 185A ( I) does not affect those rights.
I hope the Minister can sort out the problems in the industry. The last thing that one
wants to see happen is the destruction of the zoning method. That should not be allowed
to occur under any circumstances. As has been stated, the previous system was a free-forall. Those who drove the tow trucks had a jockey with them usually armed with a suitable
instrument, which often resulted in more damage than the accident.

The Bill also refers to lorries, and, after reading the proposed legislation, one finds that
it is quite comical. The Minister for Transport is now responsible for water transport. The
Bill refers to a passenger ferry travelling along a fixed route.

Mr E. R. Smith-What is a fixed route?
Mr WEIDEMAN-I am about to suggest what it might be. The definition in clause II
(2) of the Bill better fits the operations ofa bus than a ferry. It states that a passenger ferry

is a:
... vessel used or intended to be used for transporting passengers or passengers and vehicles along a fixed route
on a regular basis with fixed stopping points at which passengers may embark or disembark on any Victorian
water for hire or reward or for any valuable consideration but does not include such a vessel(a) while it is engaged on a genuine fishing excursion; or
(b) while it is providing charter services.

I could go on for the next 5 or 6 hours, and I am certain my colleagues would support me,
debating how long is a piece of string.
Anyone who understands how a boat or ferry operates would know that it depends on
the movement of the water. The Acting Speaker, the honourable member for Williamstown,
is a famous sailor and is aware of things called tides and currents. I bet he has never been
on a fixed route between point A and point B going out through Port Phillip Heads.
I can imagine the situation of fixed stopping points between Stony Point, French Island
and Cowes where a sign is erected halfway across indicating that it is a fixed stopping
point. That would apply to Westernport Bay. In Port Phillip Bay, there could be fixed
stopping points between Mornington and Mud Island, back to Sorrento, over to Portsea
and down the bay to Williamstown. There could be little "bus stops" everywhere where
people could jump on and off the passenger ferry.
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I shall be interested to hear the Minister's explanation of how he intends a passenger
ferry to proceed along a fixed route on a regular basis. A report, costing $100 000, has been
prepared regarding the operation of a passenger ferry service between Mornington,
Frankston and Melbourne. The report indicated that on nineteen days of the year, no boat
could operate a ferry service due to weather conditions. The types offerries used in Sydney
would not be able to travel on Port Phillip Bay on certain days because, on those days, it
is one of the most treacherous sections of water in the world.
I would be most surprised if a passenger ferry could travel on a fixed route on a regular
basis and stop at fixed stopping points. Anyone who has travelled on the ferry between
Stony Point and French Island would know that one must disembark at different parts of
the pier on different occasions due to wind conditions and the tide.
That seems to be a description of bus operations. There are many other issues that I
could raise about the proposed legislation, but perhaps the Minister will rephrase some of
the provisions while the Bill is between here and another place. A former Minister of
Transport, together with local members, had problems with the Westernport ferries, and I
am sure he would recognize that some common sense should be applied to the provisions.
I assure the House that a former Liberal Minister and local members did their utmost to
see that common sense prevailed.
Mr Roper- It is not easy.
Mr WEIDEMAN-It is not easy and it is almost as hard as getting a ferry to travel
from fixed point "A" to fixed point "B" on a regular route. The situation became serious,
and dangerous at that time when rifle shots were fired and the burning of boats occurred.
Sometimes Governments and departments get themselves into enormous difficulties, but
the Opposition hopes the Bill will correct some of those problems.

I was interested to note the description of ~~Chairman" in the Bill. In an earlier debate
on births, deaths and marriages honourable members dealt with "Chairperson" and
associated positions, but that aspect appears to have been missed on this occasion. If the
Government intends to correct these errors, it should correct them together and not in a
piecemeal fashion.
Finally, I refer the House to the Serviceton public hall in the Shire ofKaniva. I am sure
the residents of Serviceton will be delighted to have the Serviceton railway station hall
provided for their activities. Honourable members would recall that the Serviceton railway
station is on the border servicing South Australia and Victoria. It has two ticket boxes,
with one half of the station for South Australia and the other half for Victoria. I hope theVictorian railways has paid for this hall. I note that the Serviceton Public Hall Act 1956
provided for the hall, but it has now been transferred to the Shire of Kaniva. I hope the
Serviceton residents enjoy that facility.
Discussions could be held in the Committee stage of the Bill on many complex points.
It might take hours to negotiate, study and put forward some balanced arguments because

this Bill is not the answer for taxis and tow trucks and certainly not for ferry operators. I
am concerned at present that with all the provision of water transport, particularly on Port
Phillip Bay, and the introduction of a hydrofoil and hovercraft, a lot more work must be
done and information should be provided to people putting millions of dollars into· these
projects.
In Frankston, businessmen have made representations to me seeking advice after putting
aside large amounts of money. I have been puzzled by the lack of support these men have
obtained from the Government. I hope the Government will respond to this free enterprise
venture and support these businessmen because the projects will be appreciated by people
living on the Bellarine and Mornington peninsulas. In the future many more people will
be residents in those areas. I ask the Minister to recognize some of the points made by the
Opposition while the Bill is between here and another place.
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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.

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING (REBATES) BILL
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

The main thrust of the Bill is to give effect to the Government's Budget commitment, as
from 1 January 1986, to relieve the employers of all apprentices and of trainees employed
under the new Commonwealth trainees scheme from the costs of pay-roll tax and accident
compensation levy in respect of those apprentices and trainees.
Honourable members would be aware that concessions in relation to workers
compensation premiums and pay-roll tax in respect of first-year apprentices have existed
for some time. To further reduce the employment on-costs of employing young people
and to encourage training-oriented youth employment which is intended to create real
long-term job oportunities, the Government has agreed to extend these concessions to
cover the employment of all apprentices and of trainees.
For nearly all employers of apprentices and trainees, these concessions will be provided
in the form of a rebate of pay-roll tax and accident compensation levy paid in respect of
these apprentices or trainees. The rebate will be administered by the Department of
Employment and Industrial Affairs and is an extension of an eXIsting mechanism for
rebating pay-roll tax paid in respect of first-year apprentices.
The Bill, however, makes special provision for group apprenticeship schemes. Following
representations from the body representing the group schemes and from some honourable
members, the Government has taken account of the particular nature and requirements
of these schemes and has agreed to provide the concessions by way of an exemption from
the liability to pay pay-roll tax and accident compensation levy. In fact, in respect of payroll tax, this decision merely continues an exemption which has been in place since 1982.
The Bill amends the Employment and Training Act 1981, the Pay-roll Tax Act 1971,
and the Accident Compensation Act 1985 to give effect to these proposals. In addition,
the Bill amends the Industrial Training Act 1975 to provide a legislative basis for the
approval by that commission of traineeship programs and for the registration of trainees.
As well as ~ving effect to the Government's Budget commitments in relation to pay-roll
tax and accIdent compensation levy payable in respect of apprentices and trainees, the Bill
also amends the Accident Compensation Act to enable another Budget initiative to be
implemented.
It was announced in the Budget speech that the Government would introduce a dollar
for dollar matching arrangement with the Accident Compensation Commission for an
occupational health and safety program up to a maximum Budget contribution of $2
million per annum. The Bill amends the Accident Compensation Act to enable the Accident
Compensation Commission to pay its contribution to this program. It should be noted
that the amendment will require any such payment from the Accident Compensation
Fund to be authorized by the Minister administering the Accident Compensation Act.

Finally, the Bill makes three urgently required amendments to provisions of the Accident
Compensation Act which affect employers of apprentices, trainees and work experience
students. First, it amends that Act so as to, for the period from 1 September 1985 until 31
December 1985, exempt the employers of first-year apprentices and later year apprentices
while attending trade school from the liability imposed by the Act on employers to meet
the cost of the first five days of incapacity and the first $250 of medical and like expenses
of every claim, where such claims are made by those apprentices. The Accident
Compensation Commission will be liable for the payments of all compensation in respect
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of those claims; however, it will recover the amount paid in respect of the "first five days"
components of these claims from the Consolidated Fund.
For the employers of these apprentices, this measure restores the full pre-WorkCare
position up until the end of this year. As from 1 January 1986, the employers of all
apprentices and trainees will be responsible for meeting this "first five days" liability
themselves. However, all employers will be able, from that date, to opt to pay a surcharge
on their accident compensation levy and thereby transfer this liability to the Accident
Compensation Commission.
Secondly, the Bill amends the Accident Compensation Act to exempt employers of
work experience students from the "first five days'" liability in respect of claims made by
such students. This exemption is backdated to 1 September 1985 and restores the full preWorkCare position so far as the employers of work experience students are concerned.
The Accident Compensation Commission will similarly assume full liability for
compensation payable in respect of these claims and will recoup the "first five days"
components of these claims from the Consolidated Fund.
Where an employer has before January 1986 in fact paid compensation in respect of the
first five days of incapacity or first $250 of medical expenses of a claim by a worker
belonging to either of the above categories, the Bill makes provision for this amount to be
refunded.
Thirdly, the Bill makes amendments which ensure that the employers of apprentices,
registered trainees and work experience students are all adequately indemnified under the
provisions of the Accident Compensation Act in respect of common law action which
may be brought against them by workers in these categories.
The Bill is intended to implement Budget initiatives which have already been announced
and which underscore this Government's commitments to boosting long-term youth
employment and radically improving occupational health and safety in this State. It also
makes some necessary modifications to the Accident Compensation Act to support
employers of apprentices, registered trainees and work experience students. I commend
the Bill to the House.
On the motion of Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn), the debate was adjourned.

Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I move:
That the debate be adjourned until Tuesday next.

Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn)-The Opposition regards a two-week adjournment as
appropriate for the measure but, under the circumstances and in view of the material
indicated to the House by the Treasurer, the Opposition recognizes the urgency of correcting
the shortcomings of the recently passed Accident Compensation Act and will do all it can
to meet the adjournment of one week.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I thank the
honourable member for Balwyn for his co-operation and assure him that officers of the
Department of Management and Budget will be made available for consultation and, if
the honourable member requires an extra day, the Government shall be pleased to facilitate
him.
The motion was agreed to, and the debate was adjourned until Tuesday, November 26.

PENALTIES AND SENTENCES BILL
This Bill was received from the Council and, on the motion of Mr MA THEWS (Minister
for Police and Emergency Services), was read a first time.
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ADOPTION (AMENDMENT) BILL
This Bill was received from the Council and, on the motion of Mr SPYKER (Minister
for Consumer Affairs), was read a first time.

NATIONAL MUTUAL PERMANENT BUILDING SOCIETY 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
The Warragul Workshop-Broad meadows recreation study-Tram track on Truganini
Road, Carnegie-Stamp duty exemption for first home buyers-Diethylstilboestrol
victims-English literature for use in State high schools-Phillip Hostel, MaribyrnongInternational Youth Year
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-The matter I raise for the attention of the Minister for
Employment and Industrial Affairs concerns the Warragul Workshop and the
procrastination of the Minister in deciding whether to continue funding the workshop.
The workshop was established in 1979 when a group of young unemployed, with the help
of the Apex Club, was given funding to establish a work project to find work for the young
unemployed. A small advisory committee was formed. Now, through the agency of the
workshop, the average amount of work found each month for young people varies between
$7000 and $9000. In addition, the workshop gives social and moral support.
The question now is whether the workshop will continue to receive funding and
Government support. The workshop has made a submission to the Minister for further
funding for the years 1986, 1987 and 1988, and I am sad to say that the workshop has not
had any acknowled~ment from the Minister that the submIssion has been received. I
understand from pnvate conversation that the Minister is in the course of dictating a
letter on the fate of this group. I say from the outset that I know the Minister does not
have very much time for Warragul, as he was rather miffed with that town when at a local
railway meeting a member of the Australian Railways Union threw a punch at him and
missed. I understand that the Minister has not been back to Warragul since.
I believe the Minister should let bygones be bygones and seriously consider the funding
of this project, as it is worth while. The present funding will cease by the end of September
and not only young people but also the community as a whole are anxious to know the
Minister's decision. I urge the Minister to make a favourable decision as quickly as
possible.
Mr CULPIN (Broadmeadows)-The matter I raise for the attention of the Minister for
Sport and Recreation concerns a recreation study undertaken jointly by the Government
and the Broadmeadows City Council, at a cost of approximately $8000. It is regrettable
that I have not received a copy of the study which was finalized three months ago, nor
have the honourable members for Pascoe Vale and Keilor.
The Minister for Sport and Recreation' is well known and is held in high esteem in
Broadmeadows as he is throughout Victoria for his involvement in issues concerning his
portfolio. Broadmeadows has received $30000 in grants for the Melbourne basketball
stadium, which is nearing completion. The Minister, during his recent visit to
Broadmeadows, attended the amateur swimming club annual presentation night. These
activities are to the credit of the Minister.
I have had only verbal correspondence on what the study mayor may not be about. I
was interested to note that the electorate office of the Federal member for Scullin, the
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Honourable Alfred Jenkins, did receive a copy of the study. An officer from that office has
informed me that the lOO-page study could be of enormous benefit to the City of
Broadmeadows regarding certain options.
Unless State members of Parliament are made aware of the contents of the study they
will not be able to give it due consideration. In light of the fact that the State Government
has contributed $4000 towards the cost of the study, I am amazed it has not been informed
of the contents of this study. I am not saying that the study is being sat on and that State
members of Parliament are being ignored. Despite overtures being made on the study,
there has been no reception of the study.
The study was undertaken by CPD Recreation Planning Services and it is known as the
Jacana Recreation StUdy. I urge the Minister to ensure that copies of this study are made
available to the local members concerned. It is regrettable that for three months local
members had only verbal correspondence on the study.
I am concerned that the study could show-as indicated by the officer workinB for Mr
Jenkins-that there are many pluses for the City of Broadmeadows that come WIthin the
guidelines of State and Federal funding. I hope that the matter is again considered so that
the City of Broadmeadows can examine the possible benefits, such as the provision of a
public golf course and other passive recreation facilities. However, until such time as local
members see the study, no decision can be made. The council officers are responsible
officers but they are directed by the council of the day.
Mr TANNER (Caulfield)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for Transport
and it concerns the urgent concern to many citizens of Truganini Road and adjoining
streets in the electorate of Caulfield.
The Minister for Transport no doubt would be aware that the Metropolitan Transit
Authority and the Road Traffic Authority do have proposals for changing Truganini Road
in relation to the present tram line down that road.
The Metropolitan Transit Authority and the Road Traffic Authority between them have
proposed in the introduction of the Fairway system for this road to add a further tram
track between its intersection with Glenhuntly Road and Koornang Road. In addition,
they have proposed a roundabout at the intersection of Glenhuntly and Truganini roads
and a treatment of the intersection ofTruganini and Koornang roads.
This matter is of major concern to many residents of Truganini Road and adjoining
streets. Last night I attended a public meeting of 50 residents at the Carnegie Primary
School at which dissatisfaction was expressed. The residents asked me to bring to the
attention of the Minister for Transport their opposition to a further tram track being laid
down in Truganini Road, especially as it would necessitate taking up to 4 feet of nature
strip on either side of that road.
Although the residents want traffic control treatment to be installed at the intersection
ofTruganini Road and Glenhuntly Road, preferably in the form of traffic lights, they do
not want the proposed roundabout to be installed. Even the Caulfield City Council has
expressed alarm about the effect that that roundabout will have on traffic turning left out
of Truganini Road into Glenhuntly Road. In addition, the residents are concerned at the
proposed treatment of the intersection at Truganini and Koornang roads and the effect it
would have on the safety of pedestrians in the area.
I note that the Minister for Transport is not present in the House. I hope the Premier
will urgently take up this matter on behalf of the Minister for Transport so that the alarm
of the citizens of this area is brought to his attention as soon as possible.
I should like the Premier to convey to the Minister for Transport the request of the
citizens at this public meeting last night that the Minister not proceed with the proposals
of the Road Traffic Authority and the Metropolitan Transit Authority in regard to the
redevelopment of Truganini Road. If the Minister is unable to accede to that request
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immediately I urge him to meet in the very near future with a deputation of residents
from the area so that they can put their apprehensions to him and lead to a satisfactory
conclusion of the matter.
I support the residents of Truganini Road and the adjoining streets in this matter. The
proposals of the Metropolitan Transit Authority and the Road Traffic Authority would be
to the detriment of those residents living in this area.

Mr J. F. McGRATH (Warrnambool)-The issue I raise with the Treasurer deals with
the Stamp Duties Office, especially the exemption from stamp duty for first home buyers
and the refund of that stamp duty. A constituent of mine has come to me with an
exemption letter that he received from the Stamp Duties Office in September 1984 prior
to the purchase of his first home. With that certificate in hand, he proceeded to execute
the purchase of his house and on 20 December 1984 was advised by a memorandum that
"The Stamp Duties Office today advises that the refund for the above account has been
granted."
Subsequent to that, the constituent had to write several letters to the Comptroller of
Stamps with a view to trying to get a refund for the amounts paid under the requirements.
He had paid stamp duty of$1144 on the transfer and stamp duty of$71 on the mortgage,
making a total of$1215.
He wrote a letter firstly on 28 June requesting that that refund be granted. At the end of
July, he again wrote a letter requesting that the Comptroller of Stamps return to him the
amount of$1215, being the exemption for the first home buyer's grant.
In the first week of August he again wrote to seek the refund. He wrote that "the refund
sought is $1215". Contact has been made on several occasions by his banking institution
and himself to ascertain whether and when this payment will be made but as yet he has
received no reply. This matter has been outstanding since December 1984, and this is far
from satisfactory.
At the end of October, $1215 was duly refunded to the constituent. The issue he wishes
me to raise deals with the amount of money outstanding over that period, which he could
well have used for making provisions within his new home.
The man I represent happens to be a long-serving member of the trade union movement
within the City of Warrnambool and he expressed to me his disillusionment with this
Government body failing to deal adequately with the normal working man. He thought
he would have been treated more expediently. He has asked me to establish whether the
Treasurer would intervene on his behalf to ensure that the Stamp Duties Office of Victoria
made retribution to him in the form of compensatory interest for the outstanding amount
of$1215, and I ask the Treasurer to take up that matter on my behalf.
Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for Health.
It concerns a group of people known as DES Action. These people are grouped together
because of the use, in the 1940s and 1950s, of Diethylstilboestrol-DES-a drug used by
pregnant women in an attempt to prevent miscarriage.
It is obvious, certainly from the number of cases of women so treated, that miscarriage
did not occur and the children, particularly the daughters born of those pregnancies, have
been afflicted with quite serious medical problems, which are a well-known consequence
of the administration of the drug. When I say well-known, it is certainly well documented
now although, in fairness to the people who used the drug at the time, it was not understood
then that the drug had severe adverse side effects.
It has been found, particularly in the case of daughters of these pregnancies, that they
have suffered abnormal development of their reproductive organs to the extent that in
many cases they are infertile and in some cases they have developed pre-cancerous and
cancerous conditions.
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As honourable members would understand from the dates given, they are now women
in the range of 30 to 40 years old. Included among these changes are dysplasia and
carcinoma in situ-cis. The previous Minister of Health, now the Minister for Transport,
assisted with the publication of some leaflets on the basis of the then available information,
which leaflets were very helpful. This was at a time when knowledge of the particular
condition was just emerging.
One problem that was at that time pursued was the fact that because there were poor
records available, or at least available to the mothers and daughters concerned, it was
difficult to know whether a particular person had been exposed to this drug in utero and
hence was in danger of developing these pre-cancerous and cancerous conditions.
The organization DES Action has published a newsletter and in its most recent edition
it has directed attention to the fact that the leaflets are, first, out of stock; and, secondly,
those that are available are not up to date in the information that they provide.
The action that I am seeking of the Minister for Health is that he reviews the funding
available within the Health Commission to see whether more funds can be provided, first,
for rewriting and updating of the leaflets and, secondly, for publication of additional
leaflets. Clearly, this is an important problem that ought to be addressed. The information
ought to be available to woman who, because of their age, are potentially at risk of
developing these pre-cancerous and cancerous changes to their reproductive organs.
By making the leaflets available in an updated and accurate form, it would be possible
to provide better and wider advice to women at risk and, accordingly, I ask the Minister
that he review the funding available to the group.
Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-I raise for the attention of the Minister for Education
a serious matter, which will be of concern to every honourable member. In that regard, I
acknowledge the presence of the Premier.

Some time ago it was brought to my attention that five most unsuitable books were
bein$ used in a high school in my home town, namely, the Wonthaggi High School. The
publIcations are The Chocolate War, Moving Out, Breaking Up, The Day of the Dog and
Monkey Grip. I raised in correspondence with the Minister the question of two of those
books, namely, The Chocolate War and Breaking Up. The Minister's advice to me in part
was:
I advise that neither of these books appears on any list of recommended textbooks for secondary schools. The
choice of literature for secondary English programs is a matter for individual schools to decide, within general
guidelines formulated by the Curriculum Branch.

Undoubtedly, in the case of some books-and I refer specifically to the five I have
mentioned-there should be no choice available. In fact, those books should
unquestionably be banned from schools in this State.
The Wonthaggi High School has recently advised me that, of the books I have discussed
with the school, the one known as Breaking Up is intended to be retained on the book list
for the school year commencing 1986. The school said:
We plan for it to be used again in English B at Year 11. Students who prefer to study another book will have
that option.

I shall quote in part from page 29 of this book. It is set out in diary format and the page
concerned refers to Wednesday, 25 March. It says:
I've just completed a scientific experiment; I tasted my own sperm. It's funny how much courage it took meI suppose like the first time I pulled myself off; and pulling yourself takes a bit of planning too, especially when
you're sharing a room with your little brother whose ears flap. I reckon I've eaten and drunk some pretty crazy
things in my life, but you would have thought I was committing suicide tasting my own sperm. I mean it wasn't
that I had much, just a bit on my finger where it dribbled between my fingers. I screwed my face up at a slightly
salty taste, but then I reckon I felt disappointed because not only was I still alive, but it didn't have much taste at
all.
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Funny about the whole thing. I sort of felt proud because 1 had done it, as if I had just passed some test about
the human body. And lying there, I wondered if I would ever bother to do it again, and the thought of tasting
someone else's sperm didn't seem too hot, and I wondered what the other kids were on about at school when
they got all excited about getting a girl to swallow the lot. Who'd want to do that?

I raise this as a matter of very serious public concern because I have already raised it with
the school concerned and the school has seen fit to continue to use it as a recommended
book.
I believe this book and the others-which are just as bad but in other ways-are being
used in other schools throughout the State. Breaking Up contains explicit reference to
sexual behaviour. The book is being used in the subject English B at Year 11 in the
Wonthaggi High School, and is being used as an alternative to English A at Year 11. These
books are not only unacceptable; they are an affront to acceptable community standards.
The five books that I have mentioned should be banned from all State schools in Victoria.
The issue is dividing the community in which I live; indeed, outrage is being expressed.
It is a tragedy that this type of totally unacceptable material-which most people would
describe as trash-should have been in the school in the first place. The school has not
seen fit to remove it, even though it has received representations in that regard.
I ask the Minister to ensure that the five publications that I have mentioned will be fully
investigated forthwith and removed from all Victorian State schools at the earliest possible
opportunity.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I raise for the attention of the Minister for Education
the continuing problem of accommodation for country students undertaking tertiary
education in Melbourne. The Minister will be aware that some years ago the Victorian
Government closed down a number of hostels that were operating in Melbourne, which
was to the total detriment of country students wishing to undertake tertiary education in
Melbourne and seeking suitable accommodation.
The Minister will be aware of the difficulties that this created for a number of country
students and the need for continuing support for hostel accommodation within Melbourne.
Despite the pressure that was brought to bear and the representations made to the
Government, it went ahead with the closure of a number of those hostels and this, as I
have indicated, caused great problems to many parents wishing to obtain suitable
accommodation for students in Melbourne, the dlfficulty being that many of them have
lived in a country environment, are not used to metropolitan living and need the protection
of living within a hostel-type accommodation at least for the first year that they are in
Melbourne. However, with the closure of these hostels, many of the parents had to look
for alternative accommodation for their student children. Some found accommodation
privately and other students did not bother going ahead with tertiary education because
they could not find suitable accommodation. However one alternatIve accommodation
that was found for 1985 was to use the Maribyrnong migrant centre, which has been
renamed the Phillip Hostel and it accommodated approximately 60 students this year.
The people managing the hostel applied to the Commonwealth Government to extend
the usage of this hostel to accommodate 150 country students and all appeared to be
moving along satisfactorily until they were informed that the Federal Government wished
to use this hostel in 1986 for a number of migrants and that it would not be available for
country students.
The Minister would be aware of the problems that have been created as representations
have been made to him by many members of Parliament and by parents concerned that
another hostel for accommodating country students was to be taken away and used instead
as a migrant centre once again. I ask the Minister: what representations has he, firstly,
received from members of Parliament in Victoria, and from parents wanting to utilize this
centre for students undertaking tertiary education and what representations has he made
to the Federal Minister for Education to achieve the continuing use of the Maribyrnong
hostel for tertiary. students? Finally, will the Minister provide information as to any

2082

ASSEMBLY

19 November 1985

Adjournment

breakthrough that he might have achieved in attaining this accommodation for country
students as a result of representations that he has made to the Federal Minister?

Mr A. T. EVANS (Ballarat North)-I direct to the attention of the Minister for Education
a publication which was published by the Government Printing Office entitled International
Youth Year and circulated by the former Education Department for use in technical
schools for leaving English, November 1985. I ask him: why was such money wasted on
articles such as this when it could have been used in a much more uplifting way in the real
spirit of the International Youth Year. The publication is dis~usting as it is anti-school,
anti-society and anti-parents. It is full of pessimism and decnes the home, teachers and
the school. It is published to reduce the standards of the things we most honour in this
country and it certainly has nothing to do with spirit for which the Year of the Youth was
created and which I believe was successful in raising the hopes of young people who are
looking to a bright future for this country. It leaves no future for them whatever.
The SPEAKER-Order! The time of the honourable member has expired.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-The honourable member for Narracan raised the matter of the
further funding of the Warragul workshop and asked me to take up the matter with the
Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs. He indicated that he understood the
matter was under active consideration at present. The honourable member for
Broadmeadows also raised the question of funding of the Broadmeadows recreation centre.
I shall take up that matter with the Minister for Sport and Recreation.
The honourable member for Caul field raised the matter of the proposed Fairway in
Truganini Road, Carnegie, where a single track was proposed in part of the roadway. That
matter is under review and I shall bring it to the attention of the Minister for Transport as
well as the expressed concern of a number of residents in the area about this proposal.
The honourable member for Warrnambool was concerned about the confusion over the
suggested refund of stamp duty for a first home buyer who apparently has had a long series
of correspondence with the Stamp Duties Office about the matter. I shall ask the Treasurer
to examine the matter to see whether the application warrants early expedition.
The honourable member for Werribee raised with me a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Health in another place. For some time he has expressed concern about the
druS Diethylstilboestrol. He suggested that consideration might be given to making funding
avaIlable for information that warns or advises those using the drug about its dangers and
consequences. I shall bring that matter to the attention of the Minister for Health.
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-The honourable member for Gippsland West
raised the unsuitability of five books being prescribed in the curriculum that is being
developed at the Wonthaggi High School. Two of those books, The Chocolate War and
Breaking Up, were the subject ora letter he wrote to me. I responded that neither of those
books was recommended by the Ministry of Education as text-books and the development
of the curriculum are rightly made by the local school community.
In other words, the Ministry expects that parents, as members of the school council who
are involved on curriculum days with these sorts of issues, teachers and students,
particularly at the secondary level, should be involved in the process of developing a
curriculum. That is where the discussion oUght to take place.
The honourable member stated that the book Breaking Up was the only one to be
retained in the curriculum and he quoted an extract from·page 29 of the book in which it
described a young lad experimenting with his own body. After listening to that description,
as one who for many years taught both leaving and matriculation English---equivalent to
Years 11 and 12 English-I can say that that is probably not the sort of book I would have
selected for those age groups. I am prepared to refer this particular book to the Curriculum
Branch for further advice.
The honourable member for Murray Valley raised the increasing problem of providing
housing accommodation for tertiary students who come from the country and regional
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Victoria. My predecessor, the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources, established
a steering committee to study housing needs at the tertiary level. That committee reported
to me earlier this year. Student housing for tertiary institutions is the clear responsibility
of the Commonwealth Government. That fact has not been in dispute by anybody except
the honourable member for Malvern, who is interjecting. We were able to negotiate an
agreement for this year between the Footscray Institute of Technology, the Melbourne
College of Advanced Education and the Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology with
the Commonwealth Department of Immigration and Ethnic Affairs so that we could use
the Phillip hostel at Maribyrnong for student accommodation.
In September this year, without any consultation with the State Government, the
Federal Government decided to close the Enterprise hostel in Springvale. It indicated that
it would terminate the arrangements for the Phillip hostel in 1986. As a result I wrote to
my Commonwealth colleague, Senator Ryan, as did the Chairman of the Victorian PostSecondary Education Commission who also wrote to the Commonwealth Tertiary
Education Commission and to the Secretary of the Department of Immigration and Ethnic
Affairs urging, in all of those areas, for an immediate review by the Commonwealth of the
decision it had made.
The only indication we have had is by the Commonwealth Department of Immigration
and Ethnic Affairs that if investigations show that there is any spare space at the Phillip
hostel, it may be possible to enable tertiary students to live at the hostel in 1986, but that
would be only on an ad hoc basis. I do not consider that to be a sufficient resolution of the
issue.
We shall continue to press our Commonwealth colleagues on this matter. In the
meantime we shaH continue to make available the limited hostel accommodation we have
within our own resources at Frank Tait House, Minimbah hostel and Redcourt hostel.
The honourable member BaHarat North questioned material that he described as
disgusting, put out in the International Youth Year as a source of material within technical
schools in this State. I do not agree with the description "disgusting". I may agree with the
description that it is somewhat childish but I have no doubt that it reflects some views
amongst the youth community on how they see adults, schools and adult institutions. I
have no doubt that there is an element of sending up those sorts of institutions. I do not
believe there is any justifiable case for intervening in a matter such as this when the
publication is genuinely putting together how young people view the world around them,
with some element of send-up and some element of satire.
The motion was agreed to.

The House adjourned at 12.14 a.m. (Wednesday).
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Wednesday, 20 November 1985
The SPEAKER (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds) took the chair at 11.4 a.m. and read the
prayer.

ABSENCE OF CHAIRMAN OF COMMITTEES
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the House that the Chairman of Committees will be
absent for the sitting of the House today.
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

ROYAL MELBOURNE HOSPITAL
Mr KENNETI (Leader of the Opposition)-Will the Premier advise the House whether
yesterday's settlement of the latest hospital dispute means that the Government has now
adopted an industrial relations policy of imposing apartheid in the workplace by isolating
workers who are unionists from workers who have exercised their legal and democratic
ri~t not to join a union? To avoid setting this reprehensible precedent that will arouse
wIdespread community anger, will the Premier now instruct the Minister for Employment
and Industrial Affairs to remove from the Hospital Employees Federation settlement that
part of it that creates two sections of the work force by partitioning them, one from the
other?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I should have thou~t the Leader of the Opposition, like most
Victorians, would have been happy to see the Issue resolved. The Minister for Employment
and Industrial Affairs has made clear what the Government's policy is regarding the issue
that was the cause of some concern.
The Government encourages and will go on encouraging trade union membership,
because it believes unionism provides benefits to all workers and it is in the interests of
both employers and employees that people belong to trade unions. The Government
believes unions play an important role in protecting the rights of their members. The
decision to join a trade union is a matter for the individual, as the Minister has said. There
is no coercion or compulsion about it.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CAIN-I am telling the House that there is not. Honourable members opposite can
say what they like. The fact is that no one is required to join a union. The Government
will go on encoura~ng people to belong to unions. That, I believe, is the policy that
Victorians would wIsh the Government to pursue and that is the policy the Government
intends to pursue. It has been a key feature in the Government achieving the industrial
relations results that have been achieved.
I shall cite them again to the Leader of the Opposition because he seems not to understand
that the level of disputes in this State has fallen dramatically since the Government has
been in office and everybody knows it. In the last year of the previous Liberal Government
the number of working days lost was approximately five times higher than it is now.
Currently, the number of working days lost in Victoria is far lower than the number of
working days lost in the rest of Australia. On both criteria the policies pursued by the
Minister and the Government have ensured the best possible industrial results for this
State.
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS (Leader of the National Party)-Can the Minister for
Employment and Industrial Relations inform the House of the terms and conditions of
the settlement of the industrial problems at the Royal Melbourne Hospital yesterday?
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Mr CRABB (Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs)-The terms of the
settlement of the industrial dispute were as follows: that there would be a rearrangement
of the desks-I believe that is the appropriate way of putting it-in the medical records
and the admissions and discharges sections in the hospital. It was a proposition that was
agreed to by hospital management, union members and non-union members as being the
appropriate way for the unionists to get back to work.
On that basis, all industrial disputation has ceased and there has been an agreement that
no further industrial action will be taken about union membership in our public hospital
system.

PUBLIC SERVANTS INVOLVED IN INDUSTRIAL DISPUTES
Mr POPE (Monbulk)-Can the Premier advise the House whether the Government
has given any consideration to a policy of sacking and rehiring public servants involved
in industrial disputes?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-As I indicated yesterday, I am aware of the suggestion apparently
gaining some currency that, whenever industrial disputes occur, not just when people go
on strike-not only with public servants but also with the public sector employees, including
teachers, nurses and the police-those employees should immediately be sacked. There is
some proposal to rehire them either as employees under the previous arrangement or as
consultants.
All I can say is that I think that must be classed as one of the "specials" from the Liberal
Party's think tank. I should have thought that if it is, this particular idea must have come
from the bottom of the think tank.
In espousing that proposition, the Leader of the Opposition is saying-taking the Police
Force as an example, which has said it will not collect on-the-spot fines in the course of its
duties-that members should be sacked. That is the consequence I see flowing from that
proposition because of the police campaign in respect of the early retirement scheme.
I suppose one might well ask, in view of the week-end's performance, whether this
policy applies also to members of the Liberal Party back bench. I refer to those members
on the back bench who are invisible and a long list of members on the front bench who
masquerade as so-called shadow Ministers and who just refuse to work. What does the
Liberal Party do about them? There are plenty of them. If that is the policy of the Liberal
Party, its members should examine themselves because that is what was said at the
conference.
Mr Kennett-Grow up!
Mr CAIN-The Leader of the Opposition says, "Grow up"; he should try to ~et some
members to try to satisfy the Liberal Party because he is obviously not satisfyIng them
now. We are told that members of the Parliamentary Liberal Party are on the line; they
are all coming up for consideration. The questions then arise: who will be rehired when
they are sacked? Who will be re-endorsed? What are the criteria to be?
Mr Whiting interjected.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member for Mildura that he has had
a pretty good go at interjecting. I shall now start to hear his interjections with some
definition and I shall take steps, if necessary, to ensure that they do not continue.
Mr PLOWMAN (Evelyn)-On a point of order, the Premier is continuing day after
day in an outrageous way to debauch question time. He continues to debate the question
and offends the Standing Order regarding the debating of questions. He answers questions
in a way that is completely irrelevant. I should like you, Mr Speaker, to bring the Premier
back WIthin the Standing Orders of Parliament and within the conditions you have laid
down for the answering of questions.
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The SPEAKER-Order! I uphold the point of order and ask the Premier to respond to
the question.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-My response is that the Government totally rejects such a
philosophy. I understand the prospect of having to face the jump is unnerving to some
members of the Liberal Opposition. Anyone of those members who has chosen to make
a career in this place must, understandably, be very concerned.
One ought to ask whether there should be some further particularity about the policy
that says people will be sacked regardless of their rights or tenures and so on and rehired
on some stated criterion because, if that is the proposition, we should know what it is
about. The Liberal Opposition should not just drop it and run. Let us see what the policy
is all about and whether it has the support of the National Party. The wholesale sacking
policy the Liberal Party seems to be pursuing has implications not just for public servants
and public sector employees, but also for every member of the front and back bench of the
Opposition as well.

BUILDERS LABOURERS FEDERATION
Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn)-The Premier will be aware that the Industrial Relations
Commission of Victoria has decided to adjourn any consideration of the flow-on to
members of the Builders Labourers Federation of the 3·8 per cent national wage
determination. Will the Premier give an assurance to the House that the 3·8 per cent flowon will not be allowed to occur on any project in which the Government is involved?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-The Government's attitude is that no payment of the 3·8 per cent
should be made to any member of the Builders Labourers Federation. The Government
has made that clear.
The union has refused to comply with the accord and it has refused to honour industrial
agreements and undertakings. It has also tried to do deals outside the accord. The
honourable member for Balwyn should know better than anyone else what happens when
one does deals outside the Conciliation and Arbitration Commission. Indeed, under the
former Liberal Government the State faced a payout of$7 million to settle an industrial
dispute at Loy Yang.
Mr Gallagher has stated that the Builders Labourers Federation will not apply to the
Conciliation and Arbitration Commission for the 3·8 per cent national wage rise but will
get it on the job. So far as the matter that he has raised is concerned, the Government is
quite firm on that issue and on any other building job. The Government believes there
should be no such payment. There is no qualification about that.
So far as Portland Smelter Services is concerned, the view of the Government has been
conveyed to the responsible officers of that company. Their view is, and the advice they
have received is, that they are required under the terms of the 1984 agreement that was
endorsed and approved by the commission, to pay it. The Leader of the Opposition is
interjecting. It demonstrates how the honourable gentleman can never be taken seriously
as someone who should control this State because he laughs about such matters. I am
conveying the view of those who are in control of Portland Smelter Services. Their view
is that under the 1984 agreement they are required to pay the 3·8 per cent wage rise.
That view is being examined at present to determine whether the November 1984
agreement, which has been ratified by the commission, applies regardless of the inclusion
of the increase in the award of a particular union.
Mr Kennett interjected.
Mr CAIN-It is a waste of time talking to the Leader of the Opposition because he does
not appear to understand and when he does understand, he makes out he does not. He
never gets it right.
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Mr Speaker, I repeat what I said before, for the benefit of the Opposition. The question
of whether there is a legal obligation on those who enter the agreement to pay the 3·8 per
cent, regardless of whether it is included in the award, is presently under consideration
and examination. That is something the Government will be discussing further with those
responsible later today.
I repeat: the Government's attitude remains firm, unequivocal and totally clear. The
Government believes the 3·8 per cent wage rise ought not to be paid in respect of any
member of the Builders Labourers Federation.

TELEPHONE TAPPING
Mr HANN (Rodney)-Can the Minister for Police and Emergency Services advise the
House whether any dairy farmers' telephones were tapped during the milk blockades
earlier this year, either by officers of the Victoria Police or at their request? If the telephones
were tapped, can the Minister advise the House who gave authorization for the telephone
tappings and whether he was aware of the situation at the time?
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-The Chief
Commissioner of Police has always assured me that no telephone tapping of anybody's
telephone is carried out in this State. It would not be possible for anyone legally to give
the authorization for such a tap to be conducted, nor have I any knowledge of any action
such as that suggested by the honourable member.

VICTORIAN DEVELOPMENT FUND
Mr ANDRIANOPOULOS (St Albans)-I remind the Treasurer that the Victorian
Development Fund was established by the Government as part of its modem financial
management program. Will the honourable gentleman provide to the House details of the
fund's performance for 1985?
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-As honourable members are aware, the Victorian Development
Fund was an initiative of this Government. The Opposition at the time thought the
concept was impossible but now regrets that it was not bright enough to think ofit, because
the fund has been an outstanding success from any point of view.
It has been a success in the way in which it has operated profitably in a difficult area of
operations over the past twelve months. In fact, in the financial year 1984-85 the fund
operated at a profit of $977 000, and that contributed significantly to the Consolidated Fund of this State.

In 1983-84 it was important in reducing the interest cost of the Consolidated Fund in
respect of short-term borrowings. As honourable members would be aware, there were few
short-term borrowings in the past financial year because of the outstanding growth
performance of the Victorian economy. Honourable members should also be aware that,
as at 30 June 1985, some $470 million in deposits was in the fund. Those deposits have
not only been used to create a new form of dynamic operation in the short-term money
market in Victoria, but have also been an important source of funds for economic
development in this State. Honourable members. would. be aware that a number of
significant economic and social infrastructure projects have been financed through the
fund. These are in such important areas as education, transport and health; and the fund
will continue to be an important source offinance for that type of investment.
I also point out that the fund was a useful economic tool in assisting the recovery of the
economy in Victoria, and is one reason why Victoria leads the national recovery. The
fund has been an outstanding success, and it is interesting to see that, now, even the
Opposition supports its operations.
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INVOLVEMENT OF BUILDERS LABOURERS FEDERATION IN
NATIONAL TENNIS STADIUM PROJECT
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I direct a further question to the Premier.
Given the Government's moves for derecognition of the Builders Labourers Federation
and the Government's coercion and threats to private contractors against giving in to the
federation's demands-An Honourable Member-Boring, boring!
Mr KENNETT-Will the Government now lead by example, put its rhetoric into
action and insist to the project managers for the national tennis stadium that the federation
must not be involved in performing work on that project?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I take up the interjection of the Deputy Premier. This question
was asked in precisely that form by the honourable member for Gisborne yesterday. I shall
not take the point that it has been asked before, but I point out that I went over the matter
four times yesterday. However, I understand the difficulties that the Leader of the
Opposition has in comprehending.
Mr Kennett-Will you ru~ ~ them out?
Mr CAIN (to Mr Kennett)-I am sure your colleagues all understand it. It is only you
who does not, and that says 1 lot about your capacity. The position has been made very
clear.
Mr Kennett-You will let them work on the project.
Mr CAIN (to Mr Kennett)-Ifyou know the answer, why ask the question? I am telling
you what the criteria are. If you do not understand, I cannot help you.
Mr Fordham (to Mr Kennett)-You need a holiday-a long holiday!
Mr CAIN-The Leader of the Opposition seems not to understand one fundamental
factor. Proceedings are continuing before the commission at present in respect of the
deregistration of the Builders Labourers Federation. The present prediction is that those
proceedings will continue well into the latter part of this year and that the matter will
finally be resolved some time in early February, March or thereabouts.
The Leader of the Opposition laughs again. He holds the whole process in contempt.
Mr Fordham-He is not well.
Mr CAIN-I do not know whether or not he is well but anyone in this State who has
any doubts about the capacity of the Leader of the Opposition should come and sit in this
place and see the way in which the honourable gentleman behaves day after day and week
after week. He is not fit to be the Leader of the Opposition. Ifhis colleagues go on putting
up with it, they will pay for it again and again.
Members of the Opposition are entirely sick of their Leader. They are silent; they have
not spoken one word in support of him. The honourable members for Polwarth, Gippsland
West and Malvern are all candidates for the job.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order! The Premier has been led by interjections to stray away from
his answer to the question. I am starting to get sick of the barrage of interjections,
particularly those by the Leader of the Opposition. It is most difficult to control the
proceedings of Parliament while the Leader of the Opposition shouts across the table.
Mr CAIN-I repeat what I said before: I made it clear yesterday that criteria have been
laid down about what is required by firms with which the Government is associated, and
those criteria will be observed in the case of the proposed National Tennis Centre and
everything else.
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LIGHT RAIL VEHICLES
Mr ERNST (Bellarine)-Will the Minister for Transport provide details of the
development oflight rail vehicles in Victoria?
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-The Government has been working for some
time to examine the routes currently operated by heavy rail to Port Melbourne and St
Kilda. My predecessors under the previous Liberal Government had a report prepared
which suggested that if those two routes were turned to light rail use it would be better for
passengers and the community.
Over the past twelve months a lot of work has been done to determine the most
appropriate route for light rail. Over the past couple of years the light rail vehicle has also
been developed; there are two prototypes operating in Melbourne which are in advance of
any light rail vehicles in the world. This morning I met firstly with the rail and tram unions
and then with the six municipalities concerned, to announce that the Government is
proceeding with the conversion of those two routes to light rail and that it intends to have
the conversions completed by the end of 1987.
The conversion will result in a much better system of transport for the people of the
Port Melbourne, South Melbourne and St Kilda areas and the side benefits will be
improvements to the services in East Brunswick. As the member who is the representative
of that area, I am pleased about that.
Not only will the service be improved but it will also run more frequently and it will not
be as difficult for passengers to arrive at stops as it now is with the present train system.
Also it will be more economically sound. The cost of operating the light rail system will
result in savings of $1 million a year in recurrent costs, despite the fact that it will carry
far more passengers than are currently carried on those routes.
The route will be along the existing railway reservation until just before Spencer Street;
it will continue along Spencer Street to Bourke Street and on to East Brunswick. The
associated works will be carried out at the Preston workshops. Twenty light rail vehicles
will be required for this project and servicing of the vehicles will be carried out at the
North Fitzroy depot, which will be the depot for this service.
I look forward to working with the unions and the councils concerned on what will be
the most modern light rail service in Australia. It is significant that Port Melbourne, which
had the first heavy rail service in Victoria, will also be the first to have an effective, efficient
and modem light rail service.

LATROBE VALLEY INDUSTRIAL DISPUTES
Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-Will the Minister for Employment and Industrial
Affairs confirm that at least twenty bans have been imposed on the State Electricity
Commission by unions in the Latrobe Valley? Will the honourable gentleman also advise
why these bans were not announced and what extra costs are being incurred in the
provision of electricity for the people of Victoria? How long will the Government allow
this guerilla activity to continue?
Mr CRABB (Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs)-I am aware that the
honourable member is far from being an expert in these matters but in any major enterprise
on any given day one would find a number of industrial problems of a relatively minor
nature. If the honourable member ever had anything to do with affairs of State or even the
affairs of running a large organization of any kmd he would be well aware of that.
There are no present threats to electricity supply in this State in any shape or form, nor
to the profitability or budgetary position of the State Electricity Commission. Nor are
there any major issues confronting the Government there. I direct the attention of the
honourable member to the fact that there has not been an electricity blackout because of
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industrial action during the time in which this Government has been in office-a startling
contrast to what occurred in the time of our predecessors.

HAZMAT FUNDING
Mr McNAMARA (Benalla)-Will the Minister for Police and Emergency Services state
in clear terms whether HAZMA T will be funded, firstly, through a Government allocation
as promised in a release by both the Minister and the Premier in September; or, secondly,
will the Metropolitan Fire Brigades Board and the Country Fire Authority be forced to
borrow, as suggested in a letter from the Minister to the board; or, thirdly, is the promised
funding of $1·5 million a figment of the imagination of the Metropolitan Fire Brigades
Board as recently claimed by a spokesman for the Minister? I ask the Minister clearly to
state which of those three conflicting reports is the truth.
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-A clear Government
decision has been taken on the establishment of the HAZMA T arrangements. This, I
might point out, is an innovation long overdue in Victoria. For very, very many years we
have needed both the dangerous goods legislation, to which HAZMA T is complementary,
and HAZMA T itself. Previous Governments always kept the whole matter in the toohard basket. It was this Government that took it out of the too-hard basket and established
it fairly and squarely in what I believe all Victorians acknowledge is a thoroughly effective,
while at the same time economic, form.
The sources of the funding for the HAZMA T project were identified on the basis of
information supplied by the various agencies. A dispute has subsequently arisen on the
information supplied between the Department of Management and Budget and the
agencies. I have given an instruction that that matter is to be resolved as a matter of
priority and that the implementation of the HAZMA T arrangements, similarly, should
proceed as a matter of priority.

CAPITAL WORKS IN SCHOOlS
Mr HILL (Warrandyte)-Can the Minister for Education advise the House of the
capital works proposed for Victorian schools in the coming year?
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-Our Government has considerably increased
the capital works expenditure for schools.
An Honourable Member-Not this year!
Mr CATHIE-Yes, this year. The expenditure has been increased to a total of more
than $190 million this year, which compares with approximately $100 million when the
previous Liberal Party Government was in office. Not only are we developing entirely
new initiatives such as providing nurse education within colle$es of advanced education,
but we are also developing a vocational education and vocatiOnal training program for
young Australians within the technical and further education sector.
In order to do that, we will be opening three entirely new TAFE colle~es next year, one
at Broadmeadows, one in the Melbourne outer-eastern area and one In the Wimmera.
There are both State and Federal contributions to the capital programs within the TAFE
sector, and I thought the National Party would know that.
Another five new schools are planned for the 1987 school year with a further significant
upgrade or replacement of fifteen metropolitan and country schools. A total of 349 schools
throughout the State will benefit from the capital works expenditure within the
Government's Budget next year. Thousands of projects will be undertaken throughout the
State.
At least $33 million will be spent on improving security, maintenance and extensions
of the security system, major computer education, computer developments and preparation
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of the move of the Ministry of Education to the Rialto building as well as the financial
responsibilities of the Government under the State Development Program.
New primary schools will open in 1986 in Craigieburn South, Mill Park, Keilor Downs,
Knox Gardens and Rolling Hills in Lilydale, with new post-primary schools scheduled to
open in Melton and Hampton Park.
The five new schools being planned for 1987 are the Melton Park Post-Primary School,
Bellbridge Primary School, Goonawarra Primary School, Glen Katherine Primary School
and Fountain Gate Special Developmental School. Planning and construction will also
start on four replacement schools presently in relocatable complexes. They will be the
Apollo Parkways Primary School, Mendama Primary School, Cranbourne West Primary
School and Patterson Lakes Primary School.
The total allocation is approximately $190 million, $150 million of which will be
devolved to the regions for priorities that are determined by regional priority committees.
Other major projects include replacement schools and more significant upgrades at
Swan Hill Primary School, Ballan Primary School, Korumburra Primary School, Wonthaggi
Technical School, Yarrambat Primary School, Yooralla Primary School, Victorian School
for the Hearing Impaired, Heidelberg Special Developmental School and Mulgrave Primary
School.
That shows the continuing commitment by this Government, not only to meet the
rising demand in growth areas for new pupil places but also to significantly improve the
quality of existing educational schools and structures.

PETITION
Child care and kindergarten programs
The Clerk-I have received the following petition for presentation to Parliament:
TOTHE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OFTHE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:

We the undersigned wish to express our concerns regarding the future of child care and kindergarten 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 the
Government not only in the coming year but in the years that lie ahead.
We the undersigned express our concern as an isolated community, we feel we need the services available in
the care and education of our young children. Because we are an isolated area, it is essential that we keep these
services available.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Crozier (151 signatures)
It was ordered that the petition be laid on the table.

APPROPRIATION MESSAGES
The SPEAKER announced that he had received messages from His Excellency the
Lieutenant-Governor recommending that appropriations be made from the Consolidated
Fund for the purposes of the following Bills:
Superannuation Schemes Amendment Bill
Building Societies Bill

Hairdressers Registration Bill

20 November 1985

ASSEMBLY

2093

HAIRDRESSERS REGISTRATION (REPEAL) BILL
Mr CRABB (Minister for Employment and Industrial Affairs) moved for leave to bring
in a Bill to repeal the Hairdressers Registration Act 1958 and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

EXTRACTIVE INDUSTRIES (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources) moved for leave
to bring in a Bill to amend the Extractive Industries Act 1966 and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

LIQUOR CONTROL (FURTHER AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources) moved for leave
to bring in a Bill to further amend the Liquor Control Act 1968 and to amend the Labour
and Industry Act 1958 and for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

ADOPTION (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-1 move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

Its purpose is to amend the Adoption Act 1984. I wish to mention from the outset that the
amendments contained in the Bill are only machinery amendments to correct anomalies
and deficiencies identified in the Adoption Act 1984, including some identified by judges
of the County Court and Parliamentary Counsel. They in no way change the intention of
the legislation as it now stands.
The Adoption Act 1984 is not yet fully operational. Priority has been $iven to proclaiming
that part of the Act enabling the operation of adoption information services in the
department and in approved adoption agencies. The proclamation on 15 April 1985 allows
access to information and original birth certificates only to adult persons adopted in
Victoria. The Minister for Community Services expects to have the remaining provisions
relating to information services proclaimed in the near future. The remainder of the Act
is not expected to come into operation until the end of the year.
Section 79 of the Act will also be proclaimed in the near future. This allows the
Government Statist to give a certificate to an adopted person statins the place of birth.
This is especially relevant to people seeking passports. It is desirable, In the meantime, to
correct these anomalies so that operation of the Act will not be hampered. The Bill amends
sections 6 (1), 23, 59 (2) and 123 (1) of the Adoption Act 1984.
Section 6 (1) of the Adoption Act 1984 provides:
The Court having jurisdiction to make an adoption order under this Act or an order under section 69 shall
be(a) the Supreme Court; or
(b) at the option ofthe applicant-the County Court.

As it stands, section 6 (1) limits the jurisdiction of the County Court to adoption orders
and orders recognizing overseas adoption. Other kinds of orders may be made under the

2094

ASSEMBLY

20 November 1985

Adoption (Amendment) Bill

Act such as orders for care and control of a child, orders to discharge adoption orders, and
orders for varying a condition attached to an adoption order. The Supreme Court has
jurisdiction Hin all cases" by virtue of section 85 of The Constitution Act 1975. It was
never intended to limit the jurisdiction of the County Court. Clause 4 (a) removes this
anomaly.
Section 6 of the Act is further amended in clause 4 (b) by the insertion of a provision
giving clear discretion to the County Court to transfer an adoption case to the Supreme
Court when it is considered necessary and more appropriate that the matter be dealt with
by a superior court.
There appears to be an inconsistency between section 6 (1) of the Act and rule 23 of
Chapter IV of the Supreme Court Rules which poses difficulty for the courts. Rule 23
provides that a County Court judge may refuse to make an order on the ground that the
application is one which is more appropriate for the Supreme Court. This rule seems
inconsistent with section 6 of the Adoption Act 1984 and may be invalid given that the
jurisdiction of the County Court is Hat the option of the applicant". The judges of the
County Court wish to have clear discretion to transfer adoption cases to a superior court,
especially in cases where Supreme Court orders already exist in relation to children who
were made wards of the Supreme Court or where a Supreme Court order exists granting
access to a child.
Section 23 of the Act is amended in clause 4 (c) to make reference to prescribed persons
or organizations consistent with the words of section 115 (2) of the Act. Section 23
provides for approving a Victorian agency to undertake intercountry adoption arrangements
whilst section 115 complements section 23 allowing that agency to make adoption
arrangements with persons or organizations in other countries.
Section 115 (2) refers to prescribed persons or organizations with the words Ha person
or organization included in a prescribed class of persons or organizations". However,
section 23 only uses the words Hprescribed persons or organizations." The inconsistency
creates difficulty in drafting regulations in that section 23 only allows prescribing individual
persons or organizations. In addition, where the names of these persons must be prescribed
in regulations, it is administratively inefficient to name individual persons or organizations
in every case in the regulations, expecially as some countries may have quite a number of
individuals or organizations meeting the requirements of that country's legislation.
Section 59 (2) of the Adoption Act 1984 is to be amended in clause 4 (d) to overcome
an ambiguity which arises because the words Hthe child" used in para$Taph (a) of section
59 (2) could be read as referring to "an Aboriginal child" mentioned In section 59 (I) of
the Act. The intention was for section 59 (2) to apply to both Aboriginal and other.
children. However, as the original intention was for sectIon 59 (2) to stand alone without
reference to section 59 (1), section 59 (2) will now become section 59A. In no way does
this amendment change the intention of the Act.
Subsequent references to section 59 in sections 60 and 61 of the Act required
consequential amendments to allow those sections to refer to both section 59 and the new
section 59A.
Section 123 provides for a penalty of ten penalty units for an approved agency, other
body or person that does not comply within a prescribed period with a request by the
director-general for information. This provision refers to information requested ~~under
this part" meaning Part VII which is incorrect as Part VII deals with miscellaneous
provisions. Requests and applications for adoption information are all under Part VI of
the Act. Section 123 (1) is amended accordingly in clause 4 (g)~ otherwise this penalty
provision would be ineffective.
The Bill is essential for ensuring that the major significant and innovative changes to
adoption laws and practices embodied in the Adoption Act 1984 can be implemented and
carried out effectively. I commend it to honourable members.
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On the motion of the Mr AUSTIN (Ripon), the debate was adjourned.
It was ordered that the debate be adjourned until Wednesday, November 27.

NATIONAL MUTUAL PERMANENT BUILDING SOCIETY BILL
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for the Arts)-I move:
That this Bill be now read a second time.

Its purpose is to provide a mechanism by which the National Mutual Permanent Building
Society may become a savings bank. As honourable members would be aware, the Royal
Bank of Canada and the National Mutual Life Association of Australasia Ltd are involved
in a joint venture to create the National Mutual Royal Bank Ltd. It is anticipated that this
new banking group will include a trading bank and a savings bank.
The Bill will enable the National Mutual Permanent Building Society to become
registered under the Companies (Victoria) Code. It is anticipated that following such
registration the company will be authorized by the Reserve Bank to carry on business as a
savings bank. The creation of a new Melbourne-based bank is of immeasurable importance
to Victoria. The development has been stron~y supported by the Government and is, of
course, in accordance with the objectives outlIned in the economic strategy document.
The Bill provides for the mechanism whereby the National Mutual Permanent Building
Society may become registered as a public company under the Companies (Victoria) Code.
It requires, as a prerequisite to registration, a special resolution to be passed by the building
society and the adoption of the memorandum and articles of association for the company.
The Bill provides that the legal identity of the corporation will not be affected by this
registration. Such registration should facilitate the subsequent authorization of the
corporation as a bank. During the interim period between being a building society and
becoming a bank, the Bill provides that the prospectus provisions of the Companies
(Victoria) Code will not apply. 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 Wednesday, November 27.

TRANSPORT (AMENDMENT) BILL
The debate (adjourned from October 31) on the motion of Mr Roper (Minister for
Transport) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-The Transport (Amendment) Bill is a collection of
unrelated amendments. The honourable member for Polwarth has expressed the
Opposition's views on the Bill; however, I wish to give the House and the Minister the
benefit of a few views of mine, which may assist the Minister.
Mr Roper interjected.
Mr MACLELLAN-I understand that the Minister for Transport will have to make an
amendment to the tow truck provisions because the present tow truck provisions are
completely inadequate and reflect badly on those who prepared them, despite the messages
that were given to officers of the Ministry of Transport about the inadequacies.
However, in respect of the power provided in clause 4, which is a power to provide for
the Minister to transfer people into the Public Service, it could be a useful power in regard
to a few difficult areas where people transferred to other authorities wish to go back to the
Public Service. However, it is also a power that could be abused.
It could be abused by Ministers who seek to make people members of the Public Service
who are not otherwise qualified to be members. If the Minister and Parliament were
cautious, they would see that this clause is amended to make it clear that it relates to those
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persons who were previously members of the Public Service or who are qualified at this
stage to be members of the Public Service, rather than opening up the provision, which
seems to indicate that it is anyone the Minister may decide should be a member of the
Public Service.
However, the Public Service Association, always desirous of recruiting additional
members, is not opposed to this provision, but I caution the Minister that the clause will
put him under pressure. There will be people who will seek to have the Minister exercise
his discretion, not because they are seeking to return to the Public Service after simply
moving to a different service under the Crown, but people who are outside the Public
Service will consider this as one opportunity to move into the Public Service and will,
perhaps, seek to promote to Ministers the applications that might be made.
I was appalled yesterday to hear the interjections of the Minister. I have not seen a copy
of the daily Hansard to check whether the interjections were recorded in Hansard, but the
Minister and the honourable member for Clayton made it clear that it was their viewthat is, the view of the Minister and the honourable member for Clayton-that more taxi
licences should be issued. The honourable member for Clayton is in the House at present.
Mr Remington interjected.
Mr MACLELLAN-Would I include the honourable member for Melbourne in the
same view?
Mr Remington interjected.
Mr MACLELLAN-Would I be wrong to perhaps include the honourable member for
Melbourne in the same view, that there is a need for additional taxi licences? What appals
me is that, at a time when a public inquiry-presumably a public inquiry, not sullied by
any sense of direction from Government-is examining the matter, the Minister, the
honourable member for Clayton, and I presume now also the honourable member for
Melbourne, were prejudging that inquiry. I believe that is wrong.
It is doubly wrong in respect of the Minister, because what the Minister has done with
his interjections yesterday through which he was indicating his view that more taxi licences
should be issued, is to destroy the impartiality and credibility of the inquiry being conducted
by Mr Foletta. I have great confidence in Mr Foletta, but I do not have confidence in an
inquiry conducted by him if that inquiry is conducted in circumstances where the Minister
has publicly and in this House indicated his view that more taxi licences should be issued.
I do not believe it is correct that more taxi drivers-and I distinguish between taxi
licence owners and drivers-should share the hardship that they suffer in trying to make a
living in the city. I do not believe there is a clear case at this stage for additional licences.
to be issued. The inquiry was a proper way to address the question, but it was a proper
way of doing so only if It was an independent impartial inquiry, and not an inquiry the
outcome of which is pre-empted by the Minister or the Government.
I am most unhappy about the proposal contained in clause 5. It contains half the answer
in regard to recommendations from the inquiry that additional taxi licences should be
issued; in that case, it authorizes a new form in which those taxi licences could be issued.
However, it does not answer the other half of the question-and this was put quite
cogently by the honourable member for Doncaster yesterday-which relates to what will
occur if ten new licences are issued. Will one make available $60 000 or $80 000 worth of
paper to ten lucky winners? It is like saying there will be a lottery and certain lucky people
will win. Those who obtain new licences will have pieces of paper which are valued on the
market at some $60 000 or $80 OOO-or whatever the figure might be, and the marketplace will ascertain the correct figure-whereas the rest go to hell!
There are people who have given long service to the industry; they have worked in it for
many years and they will not be the lucky winners. It may be that some Johnny-comelately arrives and collects the licences; it may be that one of the corporations mentioned
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by the honourable member for Doncaster will add another ten licences to its present stack
of licences.
There are licences owned by people who have never driven a taxi and have no intention
of doing so. They simply own the paper and they hire it out to the workers-the actual
taxi drivers-and there are shifts of those who operate taxis over a weekly period, many
of which have never had the opportunity to own a taxi licence. Before Parliament legislates
to enable the Minister to issue additional new licences, Parliament should legislate for a
way in which those licences are to be issued.
Licences that are surrendered should be surrendered back to the board for a lump sum
and new licences should be purchased from the board. They should be purchased on such
terms and conditions as an ordinary driver can afford or if a corporation or somebody
with a more substantial backing should purchase a licence, the money should be paid
immediately but that could be a matter assessed. For drivers to pay $1000 a year would
be a superannuation-type scheme. Each year they pay this money and when they surrender
their licences at the end of their working lives they would then receive their own money
back plus interest. That would be of greater contribution to the stability, proper working
conditions and career opportunities for people who drive taxis instead of the half-hearted
proposal in the Bill which simply allows licences to be issued to lucky winners rather than
on a sensible and well-ordered basis.
In respect of the proposals and the new regulations for tow trucks, the Bill is a disaster
for a number of reasons. It has been drafted in a hopeless way, which suggests that we
should return to the period when anyone with a licensed tow truck could go out and battle
for jobs. The Bill suggests that one does not require a licence for a tow truck, one should
be able to go out and battle for work so long as no charge is made; the cost is simply added
to the price of the panel beating.
It also allows departments, and the Public Works Department is noticeable in this
instance, to continue the outrageous practice on the roads of when a departmental vehicle
breaks down and a tow truck is called to the scene of the accident, the department's driver
will say, "No, I am not using your tow truck as I will wait until the tow truck from the
Public Works Department comes along". As a result the wreck may remain on the road
for hours creating a hazard to other motorists until the Public Works Department calls a
tow truck of its own because it will not use the towing service of a private organization or
somebody who was allocated to that job or asked to do it by the police.
The Bill is a disaster in terms of the safety of other motorists on the road and also in
having a regulated but nevertheless well-ordered tow truck industry, which provides
assistance to damaged cars and injured motorists at the earliest opportunity rather than
hours later.
Mr Speaker, I do not know whether the House is on fire or whether somebody in the
gallery is; perhaps somebody may be able to discover that. It is possibly because of the
heat of my remarks to the House.
The SPEAKER-Order! Would the Serjeant-at-Arms inspect the public galleries?
Mr MACLELLAN-The Bill will allow those who do not charge for their services to
pirate work and those departments that run their own tow trucks to do their own tow
work, and those companies that have their own tow trucks to do their own tow work and
to leave the traditional tow truck operations with less work, less money and fewer jobs.
This would be a disaster for the industry and a disaster for the situation that has been
created over many years, which is to order the work so there is no unseemly pushing and
shoving, threatening and pirating of work because of the allocation system in the
metropolitan area. On the fringes of the metropolitan area, there are enough problems
without the amendments proposed by the Minister.
There was a serious dint made in the allocation system under the Supreme Court action
which was taken and in which very clever legal points were made which enabled three tow
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truck licences to have Statewide application and also to be in the allocation zone in the
metropolitan area. How that decision can be tolerated in the industry as a special privilege
to the proprietors of Combined Motor Industries Pty Ltd is another matter. Certainly the
rights under that action are preserved, but the situation is that that represents a threat to
the orderly arrangements within the towing industry, both in the metropolitan area and
beyond.
With respect to passenger ferries, I agree with the honourable member for Frankston
South. If ever one was talking about plain English, it is fairly plain that Parliamentary
Counsel have simply lifted sections appropriate to buses and endeavoured to pretend that
a passenger boat is the same as a passenger vehicle. The Act talks about fixed routes and
other incidents that might be appropriate to an approved bus route throu~ the
metropolitan area not being allowed to deviate down residential streets and the BIll now
seeks to put it in for passenger boats. Its inappropriateness will provide a field day for the
lawyers and for the Supreme Court.
I do not doubt that honourable members will hear again from a Minister for Transport
with further amendments to endeavour to reverse or to overturn a decision of the Supreme
Court which will be made in relation to the inadequacies of the proposed legislation that
is drafted and is presented to the House by the Minister. I can confidently anticipate that
obviously people will be able to drive the QE2 through these particular provisions because
they are an open invitation, knowing what has already occurred in respect of Western port
Bay, where a passenger boat was burnt, a passenger boat was beached on a couple of
occasions, where shots have been fired, where charges and counter-charges of police court
nature have been made and this Bill will simply offer an additional opportunity for the
aggrieved parties to rush to the Supreme Court for another scathing judgment in respect
of the drafting of this proposed legislation.
What was previously the most scathing judgment given by the Supreme Court in respect
of the Bill introduced by the immediate former Minister is now to be revisited upon the
current Minister for Transport. Those who choose to dangle fishing lines over the sides of
boats, those who choose not to travel a fixed route but to vary it from time to time as they
sail around Westernport Bay or any other proclaimed waters; those who decide the order
in which they will call at various stopping points will be variable but nevertheless will get
one there in due course, will create a Supreme Court issue that will make the East-West
Airlines Ltd, Trans Australia Airlines and Ansett Airlines of Australia differences look like
a kindergarten dispute.
If East-West Airlines can fly from Sydney to Ayers Rock and from Ayers Rock to Perth
and call it a two-stop journey and that is not caught by the two airlines policy, I assure the
Minister that the thought that he would be able to have a single operator licensed to
operate in Western port Bay or any other proclaimed waters using the section before the
House is most unlikely. The only time that will happen will be when a stay order is issued
by the Supreme Court at the request of the aggrieved party.
I shall make a general comment regarding chairmen of the authority. I understand why
the Minister would want to have part-time chairmen for the authority. I understand a
vacancy may exist in the Metropolitan Transit Authority at the moment. I suggest that the
public would be relieved if the Minister were to get rid of Mr Sibberas and the problems
he represents by appointing him as a part-time chairman of the authority. He would no
longer disrupt public transport in the metropolitan area as he would be responsible for it.
I presume this proposal has been planted in the Bill to enable the Minister to make such
appointments.
Although joint ventures represent golden opportunities, I presume on occasions they
represent dire threats depending on whether they are successes or failures. It is perfectly
true that Hong Kong investors probably own much of the rolling-stock of the railways and
tramways including Government-owned buses in Victoria. They bought them long ago
under this Government and leased them back to us, which was kind. I presume that was
the beginning ofjoint ventures. It is only a matter of time before some Singapore magnate,
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Hong Kong investor or German industrialist suggests a formal joint venture in the
operations of public transport in Victoria. That may not be a bad idea. It could not be any
worse than the administration of the present Minister for Transport who inherited a
transport system which was so sick that it needed a Minister for Health to try to fix it.
He has an empire of bureaucrats appointed by his immediate predecessor, the Minister
for Employment and Industrial Affairs, and he is attempting to reverse the excesses of the
decisions made by the Minister preceding him. It was the Minister preceding him who
appointed the extra station assistants to ensure that every station was manned whenever
the trains were operating. It is now this Minister's responsibility to get rid of 245 of those
people so that he will be able to cut down the extortionate costs of running the system.
The Labor Government is doin~ a somersault. It has reshuffled the Ministry to appoint
a new Minister, and the new MinIster has reversed some of the decisions and idiOCIes of
the previous Minister. Joint ventures may be a way of selling the original idiot decisions
so that they do not have to be reversed. As so much of the rolling-stock-trains, trams
and Government buses-are owned by overseas investors, we should not be worried if the
Metropolitan Transit Authority has a whimsical little delight in Hong Kong. It will increase
the amount of travel between Government officers in Victoria and Hong Kong; it could
assist the tourist industry of Hong Kong in that way. It is far less dreary than having to
run the Metropolitan Transit Authority services in Melbourne with any degree of
seriousness. Those bright, energetic, striving officers will be able to enter into joint ventures
rather than having the dreary task of trying to fix up the problems that ordinary Melbourne
commuters face. The real problem is that it may not always be kept just to a Hong Kong
venture.
Although we know that the Minister for Transport is addicted to publicity and that we
can expect on most occasions that he will have his name publicly associated with any joint
venture by makin~ the announcement, whether it is overseas or here, we cannot always be
sure that the MinIster would be perfectly open and frank in disclosing to Parliament or
the public any difficulties in the joint venture. If there were a difficulty with ajoint venture
it would suddenly become a matter of confidentiality. The Alcoa rules would apply to any
joint venture with a sour taste or critical element.
I warn Parliament that although there may be euphoria about the Metropolitan Transit
Authority being able to assist urban transit authorities in Hong Kong with a new venture
in regard to light rail, the proposed legislation contains the opportunity of joint ventures,
whether within the State or outside the State, and provides authority which Ministers of
Transport in the future may be tempted to use in an unwise way. It would be better to
authorize specifically the particular joint venture from time to time rather than to authorize
them generally and to allow the Executive Government to make commitments of hundreds
of millions of dollars which may be too much for the charter of the Minister without his
being properly answerable to Parliament.
I believe the Minister has brought a bad egg to the roost. It is a series of amendments
that are not related one to the other. Some of the amendments are not the subject of
criticism, others represent bad drafting and others represent poor principles enunciated
badly because they are not sharply enough defined in the Bill.
I make that comment on the joint venture clause and also on the Minister's seeking to
have Parliamentary approval for making people members of the Public Service outside
the proper channels rather than seeking a narrower power to reappoint in the Public
Service. Those people, who may have been seconded from there for temporary services or
part-time services, were intended to be permanent servants with one of the statutory
authorities associated with the Minister.
The Minister ought to adjourn debate on this matter and between here and another
place seriously consider the matter to determine whether the drafting of the Bill can be
improved, the principles can be better enunciated in the measure and whether he can
correct the disaster relating to tow trucks. I do not support the idea that people should be
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able to tow any vehicle simply because they say they own it. In the commercial sector if it
is simply a private citizen, I do not have any worries, but if the damaged vehicle is to stay
on the road until somebody deigns to tow It away with a Public Works Department tow
truck or company tow truck, or to ~et a good friend to come along and do it for nothing, it
frankly represents a road safety dIsaster that should not be encouraged by the proposed
legislation.
If we are to return, as the Bill suggests, to the bad old days where anyone could go out
and get a tow job and not charge for the services but simply add the cost to the panel
beating costs, the Minister must be off his head.
The Minister for Transport should be condemned for clearly compromising the integrity
and independence of the inquiry publicly being conducted into the taxi industry. By
foreshadowing his views yesterday he has seriously compromised the independence of the
inquiry to the point at which if the inquiry recommends additional taxi licences it will be
fairly said that it was the inevitable outcome, Biven the views of the Minister, of the
honourable member for Clayton and, I take it, of the honourable member for Melbourne.
Mr Williams-Mr Speaker, I direct your attention to the state of the House.

A quorUn1 was forn1ed.
Mr E. R. SMITH (Glen Waverley)-I endorse the remarks of the honourable member
for Berwick on the varying nature of the provisions of the Bill. It is inevitable, as the
Minister stated, that such a significant Act as the Transport Act should be amended from
time to time.
I have talked at great length with members of the taxi industry. Last night, the honourable
member for Lowan read a letter addressed to me which put forward the view of the
industry. Later in the night, when travelling home by taxi, I asked the driver whether he
thought there was a shortage of licences for taxis and he told me that there was a curious
aspect about the shorta$e of licences. This followed a belief in the industry that 200 new
taxi licences were to be Issued. I asked how he knew this and he replied that it was such a
strong rumour he had recently telephoned the department and they had sent him application
forms. He said the officer who answered the telephone told him he was aware that within
the department there were 200 taxi licences about to be issued.
Not wishing to be mischief-making, I asked him how the system worked and he said
that although there are plenty of jobs for taxi drivers at the moment, there is a shortage of
drivers at night and that there are approximately seven taxis in the group in which he
operates owned by one owner or a group of owners and they have great difficulty in
obtaining the services oflicensed drivers. The system that operates is that taxi drivers are
required to work a six-day week for periods of 10 to 12 hours a day earning roughly in the
vicinity of $450 a week. The curious thing about the system is that the driver fills in a
form at the end of the shift agreeing to pay 50 per cent to the owner for the rental of the
taxi. The driver makes approximately $900 a week, but at the end of the week he pays 50
per cent of those takings In rental for the taxi, less fuel.
There are a number of misconceptions about this industry in the community. The
Executive Officer of the Victorian Taxi Association (Inc.), Mr H. W. Bond, had this to say
in a letter dated 14 November 1985:
The association is disappointed that the Ministry had not advised nor consulted the association about the
proposed amendment to the Transport Act 1983.
The association believes that taxi cabs and/or hire cars were intended for and are included under the definition
of commercial passenger vehicles within section 86 of the Act, and therefore has no relevancy under "recreation
vehicles" as suggested by the amendment.

I asked Mr Bond would he elaborate on his statement about the fears of the industry
concerning the allocation of licences, irrespective of whether an inquiry is conducted, and
in a second letter, dated 15 November, Mr Bond stated:
The current policy of the association is against the issue of any additional metropolitan taxi licences, as it is
felt there are ample licences at this time.
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He goes on to compare Melbourne with two cities in the United States of America to
prove his point and states:
For your information ther.e are currently 2890 licenced taxi cabs in the metropolitan area of Melbourne (refer
RTA Annual Report 1984-85). Population 2·8 million (ABS figures 1984).

It is interesting to examine the figures for other cities when considering the number of

licences. If one compared cities like Los Angeles with a population of a little more than
Melbourne of 3 million, it has 2600 taxis compared with 2890 in Melbourne, and Detroit,
with a population of approximately 2 million, has 1400 taxis. There is a lot of unrest
within the industry, which is perhaps fuelled by the Ministry of Transport which issues
the taxi licences.
Having pointed out the fears of the industry to the Minister, the second point I shall
deal with is the provision contained in clause 16 (b) concerning seat belts. The industry is
concerned about this provision which states in part:
Driver having a young person 8 years to under 18 years not restrained by safety belt when required.

The industry is afraid of this provision affecting drivers operating at night who could be
asked to pick up people who had been imbibing for a long time at, say, a club or hotel.
They say that the new seat belt legislation puts the onus on the driver of the vehicle to
ensure that passengers aged between eight years to under ei~teen years wear seat belts.
Mr Bond states that there was consultation with the taxi Industry. In his letter of 15
November, Mr Bond begins by stating:
.
As requested we enclose copies of correspondence to and from the Minister for Transport, regarding the onus
being placed on drivers to "buckle up" passengers 8-18 years of age.
Referring to the proposed amendments to the Transport Act 1983, the association wonders why the Act is
being amended at this time, particularly when the Minister has ordered an inquiry into the taxi industry which is
currently being conducted by Mr Bruce Foletta, a member of the Road Transport Licensing Tribunal.

A practical solution to the problem is provided by Mr Bond who states in a letter to the
Minister for Transport dated 23 April 1985:
To assist the Government and the taxi industry I wonder whether you would consider having the following
sticker placed in taxis as is done in NSW:
"THIS TAXICAB IS FITTED WITH RETRACT ABLE SEAT BELTS, PASSENGERS ARE REQUIRED
BY LAW TO WEAR THESE BELTS UNLESS EXEMPT".

He also makes the point:
In agreeing in principle with the proposed legislation, my association feels that the taxi driver is in a unique
situation which therefore must justify consideration when framing the legislation.

The driver should not be held responsible for his passengers wearing seat belts because in
the case of people imbibing up to the age of eighteen years, ifhe has to ask them to wear a
seat belt that can place him in danger. That fear is not only felt by the association but also
by the working taxi drivers within the industry.
Taxi drivers have expressed the fear that they will be hit on the head if they tell these
fellows who have not their full faculties about them, for whatever reason, to wear seat
belts. It is a sensible amendment and I support it, but taxi drivers feel it is unfair to put
the onus on them. Police might not always be around when a passenger in a vehIcle
decides to hit a taxi driver on the head because the taxi driver has instructed him to put
on his seat belt. The taxi driver's livelihood could disappear in that instant. I hope the
Minister considers this point and adopts a suitable amendment while the Bill is between
here and another place.
In discussions with the Victorian taxi industry, its representative stressed the fact that
their industry provides a service to the commumty. I recently had occasion to order a taxi
to take a person 2 or 3 miles from where I live and, after waiting an hour to an hour and a
half for that taxi to arrive at my home, I eventually rang the company again and asked
what the problem was. The reply was, "We haven't got a taxi available". I had left my

2102

ASSEMBLY

20 November 1985

Transport (Amendment) Bill

telephone number with that company and I asked why it had not telephoned me back and
told me that. I am highlighting the fact that the industry says that all complaints should be
made to the Victorian Taxi Association. I was told to name the firm in the House, but I
shall not do that. I am sure that if I pass that minor complaint on to the Minister for
Transport he will follow it up.
The Victorian Taxi Association is concerned primarily with the number oflicences that
will be issued under the provisions in the Bill. The association believes there are sufficient
licences operating now, even though it is difficult to find drivers to operate the cars bearing
the licence plates. Instead of issuing more licences, perhaps the Minister should examine
the owner-drivers or the companies who already have licences to ascertain whether the
licences are being used to the full extent. If those licensed operators are not fulfilling their
obligations to service the community, the Ministry can withdraw the licences and give
them to people who will use them fully. I urge the Minister to examine those matters and
to have closer liaison with the taxi industry.
The Victorian Taxi Association has said that there is little liaison between the
Government and the association and adequate consultation and co-operation should be a
priority within the Ministry of Transport so that the problems the Bill endeavours to
overcome can be examined in a practical way, not only to the satisfaction of the
Government and Parliament but also to the satisfaction of the Victorian Taxi Association
and the people within the industry.
Mr COOPER (Mornin~ton)-It is reasonable to describe this Bill as a Heinz Bill
because it covers such a WIde variety of measures in the transport field-it really has 57
varieties. The Bill covers the areas of taxis, tow trucks, traffic infringements, ferry services
and the Serviceton Public Hall Act.
The Minister for Transport and the Government have now indicated that the provisions
relating to tow trucks are inadequate. It is apparent that if a tow truck driver who has been
licensed to operate within a particular area does not bother to charge for his services he
can operate well outside his licensed area and he will be a free operator. The honourable
member for Berwick and previous speakers on the motion before the House have spoken
on this matter. The tow truck costs are just tagged onto the panel beating costs.
Consequently deregulation can occur on a massive scale, caused by the poor drafting of
the Bill and inadequate planning on the part of the Minister and the Government.
It is now recognized, according to the Minister and the Government, that these
inadequacies exist in the proposed legislation and amendments will be introduced during
the Committee stage of the debate. Consultation is a wonderful thing! The Opposition has
told the Government on many occasions that it should be consulting with industry before
introducing measures such as this. If the Government went through a proper consultationprocedure and issued draft copies of proposed legislation, not only to the industry but also
to the Opposition, so that consultation could take place between all sections of the
communIty, Parliament would then have before it a most unusual Bill, a Bill that has
most of the bugs ironed out and is workable.
All too often Bills are introduced into the House with the Minister in charge claiming
that consultative procedures have been undertaken with all people concerned with the
measure. However, when well based criticism is made by the Opposition, the Government
takes an entrenched position against that criticism and says it will proceed with the passage
of the Bill regardless of the comments made by members of the Opposition. It isa selfgenerating procedure of debate on the proposed legislation because inevitably twelve
months later amendments have to be introduced to correct mistakes that were earlier
pointed out to the Government by the Opposition.
When the Government proceeds on the basis of a lack of consultation with industry
groups and comment prior to the introduction of proposed legislation and then forces the
debate through the House in a hurried way, thereby precluding the Opposition from
making important contributions to the measures before the House, results such as this
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occur. This is an example of poor proposed legislation, as I shall demonstrate in the
remarks I shall make.
The results of this poor proposed le~slation are obvious in the provisions relating to
tow trucks. How a Government that IS as regulatory oriented as this Government can
produce these provisions on the tow truck industry, which for years has been causing
problems because of its lack of re~ulation, is amazing. The Government has introduced
provisions that will cause disaster In the tow truck industry and it fails to recognize it.
This is through plain stupidity. The taxi industry is another area that has seen little if
any consultation between the Government and the industry. It is obvious that these
amendments will cause a serious weakening in the value of taxi licences in the State, the
lowering of taxi driver income levels and certainly morale. It would have been more
reasonable for these proposals to be sent out to the industry, as well as to the owners of
the plates and the drivers.
I can speak with some degree of feeling about this matter because I was a taxi driver
many years ago in 1957 and 1958. I worked the night and week-end shifts as a part-time
taxi driver and I know exactly what goes on amongst the drivers and how hard it waseven in those days-to earn a dollar as a taxi driver. It is one of the toughest occupations
one can choose. Not only does a taxi driver have long hours behind the wheel battling the
horrendous traffic in the city, but also personal safety is always fresh in the mind of every
driver who gets behind the wheel ofa cab.
All too often one sees that taxi drivers are easy prey for people who want to make a
dishonest dollar and taxi drivers are either bashed or their lives are lost. Although that is
not an everyday occurrence it happens too frequently.
Every dollar the taxi driver makes is a hard-earned dollar and one that unfortunately
these days is earned at some risk to the personal safety of the taxi driver. With that in
mind, any weakening of the current system in respect of licences will flow on to drivers.
The bulk of the people affected by the proposed legislation will be the drivers, not the
people who own the plates. The taxi drivers are the people who will suffer.
Many taxi drivers would not be happy if they knew the full ramifications of the Bill. It
is an indictment on the Government and the Minister that taxi drivers do not know the
full ramifications of the Bill, and this comes back to the question of consultation.
The Bill reeks of non-consultation and it is appalling that honourable members on this
side of the House can criticize the Government over such a basic element of democracy
as consultation with people about legislation that will affect their day-to-day lives. The
Bill affects many areas of the transport industry, and non-consultation is written on every
page. I find it rather strange these days that licensing drivers seems to be far easier than in
the days when I underwent the test for a taxi licence. I suggest that the Minister direct
careful attention to this point.

Mr Kennett interjected.
Mr COOPER-The Leader of the Opposition may believe, being a young man, that in
1957-58 horse-drawn vehicles were in use, but I assure him motor cars were driven in
those days. A strict physical test was given to every prospective taxi driver and the
intensive testing procedures included eye and hearing tests. Prospective taxi drivers were
also given a geography test to ensure that they had some idea of the layout of the city. In a
recent conversation with the shadow Minister for Transport, the honourable member for
Polwarth, he said that often when he climbs into a taxi to go to South Yarra, many taxi
drivers do not know where Marne Street is. If he or she claims to be properly acquainted
with the layout of the city, every taxi driver should know where that street is.
Severe inadequacies exist in the licensing system and the testing system for potential
drivers and these should be cleaned up. Taxis carry residents of the city and visitors who
should be able to rely on the drivers to get them from point A to point B by the shortest
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possible route and not by a circuitous method that will run up the meter. That was an old
dodge used by taxi drivers when things were not going well.

Mr Maclellan-You would never have done that?
Mr COOPER-The honourable member for Berwick is ri~t; I would never have done
that! If a taxi driver were cau~t doing that or if complaInts were made to the then
Transport Regulation Board, hIS or her licence was automatically suspended while an
investigation took place. That does not occur these days. In those days it was a lever to
ensure that drivers behaved themselves.
I turn now to provisions concerning ferry licences, which significantly affect the electorate
I represent. In his second-reading speech the Minister referred to the problems with fen·ies
in Western port Bay. I have drawn the problems to the attention of the Minister and he
has taken them seriously. He told me some months ago that the problem would be
corrected in this Bill, which was proposed to be introduced in this sessional period.
When the Bill was introduced I leapt at the opportunity of reading about the proposal
for the licensing of ferries. My general reaction to the provisions in the Bill was one of
disappointment, not about the Government respondin~ to the problem, because it has
responded, but disappointment about the way in which It has responded. It is my honest
belief that the provisions concerning licensing of ferries are an attempt to control what is
virtually a problem in the Western port area. Perhaps, in defence of the Minister and the
Government, one could say that the provisions are 70 or 80 per cent better than the
existing provisions but, because of the way in which the provisions have been drafted,
further challenges will take place in the law courts. The Bill represents a piece of regulation
philosophy; the Government is directing itself towards regulating the ferry services on
Westernport Bay.

Mr Maclellan- Rather than subsidizing them.
Mr COOPER-That is a reasonable direction for the Government to take. Unfortunately
I believe the provisjons, as they exist in the Bill, will lead ultimately to subsidies. That is
not satisfactory from the point of view of any of the operators-either potential or presentwho will be launching their boats into Westernport Bay.
At present two ferry services run between French Island and the mainland. One of those
ferry services has a licence and the other does not, but is currently seeking one. I do not
believe either operator would support the services being a subsidized arm of the
Government. The Bill will lead to increased subsidies on a yearly basis. As I said, that is
not something that will act in the best interests of either the operators or the State.
However, it is important that the provisions of the Bill-if the Bill proceeds, and r
believe it will-with respect to proclaimed areas be instituted by regulation as soon as
possible. The summer season is approaching and the genuine operators currently working
in Westernport Bay would not be delighted to see a bunch of pirates coming in to rob
them of their trade this summer. If areas are to be proclaimed, as proposed in the Bill, I
suggest that the Minister does not wait until after the summer season to proclaim
Westernport Bay as an area, but that he does so very quickly.
The Opposition supports the provisions in the Bill for fines for offences. The basic
points of the Bill are the extent of regulation and whether the Road Traffic Authority is an
appropriate body to regulate ferries. The Bill goes too far with the amount of regulation it
provides and it places those regulations in the wrong hands. All ferry services in the State
will be subject to this measure and they will be controlled by a body which has no
experience in water transport and which should not be involved in water transport.
Despite what the Government believes, there is no relationship between a ferry and a bus.
Both the honourable members for Berwick and Frankston South emphasized that point.
The provision is a bureaucratic provision built into the measure as an easy way out, yet
it will create enormous problems. Legal advice that I have received indicates that the
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provision covering ferries will become a lawyers' delight, and that is a great pity, as
controls are necessary and more effective measures could have resulted had the Government
consulted with the people involved. I do not believe there is a ferry service association but
well-known individuals and companies operate ferries.
There are two ferries operating in Western port Bay, two operating in Port Phillip Bay,
at least of which I am aware, and a couple more operating in Lakes Entrance. Why were
they not consulted? The ferry operators to whom I have spoken, and who were mentioned
by the Minister for Transport in his second-reading speech, were not consulted. One
received a draft copy of the Bill a week or so before it was introduced and that was the
extent of Government consultation. That is not consultation.
Problems arising as a result of inadequacies in the Bill and leading to solutions being
sought in the law courts will be the direct responsibility of the Minister for Transport and
of the Government. Already many hundreds of thousands of dollars have been spent by
ferry operators in trying to sort out the mess of the present Act and the Minister for
Transport is proposing to solve those problems with this Bill. On the legal opinion that I
h,lve obtained, the Government has failed in its endeavour to do this and, instead, has
cft'ated a worse situation that will lead to further court challenges. It is reprehensible. The
Government must be condemned for its lack of consultation with this industry and with
the Opposition on this vital issue.
Clause 15 refers to joint ventures, which perhaps may be good for the State. The
Ministry of Transport has an appalling reputation and track record with the Victorian
people and, if nothing else, some reasonable expertise may be brought to the Ministry as a
result of its involvement with private enterprise within and without the State. The
honourable member for Berwick referred to the attraction of joint ventures outside the
country and to some of the upwardly mobile fleet of executives who have been appointed
recently to the Ministry of Transport. Barely a week-end passes without Ministry of
Transport advertisements in the senior appointments section of the Age seeking even
more senior executives at some colossal remuneration.
Mr Maclellan-It was $60 000 for one to advise on aeroplanes.
Mr COOPER-This is the expensive Mickey Mouse stuff. The Victorian public would
be astounded to have placed before it all the advertisements that have appeared in the Age
since the 1982 State election seeking executives for the Ministry of Transport. The cost is
colossal. As a result of the joint venture to be undertaken by the Ministry, perhaps some
expertise will be put back into the Ministry that was taken out by the early retirement
scheme of the Minister for Transport's predecessor, which became one of the greatest
disasters of the modern Labor Government era.

I hope this joint venture will result in efficiency. I question whether it will. I hope it will
not lead to another series of dynamic overseas trips by executives of the Ministry of
Transport, similar to the overseas trips of executives of some other Ministries which at
present are coming under the scrutiny of the public media. The Minister for Transport
should control this area, ifhe can control any area in his Ministry, which appears doubtful.
If this area gets out of hand it will become a tiger that will very quickly turn round and
bite the Minister.
Clause 16 concerns traffic infringements, and the complaint I make is the poor English
used in paragraph (iii) in the expressions "to have vehicle lights lighted" and "to have
prescribed vehicle lights lighted".
This is appalling and frightful English and the Minister should act immediately to have
the word "lighted" replaced by the word "lit". The person responsible for this incorrect
grammar probably failed grade 2 English at primary school. I am not suggesting that the
Minister for Transport failed basic English at primary school because I know he wrote a
book not so long ago about education. This error probably has escaped his attention. As
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the Minister wishes to make some amendments to the Bill, I suggest that he also amend
this paragraph in the interests both of correct English and plain English.
The opinion I have is that we are creating a lawyers' delight. That is a great pity and I
draw it to the Minister's attention and hope that something can be done to keep these
people out of the courts and able to operate their businesses as they should.
The sitting was suspended at 1 p.m. until 2.4 p.m.

Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-In the same way that the Minister for Transport dealt with the
Motor Car (Photographic Detection Devices) Bill, the honourable gentleman has not given
the Opposition sufficient time in which to consult the community. The Minister is
attempting to rush the Bill through the Parliament. Similarly, the Bill covers a wide range
of issues. I shall not refer to those provisions which cover ferries because other honourable
members, such as the honourable member for Frankston South, have covered those points
most effectively.
I refer to that power in the Bill which will enable the Minister to appoint various people
to authorities or associated authorities at his discretion. It appears that the Minister is
seeking wide powers that would enable him to appoint anybody he wishes to positions
within the respective authorities. I wonder whether this is another opportunity for the
Government to appoint its own party hacks to various Government authorities, as
happened in the case of hospital boards and in the Ministry of Housing. The Minister for
Housing is interjecting; however, he has appointed people who have broken the law in
relation to squatting.
The SPEAKER-Order! I fail to see any relevance with what the Minister for Housing
might have done and the Transport (Amendment) Bill. I will hear the honourable member
ifhe directs his remarks to the Bill before the House.
Mr LEIGH-I was merely pointing out-The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the honourable member to direct his remarks to the Bill.
Mr LEIGH-In referring to that example, which has been transferred to the Bill, I was
pointing out that the Minister is determined to give himself the power to appoint at whim
various people to his organizations. It appears from the looseness of that terminology that
one does not need to be terribly well qualified to get a job in either the Ministry of
Transport or any of its authorities. All one needs is the ear of the Minister. That is a
political qualification.
It is a tragedy for the Public Service because when the Opposition was in government i~
did its best to ensure that the Public Service was non-political. After the next State election,
the Liberal Government will have an awful job ferreting out those people whom the
Minister and other Ministers will have appointed to these authorities.

I hope during the Committee stage the Minister will assure honourable members that
he will not make such appointments. I hope the Minister's foreshadowed amendments
will tighten up that area because it is objectionable.
I refer to taxi-cab iicences. Melbourne is one of the most over-serviced taxi areas. It may
be argued that in country areas there is a requirement for a few more taxi-cabs. However,
in the metropolitan area, except during peak periods, Melbourne has an adequate supply
of taxi-cabs. Through the Bill, the Minister seeks to invest himself with the power to
introduce more taxi-cabs into the State.
I should be interested to seek an assurance from the Minister that he is not attempting
to provide another ten taxi-cab licences merely to raise revenue. The price of those licences
ranges between $60 000 to $80 000, and the Government will collect $800 000 if it provides
for another ten licences. It may be that the money will cover one day's interest on the State
debt or whatever.
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Another aspect, which is even more frightening, is that the Minister may choose at his
whim to appoint various people as taxi drivers. I do not know whether he would appoint
his brother-in-law as a taxi driver, or friends of the Australian Labor Party. The Minister
should inform the Parliament that he is not attempting to do those sorts of things.
Once again, I hope the Minister will introduce an amendment to make this clearer. I
hope it is not the Minister~s intention to act in the way I have described, as the terminology
of the Bill will allow.
Did the Minister ask the taxi companies whether more taxi licences should be issued?
Of course not. The Government talks about community consultation, but consultation
does not exist because the ideologues in the background make up their minds what they
want and they do not give a damn whether the people concerned are taxi drivers, tow
truck operators, ferry operators or whatever. The Government is attempting to introduce
these things because it believes them to be relevant. They are not relevant, and that is the
key.
If the Minister thinks I am wrong, perhaps he will tell the House that Melbourne does
not have an oversupply of taxis, but I ask whether he realizes how much a taxi driver
makes. They work incredibly long hours-I 5 and 16 hours a day. That is dangerous and
should not be allowed. Taxi drivers work those hours because it takes them that period to
earn approximately $250 or $275 a week, and that is not a lot.

Honourable members interjecting.

Mr LEIGH-I notice that members of the Government on their $60000, or whatever
salary it is that we make as politicians, find it easy to berate people who make $270 a week
or whatever, but the fact is that those people work excessively long hours.
It is true, as the honourable member for Polwarth pointed out yesterday, that many
taxis in this State are not up to scratch in terms of maintenance, cleanliness and their
manner of operation. Many taxis are seven to eight years old and have done hundreds of
thousands of kilometres. It seems to me that the vehicles are not replaced because it is not
economical to replace them, and that suggests that there is not an enormous profit in
owning or operating a taxi licence. It is a hard game.

The Minister should think seriously about introducing extra licences in the metropolitan
area. Has the Minister consulted with the taxi industry association or with anybody else
in relation to the Bill? 1 suspect not. That is the way in which the Government has operated
over a long period.
1 have spoken to a number of tow truck operators in the past couple of days and they
are concerned that the people inspecting the tow trucks for licences are unqualified. They
are not professional motor mechanics; they are doing a short course at the Road Traffic
Authority and are suddenly playing God as to whether a tow truck should be allowed on
the road. The inspectors concerned should be qualified motor mechanics. It is objectionable
to appoint bureaucrats with a limited knowledge of mechanics to determine this matter.
The net effect of the present system of allocating tow trucks is that people involved in
accidents often wait for a long time before a tow truck arrives, unless one is on the outskirts
of the zone, where pirate tow truck operators operating from, say, the Lilydale area cut
across and grab vehicles from another zone before the tow truck to which the job has been
allocated can reach the scene. 1 do not suggest that the former system was adequate, but
the amendment proposed is also unacceptable. 1 can already see the scenario that will be
created. The scenario will be that a tow truck driver will not charge a fee for towing a
vehicle; and towing charge will be included in the repair cost. A tow truck driver will say,
"I will tow your vehicle for nothing to a particular car yard," and the owner will have his
car stuck at that repair business, whether he likes it or not. That is objectionable. Unless
the Minister is wholehearted about what he is doing, he will continue in the same way,
and it seems to me that he is somewhat half-hearted.
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I refer to the joint ventures aspect. I visited Hong Kong in February this year-it was a
private trip, not some form of Government junket-and while there I inspected the
Kowloon Canton railway system and rode on the network a couple of times. It puts the
Victorian rail system and the Metropolitan Transit Authority to shame. It is ludicrous
that anyone should compare the transit system in Hong Kong or Singapore with that in
Victoria. Victoria's system is a joke. Today a silver tray was presented to a trade union
leader who is currently intent on wrecking the State's railway network. I referred to my
visit to Hong Kong only to compare conditions there with what is happening in Victoria.
My real concern is with the amendment to insert the words "whether within or outside
the State" in clause 15. I do not disagree with the joint venture that is about to be embarked
upon and the contract that has been won by the Victorian Government in relation to the
Kowloon Canton Railway Corporation. However, I ask whether the Minister intends
entering into joint ventures of this type all around the world. I believe these matters
should come back to Parliament.
I would find it objectionable if the Government were intent on intervening on a wider
scale, and I suspect that is the reason for this clause. There is no doubt that this Minister
and this Government would like Government intervention in a wider sphere than at
present. That being so, I hope the Minister will, in the Committee stage, give some
assurance on that matter.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr LEIGH-I hear the interjection that I should sit down. I should like to see some
Government members stand up and make a contribution for a change, rather than carping
at members of the Opposition who are trying to raise points that they regard as important.
Is the Government intent on creating joint ventures on a one-off basis or is it attempting
to create them in a wide range of areas? Is the Government attempting to establish joint
ventures in places like the United States of America, Korea or England? The Minister
should answer those questions but, unfortunately, neither the Minister for Transport nor
the Treasurer knows the answers.
The most interesting aspect of the Bill is clause 16 which deals with traffic infringements.
The honourable member for Mornington has already pointed out that the clause is worded
ineptly through the use of some English expressions. I note that clause 16 (a) (iv) provides
for a traffic infringement in relation to the Fairway system. It states:
... Driving in or over to right of a tram line." there is substituted the following expression:

I point out that it is hard to drive on the right of the concrete Fairway blocks in Collins_
Street. The Minister has decided not to remove those concrete blocks. The Minister for
Transport laughs because he is intent on extending the Fairway system through to the
Malvern electorate, Caul field, St Kilda and North Balwyn. The system is a joke.
Clause 16 (a) (iv) is totally unnecessary. It provides that an offender may incur a
considerable fine if this law is infringed, but when one asks the Minister how many people
have been fined for infringing this law, one finds out that no one has been fined. The police
refuse to fine anyone infringing this law because it is ridiculous. The Royal Automobile
Club of Victoria is prepared to represent any of its members in court if they incur a fine
under this law. The Minister should be serious about this matter and reconsider it.
The most objectionable aspect of this debate is that the Bill was introduced only a little
short of one month ago on 31 October 1985, and there has been no time for adequate
public consultation. The Minister now expects that the measure will be rushed through
this place and through another place. That has been the general practice of this Government
in the final days of this sessional period. The Government is trying to ambush legislation
by rushing measures through Parliament without providing adequate time for consultation
with the community, the Opposition, or Parliament as a whole. I should have liked to
have heard contributions to the debate by members of the Government.
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I accept the need to continually update the Transport Act, but the amendments contained
in the Bill are necessary only because the Minister did not have the ori~nal legislation
drafted properly. Time should not be spent debating these unnecessary BIlls; they should
be drafted correctly from the beginning.
The honourable member for Mornington suggested that the Minister for Transport had
not read the Bill. I am sure that if the Minister had read the proposed legislation he would
have returned it to the Parliamentary draftsman. I do not criticize the draftsman for the
Bill, but I criticize the Government for the way ill which it is attempting to rush legislation
through this House. The Government does not provide adequate time for consultation on
proposed legislation. The amendments contained in the Bill have been suggested before
by members of the Opposition. Obviously all the Minister has done is put his name to
them!
During the Committee stage I shall question the Minister on the provisions that deal
with tow truck and taxi-cab licences. I shall seek an assurance from him with respect to
the joint ventures that may be entered into by the State Government. If the Government
continues to rush measures through Parliament, members of the Opposition in another
place will delve into the proposed measures and debate them in more detail. The honourable
member for Essendon may laugh.
Mr Rowe-I am laughing at you!
Mr LEIGH-The honourable member for Essendon may laugh at me, but he should
contribute to the debate rather than adopting that attitude. If the Government, as I said
earlier, is intent on bulldozing legislation through Parliament, it must expect some
retribution from the Opposition in another place. The Opposition is not asking for an
unrealistic amount of time for debate on measures. Only six or seven speakers have
debated this measure. The tragedy is that the Government has once again not consulted
the community.
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-A number of members from both the Liberal
and National parties have debated the proposed legislation and have raised a number of
issues related to it. A number of honourable members expressed concern about the
amendments to the provisions dealing with the Victorian transport service. The
amendments will tidy up some anomalies that exist in the principal Act.
It is certainly not my intention to employ thousands of extra people once the Bill is
passed. The Government is already involved in an industrial dispute that revolves around
the employment of fewer people-not more-in the public transport system. That will be
the future trend in the transport industry. The honourable member for Berwick suggested
that I should appoint Mr Sibberas as part-time chairman of the Metropolitan Transit
Authority.
Mr Maclellan-I said that you might think about it!
Mr ROPER-I have thOUght about it. What the Government wants from the part-time
chairman-if that is the road that is followed-is to appoint people who have a general
grasp, not necessarily of the transport industry, but of the management of a large
organization. What is needed in those positions is people who can add significantly to the
board. The boards have union representation, even though the Australian Railways Union
has not been able to get itself elected to the State Transport Authority board. The
Government intends to choose carefully because the Metropolitan Transit Authority, in
particular, is experiencing a number of difficulties, as honourable members would be
aware.
The question ofjoint ventures was raised by honourable members. The Queen's Counsel
advising the Metropolitan Transit Authority and the Ministry ofTrans~rt said that their
powers were already adequate in the Transport Act to carry out such Joint ventures. Mr
Charles, QC, was advising the Kowloon to Canton Rail Company for whom we are doing
the work in Hong Kong, and said that it was arguable. He did not say that the Government
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did not have the power; he said it was arguable. We all know that lawyers will have an
argument. We undertook to remove it from the arguable area by this change.
Honourable members have asked what kind of things are we thinking of here. For
instance, the Port of Melbourne Authority has recently been unsuccessfully involved in
competing for the position of consultant to the port of Ting-an in China. The Port of
Melbourne Authority, which is an important port, was one of the last two in the short list
and was, so to speak, pipped at the post.
Mr Maclellan-By whom was it pipped?
Mr ROPER-By the port of Singapore. The Government has currently had approaches
made by the Province of J iangsu which is interested in the skills that it may acquire from
the Port of Melbourne Authority and the Road Construction Authority. The Government
has also had approaches from private enterprise interested in obtaining the expertise that
exists in various of our authorities in relation to projects in both Indonesia and Thailand.
I do not consider this is the primary role of any of these authorities, but in carrying out
their functions, if the Government can assist in improving Australia~s trade overseas, it
certainly should do so. Anyone who examines the balance of payments and the balance of
trade would recognize that we must use all our skills if we are to remain a viable economy.
If there are skills that we have that do not detract from the job that must be done In
Melbourne and Victoria, we should take that action. It will be done carefully and will be
subject to proper scrutiny.
Mr Maclellan-Will you advise Parliament?
Mr ROPER-I would be happy to advise Parliament of the projects we become involved
in and I shall arrange through one of the three committees for appropriate questions to be
asked.
The honourable members for Berwick and Polwarth and others raised the question of
the tow truck industry. This has been discussed with the the Victorian Automobile Chamber
of Commerce and, as a result, amendments are proposed in the Committee stage to deal
with that. It is purely coincidental that both the Opposition and the Government have the
same amendments. This was a problem with definition and it has been overcome.
The Government has invited groups in the community to come forward with suggestions
about how the Bill can be improved or how problems can be overcome. The Government
has always been receptive to questions of that kind. Indeed, in the drugs and poisons
legislation that was passed by this Parliament in the first term of the Cain Government, as
a result of representation by groups such as the Pharmacy Guild of Australia, the Australian
Medical Association and many others, more than 100 amendments were made and theBill was significantly improved. That is a process that should be continued.
Honourable members raised the questions of taxis. There is currently an inquiry into
the number oflicences that, among other things, is to examine the effect of the decislon in
New South Wales to increase the number of licences available in peak hour activity.
Honourable members have suggested that there are already more than enough taxi licences.
It will be interesting to know whether Mr Foletta decides that is the case. From
correspondence the Government has received and from representations made by members
of Parliament, the suggestions are that there are delays in getting taxis at various times.
Mr Williams-At 2 o'clock in the morning.
Mr ROPER-I do not know about the habits of the honourable member for Doncaster
or what he might be doing at 2 o~clock on a Saturday evening.
Mr Maclellan-When the House is sitting.
Mr ROPER-I hope the House will not be sitting at 2 o~clock in the morning.
Mr Macellan-Can you give an undertaking?

Transport (Amendment) Bill

20 November 1985

ASSEMBLY

2111

The SPEAKER-Order!
Mr ROPER-The Government looks forward to Mr Foletta's report. I had given an
undertaking to the Victorian Taxi Association (Inc.) that it would have full input into Mr
Foletta's inquiry and I have no doubt that the asso,;iation availed itself of that opportunity,
whether in writing or verbally or both. I understand that in the past couple of days a
meeting was held between the taxi association and Mr F oletta. Mr F oletta has discussed
the matter with a whole range of organizations. For instance, Mr Miller, a former member
of this Parliament and who is now working in the deregulation area, will probably be
putting forward views about the deregulation of the taxi industry to Mr Foletta.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr ROPER-As I understand it, Mr Miller's appointment was strongly supported by
members of this Parliament. Indeed, during a debate on the ambulance issue, his
involvement in the continuation of this matter was raised.
Mr Cooper-One committee breeds another. It is like a dung heap.
Mr ROPER-The honourable member for Mornington might talk about a Parliamentary
committee like that, but I certainly do not.
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member for Mornington to cease
interjecting.
Mr ROPER-Following Mr Foletta's inquiry, further matters may need to be amended.
If that is the case, the report and the amendment will come to this place for comment.
Views have been put forward that the taxi industry has too much regulation of certain
types.
The honourable member for Polwarth and other honourable members spoke not so
much about taxis but about taxi drivers-smelly taxi drivers. It is difficult to work out a
regulatory system that will ensure that all taxi drivers are on the nose in a pleasant way.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr ROPER-I assure the House that Mr Foletta is consulting with all the various
groups in the industry and his report will no doubt be detailed. If honourable members
opposite require a copy of his report when it is completed, I shall certainly provide it to
them.
Honourable members raised the question of passenger ferries. It is another area where
representations have been made and I hope the honourable member for Berwick will not
mind being told that he raised some matters concerning ferries with the Road Traffic
Authority which considers there is some merit in his suggestions and, as a result, I have
asked the authority to ascertain whether those matters can be further explored while the
Bill is between here and another place to ensure that the Government is able to deal with
the problems that the honourable member for Mornington has raised with me on numerous
occasions. It would not be pleasant, I would imagine, to be a local member of Parliament
in a war zone such as that. What has occurred in that area has not done the interests of
private transport any good and it certainly is not the kind of situation in which individual
passengers want to get caught up.
I have asked the Road Traffic Authority to consider further the suggestions by the
honourable member for Berwick, which have been reinforced by other honourable members
during the debate, and I would expect appropriate amendments to be introduced in the
other place.
Honourable members also raised matters concerning seat belts. Seat belt legislation was
passed during the last session of Parliament and appears to be operating satisfactorily. I
point out to honourable members that the gradual expansion of the groups of people
covered by seat belts has on each occasion resulted in fewer injuries inside cars. If
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honourable members want to understand the importance of that they should talk to people
such as Or Trinca. Whether honourable members like it or not, taxis are not immune
from accidents and, therefore, injuries; so, whatever can be done needs to be done.
The matter of having signs in taxi-cabs was raised with me by the Victorian Taxi
Association some time ago and I have asked the Road Traffic Authority to follow up that
matter. It seems sensible that advice should be available to passengers. The association
has put that to the Ministry, which has asked the authority to investigate it.
While the Bill is between here and another place, amendments will be prepared relating
to tow trucks and ferries. I thank honourable members for their contributions to the
debate, which obviously will assist the Ministry in future amendments to the Transport
Act.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time, and it was ordered that it be committed.

Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I move:
That it be.an instruction to the Committee that they have power to consider an amendment and new clause
which provide the Grain Elevators Board, the Port of Geelong Authority, the Port of Melbourne Authority and
the Port of Portland Authority with the powers set out in clause 2 of Schedule 2 of the Transport Act 1983.

The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was committed.
Clause 1

Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I move:
Clause I, line 10, after ··ventures" insert ··and the powers of associated authorities".

This amendment is consequential on amendment No. 6. As it is consequential, I suggest
to the Committee that I explain why amendment No. 6 will be moved and why it is that I
ask the Committee to consider the matters dealt within the contingent notice of motion
that has been agreed to.
One of the purposes of the Transport (Amendment) Bill is to amend the Victorian
Transport Service provisions of the Transport Act 1983. Section 82 is being amended to
enable a Ministerial determination to be made in respect of any person in the public
sector, provided that person is employed either within the Ministry or one of the transport
authorities.
This amendment will facilitate the requirements of the Government in being able to
move staffinto the transport portfolio, and will also facilitate the movement of staff within
the portfolio, which was the major reason behind the creation of the transport service.
To ensure maximum flexibility in the movement of staff, it is now desired to further
amend the Transport Act to extend the powers currently provided for in Schedule 2, clause
2, to the associated authorities. These are already defined in the Act as being the Port of
Melbourne Authority, the Port of Geelong Authority, the Port of Portland Authority and
the Grain Elevators Board.
Schedule 2, clause 2 at present enables the State Transport Authority, the Metropolitan
Transit Authority, the Road Construction Authority and the Road Traffic Authority to
agree with other bodies in the public sector regarding the exercise of functions and the use
of facilities or the services of staff. Extending clause 2 to the associated authorities will
greatly assist the effective utilization of staff resources in the transport portfolio. Extending
clause 2 to the associated authorities will also greatly assist in the integration of the
activities of the Division of Ports and Harbors of the Ministry of Transport with the three
existing port authorities. This is the primary purpose of the proposed legislation.
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When the Division of Ports and Harbors of the Public Works Department was transferred
to the Ministry of Transport, it was intended that the functions of that division would be
transferred to the proposed Victorian Ports Authority.
In the interim, the functions of division have to some extent been carried out within the
Port of Melbourne Authority. However, the extent to which this can be done is substantially
limited by the existing provisions of the Port of Melbourne Authority Act. The proposed
extension of clause 2 to the associated authorities will largely overcome this problem.
The effect of extending clause 2 to the associated authorities will be to allow the Ministry
to agree with any of the port authorities for these authorities to carry out any works
required in respect of the outports currently looked after by the Division of Ports and
Harbors of the Ministry. I emphasize that it will allow the Ministry to agree with the
Division of Ports and Harbors.
Staff of the division can be catered for by using the Victorian Transport Service provisions
of the Transport Act, as amended by the Bill, to enable staff to be transferred to the service
and then directly employed in whichever port authority is appropriate. This method will
retain their right of return to the Public Service. Alternatively, they could remain as public
servants and their services made use of by the relevant port authority by way of agreement
entered into under clause 2 of Schedule 2.
The integration of the Division of Ports and Harbors is something that all people believe
to be desirable and it is particularly desirable in the sense that over time it will result in
greater efficiencies and savings.
The Government believes some duplication will occur but the measure will allow
greater activity to occur in the ports.
In another debate the honourable member for Gippsland East raised the administration
of the ports in the electorate that he represents. I agree that that matter requires some
consideration and I shall ascertain what arrangements can be made to ensure that there is
local input into ports and harbours affecting the Gippsland area. Those ports have
traditionally been run from Melbourne, but there may be some way in which greater local
input can be introduced.

Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-I thank the Minister for his explanation. The Opposition
does not oppose the proposed amendment but seeks a couple of undertakings from the
Minister. The Minister has been caught by the foreshadowed actions of the opposition
parties in another place in opposing the Transport (Victorian Ports Authority) Bill because
he wrongly anticipated the success of that measure and the Government moved the
Division of Ports and Harbors out of the Public Works Department into the Ministry of
Transport prior to its becoming part of the proposed Victorian Ports Authority.
That will not now be possible because the Transport (Victorian Ports Authority) Bill
will not become an Act. The Minister is effecti vely caught and this measure is his
mechanism of redistributing responsibility. I am interested that in the removal of the
Division of Ports and Harbors from the Public Works Department, a commensurate
scaling down of supervisory staff did not occur in the department. Either too many senior
officials were grossly overworked previously, which is unlikely, or now too many people
have too little to do. The Government should examine what it has achieved by that action.
I suggest that no new economy will be created but an additional cost will result.
Under the proposed amendment moved by the Minister, if the Division of Ports and
Harbors, now in the Ministry of Transport, is redistributed amongst the various port
authorities mentioned by the Minister, which is not an inappropriate course, there is the
risk that the Big Brother port authorities will featherbed their nests and look after their
facilities to the neglect of electorates such as Gippsland East which has problems with bar
silting in Lakes Entrance and smaller sea ports such as Port Fairy, Apollo Bay and
Warrnambool.
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The risk is that without the Minister's strong intervention to ensure that fair play and
fair costings occur, the Big Brother port authorities could effectively close down or make
increasingly impossible the operation of these smaller dozen or so ports. The Opposition
does not want that to eventuate and hopes the Government does not want it either.
I seek an undertaking from the Minister that he will ensure personally that this does not
occur and that the distribution of equipment and costs will be fairly based. It would be
unfair to distribute the equipment in such a way that it would not be interchangeable
amongst port authorities. That fairness can easily be achieved if the Minister personally
intervenes, but it may not be achieved unless intervention takes place. Everyone wishes
to build and protect his own empire in these qangos.
The Opposition is also concerned about who bears the cost. Prior to the Government
moving the Division of Ports and Harbors from the Public Works Department, the cost
was almost entirely borne by the Public Account through the department. That is still the
case, even though the division is now in the Ministry of Transport. However, there is a
risk that if the division is distributed amongst the various ports, they will become
increasingly financially responsible for its activity. Some of that cost may be justified, but
there may be a trend to shed the responsibility of this finance from the public purse and
place it on importers and exporters. That would be a retrograde step and would effectively
assist pricing exporters out of markets they are already finding difficult to hold.
If the Minister is prepared to give those undertakings, the Opposition will support the
proposed amendment.
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-In relation to the proposed amendment which will
allow other authorities to be covered by the provisions of the Bill, the Minister referred to
the ports of Melbourne, Geelong and Portland. The honourable member for Polwarth
stated that the Minister is now accepting the fact that he will not achieve legislation
relating to the establishment of the proposed Victorian Ports Authority. Therefore, one
can associate this clause with clause 14 which provides for chairmen of authorities. I
stressed to the Minister in the second-reading debate and I again stress that if he wants to
utilize the proposed amendment, he should do it for the purpose of obtaining specific
expertise in an authority and not for political expedience.
I point out to the Committee that this Minister may not use political expedience to put
some person in a position that he is not qualified or entitled to hold, but with the transfer
of Ministerial responsibilities, a new Minister for Transport might do so. I am sure it is
hard for the Minister to qualify that position, but I believe he should spell out today that
it is not his intention, nor the intention of the Government while he has some say in
Cabinet, that political expediency will be used in the appointment of part-time chairmen
to the authorities. If the Minister decides to use those legislative measures, those part-time people should have the specific expertise to benefit the authority and should not be
appointed on a political basis.
Mr B. J. EVANS (Gippsland East)-Only a couple of weeks ago the Minister realized
that the Transport (Victorian Ports Authority) Bill was going down the gurgler and he
issued a threat, or made a promise, that he would look around for another means of
achieving the same objective. If honourable members wish to check Hansard, they will
find that statement. I congratulate the Minister because he has already in train an alternative
to that Bill.
This measure proposes to a large extent that the intent of the Transport (Victorian Ports
Authority) Bill will be put into effect. A paper is now circulating through the Ministry of
Transport in which these proposals have been canvassed as a way of achieving the objectives
of that Bill by giving the Port of Melbourne Authority the responsibility for the Division
of Ports and Harbors of the Ministry of Transport.
This is put forward as being an interim proposal until it can be decided which part of
the Division of Ports and Harbors will be put where: in other words, which sections of it
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will be put under the control of the Port of Portland Authority, which parts under the Port
of Geelong Authority, with the remainder staying with the Port of Melbourne Authority.
The Minister for Transport made reference to my concern about the effect of this change
on the small ports in the eastern part of the State, with which I am principally concerned.
Although I must agree with him that in the past the Division of Ports and Harbors,
formerly of the Public Works department and more lately of the Ministry of Transport,
has never taken much note of local opinion, although in some areas the works of the
Division of Ports and Harbors has been of importance to local communities.
A classic illustration can be found in the township of Lakes Entrance, where the heart
of the town is very much affected by works carried out by the Division of Ports and
Harbors. That division was notorious for going ahead and constructing expensive rock
walls without regard to the priorities of the Shire ofTambo, which was the local government
authority responsible for the development and progress of Lakes Entrance. There was
always great difficulty in obtaining co-ordination between the Division of Ports and
Harbors, the Road Construction Authority, the former Lands Department and any number
of half a dozen other departments, all of whom had a finger in the pie of foreshore
development in the Lakes Entrance area.
However, at least the division came directly under the administration of a Minister of
the Crown and one could talk to the Minister and one could talk to officers of the division.
Even if one could not always make much headway, at least one was being heard on the
issue of concern.
I am very much afraid that, with this change, I shall not have much affinity with the
Port of Melbourne Authority, for example, but if the amendment is accepted it is the Port
of Melbourne Authority to which I or the councils in the electorate of Gippsland East
would have to go to put across a point of view about what ought to be done by the ports
and harbours section of the Port of Melbourne Authority in Mallacoota.
I cannot for the life of me see the Port of Melbourne Authority being the slightest bit
concerned about dredging the entrance at Mallacoota. The Minister for Transport might
be concerned-and if he is not, I can point the finger at him-but I cannot point the finger
at the Chairman of the Port of Melbourne Authority and say, "Blame him for what has
happened" .
The whole purpose and effect of the amendment will be to remove further from the
influence of Parliament and local members the administration of the Division of Ports
and Harbors of whatever department to which it might be temporarily attached. I express
my deep concern about this proposal. Obviously, the Government WIll fail in its attempt
to create the Victorian Ports Authority by other proposed legislation and, out of the blue,
honourable members are told that this provision which considerably extends the effect of
the Bill currently being considered, is to be included.
Without any shadow of doubt it is a move by the Minister for Transport to circumvent
the likely decision of Parliament to refuse to pass the proposed Victorian Ports Authority
legislation. In my view, the Committee should consider this provision very seriously
before agreeing to its passage.

Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-The honourable member for Polwarth asked me
whether I would give a number of undertakings and put on the record what has already
been discussed during the debate. The first matter he raised was the position of the smaller
ports and, in away, that is related to the matters raised by the honourable member for
Gi ppsland East.
As part of the conditions of any agreement that the Ministry and the various ports might
enter into in relation to these matters, we would make it a condition that the requirements
of the smaller ports were taken into account. I agree that it would be easy for the big
brother port, whether it be Melbourne, Portland or Geelong, to simply neglect the outports.
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The honourable member for Gippsland East said that in his view that has happened from
time to time in his area. I can give the undertaking sought by the honourable member for
Polwarth that as part of any such agreement under this provision, the requirements of the
small ports will be specified and the Government will be carefully monitoring the position
of the smaller ports.
I know from my limited experience over the past six months that one probably receives
more correspondence and representation about the small ports than one does about the
larger ports.

Mr B. J. Evans-They have their own authorities.
Mr ROPER-They also have very active groups of members and if they believe
something is being done in a manner with which they do not agree or that something that
needs to be done is not being done, they make representations. I have always adopted the
approach with the formal ports authorities or with the Division of Ports and Harbors, that
if honourable members raise matters with me, I raise matters with the authorities or the
division. I do not necessarily come back with the answer that the honourable member
might want, but at least with anansw~r!or the honourable member.
Recently I had discussions at Port Fairy with the people concerned with that port and
they saw having a direct relationship with the port of Portland as an improvement.
I repeat the undertaking that in any such agreement under this provision, I shall be
ensuring that the interests of the small ports are taken into account.
The second item concerned the member for Polwarth's fear that in any breaking up of
the Division of Ports and Harbors, it might be the large and the greedy who obtain the
lion's share of the activities. One of the things we must do is ensure that the resources are
equitably distributed across the port system and where duplication exists, as might occur
between the activities of the Port of Melbourne Authority and the Division of Ports and
Harbors in the bay itself, that may,well result in resources being available for elsewhere.
Some honourable members are aware that from time to time a degree of duplication does
occur in that area.
The third matter raised concerned the position of funding. I am extremely conscious of
the tight situation with port charges. All four ports are under constant challenge from
other ports. Portland and Geelong, for instance, are under challenge from both New South
Wales and South Australia in relation to wheat cargo. The port of Melbourne is under
constant challenge, particularly now from the port of Adelaide in terms of container cargo.
In our discussions with the ports, the Government is constantly emphasizing the need for _
them to maintain their viability and the only way in which they can do that is by
maintaining and improving their market share.
It is not the Government's intention to load the costs of the Ports and Harbors Division
on to the ports and authorities. Again, in any such agreements, that would be made clear.
However, that is not to say that, at the time, there would not be a benefit in a ports and
harbours restructure, in the sense that, in some instances, there are long-held practices
which, when examined, may no longer be considered necessary, or may be able to be
carried out in a different way.

I have already given a commitment in relation to ports and harbours to the honourable
member for Polwarth, that it would be the Government's intention that it would be the
taxpayers of this State who would make a saving, but not at the expense of the people who
use Victorian ports to move their goods. As I have said, there is a major restriction on any
activity in that area because of the very vigorous competition that exists.
I can assure the honourable member for Gippsland East that, if he has problems with
the smaller ports in his area, he should continue to raise them, as he has done in the past
with my predecessors of various political parties. Ministers are responsible for the actions
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of their authorities and need to ensure that those authorities respond to reasonable requests
by members of Parliament or anyone else.
I repeat what I said earlier, that I heard what the honourable member for Gippsland
East said in the debate on the Transport (Victorian Ports Authority) Bill regarding a
concern about the ways in which there can be more input from the communities that he
represents into the operations of the ports. I repeat again that I am taking up that suggestion
with officers within my Ministry of Transport to determine what can be done.
The amendment was agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was adopted, as were clauses
2 and 3.
Clause 4
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-I thank the Minister for his reference to clause 4 and to
the proposals to move people between the various associated bodies and active bodies
within the Ministry of Transport's group. However, I wonder whether, in responding to
me, the Minister would firm up his undertaking for the Committee. The sort of undertaking
he ought to give is that the proposal embodied in clause 4 will not be used as a means of
outside recruitment. That is a simple way of putting it. I believe everyone would understand
the undertaking in those terms.
It has been explained that the proposal is that the Minister should be able to move
people within the various associated authorities of the Ministry of Transport-that is, the
Ministry, the direct authorities and the associated authorities .

I believe members of the Committee would entirely accept the Minister's' explanation
to those sorts of proposar~so that some,bpdy from the authority might move into a
Publ~c Service position an~ so forth a~d~.cQnversely, so that s<?~~bo~y fro~ ~he Public
ServIce who has worked wIth an authonty. ' can
go back to a Public "S~rvlce
posItIon.
'.' ~
.\
(

"

I should like the Minister to give a firm undertaking that this proposal will be the subject
of a report to Parliament, under the same:tenns as other reports are made available in
Parliament from various autQprities, an.d that the Minister ~nd the Government will not
use clause 4 as a means of outside recruitment to the Publi~. Service.
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-I should like to put the request a little more bluntly than did
the honourable member for Berwick. As I said during the second-reading debate, the
provisions of the clause have been put there for a specific reason; I do not believe they are
there to assist the transport authorities, but to assist the Labor Party. The Minister may
grin, but the clause says, in effect, that if the Minister wishes to involve outside people, as
the honourable member for Berwick said, he is able to do so.
I suggest the clause enables the Minister to appoint people from outside the Public
Service; for example, he may desire to appoint to the transport authority, perhaps, the
Secretary of the Labor Party, or somebody like that. The Minister has introduced a
provision to Parliament, which has the potential to politicize the bureaucracy to a greater
extent than presently. The Government has done so in so many other areas, as I pointed
out during the course of the debate.
The important decision I seek from the Minister is that he will guarantee that there will
be no outside interference by putting the Minister's commissars into the authorities.
Mr Cooper-His comrades.
Mr LEIGH-They might be his comrades, but they are more likely to be his commissars
in this case. I should like the Minister to ensure that people in those sorts of areas are not
able to be transferred to Public Service positions if they are not qualified for them. The
clause gives the Minister the ability to transfer people from other areas of Government.
That may not necessarily be a bad thing, if those people know anything about the job to
which they have been appointed. The other aspect on which honourable members ought
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to dwell for a moment is the qualifications that these people mayor may not have to
transfer into these areas.
It is important that the Minister give an undertaking that he will not use the clause to
assist in $aining staff from outside the Public Service and that the only people who will
obtain this sort of transfer will be those who are appropriate.
I well remember when the Minister promoted the early retirement scheme. Everybody
quit the Public Service because they were able to obtain good money from their retirement.
The end result was that the Metropolitan Transit Authority and various other transport
authorities were left with huge gaps in staffing. The people who took up the early retirement
option obviously retired, and that expertise was lost as a result. People who may have
been 45 to 55 years of age, who would have had another ten years left in their jobs with
the authority, were lost to the transport system. Perhaps that has been, to a degree, the
reason why there has been a rundown in the transport system.
The Minister has to give the Committee an undertaking that the inclusion of the
provision is not political. I seek even more than that; while the Bill is between here and
another place, the Minister should ensure there is some form of amendment, if he is not
prepared to move it in this place, to ensure that change takes place. I do not wish to
pretend to be the Government, but I believe it is important that both the opposition
parties and the Government realize that the Public Service is not in their interests, but
that it is in the interests of the people of Victoria.
As I said, I believe the clause provides the opportunity of doing some rather dangerous
things. Therefore, I seek that assurance from the Minister. When these transfers between
departments take place, there is no doubt that the majority of them will be beneficial, and
I am sure they will result in an increase in the efficiency of the respective departments, but
I believe the Minister has to guarantee in the Committee that the clause will be amended,
because, if it is not, the clause will have the potential of putting at risk a whole range of
people who work within the Public Service.
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I suspect that the honourable member for
Malvern has not understood the import of proposed clause AA. I assure him that the
Secretary of the Labor Party is neither an officer of the Public Service nor an officer of a
public statutory authority, an authority or associated authority.

Mr Leigh-Perhaps that was a bad example.
Mr ROPER-However, the point I am making is that this is limited, as are the re-entry
rights to persons who are currently in the Public Service itself or in a statutory authority,
such as the State Electricity Commission.
The honourable member for Berwick invited me to give an undertaking that his provision
would apply only within the transport area. I suggest to him that there can be occasions
when it is desirable that people come in from that group in the public sector.
I shall give the honourable member for Berwick a recent example of where this
proposition is desirable and where it must occur. The Metropolitan Transit Authority
took over an information service from the Victorian Tourism Commission, another
statutory authority. That decision can be more easily made under the provisions contained
in this clause. It is then up to the Minister and the Government to justify the decision. If
the decision turns out to be wrong, they must be prepared to receive the kicks as a result.
The amendment allows greater flexibility.
The wisdom in the transport industry is not necessarily contained in the people who are
employed in the public sector.
Mr Leigh-It is not with the Minister!
Mr ROPER-It may not all be with the Minister but it is certainly not contained in the
honourable member for Malvern. The capacity for people within the public sector to
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transfer to other areas is increasing. It is desirable when mana~erial and professional skills
are being introduced into a new area because they can sigmficantly assist the area into
which they move.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-The Minister has drawn to my attention the fact that
the State Electricity Commission could be an area from which he wishes to recruit. I accept
that he can draw from a broader field than that of transport authorities, but I ask the
Minister for Transport to give the undertaking that the provision will not be used to
recruit people from outside the public sector-those people not employed within the
Government, the Crown or an instrumentality of the Crown.
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I am happy to give that undertaking because it
is written into the amendment.
The clause was agreed to.
Clause 5
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-I ask the Minister for Transport to give the undertaking
that he will not issue any additional taxi licences unless there is a recommendation to do
so from the present public inquiry.
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I give the honourable member for Berwick the
undertaking that new licences will not be issued while the inquiry is being conducted. The
honourable member for Berwick is trying to bind the Government into accepting whatever
recommendation is made by the Foletta inquiry. Having appointed Mr Foletta, I expect
that his advice will be taken into account and followed by the Government.
The honourable member for Berwick cannot expect the Government to bind itself to
the recommendation of that inquiry, the results of which have not been received. Mr
Foletta was appointed on the advice of my senior officers. They believe that he was the
best person to conduct that inquiry.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-I am not satisfied with the answer given by the Minister.
In a press statement that was reported in the Age of 2 October 1985, the Minister stated
that extra taxi licences would be granted in this State. Is the Minister prepared to ride
roughshod over the Foletta inquiry? If representatives of the taxi owners' association and
other expert witnesses provide evidence to that inquiry that indicates that Victoria has an
adequate number of taxis, will the Minister for Transport override that recommendation?
If the Minister is prepared to do so, will he provide his reasons? I have suggested that a
reason may be that the measure is a rationalization of public transport, particularly that
supplied during the night. If the Minister has reasons for i$noring the fact that there seems
to be an adequate number of taxis to cater for the existIng amount of work, he should
provide them to the House. In my opinion the Minister has already pre-empted any
recommendations that are likely to flow from the Foletta report by his statement to the
press.
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-The honourable member for Doncaster has raised the same
issue that I wished to raise with the Minister. I am concerned that the Minister has stated
that he will wait for the recommendations of the Foletta inquiry before giving an
undertaking on the matter. All honourable members know how the Government operates
in holding public inquiries. It sets out the terms of reference of the inquiry so that it does
not matter what the result is because the result will be exactly what the Government
expects. Everyone knows that it is possible to rig an inquiry by the way in which the terms
of reference are worded.
As the honourable member for Doncaster has said, the Minister has already agreed to
grant extra taxi licences. One must first determine whether there are already enough taxis
in service. The answer to that is, "Yes". The only time there are not an adequate number
of taxis available is during peak hours. All honourable members know that it is not difficult
to hail a taxi outside peak hours. The Minister cannot justify the granting of extra taxi
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licences on the one basis that there are not an adequate number during the peak periods,
because it is a matter of supply and demand.
Taxi drivers do not receive a substantial income at the end of the week they may make
only $250 or $270. These drivers may work for 15 or 16 hours a day; it is dangerous to
have people driving for that number of hours.
I should like the Minister to assure honourable members that he will not grant extra taxi
licences, as he stated in his press release, until he has received the recommendations of the
Foletta inquiry or unless he knows what the outcome will be. That is the crux of the issue.
There are already enough taxis on the road that are in a bad state of disrepair because the
drivers are not getting enough work, the money from which would allow them to adequately
service their vehicles.
The Minister is not prepared to say how many more licences he will grant; will he agree
to another ten or twenty taxi licences? I suppose that the funds received from the granting
of these extra licences will add to the funds of the Metropolitan Transit Authority. I
suspect that the Minister has already made up his mind to grant more taxi licences. Before
doing so the Minister should agree to discussing the matter with the taxi associations.
How will the Minister manipulate the use of those licences? If he is to be political, he
will give them to his mates. The community is entitled to know whether he will grant
more licences. As he knows the results of the inquiry, he should come out of his shell and
answer this matter honestly in Parliament.
Mr E. R. SMITH (Glen Waverley)-Further to the remarks of the honourable member
for Malvern, I formally seek an assurance from the Minister that existing licences will be
utilized to the maximum. As I said this morning, the number of taxi owners and operators
who cannot find drivers to operate their taxis at night and in other busy periods is worrying
the industry and the association. An eductional program or an effort on the part of the
Ministry of Transport to train more taxi drivers would seem an appropriate remedy for
this situation to ensure that existing licences are used to the maximum.
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-The terms of reference provide, firstly, for advice
on whether further taxi licences should be issued in the metropolitan area and, secondly,
what conditions and restrictions, if any, should be placed on the issue of further licences
where changes are necessary to present industry and regulatory practices to improve the
services to users and encourage better utilization of vehicles in transition arrangements
considered necessary to protect the interests of the workers in the taxi industry. The
committee will also examine the need to increase the taxi fleet, particularly in peak
demand times. There may be other ways of increasing the availability of taXIS without
requiring additional licences. If Mr Foletta finds that, I am sure he will recommend it to _
me.
The clause was agreed to.
Clause 6
The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-Or~er! I suggest that the Minister for
Transport moves amendments Nos 2 to 5 together. As honourable members are aware,
the amendments proposed by the honourable member for Polwarth are the same as the
Minister's proposed amendments.
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I move:
2. Clause 6, line 38, omit "(a)".
3. Clause 6, line 39, after "than" insert "(a)".
4. Clause 6, line 40, after this line insert ··(b) in the course of any trade or business.".
5. Clause 6, page 4, lines 1 to 3, omit all words and expressions on these lines.

During the second-reading debate a number of honourable members raised questions
about the definition of the area of tow trucks. This matter was raised with us by others as
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well and was also raised during the briefings provided to members of the Opposition by
officers of my department. The matters raised by the honourable member for Berwick
were brought to my attention. It should be obvious that amendments were required. The
amendments are similar to those proposed by the honourable member for Polwarth.

Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-The amendments are not only similar to my proposed
amendments, but are exactly the same. That is the second time in about as many days that
this has occurred. The reason is the Minister's lack of consultation with interest groups.
As a result of the briefings that he arranged with the Bills committee of the Opposition, I
delegated to the honourable member for South Barwon the task of consulting on this
clause which deals with tow trucks. In the course of his inquiries he contacted officers of
the Victorian Automobile Chamber of Commerce and its tow truck sub-committee to
discover that it was the first they knew of the proposed legislation. The chamber probably
represents at least 50 per cent of the towing interests in the City of Melbourne and almost
entirely all the towing interests outside the City of Melbourne.
I should have thought that, in framing amendments involving tow trucks, the chamber
would have been very much involved. Had that occurred the mistake made, with the
laborious waste of time it has caused in Parliament, would not have occurred. The
Opposition identified what it believed to be an error in the proposed legislation, the effect
of which would allow any tow truck operator not directly involved in charging a reward to
get back into the mad scramble all over the metropolitan area, thus flouting the zoning
and priority arrangements that the Government wanted in place. When we discovered
that, we sought amendments to be drafted. The Minister obviously has good contacts
because they must have alerted him--

Mr Roper-They did not.
Mr I. W. SMITH-I find that difficult to accept because the Victorian Automobile
Chamber of Commerce officers with whom the Opposition was in discussion and who had
not been contacted by the Minister or his advisers, agreed with us when we pointed out
the problems that were likely to occur under the provisions of the Bill. I am not sure
whether it is the Government which spoke to the chamber or the chamber which spoke to
the Government, but all that took place in the course of the past 48 hours. During the
discussions the Opposition identified the problem and alerted the chamber to it and, as a
result, the Government proposed the same amendments as the Opposition.
That does not matter because the desired results are being achieved but I emphasize
that the Minister is out of kilter with the oft-boast of the Premier that the widest possible
community discussion always takes place on matters of legislation, regulation and
Government administration and that the Government is free and open Government.
That is absolute rubbish. No group involved in the measure, except the Shire of Kaniva
concerned with the last part of the Bill, had been consulted. The Public Service Association
was not consulted on clause 4, taxi cab drivers were not consulted, nor their association,
on clause 5, tow truck operators and the Victorian Automobile Chamber of Commerce
were not consulted on clause 6, except in the last 48 hours, and ferry operators were not
consulted until the Opposition directed the matter to their attention.
The total lack of consultation proves the arrogant roughshod approach the Government
uses now that it has assumed a complacent attitude, having been in government for too
long. With those criticisms I have to say that the amendments we proposed, which have
now been moved by the Minister, restore a situation where the zoning provisions in the
metropolitan area for tow trucks and the priority system of allocating jobs from accidents
can be retained. But I should like the Minister to reassure the House on one point, that
after the initial towing of a disabled vehicle to a place of repair where the normal trade
arrangements of sub-letting occur, whereby some of the work goes to another company or
another location, the particular works involved can use its own vehicle to transport the
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disabled vehicle and the vehicle being repaired can be transported from one place of repair
to another place of repair without necessarily contravening the provisions of the Act.
My understanding of the amendment is that that will occur. Recently, Mr Jack Neougher
contacted me about an interesting invention of his for the transport of disabled vehicles.
My attention was directed to the fact that perhaps the Minister and the Opposition might
be approaching this matter in a cumbersome fashion. I wish to bring the comments made
by Mr Neougher to the attention of the Minister so that he might consider them. The
Minister informs me by interjection that he has received the same advice.
I ask the Minister to consider the matter while the Bill is between here and another
place because by redefining the definition of a damaged or disabled motor car we may be
able to achieve a clearer mechanism for the result we wish to achieve. The Opposition
supports the amendment.
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-It is pleasing to note that this amendment has been
moved. In many cases amendments are made to proposed legislation because the opposition
parties have been diligent in circulating the Bill in the community to enable those with
vested interests to have the opportunity of addressing the ramifications of the proposed
legislation. That should be the responsibility of the Government, but it appears that the
Minister has not been involved in adequate consultations leading up to the preparation of
the amendments to the Act.
In answer to an interjection during the second-reading debate the Minister for Transport
stated that he had consulted some groups involved in the taxi industry and the tow truck
industry only this week or last week. That is a sad state of affairs because those industries
are important to the economy of the State and generate employment. Adequate consultation
with members of these industries is important.
The honourable member for Polwarth referred to tow truck zones. I do not think anyone
questions zoning, especially when tow trucks are given the right to attend the scene of a
road crash because they have the necessary equipment, lighting and signs. Of course, trade
towing is a little different. Often tow truck operators may already be engaged at an accident
and may not be able to provide the necessary service to convey a vehicle from one trade
operation to another trade operation.
I hope the Minister will provide a proper explanation that, in that instance, trade towing
will not be monopolized by the tow truck industry and that it will be open to people who
have the appropriate equipment, such as a box trailer or the new trailer desi~ed by Mr
Neougher. He has designed a very interesting trailer which involves a winch belng attached
to a lightly constructed trailer that can tilt very easily to have a disabled car mounted on
it and then be attached behind another vehicle like a prime mover. This makes transport.
of the disabled vehicle very easy. Mr Neou~er believes he is on the threshold ofa sunrise
industry and that, in the years ahead, he wdl be able to go into production of this unique
trailer. I, for one, wish him well.
I hope the Minister can provide a satisfactory explanation that the trade is not totally
reliant on a tow truck for the movement of a vehicle from point A to point B. If the
Minister can provide a satisfactory explanation, the National Party will support the
amendment.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-The Committee is now dealing with a provision which
provides an extension. I take it that the Minister will confirm that what honourable
members are asked to agree to is that a motor car is deemed not to operate as a tow truck
if it is lifting and carrying or towing a motor car otherwise than for hire or reward or for
any considerations, or in the case of any trade or business. That presupposes the amendment
adopted by the Minister.
The evil that existed in the first draft Bill presented by the Minister was that it appeared
that anyone who had a motor vehicle which was merely registered to operate on the road
could provide free tows and then collect revenue in the area of panel beating, which would
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have reverted to a totally uncontrolled tow truck industry. It also appeared that interdepot tows or trade tows might have been allowed under the original Bill. The amendment
moved by the Minister incorporates trade tows and inter-depot tows because, obviously,
if they are not for hire and reward they are in the trade for business.
It appears that the industry was not as innocent as some honourable members might
like to suggest. The word was out that legislation which would permit trade tows and
freebies would be introduced and, sure enough, the new Minister who was six months in
the job fell for it and the proposed legislation was introduced just as the wise people in the
tow truck industry anticipated six or twelve months ago. The tow truck operators in the
area I represent had alerted me to the possibility. I received representations from tow
truck operators because they had heard on the grape vine that the amendments proposed
by the Minister in the original Bill were to be made.
The one aspect the Minister has not dealt with is the ever popular and ever slow
departmental tow! The departmental tow truck is not available for hire or reward and it is
not engaged in the course of a trade or business. I presume that the State Electricity
Commission tow truck will not be engaged in the course of a trade or business and will
not be allowed to tow private vehicles. The Public Works Department's tow truck has
been the most annoying and has been the subject of a complaint to the Police Force and
to the Road Traffic Authority. That situation has not been covered in the proposed
legislation.
If a departmental vehicle breaks down on the road or is involved in an accident, it is
simply a matter of the Government giving departmental instructions that the drivers of
departmental vehicles are not to accept a commercial tow; they are to wait until the
departmental tow truck arrives and assesses the situation. The departmental vehicle
involved in an accident must wait in the middle of the road, and that situation occurred
in the electorate I represent. The police directed a commercial tow truck driver to take the
damaged vehicle off the road, but the driver of that departmental vehicle refused to allow
the tow truck driver to do that because it was a Public Works Department vehicle and the
driver was going to wait until the tow truck from the department arrived to drag the
damaged vehicle off the road.
The Minister for Transport has not dealt with that situation, nor has the honourable
member for Polwarth in the amendments that he has proposed. However, that was not
the decision of the honourable member for Polwarth as he was not concerned with that
specific Government problem. The cure lies in the hands of the Government by indicating
that it will not allow that situation to be tolerated. An instruction, perhaps in the name of
the Premier, should be issued to Government departments stating that they should not
practise the business of refusing to accept a commercial tow because they are too miserable
to pay the money to the tow truck industry and, therefore, leave damaged vehicles on the
road to create traffic hazards while waiting for a departmental tow truck to arrive at the
scene to move the damaged departmental vehicle.
The Minister should undertake to examine the matter and have his colleague in the
other place report on it. The proposed amendment goes some way to meeting my objections,
but the matter I mentioned is the subject of complaint both from the Police Force and the
tow truck operator involved. That situation should not occur again.
The Government should not have its own towing service running around while tow
truck operators are looking for business and income. The allocation system has taught us
one thing: there are far too many tow truck operators trying to earn a living from the
extremely limited source of income available from towing.
As a result of the allocation system, honourable members know how few tows are
allocated to an operator in the metropolitan area. The operators are available on 24-hour
call, but yet they may only get twenty tows a month. With a controlled price a kilometre
and twenty tows a month, there is no way that a person can make a living taking into
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account their investment in trucks, their investment in labour and their willingness to
respond to all calls.
The tow truck industry is propped up by other work, for example, panel beating work,
garage work and the repair of damaged motor vehicles to be sold at a later stage. Honourable
members may not expect every firemen to write a best selling book or a "top ten song",
but firemen are paid to be on duty. However, tow truck operators are expected to scratch
a living some other way.
It should not be possible or conscionable for Government departments to say, "We will
do our own tows and we will not allow a commercial tow because we are not prepared to
pay those people who patrol the roads day and night, who respond to emergencies, who
clear traffic emergencies and who keep the roads safe for the rest of us to drive on".

If anyone is involved in an accident and a tow truck attends, one is grateful to know
that one section of the emergency services of the State is ready and willing to answer the
call.
The Minister owes it to the industry to suppress the business of various Government
departments finding it convenient to operate their own tow truck operations and to reject
the arrival of a commercial tow truck under the allocation system or beyond the allocation
system. I seek an assurance that the Minister will examine the matter when the Bill is
between here and another place and consult with his departmental officers, who were
innocent of any knowledge ofa complaint being made about the Public Works Department
even though the police have assured me tqat such a complaint has been made.
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-My understanding of the proposed legislation in
relation to trade towing is similar to that of the honourable member for Polwarth. However,
I shall have the matter investigated and, if there is any doubt, I shall report to the
honourable member.
As to the matter of departmental towing, the honourable member for Berwick 'made an
allegation suggesting that the Public Works Department has been towing damaged
Government cars. The Road Traffic Authority has discussed the matter with the
Department of Property and Services, which indicated that it does not have any tow
trucks. Coincidentally, the department is in the process of issuing instructions to drivers
confirming that the Accident Allocation Centre is to be contacted in the event of an
accident. I hope that the matter will be resolved. If the situation arises again, I would
appreciate it if the honourable member for Berwick would let me know.
The amendments were agreed to, and the clause, as amended, was adopted, as were
clauses 7 and 8.
Clause 9
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-The clause provides for the prescribing of a fee to be
paid in respect of the inspection of a tow truck. I would like the Minister for Transport to
indicate whether it was the Government's undertaking that, in the life of this Parliament,
it would not introduce any new taxes or charges or increase taxes and charges by more
than the consumer price index?
The fee in the Bill is a new charge, and I want the Minister's assurance that it somehow
meets the Government's undertaking that no new changes would be introduced in its term
of office. This charge has not existed before, and I ask the Minister how he can introduce
it when the Government has indicated that it would not introduce any new charges until
after the next election. Ifit is the intention of the Government not to introduce the charge
until after the next election, that would honour the election commitment made by the
Government during the last election campaign.
I wish to know whether this new charge is in breach of the undertaking given by the
Premier or whether the Minister is merely taking the opportunity of making amendments
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to the principal Act to put in place a provision for a charge to be imposed in the time of a
future Parliament.
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-The fee prescribed in the clause is obviously for the inspection
of tow trucks. During the second-reading debate, I indicated that an allegation was made
that unauthorized or incapable people were carrying out tow truck inspections. It was
alleged that those people were not motor mechanics.
It does not seem unreasonable to expect the Minister to give me and the Committee
some form of guarantee that the only persons carrying out tow truck inspections are
licensed motor mechanics or persons able to determine that the vehicles are roadworthy.
If I have a vehicle that requires a roadworthy certificate, it must be inspected by an
authorized motor mechanic, that is, someone authorized to carry out roadworthy
inspections. It would be substantially easier, fairer, cheaper and less bureaucratic for the
same people who carry out roadworthy inspections on motor vehicles to carry out
inspections on tow trucks.
I am speaking about the safety of the vehicle in general, along with the ropes or whatever
else comes off the back of the tow truck. Some of the modern tow trucks have only a
cantilevered tray that tips back. Generally speaking, the Committee is dealing with the
general mechanics of the vehicle.
Since the fee will be collected on the basis of the vehicle being inspected, it is not
unreasonable to make the suggestion-if the Minister would listen-that rather than the
Road Traffic Authority conducting short courses for people to carry out vehicle inspections,
here is an opportunity to save a few dollars and allow those who carry out roadworthy
inspections on normal motor vehicles in the case of transfers, relicensing and so on, to
carry out tow truck inspections.
If the Minister is serious about cutting costs he should consider this suggestion. The
Minister should remember the comment made by the honourable member for Berwick
about taxes and charges. Prior to the last election the Premier said there would be no
increases in taxes and charges and no new taxes. This is a new tax.

Mr Ernst-No, it is not.
Mr LEIGH-It is a new tax and on that basis the Minister for Transport is not carrying
out the Premier's undertaking.
If the Minister is serious about the Premier's undertaking not to introduce a new tax, he
would realize that it would be cheaper to allow private garages to carry out the inspections.
Are the people responsible for carrying out the inspections to collect the fees at the same
time as they are travelling around inspecting vehicles? Do vehicles have to travel to a
central point? The Minister has not explained the matter to my satisfaction. If the Minister
does not provide an answer I shall be prepared to ask the question again. The tow truck
drivers with whom I have spoken were upset about people other than professional
mechanics carrying out inspections on their vehicles. I should have thought that to have a
vehicle on the road in any case a roadworthy certificate is necessary. I offer that as a
cheaper and positive suggestion to the Minister.

Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-Two matters were raised by honourable members.
Firstly, allegations were made that people were incapable of carrying out inspections. If
the honourable member for Malvern can supply specifics, I shall have the Road Traffic
Authority check out the matter.
Secondly, with respect to the prescribing of a fee, I make a necessary distinction-as is
made in the Standing Orders and procedures in this place-that what is proposed is a fee
for a service that is going to be at the level of the cost of that service. The amount will be
small.
Mr Maclellan-How much?
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Mr ROPER-The fee charged would be similar to that charged for half an hour's work
at a garage. I am not sure of the amount.
Mr Williams-How much?
Mr ROPER-I do not know what garages currently charge. I inform honourable
members that if the fee were regarded as a tax, the Speaker would have read out a message
concerning a taxing Bill. It is not a tax and it does not involve a charge above and beyond
the amount it costs to provide the service. If the honourable member for Berwick wants
details of how much a garage would charge for half an hour's work, I shall obtain the
information for him later today.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-The full idiocy of the clause 9 proposal now emerges. I
take it that the Minister proposes that a tow truck driver in the far east of Gippsland will
be required to drive and present the vehicle at a Road Traffic Authority establishment so
that the owner of the tow truck can have the pleasure of paying a half hour's garage fee for
the tow truck to be inspected.
The honourable member for Malvern seemed to raise a reasonable proposal in that tow
trucks could be inspected by persons normally authorized to carry out roadworthy
inspections. The Minister did not take up that suggestion; he asked for details of specific
complaints.
A new charge is to be made for a service that was previously provided without charge.
At the last election, the Government said it would not introduce any new taxes or charges
and that it would not increase any existing taxes and charges by more than the movements
in the consumer price index. The Minister's comment that this is a charge for something
that was previously given free is no answer to the commitment of the Government.
It is not enough to say that what was given free before will now be charged for. That
breaches the undertaking given by the Government. If the amount is so insignificant, as
the Minister pointed out, that it attracts a half-hour charge at ordinary garage rates, for
heaven's sake why would the Minister ask someone to drive for long distances to pay to
have the service? A person might reasonably be asked to travel some distance to obtain a
free service, but why should a person have to drive long distances simply to present a
vehicle for a half-hour inspection?
The madness of the clause is illustrated by my comments. The Minister has given the
answer that he does not give a damn about the commitment made by the Government
about new taxes and charges. It is one of many breaches of that undertaking to the people
of Victoria. The Minister does not mind inflicting a bit of idiocy on the tow truck industry
so that tow truck drivers will have to travel long distances to have quick check-ups on
their vehicles.
The only assurance seems to be that, if the honourable member for Malvern is keen
enough to find out whether the inspectors are qualified, the Minister will make sure they
are, rather than trying to make sure the system is efficient and cost-effective. Tow truck
drivers are being asked to go to Road Traffic Authority depots to be charged for exactly
the same service they might get by being charged by a garage inspector who is authorized
to do road safety checks. The matter is revealed in its full nonsense and idiocy.
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-It seems that the Minister is hard of hearing. I used the word
"charge" and pointed out that before the last election the Premier said that there would be
no new taxes or charges during the life of this Government.
The Labor Party Government has a further three and a quarte'~ years in office. As the
honourable member for Berwick said, the Minister for Transport does not care about the
Government's pre-election promises. He is happy to introduce a new charge. He made the
blase comment when announcing that he did not know what the charge would be that it
would :"le a small charge and something like the charge of a service station operator for
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half an hour of the time of a mechanic. If that is so, the inspection should be carried out at
local service stations that are already licensed to issue roadworthy certificates for vehicles.
It will be easy for tow trucks in the electorate that I represent to travel to a central
metropolitan point for inspection, as the Minister proposes, but other tow truck operators
coming from north-west Victoria or somewhere in the bush will not have the ease of access
to the central point. The Minister has adopted a rather curious attitude to both the
provision and the charge. He believes it does not matter if tow trucks need to go to a
central point in metropolitan Melbourne, to the Road Traffic Authority headquarters, for
vehicle inspection. He does not care because he will not be paying that charge. As was
pointed out during the course of the debate by other honourable members, with the current
system of allocation, tow truck operators are in difficulty trying to survive.
This little charge which the Minister is intent on introducing further impinges on anyone
operating a small business. Clearly, the Government made an election promise that it
would not increase taxes and charges and the Minister for Transport should abide by the
Government's election promise and not introduce this new charge, especially for a service
for which previously no charge has been made. Further, if the fee is so small, will it be
administratively more expensive to collect? The Minister says that the charge will be
small, but I suggest that when the bureaucracy gets to deal with that small charge it will
not be such a small fee and that, administratively, it will be more expensive to collect than
the charge is worth.
Why does the Minister for Transport want to collect this small fee? He has said that the
authority will not make a profit from the fee. The Minister is not concerned to answer
these questions clearly. He suggested that I should supply him with information on the
previous questions that I asked and yet that information is common knowledge in the
industry, as the Minister would have been aware had he consulted with the industry as
widely as he has suggested that he did. This demonstrates that the Minister has not
consulted widely with people in the industry, and that is typical.
I suggested to the Minister that if the fee is to be collected it should be collected through
local service stations that are already licensed to carry out roadworthy tests. If, as the
Minister says, the charge is so insignificant, local service stations could administer these
fees. In reality, the Minister is sayin~ that this is a clever way of introducing another tax
to put a further squeeze on small busmesses.
I urge the Minister to clarify this matter and to explain why the fees are to be collected.
He has had the gall to say that he is unaware of exactly how much the fee will be and he
has stated that it may be the equivalent of a half an hour's work at a ~arage by a mechanic,
and I regard his explanation as amazing. He is the Minister responsIble for the legislative
measure. He has said that this is an insignificant Bill of only five or six pages.
Mr McNamara-1t is significant to a lot of people.
Mr LEIGH-Of course it is, and the Minister does not even know what the charge will
be. The Minister should state what the charge will be before the Bill goes to the other
place, but I suspect that he will not. I should like to know also of any example where an
insignificant fee collected by the bureaucracy ever has been insignificant because the
bureaucracy tends to charge more than anyone else.
Again, I urge the Minister to consider authorizing local service stations to perform this
work and to collect the small fee involved, if the Minister is intent on charging a fee. It is
ludicrous for the Minister to impose a fee that essentially will cost more to administer
than it will return to the Government in revenue. Perhaps the Treasurer will remind the
Minister for Transport that the Minister was part of the Government team that said there
would be no increases in taxes and charges before the next State election.
Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-One of the advantages of the Committee stage of the
Bill is to examine provisions in detail where proposed legislation has not been the subject
of adequate consultation by the Government with interested parties. To require tow truck
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operators to travel to a metropolitan area, which is the most likely source 01 inspection, is
totally unreasonable. I notice.the Minister for Transport is examining the Act. I direct his
attention to section 185. I have searched the Act for some exclusions for country tow truck
operators.
I must have misunderstood the briefing given to the Opposition by Ministerial advisers
because my impression was that tow truck operators outside the metropolitan zoning area
are not caught up on these provisions and, if that is so, my fears are allayed, but I can
determine no provisions on that in the short time I have had to double check it. It appears
that every tow truck is involved in this form of regulation and inspection throughout the
State. I am sure that is not necessary and, if it is intended by the Government, the
Opposition will oppose that provision, as it is quite unreasonable to expect small timeand that.is all they are-tow truck operators in country areas to be put to the expense of
coming to a metropolitan area simply for an inspection.
The Minister might well say that they can be inspected locally, but I would like to know
who will inspect them, because the expertise within the Ministry of Transport will not be
spread throughout the State and I imagine it will be the job of one officer within the
Ministry, and, therefore, his services cannot be spread throughout Victoria. If the Minister
proposes an exclusion for country operators, the Opposition will allow the provision to
proceed; if not, the Opposition will oppose the regulation.
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-I should like an assurance from the Minister that
country tow truck operators will not be disadvantaged under this amendment. I have also
examined section 185 of the principal Act. My colleague, the honourable member for
Gippsland East, has pointed out that a tow truck operator at Mallacoota would be required
to travel 170 miles to the nearest Road Traffic Authority office at Bairnsdale. In my
electorate, a tow truck operator at Kaniva would be required to travel to the Road Traffic
Authority office at Horsham to have the vehicle inspected. A tow truck operator required
to travel such a distance would face a financial disadvantage if it be a requirement to
attend a Road Traffic Authority office for inspection. In the principal Act, section 185 (1)
(h) states:
The Governor in Council may make regulations for or with respect to prescribing the fee not exceeding $50 to
be paid in respect of the testing of applicants and the granting ofthe driver's certificates.

Although the fee does not exceed $50 for the testing of applicants, proposed sub-section
(ha) will mean that it will take the tow truck operator even longer to have the vehicle

inspected. Indeed, a thorough inspection could take even longer than the testing of an
applicant seeking a tow truck driver's licence. I should like the Minister to indicate what
requirements will be placed on those tow truck operators. Will a tow truck driver be
required to attend a Road Traffic Authority office in the metropolitan area or the nearest
Road Traffic Authority office and then be subject to what is an unknown fee at this stage?
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-Section 185 of the principal Act is the regulationmaking power in relation to tow truck operations. It provides for regulations to be made
in a whole range of areas. The regulation-making power in relation to inspection is
contained in clause (b), which allows regulations to be determined relating to the design,
construction, equipment, maintenance and repair of tow trucks.
It is important that a regulation exists in relation to inspection. I am sure there is such a
regulation, although I do not have it with me here. It is obvious that any inspection must
take account of the fact that not everyone lives within a mile of the General Post Office or
the Road Traffic Authority Carlton inspection office.

I shall obtain for honourable members who have raised this issue details of the current
arrangements and proposals for the future. There is no suggestion on the part of the
Government that country tow truck operators will have to bring their vehicles to Melbourne
for inspection. I shall obtain the relevant regulation and provide it for those honourable
members who have raised the issue.
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The clause was agreed to, as was clause 10.
Clause:l.l
~r COOPER (Mornington)-I draw the attention of the Minister to the wording of
claQse 11. Although this was dealt with during the second-reading debate, this is the time
when honourable members can get a response from the Minister.

Mr Roper-I gave an undertaking that we shall look at it while the Bill is between here
and another place.
Mr COOPER-I want to draw the attention of the Minister to the wording of this
clause in regard to the definition of a passenger ferry. The legal opinions I have had are
that the definition of a passenger ferry will lead to protracted legal battles, and I want to
ensure that the Government will do something about it.
I do not think anybody would want a repetition of the long legal battles that have
occurred, particularly in regard to the ferries on Western port Bay. If such legal battles do
occur, there is a possibility of legal battles occurring over other passenger ferry services.
Such a definition is necessary because I do not believe the people who are involved in
the Western port area can afford such a legal battle in terms of either money or time.
Therefore, I urge the Minister to provide a better definition of passenger ferries.
The clause was agreed to.
Clause 12
Mr COOPER (Mornington)-I should like the Minister to inform the Committee as to
the proclamation of these areas after they have been published in the Government Gazette.
Would such proclamations occur immediately after publication in the Government Gazette
or would the Minister delay proclamation of an area such as Western port Bay?
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-During the second-reading debate the honourable
member referred to this question and suggested that if there are to be proclamations they
should occur prior to the summer season. That is the intention, but if something goes
wrong with getting that done, I shall inform the honourable member.
The clause was agreed to.
Clause 13
Mr COOPER (Mornington)-Proposed sub-section (3) could have the ability to stifle
fair competition. It is important that the Minister respond on how fair competition will
be handled. There is no desire to see fleets offerries operating in areas such as Western port
Bay because this would be overkill. However, at the same time, there is also a need to
ensure that where people compete fairly, the routes will not be overserviced so that the
operators will obtain a reasonable return on the capital and time invested in the service.
All of these matters must be taken into account. I should like an assurance from the
Minister that monopolies will not be created and that fair competition will not be stifled.
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-It is not the intention of this provision to create
monopolies in the manner suggested by the honourable member. There is always a neat
balance between overservicing, adequate servicing and inadequate servicing. However,
this mechanism is not intended to hand pots of gold to individual proprietors.
The clause was agreed to.
Clause 14
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-I am disappointed with the state of the House at the
moment: a completely male Chamber in which males on the Opposition benches
predominate.
Session 1985-68
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The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! Does this relate to clause 14?
Mr WILLIAMS-Clause 14 uses the sexist expression "a chairman of an authority". I
thought that, in the lexicon of the ALP, "chairman" was a non-word. I want to know how
it apears in a Bill. The Legislative Assembly has been held up by unnecessary Bills, in my
opinion, eliminating words such as "chairman" and other masculine ,gender words. I
should have thought that the Interpretation of Legislation Act covered all of these situations.
I ask the Minister to assure me that he is acting in accordance with the Interpretation of
Legislation Act and that all of the other Bills removing the masculine gender, that have
inundated the Legislative Assembly under Labor, have been a pure charade. I seek an
explanation from the Minister.
The clause was agreed to.
Clause 15
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-As I said during the second-reading debate, I do not necessarily
agree with the instance covered by the Bill of some form of joint venture. It seems to me
that the clause allows scope for the Minister and his authorities to go around the world
doing what they want.
An Honourable Member-Don't you know how to make a profit?
Mr Mac1ellan-We do not want to make a loss.
Mr LEIGH-That is the point. I am asked whether I know how to make a profit. If the
honourable member bothered to look at the accounts of the authorities of his Government,
he would find that they are not making a profit. Quite the reverse is the truth. The
Government is being charged huge sums for interest because its authorities have borrowed
enormous amounts of money. They are risking the future of this State. I note that the
honourable member smirks about that.
It seems to me that to give this Minister and this Government-or, indeed, any
Government-power to go on its merry way entering into joint ventures around the world
is a wOl:rying step. At the end of the second-readin~ debate, I asked the Minister for an
undertakmg that any further joint ventures entered Into would be ratified by Parliament.
While the Kowloon Canton Railway Corporation project may be acceptable, that does not
necessarily say that any authority under the control of the Minister is capable of making a
profit. If the Minister is going to use as an example the fact that authorities under his
control have in the past participated in ventures of this type, I would suggest that we are
not about to make profits by doing things like this; we may make losses.
Mr Gavin-How?
Mr LEIGH-Because they do not have the ability to make a profit; at the end of the
day the bureaucracy is not responsible. We are talking about the taxpayers' money in these
things, and it does not matter whether it is really the Government or an authority that
enters into the agreement because, at the end of the day, the taxpayer still foots the Bill.
Governments generally say, "We made a loss but it will be subsidized. We will make it up
in accounts from the Treasury or somewhere else, and we will borrow money on an ad hoc
basis. " That is exactly what has been going on.
In relation to the light rail joint venture in Hong Kong, I should be interested to know
what level of profit the Minister envisages making. He has not told the Opposition what
profit he envisages. I hope the venture is profitable, but I am rather dubious about that.
Can the Minister say what the expected profit is in respect of the venture referred to in his
second-reading speech? What is the share of Leighton Contractors (Asia) Ltd in the
venture? What is the State Government's share? Who is ultimately responsible for any
losses that are incurred; will losses be shared equally between Leighton Contractors (Asia)
Ltd and the Metropolitan Transit Authority? The Minister has not told honourable
members about that. Included in the Bill is a minor clause that empowers him to do what
he wants, but he has not bothered to inform Parliament.
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This is the first such instance, and I predict that it will be only the first of many such
joint ventures. Clearly, the Minister should undertake to Parliament that this will be a
one-off venture. In that event, one must ask why the Government needs to include in the
Bill a clause that will allow it to undertake joint ventures on a continuin~ basis. The
Minister said that other people in other countries are interested in the abllities of the
Metropolitan Transit Authority.
Mr Mac1ellan-Like Afghanistan!
Mr LEIGH-To put it bluntly, the Metropolitan Transit Authority is not the best
example; nor is V/Line. If V /Line or the Metropolitan Transit Authority is an example of
how to run a railway I wish luck to the country where they are going. I would like them to
go and not return because, under this Minister in particular, the system is an absolute
disaster. Nevertheless, he intends to advise other people in other countries how to run
disasters, because that is basically what we are talking about.
Perhaps the Minister will advise the Committee about the profitability of this venture
and who will ultimately be responsible. Of course, deep down we know that the taxpayers
will be responsible, but it is only taxpayers' money and the Minister does not have to bear
the brunt of any losses! Perhaps he will be good enough to accept responsibility.
Mr Mac1ellan-Joe Sibberas will be responsible. He runs the system!
Mr LEIGH-I take up the interjection from the honourable member for Berwick.
Mr Mac1ellan-1 would send Joe Sibberas to Hong Kong any day!
Mr Roper-I know you had a bad relationship with him.
Mr Mac1ellan-That is not so; but I would be happy to send him to Hong Kong if I
could not get him to Afghanistan or elsewhere.
Mr LEIGH-Perhaps the Minister will undertake to offer his resignation to Parliament
if this joint venture ends up as a gigantic blunder; but I suspect that he will not because he
will say that it is not his fault; it will be the fault of his bureaucratic mates once again.
I look forward to the Minister answering some of the points I have made. If he does
that, perhaps the Opposition will not feel so worried about this clause as it presently is.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-So far as I am concerned, charity begins at home. I
heard the Minister tell the House today that a light railway will be built in Labor electorates,
including the Brunswick electorate. I thought the electorate of Doncaster was first in the
queue for a light rail system, but apparently it is way down the line. I want these joint
venturers and the transport boffins at the bottom end of Collins Street to concentrate on
building a light railway in Doncaster. They have sold off the railway land in Doncaster but
we still have a freeway reservation for a light railway. As I understand it, the designs are
all ready now but Parliament is authorizing the expertise and the scarce loans funds of the
State of Victoria to be devoted to some light rail project in Kowloon.
I, for one, am most surprised at the extension of power to this authority to enable it to
look after people in other countries rather than being concerned with the health, prosperity
and convenience of the good workers who live in electorates such as Doncaster and the
neighbouring electorates of Greensborough, Warrandyte, Mitcham, Bulleen and other
areas, not forgetting the provinces of Nunawading and Templestowe that will be important
to the Labor Government. I am staggered that Labor members have not yet developed the
instinct for self-preservation.
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I shall repeat what I said at the end of the
second-reading debate for the benefit of those honourable members who did not listen or
who were not here. During the course of the discussions about the Hong Kong tram
contract, the advice from the QC who was providing advice to the Government was that
what was proposed was within the power of the existing Transport Act.
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Mr Leigb interjected.
Mr ROPER-If the honourable member had been here before he might have already
heard what I said. I then said at the end of the second-reading debate that the
Kowloon-Canton Railway Corporation as one might expect of a prudent organization,
sought the advice of another leading counsel in Melbourne, Mr Charles, QC, who although
generally believing there was power within the existing Transport Act said-those
honourable members who have read legal opinions know how often this appears-that
this was arguable and he suggested that until it was highly likely that there was power
within the Act, the Government should resolve the matters finally by this minor amendment
to the Transport Act. The Government acted on this advice and this is the result.
The basic responsibilities of the various agencies are to Victoria and Victorians. However,
there are occasions from time to time when the expertise that is here and given the balance
of payments and the arrangements there needs to be a positive look at our overseas
activities and those authorities can assist the State's development by becoming involved
in ventures overseas.
I mentioned that the Port of Melbourne Authority was recently engaged in seeking to
become a consultant to the Chinese port of Tianjin and in response to the interjection
from the honourable member for Berwick-who happened to be here at the time as
opposed to various other honourable members-I said that the port of Singapore won
that consultancy.
The Government has currently received a request from the Province of Jiangsu in China
for advice and potential involvement of both the Road Construction Authority and the
Port of Melbourne Authority. A major private heavy engineering company in this State
came to the Government seeking advice on whether the Government would assist the
Government of Thailand in a project about which Victoria has particular expertise.
In all of these cases, the aim is to use the expertise that Victorians for the benefit of
Australian industry.
Mr Williams-What about Victorians?
Mr ROPER-Some 250 Victorians will be employed at Comeng (Victoria) Engineering,
providing the arrangements are adequate for those light rail vehicles for Hong Kong. That
is a major area of employment. Every honourable member knows the difficulties that the
heavy engineering area has been going through.
The project is aimed at providing jobs in Victoria and with other projects it is aimed to.
provide jobs and use the Govenment skills for the benefit of Victorians and also for the
benefit of Australians because we certainly do need to compete aggressively overseas in
order that our economy can be sustained.
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-It appears that the Minister for Transport has difficulty in
understanding the matters raised with him. One concern I raise relates to the joint venture
that not only is the Government intent on travelling the world introducing the Met to I
know not where but also that at the end of the day the Victorian taxpayers will be
responsible for this.
I ask: if the end result is that there will be a loss with this venture will the Minister
accept the responsibility and add that loss to the already overblown deficit in the transport
system? Quite deliberately he has avoided answering that question. The Minister should
make available to the House a copy of the contract as I would like to know the break-up
of the contract and what the profit and loss situation may be. I would like to know, if by
some mischance this venture makes a profit, will the Government be taking 50 per cent,
100 per cent, 25 per cent or whatever of that profit? The Minister has not told the House
about this and it is not in the second-reading notes. He certainly has not addressed that
issue at all; he has avoided it.
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Is the Minister prepared to provide a copy of the contract for Parliament because public
money is involved? I should like the Minister to agree that if at the end of the day there is
a loss the Minister will ultimately be the one who must accept responsibility for that loss.
The Minister appears to believe that he has some great expertise as has his respective
transport authorities. I should like them to concentrate their respective brilliance on
solving the mess in the Met; let us get the Met running on time. Let them not run off
overseas to show what scientific geniuses there are in Victoria. Let them fix up the
situation in Victoria.
Mr Shell-Are you saying that we should have not gone for the contract?
Mr LEIGH-If the honourable member bothered to travel on a metropolitan train he
would understand. Just about the top rating show on radio is 3A W, which lists the trains
that have been cancelled by the Australian Railways Union. It seems not unrealistic to
expect that if a company is going about its business attempting to gain contracts, the only
reason it gains contracts is because of the performance of that company. What is the
performance of the Minister and his transport authorities today? They are millions of
dollars in deficit. The Minister has trains that do not run on time; he has a mess with the
Fairway system that will be discussed when the Committee reaches clause 16; he has
people who have quit the system through early retirement schemes and then the Minister
comes into the House and says, "We have got to take our expertise overseas"-"expertise
international" it seems to be. The Government will tell the Hong Kong company that it
will assist them as it has a brilliant scheme. If the Minister had ever bothered to ride the
underground railway system in Hong Kong, where they have a computerized ticket system,
he would realize that he ought to be employing a few of their advisers to advise him back
here and not have our experts going there.
Let us fix up our mess first. The Minister for Transport should inform the House what
the profit and loss situation is and not say how brilliant his expertise is. Victorians do not
own the trains as they have been sold to various foreign finance companies. Who cares?
The Minister certainly does not. If the Minister bothered to listen to the Opposition,
perhaps he could give it some answers because they are important questions. I challenge
him on this and if he is not prepared to supply a copy of the contract to Parliament, let us
see him knock back a request under the Freedom of Information Act.
That is what the Minister must do because tomorrow morning I shall be attempting to
apply for a copy of the contract. The Minister should tell us the facts about the system and
how he will solve Victoria's problems before he starts giving advice elsewhere. All he will
do is muck up another met system somewhere else. As a proud Australian, I do not want
that to happen. The Minister should fix up the system here first.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-The Minister indicated that legal advice has been given
on the joint venture clause. I ask the Minister to make available that legal opinion to Mr
Chamberlain in another place who is the shadow Attorney-General for the Opposition. If
the Minister could confirm that Mr Charles, in his advice-Mr Roper-Mr Charles was not asked about that.
Mr MACLELLAN-That is what I wanted to clear up, that Mr Charles did not advise
the form of the proposed amendment. If other counsel advised the form of the amendment,
I ask that the legal opinion in which that advice was given be made available to the shadow
Attorney-General in another place.
The clause was agreed to.
Clause 16
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-Honourable members have made remarks during the secondreading debate about the ineptness of some of the expressions in this clause. I refer the
Minister for Transport to the comments made by the honourable member for Mornington
about the Bill's English problems.
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The Government is in confusion because, having introduced the plain English Bill that
makes legislation simple and easy for the average citizen to read, it has gone back to
making it more difficult and once again the lawyers have had to be brought in. I refer to
clause 16 (a) (iv) which states:
for the expression "55 Driving in or over or to right of a tram line." there is substituted the following
expression:
"55 Driving on or over or to the right of a tram lane line";

What the Minister is really trying to tell us is that he has mucked up the Fairway system.
Legislation has been introduced into Parliament whereby people can be charged for traffic
infringements of the Fairway system, yet to date the police have charged no one. What a
joke. What is the point of introducing proposed legislation if the end result is that it is not
enforced? This clause is a good example of the Minister's sneakiness with the Fairway
system because one needs only to go to Collins Street-The ACTING CHAIRMAN (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! Would the honourable member
keep to clause 16? At times he is straying and I bring it to his attention.
Mr LEIGH-If an honourable member were to drive down Collins Street on the
tramlines and attempt to go to the right of the tramlines, he would come unstuck because
of the blocks of concrete that are in the way.
The Minister has admitted that the system is a mess and a failure and he is not putting
that system into effect anywhere else in Melbourne. I seek an undertaking from the
Minister that he will pull out those ridiculous blocks of concrete in Collins Street so that
people who infringe the law relating to clause 16 (a) (iv) will not ruin their cars in the
process.
I could make a lon~ speech about the problems of the Fairway system but it is not
appropriate in diSCUSSing this clause. The Minister is responsible for what can ensue if
vehicles stray on to the tramlines. He has a responsibility to ensure that anybody who goes
to the right of the tramlines is not seriously injured. I have grave concern about the
concrete blocks in Collins Street and I seek the assurance of the Minister that he will
remove the concrete blocks, not only from Coil ins Street but also from elsewhere in
Melbourne.
The clause was agreed to, as was the remaining clause.
New clause
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I move:
Insert the following new clause to follow clause 15:
Powers of an associated Authority
'AA.

In section 39 ofthe Principal Act-

(a) for the expression "39. The" there is substituted the expression "39. (I) The"; and
(b) at the end of the section there is inserted the following sub-section:

"(2) An associated Authority has the powers of an Authority set o.ut in clause 2 of Schedule 2.".'.

This has already been debated on consequential amendment No. 1. I gave the undertaking
sought by the honourable member for Polwarth and I think sufficient has been said on this
matter.
The new clause was agreed to.
The Bill was reported to the House with amendments, and passed through its remaining
stages.
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ROAD SAFETY
The SPEAKER announced the receipt from the Legislative Council of the following
resolution with which they desired the concurrence of the Legislative Assembly:
That, because of concern over the mounting road toll, the shocking and tragic loss of life, injuries to persons,
damage to property and resulting road trauma in Victoria, in the opinion ofthis House a Joint Select Committee
of the Legislative Council and the Legislative Assembly should be appointed along the lines of that which
operated in former Parliaments specifically to consider road safety matters.

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

WATER ACTS (AMENDMENT) BILL
The debate (adjourned from October 24) on the motion of Mr McCutcheon (Minister
for Water Resources) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-The Bill amends the Water Act 1958, the River
Improvement Act 1958, the Dandenong Valley Authority Act 1963 and the Water and
Sewerage Authorities (Restructuring) Act 1983 and makes consequential amendments to
other Acts.
The purposes of the Bill are set out in clause 1. The principal purpose is to convert the
existing capital liability of the Rural Water Commission to the State into Government
equity in the commission and to make provision with respect to the pricing policies of the
commission. The second purpose is to provide for river improvement trusts to be known
as river management bodies and to increase the membership of such bodies. The third
purpose is to ensure that the Rural Water Commission has power to do certain works.
The Bill allows the Rural Water Commission, the successor body' to the State Rivers
and Water Supply Commission, to write off approximately $800 mIllion worth of debts.
These debts have accrued since 1906. The $800 million represents the total amount owed
by all districts or commissions to the Rural Water Commission since that date. I assume
that the $800 million is an arithmetic total of the worth of those debts, because, as
honourable members would be aware, the pound, as it then was, has changed significantly
in worth over that period to the present day.
The scheme envisaged by the Bill includes a restructure of the capital consideration as
of 30 June 1985 and includes the capital consideration made during the current financial
year. It is as though a line was drawn across the books of account of the State so that
everything above that line will be written off, providing the Government with an equity
in the water industry and in the commission. It means that the Government is buying
equity in the Victorian water industry.
Laudable as these principles may be, the House should be aware that there are some
hidden costs. As with every other n~gotiated deal and contract, there is a trade-off between
the parties. In this case the trade-off is the fact that the Government, in obtaining equity
in various districts controlled by the Rural Water Commission, at some time in the future
will apply its 5 per cent dividend tax on the ground that, of course, the Government has
an equity in the water industry.
Negotiations have occurred between the Rural Water Commission, various districts,
users of water and irrigators in the country. The terms of negotiation are set out in a
general circular dated 26 June, which is addressed to various council members and advisory
boards of the commission over the signature ofMr D. J. Constable, the General Manager
of the Rural Water Commission.
During the negotiations, the Minister for Water Resources, the commission and the
Treasurer, who has an avid interest in this measure, negotiated amongst themselves. The
Treasurer emphasized that his agreement to the package was conditional upon receipt
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from the Rural Water Commission of an undertaking that the cost savings proposed on
operating costs would be achieved and that a similar restraint will apply to capital
expenditure.
The Government, in accepting the debts owed to the commission, is insisting that the
amount of money the commission has to use in appropriations over the next three years
is pegged and that there will be some restraint on capital expenditure and operating costs.
The letter of26 June states that the Rural Water Commission has given an undertaking
that this will be achieved in 1985-86 in relation to current levels of activity and functions
being undertaken by the commission. This intention is subject to the outcome of
consultation processes with the consumers during which agreement will be reached on
desired levels of service to be provided. I understand that the level of service is still being
discussed, because inherent in the agr\!ement is the fact that if costs are to be cut it will be
difficult for the commission to provide the same degree of service. The Minister for Water
Resources and his colleague, the Minister for Ethnic Affairs, who I understand is well
versed in water matters, should provide some answers to these queries during the debate.
The desired levels of service will be reduced and that is done on the understanding that
any agreement on increased levels of service will be accompanied by corresponding cost
recovery. The Government and some of the people whom it employs, have a marvellous
facility with words. I wonder what is meant by "would be accompanied by corresponding
cost recovery". It is a bureaucratic way of saying that if there is no saving in costs, the cost
of water will rise correspondingly. Consultation is taking place and I am advised that
irrigators and the Victorian Farmers and Graziers Association are reasonably satisfied
with the arrangement. I qualify that because although some of the short-term problems of
irrigators and other people in rural Victoria may be solved temporarily, there still hangs
over their heads the fact that the public authority dividend tax could be applied. It will be
interesting to see how this works out in the long run, and whether the bait put out by the
Government and the commission will be some savings made and that they will benefit
from the proposed legislation.
On the question of the public authority dividend, Mr Constable, in his letter, states that
the Treasurer has indicated that the Rural Water Commission will not, at this stage, be
included in the Public Authorities (Dividend) Act. The reason for the Rural Water
Commission's exclusion from the proposed legislation is that the commission districts are
not currently in a position of generating sufficient returns to equity. All that mumbo
jumbo seems to mean that followin~ the financial rearrangement there is an expectation
that districts will move to profitabilIty and as soon as that happens the 5 per cent public
authority dividend will apply.
The House WIll be aware that the Government has a marvellous facility for extracting
money by way of the public authority dividend from various authorities. Every time one
turns on an electric light switch, added to one's bill is the 5 per cent public authority
dividend tax. In the metropolitan area, every time one turns on a tap or flushes the toilet,
that 5 per cent tax is charged.
What is. the future of the water industry under this rearrangement? Some doubt has
arisen about the powers of the Rural Water Commission and the Director-General of
Water Resources to carry out work connected with water supplies and to expend moneys
on such works. I believe Parliament has always intended, and the community has expected,
that the Minister for Water Resources, the former State Rivers and Water Supply
Commission, and its successor, the Rural Water Commission, have that power. However,
some doubts have arisen about that aspect, and the proposed legislation intends to put it
beyond doubt by providing a wide-ranging and retrospective action in clause 5, which
replaces four sub-sections of section 29 in the Water Act.
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An opinion has been expressed that clause 5 is a shotgun retrospective clause because it
contains the words:
(I) The Director-Genpral and the Rural Water Commission have, and are to be taken always to have had,
power to do all things that are necessary or convenient to be d )ne for or in connection with, or as incidental to,
the performance oftheir functions and the achievement oftheir objectives.

I do not know who drafted that piece of English prose but I believe it could not have been
wider. Clause 5 provides an all-embracing power that the Government intends should be
given to the Director-General of Water Resources and the Rural Water Commission.
An interesting situation has arisen because at present in the Supreme Court a joint
action has been taken by 46 farmers from the Swan Hill district against the Rural Water
Commission. An article in the Age of 29 October stated:
A Bill before State Parliament which may give retrospective powers to the Rural Water Commission has been
introduced at a time when 46 farmers are taking legal action against the commission, claiming it is acting beyond
its powers.
A spokesman for the Minister for Water Resources, Mr McCutcheon, said yesterday that clause 5 of the Bill,
which proposes that the commission "is to be taken to have always had" certain powers, is to "simplify the
legislative powers" of the commission.

I am always wary when bureaucrats speak about simplifying legislative powers. I am sure
that you, Mr Speaker, who have been in this place for much longer, could refer to many
incidents where my theory has been borne out. The article continued:
In Australia's first class action. due to begin at the Supreme Court in Melbourne next week, the 46 farmers
from the Swan Hill area will seek injunctions to stop the commission from continuing with an $8·5 million
desalinisation scheme at Swan Hill.
The farmers say that ifthe commission is allowed to go ahead the scheme, which involves pumping water into
mineral basins. will cause irreparable damage to their land because of salt seeping into the ground. The farmers
are challenging the validity of the desalinisation scheme, claiming that it is unauthorised and unlawful and that
the commission lacks the powers to implement it.
Clause 5 of the Water Acts (Amendment) Bill is now before Parliament. In his second-reading speech, Mr
McCutcheon said it was designed to continue the reforms of the water sector. It proposes that "The DirectorGeneral and the Rural Water Commission have, and are taken always to have had, power to do all things that
are necessary or convenient to be done for or in connection with, or as incidental to, the performance of their
functions and the achievement of their objectives.
"The commission is to be taken to have always had power to construct, complete, operate and maintain works
of water supply, drainage. salinity mitigation, river improvement. river management, flood mitigation and flood
protection and all money expended by the commission for the purpose of those works is to be taken to have been
lawfully expended."
The farmers claim that the scheme, rather than sending the salt down the Murray, which would have adverse
effects on domestic usage and farm water usage in South Australia, is designed to pump the water back into the
Mallee. The farmers contend that the only solution to the salinity problem is to pipe the salt water to the sea.
They say that if the scheme goes ahead, farmers will be driven off land that has been in their families for
generations.

Under an amendment to the Supreme Court Act last May, a group of people with a common interest may take
a single or class action against the same defendant, rather than having to take individual actions for each person.
The amendment widens earlier rules applying to multiple plaintiffs who previously had to have identical interests
in a case to take a joint action.

It is interesting that the first time this new law has been utilized is in this case between the
Swan Hill farmers and the Rural Water Commission. The article continues:
Victoria is the only State with this provision and the Swan Hill farmers are the first to use it.

A further article in the Age of 7 November 1985 on the same subject states:
Fifty-one farmers from the Swan Hill area are asking the Supreme Court for injunctions to restrain the
commission from continuing with the scheme which involves pumping water into mineral basins. The farmers

2138

ASSEMBLY

20 November 1985

Water Acts (Amendment) Bill

claim that if the scheme is allowed to go ahead. irreparable damage will be caused to their land as a result of salt
seeping into the ground.

The farmers have accused the commission of attempting to acquire land compulsory for a scheme which has
not been properly assessed.

This matter will be argued in the courts. The farmers are claiming that the commission is
acting beyond its powers in implementing the desalinisation scheme to bring about salinity
control.
The Bill to which the article refers is the Bill being debated tonight. Honourable members
should always be wary of allowing retrospective legislation to pass. I am sure honourable
members agree we should not pass legislation that will prevent farmers from being allowed
to continue their case unhindered. Therefore, clause 5 of the Bill should not be allowed to
interfere with the course of natural justice.
The Opposition believes no retrospective legislation should be allowed to interfere with
a court case. Therefore, I give notice that I intend to move an amendment to clause 5 to
ensure that the court case can continue without anything happening. The Opposition does
not wish to agree to legislation that might threaten or affect a case currently being heard in
the Supreme Court.
A further complication with clause 5 also warrants the response of the Minister. The
Appropriation Bill authorizes certain moneys to be expended and, in this case, to be spent
by the Rural Water Commission. Under the provisions of clause 5 the commission is
deemed to have the power to do a number of things.
Clause 5, which seeks to amend section 29 of the principal Act-the principal Act being
the Water Act-states:
The Director-General and the Rural Water Commission have. and are to be taken always to have had, power
to do all things that are necessary or convenient to be done for or in connexion with, or as incidential to, the
performance of their functions and the achievement of their objectives.
(I A) The generality of sub-section (I) is not to be taken to be limited by any other provisions of this Act or any
provisions of any other Act conferring a power on the Director-General or the Rural Water Commission.
(I B) The powers of the Director-General and the Rural Water Commission include, and are to be taken always
to have included. power(a) to construct. complete. operate and maintain works of water supply, drainage. salinity mitigation, river
improvement. river management. flood mitigation and flood protection;

And then there is the all-embracing sub-section:
(b) to do all things that are necessary or convenient to be done for or in connexion with, or as incidental to,
the construction, completion, operation and maintenance of the works referred to in paragraph (a).

Because of the change in arrangements and the way' in which the Budget is presented to
the House, line descriptions in the Appropriation BIll are becoming less and less detailed.
As a consequence of this, the scrutiny of the Parliament is becoming less and less detailed.
Parliament is supreme and should always have to sanction expenditure; furthermore, it
should also sanction the direction in which and reasons for the moneys being appropriated,
as well as the purposes for which they are being expended.
I give notice that unless, while the Bill is between here and another place, the Minister
for Water Resources and the Treasurer are prepared to give an undertaking that line
description is specific in the Appropriation Bill and cannot be varied to or at the whim of
the Rural Water Commission or the Director-General of Water Resources, the Opposition
will have great difficulty approving the Bill in another place. I am asking the Minister to
spell out to Parliament that there is a safeguard to the extent that specific projects are
described with specific funding and that these cannot be varied without the sanction of
Parliament. Expenditure should always be approved by Parliament; and not only the sums
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of money expended but the reasons for which they are to be expended should be within
the realm of Parliamentary sanction and should be subject to Parliamentary approval.
I am not convinced that the objects of the Bill set out in the departmental synopsis of
the measure are clear. The department, in a paragraph describing the effect of the Bill, says
that it is to make clear the capacity of the Rural Water Commission and the DirectorGeneral of Water Resources to do works that are necessary in the performance of their
tasks and achievement of their objectives. This proposed amendment to the principal Act
melds-which in my view is a very archaic word; I had to look it up in the dictionary and
even the dictionary was not clear on its meaning or where the word comes from, but I
understand that it is a contraction of "melt" and "weld"; I gave that as a throw-away line
for the sake of the House-the commission's powers to do works with the current format
of the Appropriation Bills. So far as I am concerned, that is just a bit of mumbo jumbo
and I believe the Minister has to explain more fully to the House this area of the Bill.
It goes on to say:
Over the years. the nexus between financing and works has sometimes been vague and the provisions of this
clause are designed to put this aspect at rest.

But when I went to school, that was said to be begging the question-where one does not
have sufficient facts to back up one's argument. In common parlance I suppose it could be
described as a "snow" job. If I use those terms, I am sure honourable members will
understand what I am driving at.
The Minister must come clean on this aspect of the Bill and clearly set before the
Parliament the objectives of the Bill that he is trying to pass through the House tonight.
It is intended to extend the date from 1 July 1985 to 1 July 1987 or such later date as
may be fixed from time to time by an order made by the Governor in Council of the actual
water right formula pending new water law legislation being presented to Parliament
following the current review of the water law.
The House would be aware that the Minister, through his department, is conducting a
review of water law. The Opposition has been advised that some 21 water Bills are to be
amalgamated. I have endeavoured through the Freedom of Information Act to obtain
some further facts on this matter but I have been quite unsuccessful. The Minister
conveniently stamps all papers as being Cabinet documents. Not only myself but also
other people interested in water legislation are denied access to the facts. We do not know
what is in the Government's mind, except that I am willing to wager-and I trust that
"wager" is a Parliamentary term that is acceptable-that if there is any rearrangement,
the cost of water will go only one way, and that is up. There is very little chance of the cost
of water coming down.

I am wary of the amalgamation of those 21 water Acts into one and I am a little
apprehensive about the force and effect that it will have on water authorities in Victoria.
The water formula is being revised. That is the formula used to calculate the cost of
water to irrigators and also to work out how much water is available for their use. The
department, in its synopsis, blithely says:
This will enable the commission to apportion as extra water rights such volume of water as is, in the
commission's opinion, required to irrigate land.

The Bill also amends the River Improvement Act 1958. It puts in place the recommendation
of the Regional Drainage and Stream Management Task Force to deal with the
recommendations of the Public Bodies Review Committee's eighth report on river
improvement and drainage trusts. I agree that river management has been fragmented in
the past and that a new policy should be implemented. The Public Bodies Review
Committee came to that same conclusion. The task force recommended the creation of
whole-of-catchment river management boards based on existing trusts but with extended
districts and widened membership.
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It seems to me that catchment approach is the right approach for Victoria. Often in the
past, river improvement trusts dealt with just small sections of rivers. They were concerned
only with their own sections and were not concerned with upstream management, or more
importantly, downstream management of the river or stream that they were charged with
looking after. Therefore, a catchment approach to the problem is the one to be pursued by
the Government and I shall be interested to see the way in which the recommendations of
the Regional Drainage and Stream Management Task Force are implemented as time
goes by.

The Bill amends the River Improvement Act 1958 by changing the terms "river
improvement trust" and "river improvement district" to "river management board" and
"river management district". It also increases the number of commiSSIoners from nine to
fifteen. I am not sure how those people are to be elected. Perhaps the Minister might like
to comment on that matter when he replies to the debate.
The Bill also amends the Dandenong Valley Authority Act of 1963. It is only a minor
amendment, which has the effect of enabling the authonty to charge a fee for certificates
at the same cost and level as prescribed under section 387 (2) of the Local Government
Act. I understand that the authority currently charges $2 for a certificate in relation to
building prescriptions or flood-prone areas, whereas the water board and local
municipalities charge $5. It has been expressed to me that there is some doubt whether $5
is sufficient to cover the processes that are undertaken and involved in the issuing of those
certificates.
The Water and Sewerage Authorities (Restructuring) Act 1983 is also amended. It is a
machinery amendment to extend the operation of that Act. The Act provides mechanisms
for the restructuring of numerous servicing authorities into a lesser number of water
boards. What is intended is a transitional measure to facilitate water management reform
through the new water legislation. In accordance with section 51 (I) of that Act, those
bodies will go out of existence in June 1986.
The House would be aware that, under the powers of the Act that established the Public
Bodies Review Committee, even if the committee's recommendations are not acted upon
by Parliament, if the committee recommends that the bodies it was investigating should
go out of existence, that will occur. Therefore, in order to extend the time, which is up
until 7 June 1986, the amendment to section 59 (1) is designed to extend the application
of that provision by twelve months.
It is stated that that will occur "at a time at which the new water legislation shall be in
place". Therefore, it seems that the two things will come together-the recommendations
of the Public Bodies Review Committee and the new water Bill.
Related to this situation of water boards is the Latrobe Valley Water and Sewerage
Board. I am a little disappointed that the Government has been rather tardy in considering
the future of that board. For some eight or nine years, I was a member of that board and
am well acquainted with its work and the value of the work it is doing in the Latrobe
Valley region.
As a delegated authority of the Environment Protection Authority, it not only has a
responsibility for the environment, along the Latrobe River in the Latrobe Valley region,
but also, that responsibility extends right from the Latrobe Valley to the New South Wales
border. The board is in charge of monitoring water quality and other environmental
aspects of a large part of Victoria.
The Sixth Report of the Public Bodies Review Committee recommended that the
Latrobe Valley Water and Sewerage Board be replaced by a regional water board.
The combined effect of section 59 of the restructuring Act and the Parliamentary
Committees (Joint Investigatory Committees) Act 1982 is that the Latrobe Valley board
will also go out of existence on 7 June 1986. If that were to occur, it would leave a
tremendous void in the Latrobe Valley, because there would be no organization to run
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and maintain the sewerage system or to operate the extensive water reticulation system,
which serves not only domestic properties but also the considerable undertakings of the
State Electricity Commission at the Loy Yang, Hazelwood and Yallourn power stations.
Therefore, it is necessary that that amendment be made and that the Latrobe Valley
Water and Sewerage Board does not go out of existence on 7 June next year. The
amendment proposed to section 59 will extend the life of the board for an additional
twelve months.
In considering the Latrobe Valley Water and Sewerage Board, the Government should
listen to the opinions of local people and of officers of the board in the Latrobe Valley.
There has been a build-up over the years of a considerable amount of expertise of its
officers. I would not like a change to the board to occur, which would lose, for the benefit
of the State, that expertise that has been accumulated over such a length of time.
The passage of the proposed legislation will mean that the Government will have a year
from 7 June next in which to carry out consultations not only with the board but also with
the community in general. In that way, when the recommendations of the Public Bodies
Review Committee relating to the forming of the Latrobe Valley Water Board are
implemented, the composition of the board, its role and its function, will be clearly spelt
out and the wishes of the local residents of the area will be taken into consideration when
this new board is announced.
I mentioned the wide-ranging powers of clause 5. I direct to the attention of the House
the considerable change that has taken place in the appropriation of sums of money and
the presentation of the Budget. The Works and Services (Supply 1983-84) Bill spelt 'out
that:
7. (1) The State Rivers and Water Supply Commission may expend such part of the sum specified in Item 75
of the Table to section 4 in the column headed "Amount" as is determined by the Treasurer for the purposes
mentioned in sub-items I to 23 and sub-item 34 of the said Item.

The Governor in Council on the recommendation of the Minister of Water Supply may from time to time by
Order adjust any expenditure made under sub-section (I) by transferring from the State to any district, plant
workshop or authority concerned the liability for such amount of any such expenditure as the Governor in
Council considers reasonable having regard to the development of such district, plant workshop or authority and
thereupon the liability for any amount so transferred shall be transferred out of the Capital Expenditure Borne
by the State.

The works are hereby declared to be State works of water supply drainage flood protection or river improvement
(as the case may be) within the meaning of the Water Act 1958; and the State Rivers and Water Supply
Commission is hereby authorized and directed to construct and carry out all works specified in the said items in
the Table.

The point I am trying to make is that, although we may agree that the presentation of the
Budget Papers has become simplified, Parliament does not have, in my view, the same
scrutiny over the expenditure of sums of money in the water sector. I contrast the provisions
of the Works and Services (Supply 1983-84) Bill with those contained in the current
Appropriation (1985-86, No. 1) Bill, which states:
The Treasurer may issue out of the Consolidated Fund and apply for the recurrent services and the works and
purposes specified in the Table to this section. . .

The Budget also mentions appropriations. Under the sub-heading "Rural Water
clause 8 states that the sum specified in item No. 5635 of the program may

Commission~~,
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be ··expended by the Rural Water Commission for the purposes mentioned in that Table".
It further states:
Notwithstanding anything in sub-section (2) the Governor in Council on the recommendation of the Minister
for Water Resources may(a) from time to time by Order adjust any expenditure made under sub-section (1) by transferring from
the State to any district, plant workshop or authority concerned the liability for such amount of any
such expenditure as the Governor in Council considers reasonable having regard to the development
of such district, plant workshop or authority . . .

Clause 5 impinges greatly on those two pieces oflegislation.
If the House approves clause 5 with its wide-ranging powers, Parliament could well be
denied the scrutiny that it should exercise over the expenditure of money for works
conducted by the Rural Water Commission and the Department of Water Resources. In
my mind there is nothing to stop any sum of money from being appropriated for the
construction of, say, a dam, and without recourse to Parliament, that money could be
transferred for another purpose, say, to construct a channel, a desalinization basin or
another such work.
I do not believe the Minister for Water Resources intended that the scrutiny of Parliament
should be circumvented in that way. The Minister should speak to that query during his
reply to the second-reading debate.
Earlier I mentioned that there has been a reasonable acceptance of the propositions
embodied in the measure by rural Victoria, but some areas are not clear. I understand the
sum of$68 million will be borrowed by the Rural Water Commission and then lent to the
various trust authorities and irrigation districts. After reading the Bill and the background
papers, it is hard to obtain information on how that sum of money is made up. The
Minister should clarify that point.
I have already foreshadowed that during the Committee stage I shall move an amendment
to place the powers of the Bill beyond those that could interfere in the joint action between
the Swan Hill farmers and the Rural Water Commission. The amendment is worthy of
the support of all honourable members because it will protect the farmers. I shall be
interested to hear what the Minister says in answer to some of the queries I have raised
with him. I shall raise any further points during the Committee stage.
Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill)-The Bill was described by the Minister in his secondreading speech as simple, yet it contains 100 amendments to the Water Act, the River
Improvement Act and others.
The measure will allow the Rural Water Commission to launch into its financial·
management strategy package which has been kicked around for six months. After reading
the second-reading speech of the Minister one would believe that the amendments to be
made to the River Improvement Act will lead to some of the greatest improvements in
that area, but the Bill changes only the name of the Act, allows certain trusts and districts
to be amalgamated and allows new ones to be formed. The proposed legislation will allow
the new districts to elect fifteen members to their boards instead of the previous nine
members. The National Party is always interested in the membership of these boards.
Part 5 makes a minor amendment to the Water and Sewerage Authorities (Restructuring)
Act to extend the sunset·clause to allow the.water boards and the Latrobe Valley Water
and Sewerage Board to continue for another year.
Since the water boards were restructured in 1983, the power base of the Government in
the water industry has changed. Prior to 1983 the power base was in the former State
Rivers and Water Supply Commission into which the growers and irrigators had
considerable input. In 1983 the Rural Water Commission was established and it gave the
Minister for Water Resources greater powers and influence than he had previously. At
that time the Department of Water Resources was also created.
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It appears that the Treasurer had decided to change the reporting procedures in the
various instrumentalities and departments. The Department of Water Resources directed
the Rural Water Commission to draw up a procedure through which the new reporting
procedures of the various authorities could be implemented. For many weeks the officers
of the Department of Water Resources and the Rural Water Commission debated ways in
which they could overcome the problem created by the ancient accounting methods used
by the State Rivers and Water Supply Commission.

Eventually the change to the financial reporting procedures was agreed to-one would
hope that they were agreed to but it is possible that the new package was imposed on the
commission. The Rural Water Commission has done its level best to carry out all the
instructions given to it by the Department of Water Resources.
The financial management strategy package was formed over a long period and after
extensive consultation took place throughout country Victoria.
Only one thing has gone wrong with the consultation, if that is what it was. It was mainly
a process of telling irrigators exactly what the rules would be and how it would happen.
Before these consultations took place, the Minister presented a press release which went
to irrigation areas and the provincial press throughout Victoria. The Minister and the
Rural Water Commission are now wondering why those meetings were not well attended.
The Minister's press statement was reported in the Kerang Regional Times, as follows:
The State Government has agreed to a new deal for the Rural Water Commission, according to the Minister
for Water Resources (Mr McCutcheon).
The Minister said commission board members and officers were discussing the new arrangements with
irrigators at their annual general meetings, being held at each centre during September and October.
"The slate is to be wiped clean with respect to some $800 million in old debts to the State Government," Mr
McCutcheon said.
In return, the Rural Water Commission is to be put on a commercial footing.

I could go on and on. The point is that irrigators throughout the State believe they will
have an $800 million debt write-off. Most of them will have been happy about that, but
one of the problems of that press release was that it was not true. Irrigators and other
people in rural Victoria are finding that they cannot trust statements made by Government
Ministers these days. It is a lon~ time since a Minister or Premier has put out a press
release on agriculture in rural Victoria that has been accurate and honest. The release I
quoted is just one classic example.
The Minister has told people in the Swan Hill electorate and along the River Murray
and those involved in irrigation that they will write off more than $800 million of debt,
but he has since asked me to support the proposed legislation to provide a write-off of
$318 million. Some aspects need to be challenged and questioned in the strategy, and I
shall cover that in a moment. The events of the past few months with the Department of
Agriculture and Rural Affairs, water Bills, river improvement statements and others are
giving the wrong impression. They are lifting the expectation of people far beyond that
which the Government even intends to attempt, let alone provide.
The Premier's classic statement concerned his supposed saving grace of how he would
solve rural problems by setting up the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs,
tacking on rural affairs to the Department of Agriculture. If one looks into the matter one
finds that the Government has provided only $410 000 to solve rural problems, which is
not even as much as it spent on the street party in Swanston Street for Victoria's 150th
anniversary. How will the financial management strategy package benefit and improve the
operations? For the benefit of the honourable member for Narracan, I must say I have
received nothing but the most helpful assistance from departmental officers as we have
tried to come to grips with what is in the strategy. The two weeks which we were given to
consider the Bill before debating it today was a totally inadequate time, to such an extent
that not many people in rural Victoria understand what is in the strategy.
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The strategy identifies the financial policies and practices to apply to the Rural Water
Commission over the next four years and into the future. The strategy comprises policies
and practices in twelve interrelated initiatives. The detailed documents list the twelve
initiatives, which have been circulated throughout advisory groups in the State. The
document from the Rural Water Commission explains where it has come from. The
requirement is to take over the assets and liabilities of the former State Rivers and Water
Supply Commission, which was abolished on 30 June 1984. The priorities of the strategy
result from a Cabinet intention to reduce the cash subsidy of the Rural Water Commission
commencing in the 1985-86 Budget. The desire of Cabinet is for longer-term financial
strategies to be developed for country water services.
The major aims of the strategy are to implement the Government's economic and
financial policies and the accounting standards and the reporting practices of the
Government. It is also to place the commission on a commercial basis with respect to its
discretion or business services, including the identification of all costs associated with the
supply of services. It has also provided a financial framework for the Rural Water
Commission for a nominated four-year Parliamentary term of Government during which
the financial targets and rate of cost recovery will be determined by the Government after
consultation with the consumers.
The Bill also aims to enhance the development of the Rural Water Commission as an
accountable, performance-orientated authority. I agree with many of the directions and
aims of the strategy, but the total package leaves much to be desired. It is put in place to
assist the management and conservation of water resources. If the commission puts up
the price of water high enough it will probably conserve quite a bit. The major features of
the strategy package are, firstly, the conversion of an historic liability of $813 million,
which is now $827 million after adjustment for interest-free loans and non-payable capital
contributions by the Victorian Government, to be described as Government equity. As a
trade-off for this, the Rural Water Commission will be responsible for servicing $68·057
million of private borrowings for capital works in the name of the Rural Water Commission.
I shall return to the first point I was considering of the interest-free, non-repayable capital
contribution by the Victorian Government to be described as Government equity.
The Minister, and I am sure Cabinet, are well aware of the problems that the Government
got into to prove Government equity in the Grain Elevators Board when the Government
decided to impose a public authority dividend tax on the board. That was the tax the
Treasurer said, in the first instance, would cost $4 million, but that it would cost the grain
growers nothing. The Treasurer got into trouble in Bendigo when he tried to explain to the
grain growers how the $4 million capital tax could cost an organization nothing.
The Minister and the Department of Water Resources are more cunning than that. They
have said, "Let us examine some of the debts". A figure of $827 million was mentioned.
They said, "We will adjust this to the base district losses and then have an interest free
non-repayable contribution and we will call that Government equity. It will never be
repaid and no interest will be paid on it; it is the Government's share of the cost of the
water industry".
If the Rural Water Commission were ever to get into a position of obtaining a positive
rate of return, these are the figures which the future Government-not this Government
this session, because that will not happen-.-will have to use as .a base for the public
authority dividend tax.
I return to the major features of the operation of the strategy package: the development
of rate of return targets to be achieved over a four-year period in consultation with
consumers and the Government; the introduction of commercial accounting practices
adopted by Government for its large trading/rating public bodies; accrual accounting
including depreciation; standard profit and loss balance sheet reporting, and current cost
reporting. That system of accounting makes it easier to follow.
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According to the Rural Water Commission, further major features are capital expenditure
for district works finance by cash surpluses or private borrowing or a combination. This
places the commission on a similar basis with all other water authorities in Victoria.
Finally, in the case of headworks, would Government finance be available and on what
terms would they be considered on a project-by-project basis.
Another thing that is happening is that discussion is taking place on the restructuring of
water districts. Therefore, the figures that will be referred to relating to water and irrigation
districts will probably change. I wonder why the Minister did not wait until the district
boundaries were restructured before he put this proposal in place, because honourable
members and irrigators would get a more accurate idea of what was going on if the
proposal applied to the new areas.
The Minister for Local Government will face a strong and severe battle if he plays
around with small country towns that have been gutted for the past three and a half years,
and tells them that they will lose the Rural Water Commission base in the town. I hope,
in future, the Minister will consider the fact that those small country towns will probably
have a lot to offer regarding the servicing of the new water districts. I make that comment
in passing because that is a matter for debate at another time. It is related to this debate to
the extent that the figures for the various disticts will not be accurate when the new
structure applies.
I now refer to the $827 million capital liability which the Minister has told the irrigators
of Victoria the Government is going to wipe the slate clean. The first figure quoted was
$813 million, but that has now increased to $827 million.
I refer to the annual report for the year ended June 1984 of the State Rivers and Water
Supply Commission which is mentioned in the Bill as the base document under which
this is all happening. There are some interesting facts in that document. The total capital
liability for the commission's work was just under $826 million. The Minister forgot to
say that the $233 million of the amount was for the cost borne by the district and that the
amount borne by the State was in excess of$593·36 million. It would be nice if somewhere
along the line in the life of this Government it told the truth.
I now refer to the break up of the $827 million. I would have thought that the amount
of equity would have been $593 million, but the report gives a figure of $827 million
which will be wiped out; $43 million applies to liability in relation to investigatory and
other expenditure not resulting in assets vesting in the service liability in respect of the
transfer of payments to the River Murray Commission under the terms of the River
Murray Waters Agreement which amounts to another $50 million. That is less liability in
res~ct of water supply district transfer to water boards. Appendix "B" shows an amount
of $3 million for the water boards of Corop, Gunbower, Eildon, Lockington, Stanhope,
Wonthaggi and Robinvale. The largest amount is for Wonthaggi which is $2·5 million.
There is then a loss of capital liability with respect to the Mornington Peninsula to the
amount of$216 million. The liability for Red Cliffs is $2 million.
The Mornington Peninsula system is interesting in as much as the $216 million of
identifiable debt is for that new water board but no agreement or procedures have been
put in place and at the moment no interest component has been put in place for the
Mornington Peninsula to refund or service that $216 million. Could it be that the
Mornington Peninsula is more politically warm than the Murray areas and the Gippsland
areas of irrigation? It will be interesting to find out what type of deal the Department of
Water Resources comes up with in regard to that organization.
The net capital liability is converted to equity of $513 million. One now gets into the
area of funny money. The then State Rivers and Water Supply Commission borrowed
$68·057 million between 1981 and 1984, and I shall refer to that later. The package takes
account of past district cash flows, accumulated losses and other items, including assets
revaluation. The package amounts to $127 million, and I am not certain where it ends up
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or who pays for it. The Government receives equity of $513 million and not the $813
million to which the Minister has referred.
If the irrigators of Victoria knew then what they know now, there would have been
greater attendance at the meetings. If the Minister for Water Resources had explained
what would be left for growers, they might have attended the meetings in droves. I read
the relevant press reports released in the electorate I represent, and I thought the proposal
was good. However, it took everyone a while to find out what the proposal was really
about.
The amount of $68 million borrowed by the then State Rivers and Water Supply
Commission was raised in the name of the commission between 1981 and 1984. That idea
was instituted by the Liberal Government and has been continued by this Government.
In 1981, the then Government had problems with loan raisings. The Rural Water
Commission is one of many authorities that was given authority to raise money for the
Government. The $68 million represents a group of approximately twenty loans that have
been raised over a three-year period by the then State Rivers and Water Supply Commission
and the Rural Water Commission paid into the Department of Management and Budget
and then fed back to the commission as required. That was the system in the days before
new accounting procedures were introduced.
That money cannot be identified. The National Party has tried to identify it. It was
generally distributed throughout rural Victoria and urban and provincial areas. One of the
packages that was agreed to by the Rural Water Commission when it was negotiating with
the Department of Water Resources was that the debt of $68 million would be taken up
by the irrigators of the State and the loan would be serviced by the districts throughout the
irrigation areas.
There have been a few problems with the strategy package. Over the past week, I have
had discussions with the Minister to encourage him to withdraw the $68 million from the
strategy package because its inclusion is not justified. I know of no reason why the
irrigation board should be made to service loan funds that were raised by this Government
and the previous Government in order to get around the Australian Loan Council. That
is not a fair shake!
Through the strategy package, the Department of Water Resources and the Rural Water
Commission are attempting to cut costs. The Rural Water Commission will cut its costs
by 30 per cent. In other words, there will be 30 per cent fewer dollars being spent by the
commission. Having been given that target by the department, the commission has
indicated that it can be done.
Part of the cost saving mechanism is the restructure of the regions, which I mentioned _
earlier, and I am sure that I will have many words with the Minister about that subject
over the next few months. If the Rural Water Commission cuts its costs by 30 per cent
over the next four years, it will move towards cost recovery. That will not be done on a
district-by-district basis: it will be by a cutback across the board.
For the first time, the strategy packa~e will identify costs and subsidies through accounting
procedures, and I agree with that. Thls year the figure is based on an increase of7 per cent
in water price. That is an arbitrary figure decided upon by the Department of Water
Resources and imposed by the Rural Water Commission. This year, not much consultation
took place on that matter.
The strategy package includes an interesting set of components. It identifies costs and
subsidies, it puts accounting on a good base and it refers to the cost structure of the Rural
Water Commission. However, it does not make provision for the price of water. The
procedure regarding the price of water as set out in the Bill gives the Minister a great
opportunity of moving as he wishes in that regard.
Irrigators do mind that the new financial strategy will cost them a lot of money through
depreciation; they do mind that the administration costs that were previously capitalized
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will now be imposed on them; and they do mind paying for district assets or depreciations
within their own areas. They also object to the $68 million that the strategy package
includes in the finances of each district.
It is hard to knock out a Bill such as this because it contains many good ideas within its
strategy package. The National Party objects to the $68 million private borrowing debt of
the Rural Water Commission.

If the Minister, the Treasurer and the Government so desire, they could put that sum
into the equity column on behalf of the Government. I know the Rural Water Commission
holds the documents and it would be dealt with as private borrowings. However, that has
not been done and the sum is sitting there like a sore thumb. I should have loved to have
been a fly on the wall during the discussions when the Rural Water Commission was told
how it would have to deal with the $68 million by the Department of Water Resources. I
move:
That all the words after "That" be omitted with the view of inserting in place thereof the words "this Bill be
withdrawn and redrafted to provide for the transfer of the $68·057 million private borrowings debt of the Rural
Water Commission during the financial years 1981-82 to 1983-84 to the State".

I shall now examine how the package affects some of the districts. The management
package affects many of the small districts in the electorate I represent. For example, the
total operating expenses of the Tresco Irrigation District for 1985-86 would have been
about $208 000. That is actually a decline of 3·2 per cent on last year's figures. That
represents the Rural Water Commission cutting back costs in those areas, which is the
result of the commission carrying out its part of the bargain.
The financial management strategy funds must be added to that. The headworks
depreciation costs, which are those of the Rural Water Commission, were $630. Head
office administration costs, which were obviously capitalized, amounted to $24 270. These
are all new amounts; it is some package! The interest liability, which is the Tresco share of
the $68 million, will be $69 260. The district assets and building depreciation is $15 880.
Those funds will remain in the district and will be used at another time. After adding the
expenses of the strategy plan, the operating expenses for the Tresco district will rise from
$208000 to $318860, an increase of 47 per cent.
The National Party objects to the imposition of the $68 million private borrowings debt
on all these districts, not so much because of the strategy for the next four years, which
includes the Government subsidy with no strings attached, but because at the end of the
four-year period, if the strategy is achieved and inflation does not go through the roof, the
capital liability of that funding will still apply in all those areas.
In the pumping district of Robinvale, which has an operating cost this year of$710 000,
the costs will be raised to $1 210 000.
Honourable members interjecting.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Hockley)-Order! I ask the honourable member for St
Albans to resume his seat.

Mr STEGGALL-I hope the honourable member never comes to Swan Hill thirsty.
The subsidy will come into place during the strategy period of four or five years. Then, of
course, when the Rural Water Commission applies its budget over the whole State-if it
reaches a break-even point-those individual districts, even in another six months' time,
will be different in their make-up. However, they will still have a share of the capital debt.
A matter to which rural people object is that in all the figures, the annual reports and so
on, with respect to the capital debt, right through the Treasury, the amounts raised are for
servicing the interest gap. Nowhere is there a mention of any repayment of the loans. One
is speaking about writing off $813 million. In another twenty years, the State will be back
in the same position. If the Government does not organize State finances to repay loans,
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eventually somehow in twenty years' time it will have to turn around and wipe off huge
amounts of capital that have been accrued as a liability.
The bi~est operation of all is the Goulburn-Murray Irrigation District. One is playing
with big blckies here because the costs in that district have risen from $19·466 million to
$28·4 million, an increase of 42·9 per cent. Honourable members know the subsidy will
be put in place in the Budget Bill, but the capital debt and the servicing of it, as the strategy
is achieved, will still rest with the districts.

If the Minister and the Treasurer are sincere in wanting to make the strategy work to
achieve all the good things they want to achieve, they should get rid of the $68 million
private borrowings debt and have the accountability placed in the relevant areas quickly.
Another area about which the National Party disagrees with the Government concerns
the principle of pricing policy and the targets on which the Government is setting its
pricing policy.
The fundamental philosophy of the National Party is different from the philosophy of
the Labor Party. No doubt that is why the Minister for Water Resources is a member of
the Labor Party and I am a member of the National Party.
The sitting was suspended at 6.31 p.m. until 8.4 p.m.

Mr STEGGALL-Clause 5 gives retrospective powers to the operations and functions
of the Rural Water Commission. No doubt, this provision is directed towards the mineral
reserves at Swan Hill and the events occurring at Swan Hill. In 1975, the engineers of the
then State Rivers and Water Supply Commission were given the job of attacking the
problem of salinity and, consequently, the engineers of the State Rivers and Water Supply
Commission perceived the problem as an engineering problem and sought an engineering
solution.
It is regrettable that the then Government did not decide to give the problem to the then
Department of Agriculture, which had research ability, farms, scientists, and so on, and
which would have perceived the problem of salinity as a soil problem rather than an
engineering problem. The Department of Agriculture would have got to the source of the
problem and the mineral reserves scheme in operation at present would never have
eventuated.

Work started in 1981 when the mineral reserves scheme was not planned and it was not
known exactly what the scheme would be and what it would encompass and, at that time,
there was talk of taking effluent to Lake Tyrrell. In 1983 the then Minister of Water Supply
referred the problem of the mineral reserves basin to the Salinity Committee, a
Parliamentary Committee held in high esteem by the Government, which has made
inroads into the problem of salinity.
Because of the enormity of the task the committee had to request more time in which to
investigate and report, and this was unfortunate. During that time section 29 of the Water
Act was amended, giving retrospective powers and some discretions to the Rural Water
Commission to try to deal with the grey areas that existed in many areas surrounding the
issue. In 1981 a group of Swan Hill farmers had their court case on the issue of salinity
listed. They are currently involved in those proceedings.
In the middle of that Supreme Court case, the Government has introduced a Bill to
amend the Act to circumnavi$ate the ultra vires case of the Swan Hill farmers so that their
aims cannot be achieved. ThIS Government action is against all principles that the Labor
Party Government and the Premier espouse and the provision in the Bill is an admission
of guilt by the Government on the actions that it has taken in the Swan Hill area.
The Government, its Ministers, the Salinity Committee and the community are all
aware of the actions of the Government and that the scheme is no good and that it will
not achieve any of the aims it is hoped to achieve. The scheme should have been abandoned,
as I have urged on the Government members involved in a salinity task force, and others.
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The Minister explains this provision by saying that it will bring the Water Act into line
with the Appropriation Bill.
I suggest that that is incorrect and that this amendment is aimed purely and simply at
the mineral reserve basins court case.
As there is some prospect that this debate will not reach the Committee stage, I ~ve
notice of the amendments that I shall move if the Bill is committed. I hope the Minlster
will accept the amendment on the mineral reserve basins scheme. If the argument is that
the clause has nothing to do with the court case, the Minister has no reason for refusing to
accept the amendment. If he will not accept the amendment, the guilt complex and the
political and legal reasons for the clause will be obvious.
The main amendment to clause 5 that I foreshadow is in two parts. The first is to insert
in clause 5 at page 3, after line 30, the following proposed new sub-section (1 F).
(IF) If the Director-General or the Rural Water Commission proposes to construct works of water supply,
drainage, salinity mitigation, river improvement, river management, flood mitigation or flood protection and
the estimated cost of construction of those works exceeds the amount prescribed for the time being for the
purposes of section 38, the Director-General or the Rural Water Commission (as the case requires) must not
commence construction of those works unless at least 14 days before the commencement of the construction the
Minister has caused to be laid before the Legislative Council and the Legislative Assembly a statement of the
proposed, works and also an esti mate of the cost of construction of those works.

The second part relates to the mineral reserve basins scheme and my proposed clause 5
(2) reads as follows:
The right of the parties in the proceedings between Raymond Leonard Jewson, Valma May Jewson, Keith
Anderson, David William Anderson and others and the Rural Water Commission of Victoria in the Supreme
Court (No. 9245 of 1981) shall be determined as if sub-section (1) had not been enacted.

If the Government is amending the Act for the reason stated by the Minister, the Minister
will have no problem in accepting the amendment.
The first part of the amendment is aimed at the lack of trust and the lack of
communicatIon that exists and stems from the case concerning the mineral reserve basins;
but it is also aimed at the different flood mitigation studies and works that are currently
being carried out in the waterways of northern Victoria. It is an accountability provision
that will be moved by the National Party if the Bill is committed.
I suggest that this Bill is far more important than is indicated by the few minutes'
attention that it will be given in this House. It contains more than 100 amendments to the
Act, some of which are well worth exploring and debating. In many instances, the Minister
is not yet fully aware of the implications of the amendments.
The National Party will support the reasoned amendment that I have moved, and I
hope the Minister and the Government will take heed of the matters that the National
Party has raised in the debate.
Mr Fordham (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I declare this Bill is
an urgent Bill, and I move:
That this Bill be considered an urgent Bill.

Approval of the motion being put was indicated by the required number of members
rising in their places, as specified in Standing Order No. 105 (a).
The House divided on Mr Fordham's motion (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).
41
Ayes
Noes
36
Majority for the motion
AYES
MrCain
Miss Callister

5
NOES
Mr Austin
MrBrown
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AYES
MrCathie
DrCoghill
MrCrabb
MrCulpin
Mr Cunningham
Mr Ernst
MrFordham
Mrs Gleeson
Mr Harrowfield
Mrs Hill
Mr Hill
Mrs Hirsh
MrHockley
Mr Jolly
Mr Kennedy
MrKirkwood
Mr McCutcheon
MrMcDonald
Mr Mathews
Mr Micallef
MrNorris
MrPope
Mrs Ray
Mr Remington
Mr Roper
MrRowe
Mrs Setches
MrSheehan
Mr Shell
Mr Sidiropoulos
MrSimpson
MrStirling
MrTrezise
Mr Vaughan
MrWalsh
MrWilkes
Mrs Wilson
Tellers:
Mr Andrianopoulos
MrSeitz
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NOES
MrColeman
MrCrozier
MrDelzoppo
Mr Evans
(Ballarat North)
MrEvans
(Gippsland East)
MrGude
MrHann
MrHayward
Mr Heffernan
Mr John
Mr Kennett
MrLea
MrLeigh
Mr Lieberman
Mr McGrath
(Lowan)
Mr Maclellan
Mr Pescott
MrPlowman
MrRamsay
Mr Reynolds
Mr Richardson
Mr Ross-Edwards
MrSmith
(Glen Waverley)
MrSmith
(Polwarth)
Mr Steggall
Mr Stockdale
MrTanner
MrWallace
MrWeideman
DrWells
MrWhiting
MrWilliams
Tellers:
MrCooper
Mr Perrin

PAIRS
Mr Fogarty
MrGavin
MrSimmonds

MrMcGrath
(Warrnamboo/)
Mr Jasper
MrMcNamara

Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That the time allotted for the remaining stages of the Bill be until 10 p.m. this day.

Mr AUSTIN (Ripon)-This is an absolute disgrace! This inefficient, incompetent
Government cannot run its affairs in this House.
The SPEAKER-Order! Would the House come to order!
Mr AUSTIN-Once again the incompetence of the Government is to the fore when for
about the fourth time this week the Government is forced to move the guillotine motion
on an important Bill. This Bill is important to rural people and because it is a rural Bill
and because the Government does not care about rural people it is moving the guillotine
and allowing only 2 hours' debate on this important measure.
The Opposition has said time and again when the guillotine has been moved over the
past few days that it is prepared to sit in December for 1, 2 or 3 weeks but this lazy,
incompetent Government has decided that it wants to start the Christmas break at the'
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end of November with an extra three weeks of holidays. The Opposition is prepared to sit
in the first and second weeks in December to allow proper debate on important Bills before
the House. If the Government is insisting on guillotining the Bill, I hope it will be the last
occasion on which it uses its power and that it will allow proper debate on other important
Bills that are still on the Notice Paper.
Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-I fail to comprehend how the Government can label the
Bill as an urgent Bill when the debate began at 5 o'clock and the Minister in charge of the
Bill was not even in the House. There has been a procession of Ministers seeing the Bill
through the Parliament. First there was the Minister for Ethnic Affairs, who would have a
great grasp of the Water Act and a great grasp of rural affairs! He was then relieved by the
Minister for Housing, while the Minister who should have been in charge of the Bill was
out of the House.
I do not believe the Government can be fair dinkum and label the Bill as urgent with
the scant attention the Minister has applied to it and the cavalier way in which it has
discussed and dismissed a host of measures that will affect rural Victoria.
The motion was agreed to.
Mr "ANN (Rodney)-I support the honourable member for Swan Hill, who effectively
put the National Party's case on the Bill. The Minister indicated in his second-reading
notes on the Bill that it was a small but significant Bill. That is certainly correct, because it
dramatically changes a number of fundamental matters in relation to the financial
arrangements concerning the irrigation industry. The area of major concern to the National
Party is that for the first time, if it accepts this financial package on behalf of the irrigators
of this State, the irrigators will then be contributing financially towards the cost of
borrowings for capital works.
That is a fundamental change away from the traditional financing of irrigation works in
this State. A background paper on water management in Victoria, was submitted to the
Public Bodies Review Committee on 29 May 1980. I shall quote from it to demonstrate
the commission's role. On page 37 of the submission on the question of pricing policy the
commission makes the following comments:
As a matter of Government policy, interest and redemption on capital is not charged against water users for
works associated with irrigation districts. This policy has been in existence for over 40 years and supported by
Governments of all political persuasions. It is also general practice in the other Australian States and many
overseas countries. Its justification lies in the developmental nature of irrigation projects and the wide distribution
of benefits arising from these projects which extend beyond the water users directly served by the system and
into the general community.

That succinctly spells out the reason why 40 years ago a Country Party Government first
introduced the amendment which precluded irrigators from meeting those interest and
redemption charges. Yet, today, we have a fundamental change before the House whereby
the irrigators of the State are asked to pick up a private liability of the Rural Water
Commission-the old State Rivers and Water Supply Commission-of $68·075 million.
Those funds have been borrowed in recent years to enable this Government and the
previous Liberal Government to circumvent the Australian Loan Council borrowing
arrangements.
As part of this financial strategy, the Minister is suggesting in his press release that the
Government is writing off $80 million worth of liabilities to the irrigators. That $800
million has never been considered in recent years as a liability to the irrigators.
Mr McCutcheon-It is in the books.
Mr HANN-It might be in the books, but if the Minister looks at the statement of
policy-The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! The honourable member for Rodney
should address the Chair.
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Mr HANN-If the Minister examines the statement of policy of all Governments,
including his own, during that period, he will find that they all as a matter of policy agreed
that interest and redemption charges were not to be charged to water users.
The Minister in his second-reading speech states in the last paragraph:
The amendments proposed by the Bill are of benefit to users in the water industry generally as well as to the
broader community which enjoys the ultimate benefits of irrigation or the more direct benefits of recreation and
aesthetics in relation to our rivers and watercourses.

That is the justification for irrigators not meeting interest and redemption charges on that
capital in the past.
An argument put forward by the Government in selling this package to irrigators around
the State is that extensive consultation has taken place. Rather than consultation, it has
been a hard sell exercise to irrigators that they should accept the package as the lesser of
two evils and that the alternative was some sort of different funding system whereby the
irrigators would have to meet the cost of water on a user-pays basis through the Ministry
of Water Resources and a licensing arrangement where the water would be sold through
irrigation districts to the highest bidder.
That is not sufficient argument for locking the irrigators into accepting responsibility for
meeting interest charges on $68·075 million for ever and a day. The best advice given to
members of the National Party is that the debt will never be repaid; it will simply be rolled
over. The irrigators of Victoria will have to accept responsibility for meeting the interest
charges on that amount indefinitely in the future.
The second part of the Government strategy was that the commission would reduce its
costs, it would examine its efficiency and ensure that the price of water did not rise above
the level of inflation in anyone year over the next four-year period. The Government
could then for the first time identify the actual subsidy for the irrigation industry. What
we have been presented with, along with the financial management strategy tactics, is a
proposed restructuring of the commission.
The irrigators are concerned that, in that restructuring and in the review of the costs,
maintenance of the system will run down dramatically. In fact, the service to irrigators
will be reduced because there will be fewer personnel on the ground. We have a concept of
rationalization where district officers will be moved away to regions many miles away
from the districts concerned and we believe it will be less efficient in the long run and will
ultimately add to the costs of running the whole system.
A number of questions were posed to the Minister by the Goulburn-Murray Irrigation
District Advisory Council. The first one related to the public authority dividend tax and
whether the tax would be levied on the Rural Water Commission during the term of the
Government. The answer of the Treasurer was that the Rural Water Commission would
not be included in the bodies subject to a public authority dividend tax at this time.
There is no doubt that if the Government's tax strategy works, and if it can ultimately
argue that the irrigation industry will be profitable-although it appears doubtful whether
the irrigators will have to meet the interest on this debt-the Government in future will
impose the public authority dividend tax on the water industry.
The next comment made by the advisory council was:
No interest or principal shall. be payable during the term of the Government on either the cash or deferred
subsidy being provided by Government on a year to year basis.

The Minister's reply was:
Under the conditions of the financial management strategy, any approved cash subsidy for anyone year shall
be treated as a revenue grant, and the deferred subsidy in anyone year will not be cumulative.

The third point was:
That the debt to equity equation be put right up front in Legislation effective immediately.
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And the Minister's comment in reply was:
Amending legislation will be required to implement the strategy and the Government proposes to include this
in its spring legislative program. Conversion of debt to Government equity is an essential element of the strategy
package and this will be included in the Bill.

That is the Bill that is presently before the House.
The advisory council then suggested:
That the financial responsibility for construction and replacement of headworks remain with the Government.

And the Minister commented:
The strategy provides for the Rural Water Commission to finance new or replacement investment for its
district system, excluding head works, through the combination of internally generated funds and private borrowing.

Once again, there is a fundamental change from the way irrigation districts in this State
have been funded in the past through the Consolidated Fund and from Government
contributions. These districts will now have to borrow on the commercial money market
at commercial rates for these major head works that are part of the total infrastructure of
the whole system.
The next suggestion by the advisory council was:
That the Rural Water Commission not be required in future to borrow on behalf of the Government.

The Minister will not give any indication of what the charge might be for the current
season, but no doubt the proposal is to phase out the subsidy over the four-year period.
The supposed subsidy this year to the Goulburn-Murray Irrigation District is something
like $4 million. The irrigators have had to meet a loan commitment and interest charge of
just over $400 million on that loan. In fact, if the Government were prepared to convert
the $68 million to equity, that would eliminate the so-called subsidy.
One of the arguments put forward by the Minister is that this proposal has widespread
support from irrigators. I advise the Minister that many irrigators are alarmed or are
strongly opposed to it. The Cohuna Advisory Board has expressed grave concern regarding
a number of aspects of the proposal. One of the areas of concern is the proportion being
charged on headworks depreciation. It seeks clarification on where the headworks
depreciation of $999 670 is to be credited. If it is for operation and maintenance on
headworks, there should be a corresponding deduction on traditional head works operation
in the maintenance item of the financial statement which has been presented to irrigators
around the State. The board also requires a detailed examination of the proportion of
depreciation being charged to the Goulburn-Murray Irrigation District on the schedule of
depreciation of head works that has been distributed with estimate papers.
Some of that information is now available, but the Cohuna Advisory Board is seeking
additional information. In a submission to the Minister, the board stated:
This board is particularly concerned with the ever increasing operation expenditure which necessitates reducing
maintenance expenditure to meet expenditure estimates target (not exceeding the allocation at 1984-85 level in
dollar terms). A deterioration of the standard of the system's distribution works will result from a continued
reduction in maintenance expenditure, and the board feels the maintenance of the system must not be allowed
to fall below an acceptable level (current budgeted activity).

A situation has existed in the Rodney irrigation district in recent years where irrigators
have had to pay additional charges on their water rates to try to upgrade a system that has
not had any significant maintenance carried out on it for some 30 or 40 years.
The whole system had run down to the extent that there was widespread leakage in the
channel system. The channel banks were low in places, so flooding was occurring from the
channels. Urgently required maintenance had to be carried out. A similar situation exists
throughout the irrigation system. The system was established in 1911, and there has been
a limit to its maintenance over the years.
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Many supply channels and structures within the irrigation system urgently require
replacement. It appears to the irrigators and members of the National Party that it is part
of the Government's financial package that maintenance works be run down.
The advisory board at Cohuna has indicated that it is concerned at the lack of time that
has been given to assess the strategy. That is a general criticism throughout all areas. The
advisory board is also concerned that the price of water should not be used as an instrument
to determine efficiency for the rural irrigation sector. It has been ar~ued that the price of
water should be increased so that efficiency is improved. In reality, If that argument were
adopted, it could reach the stage where irrigators could not afford to buy water from the
Rural Water Commission. Productivity would be affected as a result of that.
Honourable members should relate the concept of the financial package to the public
transport sector. There is no suggestion by the Government that the huge debt carried by
the public transport system should be considered as an individual liability of the users of
that system within the metropolitan area. No doubt, the Minister for Water Resources
occasionally uses the rail system. Would he accept the responsibility for the debt that that
system has built up over the years? The debt has increased dramatically over the past
twelve months.
There is no way that the Government should expect the users of that system to accept
responsibility for the debt. However, the principle is the same. People who use the public
transport system are the users of the system. If the philosophy of a financial management
strategy along the lines of the strategy proposed for the water industry were adopted for
the public transport sector, rail users could not afford to pay the fares to use that system.
The costs would be totally prohibitive. However, irrigators are being informed that they
must accept the new financial package; otherwise they may be burdened with a worse
package.
I shall refer to the points I made at the beginning of my remarks when I quoted from
the submission from the State Rivers and Water Supply Commission to the Public Bodies
Review Committee. That submission was made in 1980, and it pointed out that
Governments of all persuasions had adopted a policy whereby interest and redemption
charges on capital were not charged against the water users for works associated with
irrigation districts. The National Party believes that policy should be retained today.
If the Government's policy of expecting irrigators to pick up the cost of the infrastructure
is adopted, it will achieve nothing because no one will be able to afford to pay. There is an
economic benefit to the State by providing those infrastructures; a benefit which is much
broader than the individual uses of the system. That is why the National Party intends to
press strongly the proposed amendments until such time as the Government realizes the
error of its ways and transfers the liability of the $68 million to the State.
Mr B. J. EV ANS (Gippsland East)-Clause 1 of the Bill states that one of the main
purposes of the Bill is to convert the existing capital liability of the Rural Water Commission
to the State into Government equity in the commission. That part of the clause is the
linchpin of the proposed legislation. In considering the extent and purpose of the Bill, it is
relevant to examine the question of what is meant by equity because the Bill converts
Government loans into Government equity in the Rural Water Commission.
The Shorter Oxford English Dictionary states that equity means the quality of being
equal or fair, impartiality, even-handed dealing, that which is fair and right and recourse
to general principles of justice. That definition is at variance with the intent of the Bill.
The proposed legislation is anything but fair to the rural people of this State.
The Bill does nothing about the normally accepted principles of equity with regard to
the ownership of property. If someone has equity in a property and if the Government has
indicated that it proposes to extend its loans into the form of equity in the Rural Water
Commission, one would assume that it is trying to imply that the water conservation
projects throughout the State do not belong to the Government but belong to the irrigators.
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That is the intent of the Bill, which is another step in a continuing process that has been
under way for some time to achieve a situation where the Government taxes people
engaged in agriculture who use water for irrigation purposes.
The real purpose of the Bill is to imply that irrigation storages and schemes throughout
the State belong to the irrigator so that, in turn, the Government can justify imposing the
public authority dividend tax on people who use the water of the State for irrigation
purposes. By that means, the Government will raise additional revenue. However, that is
not a reasonable or rational view.
The irrigation storages and works throughout the State are the property of the
Government, and they have always been. It has been the purpose of the Water Act since
its inception to create a public body that was charged with the responsibility of constructing
water storages and distribution channels throughout country Victoria in order to support
irrigated agriculture.
A century ago, a Government of this State created world history by vesting the streams
of the State in the Crown. In that way, the then Government avoided the problems that
had arisen in other parts of the world, especially in the western parts of the United States
of America where some of the early settlers gained control of streams that were not
widespread in those areas. The early settlers gained control of the vital water resources
and used that control to blackmail their neighbours and exert authority to the detriment
of everyone else.
The State Government was wise enough to vest in the State the control of rivers and
streams, not for the purpose of the State having the right to sell waters of those streams to
the highest bidder but to ensure that all State citizens have equal rights of access to water.
However, the Government is now changing the context in which the original legislation
was intended. It has decided that this is an opportunity to use its control over the vital
water resources of Victoria to raise revenue for its own purposes.
I remind the House that many water storages in Victoria were either constructed or
enlarged for the purpose of extending soldier settlement irrigation immediately after the
second world war and in some cases after the first world war. That was done by a grateful
Government to demonstrate to returned servicemen its thanks for the part they played in
defending Australia in time of war.
The Government today is now saying to the successors of those soldier settler irrigators,
whether they be sons, daughters or people who have purchased properties over the years,
"You will be liable for the cost of building these storages; we have forgotten about the debt
of gratitude we owe to your forebears and you will now pay the price". The Government
was magnanimous about it and said that it would wipe off a figure, which the honourable
member for Swan Hill said has been flexible. The figure commenced in the region of$850
million but, as has been demonstrated, is now significantly lower than that. The
Government tried to impress the irrigating fraternity with its warm and generous offer by
converting that amount of money to a non-refundable interest-bearing contribution towards
Victoria's irrigation projects.
The Bill is one of a series in which the Government is turning its back on country
people. The rot commenced when the previous Liberal Government appointed the
Parliamentary Public Bodies Review Committee and referred to it what was generally
termed the water industry of Victoria. That committee investigated the urban water
supplies in rural areas. I became alarmed at the reasoning the committee adopted because
early in its deliberations it commissioned a report from the Institute of Applied Economic
and Social Research from the University of Melbourne which stated that Government
business undertakings should expect a rate of return on funds which had been provided.
It also stated that Government instrumentalities such as those responsible for metropolitan
transportation, particularly VicRail and the Tramways Board, should not be expected to
provide such a dividend.
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At no time did the institute provide any reasoning. It did not explain why people living
in the metropolitan area were entitled to a public transport system which does not provide
a rate of return on the capital invested in it, while people living in the country should pay
a rate of return on water supplied, which includes drinking water.
In other words, the institute submitted a report to the committee, which the committee
accepted in principle, that it was more important to provide cheap transport services to
metropolitan residents than to provide a drink of water to a person living in the country.
Those were clearly the priorities established by the report to the committee and,
unfortunately, the committee adopted that report.
That principle was then applied to Government financing for urban water supplies in
country areas. In the past, Liberal Governments approached elections with a policy of
ensuring that small country towns would be provided with a water supply system. I su~est
that many country Liberal members were returned to Parliament because of that polIcy.
The former Liberal Government implemented that policy by subsidizing interest rates to
make the provision of country town water supplies a viable proposition. Governments
then commenced to withdraw that financial support. Many people living in country towns
are now beginning to feel the effects of the withdrawal of interest subsidies and the rapid
increase in rates they have to pay for water supply and sewerage serVices. In the past both
of those services were supported by Government finance.
The Bill deals with the next stage in the process where the Government is turning its
attention to irrigation supplies. Most of the provisions are based on the report of the
Public Bodies Review Committee. The twelfth report to the Parliament on future structures
for water management contained the final report on irrigation and water resource
management. One of the significant points of that report is recommendation 10 which
states:
The Committee recommends:
(i) that the Department of Agriculture become the primary source of policy advice to the Government on all
mattters related to irrigated agriculture . . .

The report then refers to a number of factors in which the Rural Water Commission is
concerned with irrigation procedures, apart from the physical supply of water to farms.
This is one aspect of the Government's policy which has not been. addressed in the leadup to the preparation of the Bill.
The Public Bodies Review Committee made it clear that functions which up to date
have been carried out by the State Rivers and ·Water Supply Commission, the predecessor
of the Rural Water Commission, which cover a wide range ,of services apart from the
actual delivery of water, ought to be provided by the Department of Agriculture and Rural
Affairs. I presume from that recommendation that it would be at the cost of the
Government.
There is nothing in the Bill to suggest that the cost of the provision of those services will
be taken away from the Rural Water Commission or from the districts that will have the
physical responsibility for providing water to irrigators iffuture legislation follows the line
of action suspected by the National Party.
These angles have not been sorted out. The Bill is certainly premature because the
Government ought first make quite clear to irrigators what the whole package will result
in. The Government ought to be honest enough to say what the additional cost of a
megalitre of water will be once it has implemented all of its changes and so-called reforms.
The irrigator should be told how much additional cost he will have to bear for irrigation
services.
I dare say that no reasonable person would argue a~ainst the theory that is sometimes
called the user-pays principle. If somebody is prOVIded with a service, he should be
expected to pay the cost of providing that service. That would be all right if it were applied
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across the board, but almost the only place where Government has applied this principle
is in the provision of water supply services to people in rural areas.
My colleague, the honourable member for Mildura, reminds me, by interjection, that
this is also the case with the Grain Elevators Board. The wheat growers of Victoria have
even more to complain about than the irrigators in the way the Government is screwing
money out of them, ostensibly in return for some Government equity in facilities. The
irrigators throughout the State, just as with the people in country towns, do not yet really
understand what has brought about the large increase in their water rates or what is
happening with the Bill.
I differ with the honourable member for Swan Hill, who said that irri~ators will accept
these payments. Once they understand what has been done to them, theIr full resentment
will be turned upon the Government of this State and those honourable members who
have acquiesced in this draconian Bill requiring irrigators to pay the full cost of the
provision of water supply services to them.
One of the points we should remember is that, perhaps with the exception of Antarctica,
Australia is one of the driest continents on this planet. It not only faces the problem of
lack of rain, but there are great variations in rainfall patterns from time to time. It is quite
apparent that that was one of the reasons why our forebears saw the need to vest streams
in the Crown. They realized that it would be necessary to construct water storages if the
country was to be developed, to support the population that our forebears envisaged
would be inhabiting this country.
Indeed, it is probably fair to suggest that the Aboriginal people achieved approximately
the level of density of population that this continent was able to sustain in its natural state,
which was, as I understand it, in the region of 600 000 people. Without any interference
with nature, that is about the level of population that the continent can sustain.
Obviously, if we were to change the level to a point where the country could support
somewhere in the region of 15 million people-approximately the present populationthe environment had to be changed. We could not continue to live off the land in the way
that the Aboriginal people had beforehand. Things had to change. One of the important
changes to be made was an attempt to even out the peaks and hollows in the availability
of water for our crops and pastures. That is the reason why, over the years, successive
Governments in all States saw how essential it was for them to become involved in
agriculture.
Although many people might think that that was good enough and necessary for the
time, but is not terribly relevant today. I suggest that one of the reasons for the dire
economic situation in which the country finds itse1ftoday is the inability of rural industries
to be able to compete on international markets.
This Bill will make it even more difficult for the great primary industries that have
grown up and developed out of the public irrigation schemes in Victoria to compete. The
Bill will mark another milestone in the decline of Australia's economic stability. It will
hinder the competitive nature of primary industries in Victoria, industries that we still
must rely on, despite the comments one hears about being competitive in these areas. It is
still the primary industries that provide the bulk of this nation's overseas earnings and
unless we do more to stimulate and encourage them we are heading for even more financial
problems in the years to come.
The Government oUght to have another think about what it is doing with the Bill and
give more support where it is needed-in our primary industry field.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-I realize that the Government, by applying the guillotine
to the proposed legislation, has put constraints on the time available for honourable
members to enter into the debate. I do not intend to speak for long, knowing the anxiety
of members of the National Party and other honourable members to speak on the matter.
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Mr Sidiropou)os interjected.
Mr MACLELLAN-I acknowledge, as does the honourable member for Richmond,
that I do not have many irri~tors in my electorate, although it is nice for the honourable
member for Richmond to bnng his red tie and be with us here this evening. I repeat to the
Minister for Water Resources that the Opposition's position, as outlined by the honourable
member for Narracan, is that it has decided not to oppose the Bill, but that is subject to
the Government being willing to introduce an amendment to the Bill in relation to a class
action, broadly described as a common purpose or common cause action instituted in the
Supreme Court by farmers.
It is the first of the actions taken in regard to the common cause. The headlines in the
newspapers have been, ··New law may block farmers' action", HFarmers units in legal
fi~t against desalination plan"-although it is generous to call it a desalination plan.
Fifty-one farmers from the Swan Hill area are asking the Supreme Court for injunctions
to restrain the Rural Water Commission from its activities and actions in that regard.
One would have expected that in second-reading speech the Minister would have been
frank enough to disclose the true import of the Bill. A group of farmers having instituted
an action in the Supreme Court, the Minister apparently thought he could introduce a Bill
that simply granted retrospective powers to the commission that would wipe out the
action. That is unsatisfactory to the Opposition and I believe it should be unsatisfactory
to honourable members on all sides of the House.

I am ashamed of the Minister not having had the courage to tell the House, in his
second-reading speech that that is what the clause in the Bill did. Indeed, when the
Minister was interviewed by the press, he did exactly the same thing-duck, weave and
dodge but do not actually say that the effect of the proposed legislation is to take away the
power of the Supreme Court to hear an action that has already started.
I do not know of an occasion in my fifteen years in Parliament when this House or,
indeed, when this Parliament has been willing to strike down an action which has been
commenced. Nothing is said about the merits of the case. Nothing is said as to whether
the farmers are right or wrong, but surely the farmers have a right to take action in the
Supreme Court. If the Constitution of the State and the integrity of the Supreme Court are
to mean anything, this Parliament and successive Parliaments should be very wary of ever
exercising power to overthrow the right of people to approach the Supreme Court to have
their matters heard.
Certainly it should not be done in the sneaky fashion that the Government chose to do
it in this Bill. If there is a Committee stage, I should like the National Party and the
Government to consider the following amendment, which I foreshadow will be moved by
the honourable member for Narracan. The amendment states, inter alia:
The rights of the parties in the proceedings between Raymond Leonard Jewson, Valma May Jewson, Keith
Anderson, David William Anderson and others and the Rural Water Commission of Victoria in the Supreme
Court (No. 9245 of 1981 )-

That is when they commenced the action-shall be determined as if sub-section ( I ) had not been enacted.

The Opposition believes the Government should hang its head in shame for not having
made a proper disclosure to the Parliament in the explanatory second-reading speech. It
can be characterized as sneaky-it can be characterized as a lot more serious things than
that-but I suggest it has misled the House. However, in Parliamentary terms one is not
allowed to say that anybody has deliberately misled the House.
One can certainly ask the Minister how in heaven's name he misled the House by not
fully disclosing in his second-reading speech the effect the Bill would have.
I believe these people, whether they are right or wrong, are citizens of the State. They
commenced their action believing they had good cause to do so. They expended money in
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that action, which is just about to be heard by the court, and this Government produces a
Bill in the House which will strike it out.
The Bill, in a sense, is typical of a Government which wants to limit debate. It wants to
cut out the opportunity for members of the National Party, the Opposition and its own
members to make comments on the proposed legislation. Unless further financial
information is made available, unless the amendment is accepted by the Government and
implemented in the Bill, the Opposition will have to review its position.
At this stage the Opposition is not opposed to the Bill. However, the Opposition is
opposed to a Government which so sacrifices rural interests, prosperity and the hopes of
everybody from Alfred Deakin down, who have laboured hard to bring the driest areas of
the State into production. For the Government to just sweep it aside with a stroke of the
financial pen appears to be careless and indifferent to the future.
The State will not be better off if farmers pay a lot more for their water or do not pay in
effect for the water that is for sale and it simply runs to waste. The State will not be better
off if they cut down on the sales over and above their entitlement because they have to
pay so much for what they are entitled to that they do not have additional funds to
purchase additional water.
If this was an environmental matter in terms of agricultural environment, I mi~t
understand it, but it is simply a Treasury matter where a Government, which is insensitIve
to the needs of agriculture and country Victoria, has failed to come clean and failed on
this occasion to meet the needs of the rural community as they exist in 1985.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! The Minister will be speaking to the
reasoned amendment.
Mr McCUTCHEON (Minister for Water Resources)-The amendment moved by the
honourable member for Swan Hill virtually turns the Bill on its head. A number of
remarks' have been made by speakers on the financial strategy and the conversion of the
historic debt to equity. I should like to clarify some of the information that has been put
by various speakers because I believe it reflects a certain amount of confusion.
Mr Whiting-That exists right around the country.
Mr McCUTCHEON-And the honourable member for Mildura is adding to it. The
financial package is the response of the Rural Water Commission to the request by the
Government to reduce its subsidy over four years commencing this financial year. That is
a proposition that has been put to a number of Government agencies and it has led to
discussions between the Rural Water Commission and the Department of Management
and Budget starting in January this year and moving through to June. That is a considerable
period. It led to some detailed work by the former State Rivers and Water Supply
Commission-now the Rural Water Commission-on the historic accounts of that body.
The honourable member for Swan Hill made a number of comments in support of
changing the accounting system and the presentation of subsidies and debts.
Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-On a point of order, Mr Acting Speaker, the Minister is
exercising his right to reply to the reasoned amendment that is before the House. I believe
he should be confined to a very narrow debate on the amendment. The Government has
already guillotined debate on the Bill and the Minister is straying from the amendment.
He will have an opportunity later on, when he sums up on the second-reading debate, to
canvass these other issues. The Minister ought to be confined to the amendment because
he will use two occasions on which to reply, firstly, on the amendment, and, secondly, on
the second-reading.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! I do not uphold the point of order. I
have made it clear to the Minister that he is speaking to the amendment and I shall watch
the Minister closely.
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Mr McCUTCHEON (Minister for Water Resources)-The amendment is concerned
with transferring $68·057 million and I am dealing with that aspect of the debate. I was
informing the House of the arran$ements that led to the consideration of the matter and
the background to it. The financIal package had been negotiated between January and
June this Year. I was alluding to the fact that the details and historic accounts of the State
Rivers and Water Supply Commission, which include the $69·057 million, are part of the
negotiations for that package in the arran~ements presented to the irrigating and farming
community by the Rural Water CommissIOn.
The Government requested the Rural Water Commission to reduce its subsidy over
four years, to maintain costs at a constant 1984-85 level, and to hold charges to something
close to the consumer price index. Those two basic directions require the Rural Water
Commission to initiate greater efficiencies and productivity. They require the districts
themselves to consider their future planning of works and maintenance and to try to plan
those costs in a way that can be met by charges. It means that the effectiveness of that
sector is very much under scrutiny by the consumer, the Rural Water Commission and
the Government.
It is important to do so if Victoria is to have a more efficient public authority, and the
Opposition is the greatest critic of inefficient public authorities. I have had the support of
the honourable member for Swan Hill on these attempts to make the accounting and the
subsidy allocation clearer and the authority more effective. That was the framework for
the financial package which led to the proposals that have been outlined.
The question of the conversion of the historic debt of some $827 million to Government
equity was misunderstood by the honourable member for Swan Hill when he rehearsed
the details that have been circulated by the Rural Water Commission. As appearing in the
accounts of statement in the State Rivers and Water Supply Commission 1983-84 Annual
Report, the total capital liability is put in the books at $827 million.
Reductions of various amounts as listed on the table at page 152 of that report are there
because the Government's equity is in assets, and those amounts that cannot be put down
to assets are taken away from that total debt. Therefore, the $43 million is a liability in
relation to investigatory and other expenditure not resulting in assets vested in the State
Rivers and Water Supply Commission.
The $50 million to which the honourable member for Swan Hill referred relates to
liability in respect of transfer payments to the River Murray Commission and are, therefore,
not part of the assets of the former State Rivers and Water Supply Commission.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! I believe the Minister is starting to
stray from the reasoned amendment, and I ask him to confine his remarks to that matter.
Mr McCUTCHEON-Yes, Mr Acting Speaker; I believe I have put across my argument.
The $68 million to which he referred is a debt that is legally taken out in the name of the
former State Rivers and Water Supply Commission, now the Rural Water Commission.
Therefore, in that regard, it is a debt legally carried on in the name of the State Rivers and
Water Supply Commission.
In puttin~ together the financial package, a number of adjustments had to be made. It is
not just a SImple operation; it is a package in response to a Government request. It has
good points and bad points for both the Government and the districts, or the Rural Water
Commission. It is a matter of adjusting a whole series of fairly complicated factors,
including a number of historic accounts which have not been clear and which, it is hoped,
will be made much clearer in the future by the new accounting practices.
The targets for the financial package will be the subject of discussions with the districts
over the next three years. If one considers the debt, or the proportion of the $68 million
that has to be carried by the Goulburn-Murray Irrigation District, in the accounts of the
State Rivers and Water Supply Commission, which is now the Rural Water Commission
as at 30 June last year, the debt of that district is in two parts: district borne, which was
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$1·5 million, and State-borne, which was $198 million. When one examines the total debt,
one notes it is about $199 million.
The package is saying that debt is being wiped off and that the amount of $68 million
will be a proportion of that debt. Therefore, the powers of the Act would enable that Stateborne debt to be transferred to the district debt. Therefore, one can have it one way or the
other, if one wishes.
Mr Steggall interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! The honourable member for Swan
Hill is out of his place. I also ask the Minister to address the Chair and not the honourable
member for Swan Hill.
Mr McCUTCHEON-The fact is that the historic debt of the Goulburn-Murray
Irrigation District is $199 million, and the debt it is now sharing of that $68 million is in
the order of$32 million. Therefore, the package is an incredible advantage to that district.
The proportion of $68 million has not been distributed only to irrigation districts but
also to other districts of the Rural Water Commission. The case of wiping the slate clean
and accepting that debt, which is le$ally in the name of the former commission, is straightforward and clear. It is an element 10 the package and is realistic.
The matter of working in the future for cost recovery and paying for the cost of water
and recognizing the debt is, I believe, a reasonable basIs on which to approach the water
sector in the rural area.
My discussions with the Victorian farmers and graziers water committee were amicable
and were, in fact, far more intelligible than has been the debate in this House tonight.
Mr WHITING (Mildura)-This is one of the most discriminatory, misleading and
unfair Bills that has been introduced into this place for a long time. I am amazed that the
Minister was able to sit at the table, given his background, and give the impression that he
did not understand what was going on. Any Minister of the Crown or any member of
Parliament should not be able to stand up and make comments-such as those the
Minister made just a few moments ago-in all honesty and still expect the public of this
State to believe him.
I am thoroughly disgusted with the Minister, and I hope he will think about what he has
been saying, because he has been misleading Parliament and the irrigators of Victoria. It
is a straight-out confidence trick, and I am sorry that the officers of the Rural Water
Commission had to go around the countryside to try to sell such a scheme to the irrigators
of this State. When those irrigators find out what is happening, they will probably blame
the Rural Water Commission when, in fact, it is the Department of Water Resources, the
Minister and the Government of this State that have caused the problem in the first place.
How the Minister could sit at the table and believe he was being honest when these sorts
of things were occurring, I do not know. In his second-reading speech, the Minister made
claims about all the good things that the Bill would do. However, the only thing it will do
is to identify the costs of all the various usages of water supply throughout the State.
Having identified them, that is fair enough, it is in the open and everyone knows what
is happening. However, why should it apply only to irrigators? What is wrong with the
Metropolitan Transit Authority system in the metropolitan area, and why should not the
same apply to the metropolitan area as applies to the country area or anywhere else?
Why is it that it is only the Department of Water Resources that has fallen for the
request from the Department of Management and Budget? It seems to be the only
department that has attempted to meet that request. I believe the Minister is so weak that
he has been conned into it, and he is now trying to con the rest of the irrigators of this
State into believing that they will be better off under the proposed system. There is no way
in which that will occur.
Session 1985-69
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As reported at page 1288 of Hansard, No. 5, the Minister concluded his second-reading
speech by stating:
The amendments proposed by the Bill are of benefit to users in the water industry generally as well as to the
broader community which enjoys the ultimate benefits of irrigation or the more direct benefits of recreation and
aesthetics in relation to our rivers and watercourses.

It is the irrigators who are producing large amounts of produce in this State, a high
percentage of which is exported and brings a high level of income to the country. Heaven
knows how that will continue under the present circumstances!

The Minister ought to make inquiries around all the districts to find out what are the
feelings in those areas. The reports that I have received from people when attending annual
meetings of the irrigators from various centres in north-west Victoria are that the situation
is such that the majority of people do not understand any of what has been told to them.
Of course, the officers of the Rural Water Commission had their standard spiel and used
an overhead projector to project prepared material on the matter. It is hard to absorb such
material, not only for the average irrigator but also for people involved who have had
experience in the accounting industry and so on.
At present, the situation exists where some of the figures that have been quoted on that
material have been questioned by those people because they just do not gel and there is no
way they can be taken seriously.
I do not understand why that should happen. Obviously the Minister for Water Resources
has been given the job of selling this package to Victorians and there has not been sufficient
time for those people to understand the ramifications of the measure or to realize that
their water rates will be much higher in future. The rates will not be increased this year
because that period has already been covered by Government subsidies, but after this year
ratepayers will pay more and will not receive a better service than that which is already
provided.
In New South Wales the Government covers all activities and 20 per cent of the
operating costs; in Victoria the user will pay the whole cost for the interest on the loans
borrowed for capital works and also the operating costs. The commission is expected to
make a profit on its operating procedures to provide it with sufficient funds to carry out
maintenance work. In some irrigation districts many such maintenance works need to be
carried out and shortly I will refer to works that are necessary in the Red Cliffs Irrigation
District.
It is extremely difficult to reduce the irrigation costs in areas where the irrigation water
needs to be pumped to the particular districts because 35 per cent of the cost is taken up
by the State Electricity Commission charges. All honourable members know that those
electricity charges are increasing at a rate higher than the rate of inflation.

If the irrigation districts wish to make a profit on their operations, they will have to
charge a higher rate than the inflation rate to gain the extra capital that is necessary for
maintenance works. Earlier I mentioned the Red Cliffs Irrigation District, of which 30 per
cent has been pipelined. The irrigation districts of Nyah, Tresco, Robinvale and Merbein
have been fully pipelined except for some large main channels that will not be pipelined.
The cost of completely pipelining the Red Cliffs Irrigation District has been estimated at
$13 million in present-day figures. The Minister should consider offering a capital grant to
complete that program.
The First Mildura Irrigation Trust had to wait for the completion of its pipeline program
because in the past the Government has not provided sufficient funds to pay for that
project. The same situation applies to the Red Cliffs Irrigation District. If the Minister for
Water Resources can provide the $13 million needed to complete the pipelining of that
district, the Red Cliffs district would then be on the same level as the four districts to
which I referred earlier.
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At present two systems exist: one is the financial package that has been discussed and
the other, to which the honourable member for Swan Hill referred, is the present
restructuring of the irrigation districts. Although there will not be much change to the
Sunraysia region, a proposal has been mooted by the Rural Water Commission to transfer
the head office of that region from Red Cliffs to Mildura. That would be done at an
estimated cost of $1· 2 million. On top of that are the problems of moving approximately
30 to 40 employees and their families to Mildura. A transfer of that dimension will have
an adverse effect on the town and an even greater effect on the smaller towns from which
these people will be transferred.
About 40 per cent of the First Mildura Irrigation District has had pipelines laid down
but it would take approximately $10 million to complete that program. That district is
facing a similar dilemma to that faced by the Red Cliffs Irrigation District-both districts
require a tremendous infusion of funds to bring them up to date with surrounding irrigation
districts. Something must be done to rectify this imbalance.
If the decentralization of the irrigation districts takes place, there is a good chance for
the First Mildura Irrigation Trust to take over the responsibility of the Merbein and Red
Cliffs irrigation districts because that trust is directly responsible to the water users in the
area. That district must finance its own program,apart from the Government grants it
received in the early days which helped to set up the trust. If the Rural Water Commission
handed the whole Sunraysia area over to the First Mildura Irrigation Trust it would
demonstrate how sincere the Minister for Water Resources is on the decentralization of
the irrigation system. I am sure there would be a reduction in administrative costs and the
administration of these areas would be achieved far more efficiently.
I shall speak briefly about the Merbein Irrigation District, which is unique, because four
years ago it decided voluntarily to increase its water charges by $1·85 a megalitre in order
to provide additional funding to complete the pipeline program in that district. It was
penalized because of the initiative and has since received reduced Government funding.
To add insult to injury, the Road Construction Authority recently constructed a new
bridge over the main supply channel and now the district must pay 47 per cent of the cost
of constructing that bridge. Had the bridge been built prior to 1 July 1985 the cost would
have been amortized into the total costs of the Rural Water Commission and it would not
have been fully funded by that district. Unfortunately the bridge was erected after that
date and so the district must bear the cost. That matter is of considerable concern to the
district.
The Bill is a confidence trick by the Government. The explanatory notes at the beginning
of the Bill describe clauses 1 and 2 as formal. In my 23 years in Parliament I have never
seen that happen. Clause 2 is a formal clause because it refers to the dates on which the
amendments will come into operation, but clause 1 describes only the purposes of the Bill.
It states:
(a) to convert existing capital liability of the Rural Water Commission to the State into Government equity
in the Commission and to make provisions with respect to the pricing policy of the Commission ...

If that is a formal statement, I do not know what is not.

It is stating a change in Government policy. How can anyone believe the explanatory
memoranda in the front of Bills in future? The Minister has let Parliament down and let
irrigators down to a far greater extent than any of his predecessors. He will reap the wrath
of the irrigators in this State because of his actions in this matter.
The SPEAKER-Order! The Minister has moved that this Bill be read a second time
and the honourable member for Swan Hill has moved a reasoned amendment to that
motion, proposing to omit all the words after ""that" with a view of inserting in place
thereof the words that have been circulated to honourable members.

The House divided on the question that the words proposed by Mr Steggall to be
omitted stand part of the motion (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).

2164

ASSEMBLY

Water Acts (Amendment) Bill

20 November 1985
Ayes
Noes

44
37

Majority against the amendment
AYES
Mr Andrianopoulos
Mr Cain
Miss Callister
Mr Cathie
Or Coghill
Mr Crabb
Mr Culpin
Mr Ernst
Mr Fordham
Mr Harrowfield
Mrs Hill
MrHill
Mrs Hirsh
Mr Hockley
Mr Jolly
Mr Kennedy
Mr Kirkwood
Mr McCutcheon
Mr McOonald
Mr Mathews
Mr Micallef
Mr Norris
Mr Pope
Mrs Ray
Mr Remington
Mr Roper
Mr Rowe
Mr Seitz
Mrs Setches
Mr Sheehan
Mr Shell
Mr Sidiropoulos
Mr Simmonds
Mr Simpson
Mr Spyker
Mr Stirling
Mrs Toner
Mr Trezise
Or Vaughan
Mr Walsh
Mr Wilkes
Mrs Wilson
Tellers:
Mr Cunningham
Mrs Gleeson

7
NOES
MrBrown
Mr Coleman
Mr Crozier
Mr Delzoppo
Mr Oickinson
Mr Evans
(Ballarat North)
Mr Evans
(Gippsland East)
Mr Gude
Mr Hann
Mr Hayward
Mr Heffernan
Mr Jasper
Mr John
Mr Kennett
Mr Lea
Mr Leigh
Mr Lieberman
MrMcGrath
(Lowan)
Mr Maclellan
Mr Pescott
Mr Plowman
Mr Ramsay
Mr Reynolds
Mr Richardson
Mr Ross-Edwards
Mr Smith
(Glen Waverley)
Mr Smith
(Polwarth)
Mr Steggall
Mr Stockdale
Mr Tanner
Mr Wallace
Mr Weideman
Or Wells
Mr Whiting
Mr Williams
Tellers:
Mr Cooper
Mr Perrin

PAIRS
Mr Fogarty
Mr Gavin

I

Mr J. F. McGrath
Mr McNamara

The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time and committed.
Clauses 1 to 4 were agreed to.
Clause 5
Mr McCUTCHEON (Minister for Water Resources)-I move:
1. Clause 5, line 18, after "5." insert "(1)".
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2. Clause 5, page 3, after line 30 insert"(2) Any rights to damages or costs of the parties in the proceedings in the Supreme Court between
Raymond Leonard Jewson, Valma May Jewson, Keith Anderson, David William Anderson and Others and
the Rural Water Commission of Victoria (No. 9245 of 1981) shall be determined as if sub-section (I) had not
been enacted.".

The amendments are necessary to clear the powers of the Rural Water Commission to
construct works.
Since 1982, there has been some doubt about these powers because the Department of
Management and Budget has changed the wording in the Appropriation Bill.
Requests were made for amendments to the Water Act in 1983, and they were duly
passed by the Legislative Assembly, but that important amendment was rejected in the
Legislative Council. Therefore, the amendment requested by the Department of
Management and Budget has never been made to the Water Act. An amendment is
necessary to clarify that the Rural Water Commission should continue to construct works
and that amendment should be made retrospective.
During the second-reading debate, attention was directed to the fact that the Government
was trying to play a sleazy trick. I totally reject that assertion made by the Opposition. The
amendment seeks to make it clear that clause 5 should not remove the right to damages or
costs by the parties to a Supreme Court action. It is probably also worth while to note that
the mineral reserve basins project commenced with the necessary clauses in the
Appropriation Act of that time and it is not really a matter for dispute that the proposals
in clause 5 would have any intention of upsetting the rights of those people concerned.
The amendment makes the position abundantly clear.

Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-I thank the Minister for realizing that the Bill had some
implications, that it was a threat to the legal action mentioned earlier in the debate, and
that those farmers from the Swan Hill area who are engaged in the first common law
action against the Rural Water Commission will be able to proceed with their case and
will not be affected by the ramifications of clause 5.
I believe that, in adopting the amendment, justice is being done and that the farmers
will be able to proceed with their case unimpeded and without the threat of retrospective
legislation.

Mr STEGGALL (Swan Hill)-The National Party agrees with the amendment which
is almost identical to the amendments appearing in my name and in the name of the
honourable member for Narracan. We will consider, while the Bill is between here and
another place, the ramifications of that amendment.
I wish to point out that the National Party will consider, between here and another
place, moving my first amendment in the Upper House. As I said, the amendments are
similar and, from a legal point of view, I do not understand the difference.
I thank the Minister for agreeing to the amendment. It is perhaps something that should
have been spelt out and should be a procedure of the Parliament when proposed legislation
is introduced affecting a current court case, especially one the size of this case. The case
should be referred to in the second-reading speech so that everyone knows what is involved.
The National Party supports the amendment.
The amendments were agreed to.

Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-I raise again with the Minister the powers under clause
5. During the second-reading debate I raised the question of whether the commission
could appropriate money for certain works and, without recourse to Parliament, spend
the money on another project. The Minister was not present when this point was raised
and I direct it to his attention now and ask that he obtain an answer between here and
another place before the Opposition agrees to the passage of the proposed legislation.
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The clause, as amended, was agreed to, as was clause 6.
Clause 7
Mr WHITING (Mildura)-Clause 7 provides an extension of time for the extra water
rights formula. A situation has developed where some members believe consideration
should be given to a cut-off time for those persons who have not taken up their water
rights. These people should either be given the right to use up that water right or it should
be handed back to the Rural Water Commission for reallocation in another area. A figure
of 21 000 megalitres is mentioned for the Goulburn-Murray irrigation district.
It is also possible that in some other areas, either by private diversion or on odd
occasions in an irrigation district, a water right has not been taken up. This is an issue to
which consideration should be given by the Minister. The National Party is prepared to
allow the date of 1 July 1987 to proceed at this stage and will have discussions with the
Minister and the commission at some future time.

The clause was agreed to.
The ACTING CHAIRMAN-Order! The time allotted for the remaining stages of the
Bill has expired. The question is:
That the remaining clauses stand part of the Bill.

The question was agreed to.
The Bill was reported to the House with amendments, and passed through its remaining
stages.

CORONERS BILL (No. 2)
This Bill was received from the Council and, on the motion of Mr MA THEWS (Minister
for Police and Emergency Services), was read a first time.

EVIDENCE (AMENDMENT) BILL
This Bill was received from the Council and, on the motion ofMr MATHEWS (Minister
for Police and Emergency Services), was read a first time.

FORESTS (WOOD PULP AGREEMENT) (AMENDMENT) BILL
This Bill was received from the Council and, on the motion of Mr CA THIE (Minister
for Education), was read a first time.

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

BUILDING CONTROL (PLUMBERS, GASFITTERS AND
DRAINERS) BILL
This Bill was received from the Council and, on the motion of Mr WILKES (Minister
for Housing), was read a first time.
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DECENTRALIZED INDUSTRY INCENTIVE PAYMENTS
(AMENDMENT) BILL
The Order of the Day for the resumption of the debate on the motion for the second
reading of this Bill was read.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I declare that
this Bill is an urgent Bill, and I move:
That this Bill be considered an urgent Bill.

Approval of the motion being put was indicated by the required number of members
rising in their places, as specified in Standing Order No. 105 (a).
The motion was agreed to.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That the time allotted in connection with the Bill be as follows:
(a) for the second-reading stage of the Bill until 12.15 a.m. tomorrow; and

(b) for the remaining stages ofthe Bill until 3 a.m. tomorrow.

Mr HAYWARD (Prahran)-This is a critical Bill. It is a Bill offundamental significance
to Victoria and to rural Victoria in particular. It is a Bill upon which many members of
the Opposition and the National Party wish to speak. It is a Bill for which adequate time
should be provided in which to obtain a full representation of views from industrial
centres throughout Victoria.
It is most unfortunate that the Bill is being introduced at this late hour and that matters
of such fundamental importance are to be discussed as late as 1 or 2 a.m. A preferable
approach would be to allow adequate and unlimited time for honourable members to
speak and for the House to then adjourn at a sensible hour and return tomorrow to deal
with the Bill in a proper and sensible way, instead of attempting to debate the measure in
the early hours of the morning.

Mr AUSTIN (Ripon)-I said earlier tonight, when the incompetent, inefficient and
useless Government had moved the guillotine on the Water Acts (Amendment) Bill, that
I hoped that that might have been the last time the Government would use that tactic to
prevent debate on important measures before the House. Now, the very same night, the
Government is using the same tactic to reduce and suppress debate on this measure. The
proposed legislation could not be more important for Victorians. It deals with
decentralization and the balanced development of the State.
Again, the Government, when it comes to matters concerning rural Victoria, indicates
that it does not care what happens outside the metropolitan area, where it receives the
majority of its votes. It is a disgrace that the Government is using this tactic to deter
debate in Parliament because it does not wish to sit and make judgment on proposed
legislation after the last week of November. Traditionally, Parliament has always sat
during the first or second week of December. There is no reason at all why the sittings of
Parliament could not be extended into the first or second week of December.
Proposed legislation is being railroaded through Parliament at the whim of a Government
that has become so arrogant that it believes it has the destiny of the State in its hands.
The people of Victoria will be furious because the Government is saying that their
representatives are not allowed to debate a Bill that is vital to all Victorians. The Opposition
believes it is a sad day for Parliament and for the Government when it has to use the
guillotine to prevent debate of these vital issues.
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-On the question of time, I am not prepared to be intimidated
by the Deputy Premier. There would be few times when I have slight disagreements with
my Deputy Leader, but I have on this occasion. He said the Bill has a lot to do with
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country Victoria; he is right. However, the Bill also has a lot to do with the balanced
development of the State.
It will have a major impact on everyone in this State, and it is not good enough for the
Government to ease the Bill to one side because it does not hold many country seats. The
Deputy Premier should not for one moment consider that the Government will get away
with this tactic in the cities. The people in the metropolitan area are equally concerned
about balanced development. The way in which the Government has consistently and
persistently railroaded legislation through this place is an absolute disgrace.

Taken a step further, the latest tactic is to reduce the hours of debate during the secondreading stage and maximize the hours of debate in the Committee stage so the debate is
narrowed to specific clauses and strong and proper criticism that should be registered
against the Minister and the Government cannot be made.
The motion was agreed to.
The debate (adjourned from October 31) on the motion of Mr Fordham (Minister for
Industry, Technology and Resources) for the second reading of this Bill was resumed.

Mr HAYWARD (Prahran)-In April 1984 the Victorian Government announced that
decentralization incentives provided under the Decentralized Industry Incentive Payments
Act would be discontinued.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HA YWARD-I am reading directly from the second-reading speech of the Minister
for Industry, Technology and Resources. He said that adjustment assistance would be
provided during the phasing-down period.
To implement that decision the Government took the administrative step of revoking
declarations under the Act of "decentralized" and "special" industries. In other words,
the Government has been implementing its decision to discontinue decentralization
incentives by administrative action.
The purpose of the Bill is to give legislative effect to the Government's decision. After
the Government took administrative steps some questions were raised by various regional
industries and by the Australian Chamber of Manufactures, which was then called the
Victorian Chamber of Manufactures, as to the legality of the Government's action in
discontinuing those measures in that position.
In briefings with senior officers of the Department of Industry, Technology and
Resources, those officers maintained that the Government has complete power to do SQ
and, in fact, that the Bill was not really necessary. They said that the Bill is merely
providing a legislative framework. In addition, the Bill makes specific provision for phasingout arrangements.
It is important to examine the situation in rural Victoria today, which can be described
only as highly critical. A real crisis exists in the agricultural area in Victoria and Australia.
The prospects for agriculture in the short, medium and perhaps even long term are grim.
The prices for our basic primary products are low on world markets and demand for those
products is also low. What is more, because of the impact oftechnolo~y, it is possible and
apparent that many countries are able to and are in the process of rapIdly increasing their
food production. For example, China is moving towards a situation where it will be able
to feed its population and, to a degree, Australia is helping through various forms of
assistance and technical advice.

It has been said there are Third World countries, such as Kenya, which because of the
impact of technology, will be able rapidly to increase food production and feed themselves.
This puts a real question mark over the future of Victorian agriculture. It is rather a
depressing prospect for many rural communities. Added to that is the fact that the impact
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of technology in Australia, and in rural industries in particular, means there is a progressive
demanning of agriculture. I refer to the jobs available for people in rural areas to support
their families and local communities, which are progressively diminishing. This is a sad
state of affairs anu it makes it all the more important that there should be a balanced
development in industries throughout Victoria.
It makes it all the more important that manufacturing and other types of industry
should be located in decentralized areas or, to use another term, those industries should
be balanced throughout the State. There are good prospects for that to occur.

With the changing nature of industry and with the growth of service industries, many of
these industries could just as well be located in rural Victoria as in the metropolitan area.
This applies especially to industries that I would call high quality or information intensive
industries. I am not specifically speaking about the information industries, as such, where
one is dealing just with information, but rather industries where there is a great deal of
knowledge and quality put into the product.
I am also speaking about service industries such as those dealing with data processing
and data generally, servicing banking institutions and so on. Those industries can be
located just as well outside the metropolitan area as they can within the metropolitan area.
This trend is occurring in overseas countries, especially the United States of America. The
prospects for industry in rural Victoria in the long term are good. At present a real crisis
exists in rural Victoria and there is a flight of workers to the city. A danger exists that rural
communities will be progressively undermined so that when in time those new rural
industries get under way the basic fabric will not be there.
It is terribly important at present to provide ongoing support and confidence to those
communities. That was the value of the previous decentralization system, which was in
effect a vote of confidence by the Victorian Government in rural Victoria and in regional
areas. The policy of the Government provided underpinning and assistance for rural
communities. That was the system that operated for a number of years and it is important
to contrast that system with the policies of the Labor Party.
It is clear that the Labor Party has no real interest in balanced development throughout
the State or any interest in decentralized development. This has been made abundantly
clear and it becomes much clearer as time goes on. It may be a little unkind to say that the
reason why the Labor Party has no interest in rural Victoria is because it does not obtain
many votes in those areas.

The Government perceives its strengths and advanta~es in consolidating Labor Party
held seats in the metropolitan area and in providing assIstance to the metropolitan area.
It is clear from discussions with the Department of Industry, Technology and Resources,
that there is no strategy directed towards planned and balanced development in Victoria.
Clearly, the department perceives its role as attempting to increase industrial development
and expansion in Victoria generally, but it does not perceive that it has any brief whatsoever
for achieving balanced development and for underpinnin~ and giving support and
confidence to rural industries. There is no doubt about that; it IS obvious from discussions
with the department, from observing what is happening in rural Victoria and from the
way in which the Government administers this whole area of its operations. Basically, the
Government will give discretionary grants to particular firms.
The Liberal Party has conducted extensive study and research into the critical question
of the main factors behind a firm deciding to locate in a particular area. I speak from some
experience of that matter because it was part of my responsibility as a former executive of
a firm to undertake studies to determine where plants should be located. Further, I have
spoken to many other firms in Victoria, including small firms, and I have had access to
studies that have been conducted in both the United States of America and in Britain.
The two elements that firms basically look for when making these decisions are: first, a
low level of Government taxes and charges, including State Government taxes and charges
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and local government taxes and char~es; and so have the least burden placed on their
operations. That information is clear In the United States of America studies and from
research conducted by companies throughout America and the United Kingdom.
Secondly, firms are looking for a low level of Government intervention and interference.
Sadly, the Government's approach is exactly the opposite. Honourable members should
examine what is happening. The Government has gone back on previous pay-roll tax
rebates for firms in country areas and the net effect in the longer term is that the general
level of taxation for many country industries will rise. It is that simple; their tax load will
increase.
There is a great deal of Government involvement and interference in the affairs offirms.
I am sure that the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources will be the first to
agree. The Government very clearly believes in dealing with individual firms and it makes
particular deals with individual firms and it helps individual firms with business planning.
It heJps individual firms also with packages of assistance, financial grants, and so on. This
is a oiscretionary approach and it is highly dangerous for two reasons.
First, Governments, politicians and bureaucrats are the last people to make these
decisions. They are the last people to choose the firms to be helped and they are the last
people to be assisting these firms in an interventionist way. It is ridiculous and laughable
to think of bureaucrats, many of whom have spent their whole lives in Government and
some of whom have been recruited from that citadel of bureaucracy in Canberra, which is
even more distanced from realities of industry in the market-place than Melbourne
bureaucrats, assisting firms with business planning.
Secondly, it is extremely dangerous to place a Government, politicians and bureaucrats
in a position of turning on and turning off particular assistance in a discretionary way.
When one asks officials involved in these activities what happens if firms do not perform
as expected or wanted, the simple answer is that the assistance will be turned off. This
method facilitates unscrupulous practices of any unscrupulous people administering this
assistance, whether politicians or bureaucrats.
I do not for a moment say that the people involved are unscrupulous and I do not
believe that is the case with the people involved at present. I have much respect for the
Deputy Premier and for some people in his department and I do not suggest that
unscrupulous activities are occurring. The circumstances exist for other people who may
not have the same scruples the Deputy Premier and some of his officials to gain control of
the situation. It is very easy to facilitate political patronage through individual discretionary
assistance, through giving that assistance to friends of the party, to people who toe the
line, to people who force compulsory unionism in their operations and to people who in
other ways force most unreasonable and unfair work practices on employees.
It is easy to see how those discretionary grants can be used in that way. It is just as easy
to see how those discretionary grants can be turned off if people do not toe the line and do
not do what the Government or the Labor Party wants. In other words, this is a wonderful
way of getting control over industry in Victoria and, to a lar~e degree, that is what the
Government wants. It is very interested in gaining control of Industry in Victoria and in
working hand to hand in a special relationship with trade unions for unions to gain a great
deal of control over industry. The Government cannot deny that is what it wants. It
believes industry should be under the control of trade unions.
The Liberal Party believes people should be free to decide whether or not they wish to
join a trade union and believes much of the growth and development to occur in the future
will occur in small firms in which employees will not wish to be unionized. I am using this
as an illustration of how these discretionary grants-and that is the key word-can be
used very much to the advantase by those in power to distribute patronage to their friends
and to enforce particular policIes that may be against the interests of individual workers
and the community and which may help trade unions gain greater control over the affairs
of firms and over the economy generally.
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The situation is extremely serious. The Government really believes in a totally different
approach to the economy and to industrial relations. It is a reactionary approach and, as
years go by, will be recognized as being completely out of tune with the majority of the
population.
The Opposition rejects that approach. It is totally undesirable and against the interests
of most Victorians. Firms that are doing well in Victoria at the present time are hard to
find, but they tend to be small to medium sized firms with a high degree of innovation,
enterprise and self-reliance. They tend to be firms in which, in many cases, the so-called
employees are in fact joint owners of the firm; they either have an equity participation in
the firm or a share in a profit-sharing arrangement. This is one ofthe common characteristics
that appeared from a survey of those few firms in Victoria that are doing well. They are
not unionized and they have a high level of creativity and innovation about them, and
there is a high degree of involvement by the workers in the ownership or the profits of the
firm.
For those firms the activities of the Department of Industry, Technology and Resources
are totally irrelevant. When one asks them what is the importance of the department to
them, they laugh, because the department is irrelevant to them. They are self-starting firms
that have enterprise, initiative and enthusiasm, and the last thing in which they wish to be
involved is any form of bureaucracy. It is rubbish! It is ridiculous, in their view. I speak
from direct knowledge of this matter and from direct conversations with these firms as
well as from my own experience in business planning and in business. It is ludicrous to
think that bureaucrats should be involved in business planning. The whole concept is
counterproductive.
The tragedy is that, in the Department of Industry, Technology and Resources, a buge
new bureaucracy is being built up, with group directors, group managers, project managers
and goodness knows what else-layer upon layer upon layer. Further, these people are
being built up to believe the fallacy that they will lead Victorian industry to the promised
land. They are false prophets! They will not lead Victorian firms to the promised land. All
that the Government is doing is creating a large new bureaucratic organization that will
further add to the cost structure of Victoria; it will add to the taxes imposed on business
and it will have a counterproductive effect.
In creating this new bureaucracy the Government is doing exactly the opposite to what
is required, because such moves have been shown not to be the way to increase industrial
development. All that the Government is doing is creating a new organization of highly
paid bureaucrats. No doubt they are well-meaning people, but they are misguided because
they do not understand what it is all about. They believe they are doing something that is
worth while but, to a large degree, they are only making work for themselves and for other
bureaucrats in other organizations. That is the sad fact about this situation.
That has been proved in the growth economies throughout the world, and it is something
that has not been learnt by Governments here. If one looks at these matters in an historical
perspective, one sees sadly that Australia is picking up, one or two decades later, processes
and approaches in government that have been discarded in other places and in other times
because they have been shown to be futile. Sadly, the Government seems to be so distant
from and out of touch with the realities in the real growth economies that it has picked up
discredited policies-policies such as those that were initiated by the Wilson Labour
Government in Great Britain, policies that have brought many industries in that country
to their knees.
I believe there is real cause for concern about the economy of Australia and, in particular,
about the economy of Victoria. The international business community is now asking
questions about Victoria's short, medium and long-term economic future. The international
business community is concerned about the prospects of keeping inflation under control
in Australia. It is concerned about our chronic balance of payments situation; it is concerned
about the fact that, of every $1 earned in export income, between 20 cents and 30 cents
must go in interest on Australia's huge overseas borrowings.
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I believe, as I have indicated earlier, both our agricultural industries and, to a certain
degree, our mineral industries will be unable to bail us out, as they have done in the past.
Just as new technology has increased the prospects for productivity In agricultural industries
in other parts of the world, likewise technology is having a dramatic effect on the prospects
of the mineral industries. For example, the price of many of our minerals such as copper
and aluminium is now very depressed. People are living in hope that prices will rise. The
hard, cold facts of the matter are that, if the price does rise, the many available deposits of
these basic minerals around the world can be brought on stream at any time because of
this new technology. So, as the mineral price rises and reaches the point that makes it
viable to bring on these new deposits, that will occur and there is no great chance in the
future of a boom in our mineral or agricultural industries.
As a matter of basic common sense, I believe it is essential for us to attempt to maintain
balanced·development throughout Victoria and to attempt to support rural communities.
As I indicated earlier, we have industries that are eminently suitable for location in rural
Victoria but they are industries that will take some time to get under way, and it is essential
to underpin those rural communities on a continuing basis to provide them with the
confidence and the back-up of Government. That should be done on a general basis rather
than on the basis of discretionary grants to winners and losers, firms that meet the favour
of the bureaucracy and the favour of the politician. That is entirely the wrong approach.
These industries are available and, from a sociological point of view, it is extremely
important to keep rural communities healthy, alive and progressive. In my view, the
atmosphere for work in these rural communities is much healthier in every respect than
the atmosphere for work in the huge metropolitan area. People in rural communities are
contented and have a much better and easier opportunity of participating fully in their
own communities and in the firms in which they are involved.
I believe real growth in Victoria in the future will be in the small to medium-sized firms,
and I see the best location for those firms as being most certainly in rural areas. One must
take into account this huge migration to the city that is under way.
Mr Fordham-What migration to the city?
Mr HAYW ARD-The Minister's own officials told us only the other day that a huge
migration to the city is under way, and they showed complete disregard or lack of concern
for the fact that this migration would continue. The migration that is under way is likely
to add to the problems of the city. Those who come to the city will be displaced persons;
they will be unhappy in the city. They will just add to the waiting lists of the Ministry of
Housing in Prahran and other areas. The Minister for Housing will carry the can for the
Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources because he will be landed with even.
longer waiting lists for public housing in the metropolitan area.
That will be one of the results of the Labor Party's misguided policies towards rural
Victoria and it will add to the dole queues in the metropolitan area. People will be
discontented, it will add to the pressures in the community and it will add to the problems
among young people. So this is a serious problem in sociological terms. In the interests of
the future growth of Victoria it is essential that the well-being of the rural community
should be sustained. The Victorian Government has turned its back on rural Victoria; it
has no interest or concern about providing for its proper balance, growth and development.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Hockley)-Order!1 ask the honourable member for
Prahran to cease turning his back on the Chair.
Mr HAYW ARD-I beg your pardon, Mr Acting Speaker; I was diverted by the Minister
in another part of the Chamber. This is a serious situation, and it is something which will
cause ongoing concern to Victorians and is something for which the Labor Party will pay
dearly in the loss of votes in rural Victoria.
The Bill merely ~ives a legislative framework to something that is already under way by
administrative actIOn. The Bill does not do anything new. The Government announced
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its policy in April 1984 and it began the process by administrative means. Some questions
were asked as to the legitimacy or otherwise of what it was doing but the Government
maintained that it had the perfect legal right and the power to do so.
There is nothing new about the Bill, although there are some minor provisions which
are helpful from an administrative point of view. It highlights and emphasizes again the
complete difference in approach of the Government, what is required for rural Victoria
and the policies of the Liberal Party. As I said the Government has turned its back on
rural Victoria; it has foresaken those rural communities that are at risk at present.
They are in a fragile situation and the real danger is that those rural communities will
have difficulty in surviving the critical times while new industries are getting under way.
The approach which the Government has taken is not only unsatisfactory but it is also
ineffective in supporting rural industries and it is one in which there are many dangers
because of the discretionary nature of the assistance grants which are given. It is something
that under different circumstances can be abused.
The Opposition views this whole sorry saga with much sadness. It is hopeful that rural
Victoria will survive in a sufficiently healthy state until the next election when the next
Liberal Government will take over and it will ensure that the rural communities are
properly supported again and there is a basis for confidence for building the figure.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-If one listens to the Government's statements, the
rhetoric and publicity, and one listens to that which is promoted and engineered by the
Government's Media Unit, one would believe all is well in Victoria. Statistics are
manipulated to support the so-called expanding employment and increasing private
investment in business and industry.
What are the true facts in Victoria? The Government is supported by economists with
a blinkered view looking through rose-coloured glasses. The Government cannot expect
the business community to invest and to expand to provide employment and growth in
the economy unless it recognizes the enormous problems that are facing the private sector
in Victoria and throughout Australia. It is operating in a high cost economy.
Mr Simmonds interjected.
Mr JASPER-I shall deal with the comments made by the hatchet Minister later
because one should not be diverted from the point to which I am alluding to in this critical
debate for country industry. The Government must recognize the enormous problems
facing the private sector in Victoria and Australia, that we are operating in a high cost
economy, that Australia is dominated by unions, and in most cases militant unions, and
the Government is caving in to the unions demands. It is not just what I said in my
opening remarks that should be reflected upon, one should also consider what some of the
leaders of industry are saying to the Government and saying to Australians and Victorians
and what the Chairman of the Repco Corporation Ltd, Mr Neil Walford, has said. I hope
the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources will take note of what this person
says as he is a leader in industry. These are not my words; I am quoting from an address
that he made. He says:
We are faced with very serious problems on export prices and markets, balance of payments and overseas debt
and high internal deficit.
Our rural industries are in crisis and manufacturing is in serious decline.
Yet our policies on taxation, wages, welfare and social issues place ever growing burdens on business. It is not
difficult to make a case for the existence of serious anti-business attitudes in key areas of our community.
The disincentives to effort and enterprise continue to multiply, driven by an egalitarian philosophy which is a
negation of all the thrust and drive and personal energy which gave this nation its being and its separate identity.
So now the company tax is to increase by 3 per cent. The fringe benefits tax so incongruously to be paid by that
giver, is in fact merely a further payroll tax.
The program wage increases and superannuation awards of the next 9 months, plus their attached oncosts, will
effectively increase labour costs by almost 17 per cent. Inflation seems certain to rise to 9 per cent.
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This is the background to the Bill we are debating this evening. That is the sort of climate
that exists in Australia today. Although I recognize the sincerity of the Minister and the
officers of his department, I wonder whether they are really facing the realities of this
world. I wonder if they are really facing the realities in business as there is a need to take a
tough hard line to support business. Does the Government understand the difficulties
facing private enterprise in Australia and the impossibility of competing virtually in every
world market, with the platitudes and rhetoric of the Budget Papers, the utilIzation of
catch phrases and the use of buzz words, which is the new terminology.
One of the latest programs the Government has developed is the "just in time" program.
Just in time for what? Just in time to save country Victoria? We do not want that sort of
rhetoric; what we want is support for country industry. The Bill does not give that support.
In Budget Paper No. 4, on page 144, in the area of industry, technology and resources,
it is stated:
A range of new schemes was announced in April 1984, as part of the State Economic Strategy to replace the
"decentralization" assistance scheme, which is being progressively phased out over the next three years.

This is putting into legislative practice what we know is happening. It is interesting to
examine some of the terminology used in the Budget, such as "investment facilitation
projects". It further states:
Investment facilitation projects and services seek to attract and promote investment in Victoria, and to reduce
delays and costs of investing which are attributable to Government regulation of business processes and procedures.
Services provided by the department include provision of information and advice to potential investors;
guidance of projects through the regulatory framework, identification of investment opportunities which are
consistent with the Government's objectives.

Are those objectives to dismantle decentralized industry? The Bill will do that; it will
dismantle decentralized industry and industry operating in country Victoria.
. . . and promotion ofthese opportunities in the private sector.

It is interesting that a socialist Government should suddenly become interested in the

private sector. The Treasurer said that the Government will consider private enterprise
for expansion of the economy in Victoria. For the first three years of office, the Government
programs have got the economy moving. Now it intends to rely on private enterprise. The
National Party has always advocated private enterprise.
The Government comes forward with this sort of platitude, but, when it comes to the
crunch, private enterprise does not get the support it should get from this Government.
Decentralized industry will not get that support, either now or in the future, if the present
Government remains in office because it does not understand what is happening in
country Victoria.
Another section from this famous Budget document describes the schemes put forward
by the Minister to help business and industry. It is called "revitalization and growth
schemes", and it states:
Assistance is provided by the department for the preparation of regional economic development strategies ...

What does it mean? It means less funds for country Victoria and country industry. The
Government is saying that it will wipe out assistance to country industry or provide them
with something they might get if they were in. metropolitan Melbourne. Industries in
metropolitan Melbourne would not consider going to the country if they received no
special assistance with the problems in the country. The document continues:
... regional economic development strategies as a means of encouraging industrial and commercial development
on a regional basis.

That is just a play on words, something the department has put together to try to convince
us that the Government is interested in country areas.
Honourable members interjecting.
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Mr JASPER-I would like to hear the honourable member for Morwell speak on this
Bill. I am sure that she will not, because she will not be able to answer the matters being
put forward.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Hockley)-Order! The honourable member for Morwell
is being naughty out of her place.
Mr JASPER-Her comments are not worth responding to whether she is in her place
or out of her place. So far as the Government is concerned, decentralization is dead.
Mr Kennedy interjected.
Mr JASPER-We know all about the honourable member for Bendigo West. Let him
get up and speak on the Bill. He does not understand because he is in one area of Victoria
and he does not recognize that the rest of Victoria exists. He should talk to industry in
Bendigo.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Hockley)-Order! Would the honourable member for
Murray Valley address the Chair on the Bill and ignore interjections.
Mr JASPER-If the honourable member for 8endigo West would talk to industry in
his electorate he would find that industry is disillusioned with the actions of the
Government. If he can demonstrate to me that I am wrong, I am sure the House will give
him the opportunity later in debate and in the Committee stage to speak. He may be able
to inform the House why industry in country Victoria is losing the as-of-right assistance
that has been provided in the past.
Country industry needs assistance. However, the Government is not sympathetic to
country people because that is not where the votes are. Provided the Government can win
votes in metropolitan Melbourne, in Geelong and in a few larger populated areas in
Victoria, it is not interested in country seats. It will be interesting to know whether some
Labor members will hold their seats when the changes in this Bill come into effect.
Country Victoria needs special as-of-right assistance on a continuing basis for it to
achieve equivalent and balanced development throughout the State. The documents
produced by the Government simply support its arguments. Anyone can produce the sorts
of arguments that the Minister has produced in his second-reading speech.
From 1972 onwards, assistance was provided to decentralized industry to provide an
offset for the real disadvantages of being in country areas, such as higher transport costs
and higher telephone charges. Those are the realities faced by people operating businesses
in country Victoria. These are the realities that the Government is not facing but will need
to face or industry in country Victoria will be wiped out. Perhaps the Government is
taking the line of least resistance and saying that it does not matter if country industry is
wiped out, that the Government will win its elections on votes from metropolitan
Melbourne, Geelong and one or two larger country centres.
The National Party is opposed to the actions taken by the Government in removing asof-right assistance to country industry.
I am surprised that the former responsible Minister, the current Minister for Education,
does not understand what is going on. Perhaps he was the hatchet man; he introduced the
changes. As the honourable member for Warmambool suggests, by interjection, perhaps
the honourable gentleman has lost touch. He has moved to another Ministry and perhaps
he has forgotten that the pay-roll tax concessions provided to country industries, when
they are established as recognized decentralized industries, were received on an as-of-right
basis.
The Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources is the Leader of the House and
he has set the time limit for debate on the Bill. He is one who is allowing this vital
proposed legislation to be debated until 3 a.m. I will still be here and some other honourable
members will still be here, but most honourable members will not be happy about being
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here until that time. I will be here to debate this matter whatever the time because the
National Party regards the proposed legislation as critical. Why should honourable members
have to debate this vital Bill until the early hours of the morning and bulldoze it through
Parliament? All honourable members representing country electorates will wish to speak
on the proposed legislation and refute the statements that have been made by the
honourable members for Morwell and Bendigo West.
The National Party understands that pay-roll tax rebates are taxed by the Federal
Government. My party also understands that when the pay-roll tax rebate IS refunded to
a specific industry it is then taxed at the rate of 46 per cent, which will shortly be 49 cent.
In 1983-84, $44 million was provided by the Government to industry for pay-roll tax
rebates, transport concessions and other concessions for those decentralized industries.
Through the phase out of pay-roll tax rebates, those funds will be lost to country industries.
Mr Cathie-They will be replaced by something else.
Mr JASPER-I am pleased that the Minister for Education has interjected. He does
not understand what is happening; he is out of touch. I am certain that the Minister for
Industry, Technology and Resources would not agree with the Minister for Education
because he knows that the funds are being redirected. The National Party is concerned
that the $44 million is returned to assist country industries. I suggest that a large portion
of that money will not be returned to country industries. I have facts and figures provided
by officers of the Department of Industry, Technology and Resources. The Minister will
hear those facts during the Committee stage. The Minister knows full well that a large
portion of those funds will not be returned to country industries where it surely belongs.
If the Minister would assure the National Party that the money would be returned to
country industries, the National Party would be more supportive of the proposed legislation.
If the Minister indicated that the Government would ensure that $44 million would be
provided to country industries after the three year phase-out period--

Miss Callister-More than that!
Mr JASPER-The honourable member for Morwell does not understand the matter.
It is time she spoke with officers of the department so that she can discover how many
industries receive more than $20 000 in pay-roll tax rebates. If the honourable member
would inform the House of that, members of the National Party would be interested to
hear her comments. Is it 1000 or 2000; the honourable member for Morwell is silent
because she does not know.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Hockley)-Order! The honourable member for Murray_
Valley should address the Chair on the Bill and should not address the honourable
member for Morwell.
Mr J ASPER-The Bill refers to the funds provided to decentralized industries, and it
provides for the phase out of benefits. One needs to understand what the Government has
done to the 312 industries that were receiving more than $20 000 in pay-roll tax rebates.
The Government spoke to those industries and offered them alternatives. Bruck mills in
Wangaratta currently receives $600 000 in pay-roll tax rebates. The company is a key
employer in Wangaratta, but does not receive much support from the Federal Government.
The company employs 800 people, and yet the State Government wants to phase out the
$600000 it receives as a pay-roll tax rebate andin addition wants to place further demands
the company. I wonder whether the Government supports Bruck mills operating at
Wangaratta. That company is fighting for its existence, and yet the Government is
attempting to remove the $600 000 a year paid to in the form of a rebate.
The second-reading speech tells the story of a lack of understanding by the Government
regarding the assistance that should be provided to country industries. Honourable
members should analyse the second-reading speech in conjunction with some of the
responses the National Party has received to the proposed legislation. I assure members
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of the Government that members of the National Party have circulated details of the
proposed legislation within the electorates we represent to obtain responses on what
country industries think about the Bill. Most of them are not happy about it.
The multitude ofletters the National Party has received from country industries express
great concern for their future.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Hockley)-Order! The Leader of the Opposition is out
of his place.
Mr JASPER-I thought that the Leader of the Opposition was not listening to my
remarks.
Mr Kennett-You were right!
Mr JASPER-That is disappointing because, as a city-based member, the Leader of
the Opposition would not understand country industries. I am disappointed that he is not
prepared to listen to the voice of country people. Country industries are crying out for
assistance. I hope the Leader of the Opposition is aware of the difficulties created for
country industries by the Government and the proposed legislation.
The National Party has received extensive responses from industries concerned about
their future. I shall refer to one letter that refutes many of the comments made by the
Minister in his second-reading speech. The Minister for Education-the hatchet manwill learn something if he listens.
The honourable member for Warrnambool circulated the Minister's second-reading
speech amongst industries in the electorate he represents and received a most interesting
response from Aetcher Jones and StaffPty Ltd, a significant and vital industry in Victoria.
This detailed response was written by the Chairman of Directors, Mr D. N. Symons, who
is an industry leader and understands the problems of country Victoria. I am delighted
that he has provided this information to the honourable member for Warnambool so that
it can be utilized to demonstrate to the Government the inequities of the decentralized
industry system and the Bill. The Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources stated:
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 Minister then selectively pulled some quotes out of the report. In response Mr Symons
stated:
The first published survey was that of the Victorian Chamber of Manufactures.
This survey has to be reviewed against the background that the chamber is basically representative of
metropolitan industry, which could not have been expected to view with any enthusiasm the provision of special
benefits for regional industry. The chamber, of course, also has a strong representation from Geelong, where
there has been a long-standing grievance that the decentralization benefits only apply in a limited way.
Against this background, I think that I could really be pardoned for concluding that the chamber received the
sort of survey report which it was looking for.
This company was not included in the survey.

Aetcher Jones and Staff Pty Ltd, one of the largest and most important companies
operating in country Victoria, was not included in that survey.
Mr McNamara-A great company like that not included!
Mr J ASPER-Yes, it was an insult. Mr Symons stated:
Thirty per cent of firms surveyed were located in Geelong.

I shall repeat that because it is important that the honourable member for Bendigo West
understands the significance of this matter. He does not understand too much about
decentralization, but I ask him to take note that Mr Symons stated in this letter:
Thirty per cent of firms surveyed were located in Geelong.
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It is obvious that these firms would not be interested in decentralization assistance. The
Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources is looking at the time. He brought this
debate on late at night and he now thinks about guillotining it and curtailing the debate.
Mr McNamara-It was probably a cooked-up survey!
Mr JASPER-It probably was a cooked-up survey. The letter continued:
At the time the survey was conducted, the decentralization program had been in existence for less than 10
years. Eighty-two of the 107 firms surveyed had been operating in their present location for more than 10 years
so that only 25 firms were really in a position to comment on the influence of the incentive package in their
location decision.

Only 25 of 107 firms surveyed had decentralized over the ten-year period. Mr Symons
continued:
This fact was buried in the mass of information included in the survey but no mention of it was made in the
summary report.

A selective report! He continued:
An analysis of the information in the report leads to the conclusion that out of a "possible" of 25, 23
respondents identified decentralization assistance as a factor relevant to their location decision-I 3 as a major
factor and 10 as a minor factor.

Only 25 firms out of 107-that statement speaks for itsel£ Mr Symons then stated:
Following the VCM report, the Ministry conducted an investigation which produced a report dated August
1983 and unfortunately I have to say that I believe that much of this report is susceptible to the same criticism as
the VCM report.

They are the types of comments Mr Symons makes. I now turn to the Minister's secondreading speech; I shall not refer to every page but just the pertinent points. The Minister
stated:
The work of this Committee--

He is speaking about the McDonald report, to which I shall refer laterin 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.

Mr Symons had this to say about those comments:
It is an absurdity to suggest that relieffrom pay-roll tax is of minor significance in the case ofa labour intensive
undertaking. I know from our own experience and from discussions which I have had with many other country _
manufacturers that the pay-roll tax rebate goes only part of the way towards compensating for the cost disadvantages
currently involved in regional industry.

The second point made by the Minister was:
Little significant "relocation" had been achieved.

Mr Cathie interjected.
Mr JASPER-I should be interested to hear the comments of the Minister for Education
in the second-reading or Committee stage. I shall quote Mr Symons' response to the
report, to which the Minister for· Education is not prepared to listen.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Hockley)-Order! I ask the honourable member for
Murray Valley to ignore the Minister who is disorderly.
Mr JASPER-It is hard to ignore the Minister because he is making ignorant comments.
His views are blinkered and are not worth responding to. The second point made by the
Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources was:
Little significant "relocation" had been achieved.
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That is an indictment on the previous Liberal Government. Mr Symons had this to say:
The statement that "little significant relocation had been achieved" is a qualitative one which has to be seen
against the background of events which have occurred since 1973. Ever since 1974, country industries have been
under continuous and increasing pressure to maintain their ability to compete in the marketplace against city
based competitors. The result has been that, for most of us, the existence of the pay-roll tax rebate was a
continuing life saver.

That is the significant point! Mr Symons continued:
It would be illogical to attempt to assess the merits of the rebate system simply by attempting to determine the
extent to which it may have resulted in the creation of additional country industry.

The Ministry's survey was presumably based on a representative sample of country industry. If it was not, of
course, its results could not be seen to have much validity.

I now refer to the third point made by the Minister in his second-reading speech:
Available assistance was focused on only 15 per cent of Victoria's manufacturing industry.

The response of Mr Symons was:
This, in my view, is the nub of the situation. The Government shares with the Victorian Chamber of
Manufactures a preoccupation with metropolitan Melbourne.

Mr Fordham-Are you attacking the chamber?
Mr JASPER-I am stating the facts as I see them and I am quoting from a letter written
by Mr Symons. If the Minister is not prepared to face facts, he should stand up and say
those matters are not factual.
I shall repeat this because it is important:
The Government shares with the Victorian Chamber of Manufactures a pre-occupation with metropolitan
Melbourne.

Apparently, it does.
Having regard to the degree of centralization which applies in this State, it seems to me to be quite remarkable
that 15 per cent of our manufacturing industry is apparently in regional Victoria.
It seems reasonable to infer that it is Government's intention to divert its resources to support metropolitan
industry.

This is a most important point. The Minister stated:
Most firms preferred "once off" loan assistance to continuing "hand outs."

Mr Fordham-Who wrote your speech?
Mr JASPER-It is unfortunate that the Minister for Industry, Technology and
Resources did not listen to my earlier remarks. He was more interested in talking to other
honourable members than listening to this important contribution. Mr Symons stated:
This is perhaps the most outstanding example of manipulation of the information on which the survey was
based.
Prior to the survey, the Ministry had conducted an investigation which involved the completion by all
decentralized industries ofa questionnaire entitled "Enterprise Return", which sought opinions about the merits
of various forms of assistance which might be considered as an alternative to the Pay-roll tax rebate. One such
possibility was "reduced interest loans" and it could be expected that many respondents would opt for a reduced
interest loan, given that Pay-roll tax rebates were no longer available.
When the results of the questionnaire were "interpreted" and incorporated in the survey report, what had been
suggested as an alternative if the rebate were discontinued very conveniently became interpreted as a preference
and, even more significantly, the words "reduced interest" disappeared altogether!
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I shall quote two more paragraphs from the letter because it is important to highlight the
response that members of the National Party have had from country industries and this
letter is typical. Mr Symons stated:
I do not accept the statement in the last paragraph of Page 2 of the Second-reading speech. The Labor Party
had well and truly determined, before it went into Government, that assistance to country industry should be
terminated and the subsequent "investigations" were calculated to produce ammunition which would support
this decision.
The Government in my view was well and truly committed to the demolition of the program of assistance to
regional industry when it first came into office. There can be little doubt that the program had defects but equally
there can be little doubt that it was a very successful one.

The National Party agrees with the survey and the investigation. Mr Symons said in the
letter that there can be little doubt that the program had defects, but equally there can be
little doubt that it was a successful scheme. He stated further:
The ability of the Government to manage a program which would achieve equivalent success in the future is a
matter of very considerable doubt.

This is the key to the proposed legislation. This letter typifies the response of country
industry and it is important that Parliament understands that country industry will be
totally disadvantaged by the implementation of the scheme. What will happen at the end
of three years? At present, $44 million ~oes to country industry for assistance. Will the
Minister guarantee that this $4 million In round figures will continue to be provided by
the Government if the Labor Party is in office?
The Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources, in his second-reading speech,
made great play of the recommendation of the Industries Incentive Review Committee.
The report has merit and it contains important material. The Minister was delighted to
say that the chairman of the committee was a former member of the Legislative Council,
the Honourable Stuart McDonald, who is currently State President of the National Party.
The National Party is proud of the Honourable Stuart McDonald's contribution to the
National Party.
However, the Minister selectively quoted sections of the report to highlight the support
given to the report by Mr McDonald, but the final recommendations o(the report are that
there should be continuing assistance to country industry. Recommendation (1) stated:
The proposed industry and regional policies be adopted as an essential component of over-all State policies
directed towards providing economic recovery and economic growth.

The recommendation mentioned "industry and regional policy". Recommendation (2)
states:
Implementation of positive industry and regional policies be given a high priority in the allocation of the State's resources.

Again, it states "regional policies". Recommendation (3) states:
The comparative funding for industry and regional policy should achieve balanced development of the State.

There will not be balanced development without special assistance to country industry.
The fourth recommendation of the report states:
The present incentives scheme continue until the proposed industry and regional policies are implemented
and seen to be substantially effective.

One can say that is what the Government is putting into effect now. The fifth
recommendation states:
The Government to implement transition mechanisms which ensure a viable transfer to the new programs.

I suggest that the viable transfer to the new program policy will be continuing assistance
for industry in country areas which will be as of right.
Those are the important facts. The National Party had discussions with officers of the
particularly Mr Bill Cushing, the deputy director, and his information has-

~epa~ment,
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been important to the National Party in understanding what the Government is doing,
which needs to be examined in perspective.
The amount beins provided in pay-roll tax rebates over three years is to be reduced
progressively, reducmg this year and over the next three years. The amendment to payroll tax rebates in 1984-85 will result in under $32·2 bemg paid out over a six-month
period, and in 1985-86 it will reduce to $27 million. This typifies the actual drop in the
pay-roll tax rebate provided to country industry and shows the figures for other
decentralization assistance and, significantly, shows the blow up in other areas in the new
scheme.
I refer to the business support project, the new packages and projects, and the obligations
carried forward in commitments by the Government to assistance to industry.
The National Party is not opposed to the industry being provided with assistance. It is
not opposed to the Government considering new packages of assistance for industry in
Victoria. In fact, I applaud some of the actions taken by the Government in assisting
industry and the development of this State.
I really believe the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources is not a real hard
socialist as most members of his party probably are. I believe he has some private enterprise
leanings. I hope that does not have any effect on his positions within the party as the
Deputy Premier and the Leader of the House; I am sure it will not, because his party
would probably recognize his ability, as does the National Party.
This is an important point: I hope and trust that the Minister is not blinkered in a
similar vein to the former Minister for Industry, Commerce and Technology.
Unfortunately, he seemed to have tunnel vision.

..

Honourable members interjecting.

Mr JASPER-I know that I could provide some criticism regarding schools and the
teaching profession, but I do not wish to digress from the matter now being debated. I
have found the Minister for Education to be tolerant as well. However, that does not alter
the fact that he has come into this place and has been, I believe, used by the Government
as the hatchet man in introducing proposed legislation.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Hockley)-Order! I ask the honourable member for
Murray Valley to address the Chair and ignore the disorderly interjections of the Minister
for Education.

Mr JASPER-Mr Acting Speaker, I am speaking directly to the Bill, because the
Minister for Education was the Minister who implemented those ill-considered policies of
the Government.
.
The point I want to make is that he really had tunnel vision and a blinkered view. I can
understand that occurring when one is surrounded by people in the department with new
views who are perhaps strongly socialist in their intent and in strong support of the
Government and metropolitan Melbourne.
However, the point is that the new Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources
has a broader vision for Victoria. I say with all sincerity that I hope he will listen to other
points of view. I trust he will not take the hard line that has currently been put forward to
him by the department, representatives in the department, people within the Labor Party
itself and people like the honourable member for Bendigo West, who has little
understanding of the situation.
There is a need for recognition that continuing assistance will be required for country
industry in an as-of-right situation. The key to the proposed legislation involves the
phasing out and changing of a scheme which has operated since 1972.
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The National Party agrees that that had to be reviewed; that there was a need for an
investigation of the way in which assistance was being provided; and that perhaps there
should be some changes that will be to the benefit and continuing support of country
industry. That is the concern of the NatiOllal Party: that country industry needs special
assistance that will be granted, as of right, something that industry can refer to and say,
"This is what we have done with the assistance that has been provided".
In June 1983 the Ministry produced an interesting discussion paper on proposed policies
for industry and regional development. There was no way that those proposals could be
put into practice. The discussion paper was an attempt to justify the change in attitude of
the department and in the way assistance Wf)uld be provided.
The system has been manipulated, as have reports and figures, to justify the removal of
special assistance that was provided to country industry on an as-of-right basis. There
have been problems with the provision of a pay-roll tax rebate because half of it will be
returned to the Federal Government through country industry. Surely the Minister can
and must retain that assistance to country industry in future.
The National Party is concerned about country industries and whether they will continue
to flourish and expand. We should be actively promoting the development of industry in
the country and should encourage industry to move to country areas. Only 15 per cent of
Victoria's industry is based outside the Melbourne metropolitan area. Surely that is an
indictment on any Government. This Labor Government should be lookin~ for ways to
decentralize more industries, but it will achieve that only by providing speclal assistance
to industry .
In the mid-1970s the Yarrawonga housing industry moved to the country areas on the
basis of continuing to receive assistance from the Government. That industry will continue,
but it will not experience the same profits because it will not receive adequate assistance
to make it as competitive as the metropolitan industries that are now on an equal footing.
The Best Foods company at Wahgunyah is a dynamic development and has been
assisted by the department. This company relocated its industry from both Melbourne
and Sydney and it is important to the Shire of Rutherglen and surrounding areas. The
company employs more than 400 people at its factory, so the Shire of Rutherglen and
surrounding areas have a low unemployment rate. That company relocated to the country
not simply because it was closer to where its breakfast cereals were grown but more
particularly because of the assistance it received from the State Government as a
decentralization incentive. Best Foods received a reduction in its pay-roll tax bill and
assistance in relocating the industry.
Mr Ross-Edwards-It would never have relocated without special assistance.
Mr JASPER-The Leader of the National Party is correct; the company would never
have relocated to that area without the special assistance it received from the department.
Mr Fordham-It is a great success story!
Mr JASPER-It is a great success story. The Minister for Industry, Technology and
Resources does not have the letter from the managing director of that company who
clearly indicated that the loss of special assistance provided by the department will be to
the company's detriment.
Mr Keooedy-Don't embarrass yourself.
Mr JASPER-I am not embarrassing anyone. What a ridiculous statement to make!
The honourable member for Bendigo West does not really understand the issue. Perhaps
ifhe visited the Shire of Rutherglen, he would realize how successful this company is. It is
not embarrassing to quote these facts.
Mr Keooedy interjected.

Decentralized Industry Bill

20 November 1985

ASSEMBLY

2183

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Hockley)-Order! The honourable member for Bendigo
West is being disorderly.
Mr JASPER-The honourable member for Bendigo West has demonstrated that he
will never progress any further than the back bench, where he sits at present.
Best Foods is a success story in relocating to the Shire of Rutherglen. The continuing
development and investment of that company in the shire demonstrates the importance
of that industry to employment.
The company relocated because of special assistance that was provided by way of payroll tax rebate. The company will now lose that rebate and the managing director, Mr
Shears, clearly stated in correspondence to me that the company was concerned that it had
relocated but that it would lose assistance which had provided an offset to the costs
involved in relocating. Those costs covered such matters as transport and telephone
charges. The company wants that assistance to be provided on an ongoing basis to offset
those costs.
The Bill is indicative of a lack of recognition by the Government that special assistance
needs to be provided on an as-of-right basis for decentralized industry to continue in the
country. Will the Minister assure the House that the $44 million currently being provided
will continue to be provided for industry located outside the Melbourne metropolitan area
and Geelong?
Rural communities are in a desperate situation; they are fighting for their survival
because they are facing major difficulties. The primary producing industries have their
backs to the wall and primary producers are in a desperate situation. Country industry
should be supported so that it can play its role in country Victoria.
The National Party represents country Victoria. It believes it is important that the
Minister recognizes the major importance of country Victoria to the continued development
of the State ifit can receive continuing assistance.
Mr KENNEDY (Bendigo West)-I should like to give my strong support to the approach
the Government has taken in supporting the development of the Victorian economy and
the development of the manufacturing sector, especially in the Bendigo region.
For the first time Victoria has a plan which can be followed to foster greater economic
growth in the State. That is a remarkable achievement after years of neglect and apathy by
previous Governments. The Government has spelt out clearly the basic competitive
strengths of the Victorian economy which are to be encouraged and strengthened to restore
Victoria to its primary role in the Australian Federation.
I extend sincere congratulations to the then Minister for Industry, Commerce and
Technology, Mr Cathie, and the present Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources
for their excellent work in that area, because they played a key role in the development
and implementation of the Government's policy. I also congratulate a number of dedicated
and responsible public servants with whom I have had the pleasure of working both in
Bendigo and in Melbourne to ensure that Bendigo makes the most of these new policies.
The important factor about the policy for the development of manufacturing industry
is that it recognizes that the Victorian economy provides a capacity for firms to grow and
to create more employment opportunities; and in particular it recognizes that a sector of
the manufacturing industry has been facing serious problems in recent years, especially
with competition from overseas.
It is significant that the Government's economic policy emphasizes the important role
of revitalization and highlights the importance of the textile, clothing and footwear
industries; the automotive parts industry; the fabricated metal products industry; and the
food processing industry. Those areas of manufacturing are earmarked for special attention
by the Government, and they are of the utmost significance for industries in areas like

