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Tuesday, 30 September 1986
The SPEAKER (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds) took the chair at 2.5 p.m. and read the prayer.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

PORTLAND SMELTER PROJECT
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I address my question to the Premier.
Given that the Government has now transferred a financial liability of $7 million from
the Budget to the Portland Smelter Unit Trust which has already borrowed $527 million,
will the Premier explain how the trust will pay for and fund the new liability of$7 million
this year? Will it be through further borrowings or through further taxes on the people of
Victoria?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I regret that the Leader of the Opposition seems to be overly
impressed by some prognostications that have appeared in one financial journal. The
Leader of the Opposition should first appreciate what the Government has done at Portland
to ensure that thIS State remains at the forefront of economic growth. If we had not acted
and ensured that the Portland smelter went ahead, we would in 1986 be going out the back
door economically, as we were in 1982 when we came to office.
Mr Kennett interjected.
Mr CAIN-I point out to the Leader of the Opposition that ifhe would listen he might
learn something. He needs to learn a lot even to convince his colleagues behind him that
he should be sitting where he is sitting.
The first point that should be made is that it is a 3D-year project. If the Leader of the
Opposition thinks one can invest $1000 million-plus and obtain a return overnight, he is
as naive as the members of the Government party know he is and others think he is.
Any assessment of the success of the project has to be taken over that 3D-year period
and not just over the past two or three years or over the next one or two years. That is the
fundamental mistake the Opposition seems to want to pick up, and that is being made by
those who seem to want to say that Victoria should not have grasped the nettle and
ensured this State went on growing, because that has been the great change since we came
to office. We were the State with the lowest economic growth and the honourable member
for Portland helped to muck it up. We are now the State with the highest economic growth
and the lowest unemployment.
Returns from the smelter will be very substantial indeed. They are further improved, of
course, by the devaluation of the Australian dollar. When the smelter is operational-the
first ingots will come out later this year-with the two potlines, at today's prices, it will be
earning something like $600 million in export earnings. Is that not considerable? The
second potline will be operational by mid-1988. If members of the Opposition are sincere
in saying this country-Mr Fordham-They are not sincere.
Mr CAIN-I know they are not about some things. However, if members of the
Opposition believe the country should be doing something about the balance of payments,
there is $600 million in export income from one project in this State. I should have
thought even the Opposition would have regarded that as important, but it seems not to
do so.
The project had already created 2500 on-site jobs when it was at its peak. It has created
about four times that number of jobs off-site, and members of the Opposition want to
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dismiss that as though it is not important and look for instant returns. I think that what
comes through when I am asked a Question like this from the Opposition is the fundameqtal
weakness in the Liberal Party. It is concerned only about tomorrow's headlines.
Members of the Opposition do not understand the difference between an economic
strategy that looks to the long-term future of the State and looking for a return for today
or tomorrow. They have their arms up to the shoulders in the pork barrel. That is all they
think about.
The SPEAKER-Order! If the Premier intends to debate the subject, he will be out of
order.

Mr CAIN-I shall round offby saying that if the Opposition does not understand after
four years what are the long-term benefits of the smelter to the State, it is no wonder the
colleagues of the Leader of the Opposition have little faith in him! He knew a lot about
the project when the Liberal Party was in government. He is not prepared to explain
frankly the position of the smelter when the former Liberal Government left office.
This Government has got the project going. It will mean large returns to the State in
export earnings and in profits from investments made. Does the Opposition reject the
notion of a four-party agreement, a joint venture of the kind this State has? Does it not
want the Chinese Government in partnership with this Government?
If the Opposition does not want the project to go ahead, let it say so! If it supports itwhich it did-why does it not acknowledge that the smelter is a long-term project that will
be of immense benefit to the State and the country?

Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the National Party)-I hope that I receive a shorter
answer to the Question I shall ask the Treasurer. Will the Treasurer confirm that the
Victorian Government faces accumulated losses on the Alcoa Portland project of $173
million over the next three years? Can he assure the House that those losses will not be
funded over the next three years by the taxpayers, or through borrowings or taxation
revenue?
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-It is obvious the Leaders of the National Party and the
Opposition shared the "~me newspaper this morning. Since the Government made the
original decision to inve:it in the aluminium smelter there has been an improvement in
the economic outlook.
When the decision was made, the price for aluminium was $A1900 a tonne; at present
it stands at $A2000 a tonne. As the Premier pointed out to the House today, one needs to
take a long-term view of the investlnent. It is absurd to talk about the cash flow position
over the next three years. All honourable members who have any knowledge of the
aluminium project at Portland would realise that it is being built in stages.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr JOLLY-The economic illiterates opposite laugh but they all know about the open
mouth of the Leader of the Opposition. He is a Tandberg specialty!
Potline 1 is more than 90 per cent completed, and the other very important aspect of
the smelter is potline 2. As the Premier stated, the project, even on conservative
assumptions, will yield $600 million in export income not only for Victoria but also
Australia. It must also be readily understood that without the Government having a longterm perspective and an economic strategy, the aluminium smelter would not have been
built. The arrangements surrounding the smelter were in tatters when we came to
government.
The agreement was an absolute mess when the Labor Party came to office. If it were not
for the Labor Government, the project would not have got off the ground.

Questions without Notice

30 September 1986

ASSEMBLY

697

-----

I remind the House that the Government's economic strategy and the aluminium
project are major reasons why, over the past 36 months, Victoria has had the lowest
unemployment rate in Australia compared with the last 36 months of the Liberal
Government when Victoria had the lowest unemployment rate on only eight occasions.
It is time the Leader of the National Party and the Leader of the Opposition took a longterm view about the future of Victoria. The Labor Party has turned Victoria's economy
into the most dynamic in the country. Victoria has the lowest unemployment rate of any
State in Australia and the community will get more than $600 million worth of export
income from the aluminium project at Portland. Despite that, what does the Opposition
do? It whines, whinges and carps. The Opposition cannot face up to the long-term issues
in this State. That is why the Labor Party is in power and why Victoria has the lowest
unemployment rate in Australia.

EXPENDITURE RESTRAINT
Mr ERNST (Bellarine)-Is the Premier aware of the statements made by the President
of the Chambers of Commerce and Industry in relation to expenditure restraint and
reducing taxation; if so, will he inform the House what action the Government is taking
on those matters?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I am aware of some statements that have been made. I find that
discordant because the Budget that was introduced two weeks ago by the Treasurer has
been acclaimed right around the country and not just in Victoria.
The Leader of the Opposition thought so much of the Budget that he did not ask one
Question about it the day after it was introduced. I would have thought it was traditional
and normal that if an Opposition thought a Budget was not good it would ask Questions
about it the day after it was introduced, but there was not one question. Despite that, the
Opposition asks us to take it seriously.
The Leader of the National Party gets all the laurels because he asked one question.
Mr Ross-Edwards-I only get one!
Mr CAIN-The Leader of the National Party asked it so he gets ten out often and the
Leader of the Opposition gets nothing out often. So what is new?
Despite the overwhelming positive response the Government has received to the Budget,
it is true that the Leader of the Opposition and some of his cronies from the new right
have seen fit to make suggestions about further tax cuts. It is a pity that they cannot at
least be consistent.
The President of the Chambers of Commerce and Industry has criticised the supposedly
large increase in health, community services and housing spendinr. The shadow Treasurer
has indicated that the Government is spending too much. I shal give a few examples of
the inconsistencies.
The shadow Treasurer is on record as saying that the Government is not spending
enough on hospitals. I have indicated on previous occasions what a number of Opposition
backbenchers are saying. I have indicated before that the honourable member for Benambra
wants 10 per cent of hospital beds to be used for psychiatric patients.
Mr Lieberman-Tell the full story!
Mr CAIN-I am not going to go through it again.
Mr Kennett-When did he say it?
Mr CAIN-There have been countless calls. Ifmembers of the Opposition wish, I shall
give some more examples that I have not given before. An honourable member for
Higinbotham Province in another place wants a detoxification unit established at the
Alfred Hospital at a cost of $3·6 million. That is what Liberal Party members have been
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asking for. The Secretary of the Parliamentary National Party wants $40 million more for
cooperative housing. Is that true or not?
That is what honourable members opposite want. They are asking for more and more.
Then they are saying, "No, reduce taxes; get rid of taxes." They do not want to do it.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CAIN-I can sum it up by saying that the calls by honourable members opposite
for tax cuts of the kind to which the Questioner referred total $520 million. Even a child at
school would know, as would the Leader of the Opposition if he did his sums, that that
leads to a considerable shortfall in the Budget.
Those who are calling for tax cuts should suggest how they are going to make ends meet
and how they are going to pay for them but nothing of that kind is offered. These claims
for more spending and fewer taxes come from a party that seems obsessed with talking
about Budget deficits. That is the inconsistency of it, because on the one hand they want
to spend more and on the other hand they want fewer taxes, and the third leg of the trifecta
is to say, "You mustn't have a deficit!" That is what they have been saying for two weeks.
All that makes it apparent that those opposite, who had nothing to say on the first day
after the Budget-not a Question asked-now are going through all this rhetoric about
fewer taxes, more projects and more spending. It is clear they have no strategy whatsoever
so far as the financial management of this State is concerned.
The Treasurer has produced the best Budget in Australia. This has been acknowledged
by all and acknowledged tacitly by the Opposition, because on the day after the Budget
was presented not a Question was asked.

INCREASED PUBLIC SECTOR EMPLOYMENT
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-I refer the Treasurer to the facts of the increased public
sector employment in Victoria, increased real Budget outlays and falling State services
and I ask: what substantiated evidence can the Treasurer cite to support his claim that the
public sector made a 1 per cent productivity gain last year and that it will make a 1·5 per
cent productivity gain this year?
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-I thank the honourable member for Brighton for his maiden
Question on the Budget. It is greatly welcomed. The Government in Victoria has taken the
lead in achieving recurrent expenditure savings. I should explain to the honourable member
for Brighton the way in which productivity savings are calculated.
Firstly, in relation to 1985-86, when a 1 per cent productivity saving was achieved, the
basis for determining that was to project forward the unchanged policy expenditure for
1985-86, then deduct 1 per cent from those items of expenditure in their recurrent areas
which were discretionary items. That led to productivity savings in 1985-86, for two basic
reasons. The Government has shown its willingness to introduce project budgeting-we
were the first Government in Australia to do so-and, secondly, to ensure that the
improvement in productivity is achieved collectively rather than absorbed into the
expenditure of one single department or agency.
In 1986-87 we have followed a similar position. Rather than achieving a 1 per cent
productivity saving, we have achieved 1·5 per cent productivity saving. The essence of
that is that the results are clearly reflected in the rate of increase of recurrent expenditure.
As honourable members are aware, or should be aware, and I hope they are aware, the rate
of increase in recurrent expenditure in the State public sector in Victoria is the lowest it
has been for approximately 25 years.
That is far better than the achievements of the Tasmanian Liberal Government or the
Bjelke Petersen Government in Queensland. Victoria has a very low rate of increase in
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recurrent expenditure mainly because the Government has in place program budgeting
and productivity savings-concepts never heard of by the Opposition.
The proof is there in the Budget Papers presented to honourable members. The rate of
increase in recurrent expenditure this year is the lowest rate of increase for about 25 years
and is a drop in real terms of more than 1 per cent. That is an achievement that should be
welcomed by all.

.

GOVERNMENT HOUSING POLICY
Mr HANN (Rodney)-I ask the Minister for PrQperty and Services whether it is a fact
that the Government's policy on occupation of houses in the "not required to be occupied"
category is that no tenants who occupied houses prior to 14 September 1986 will be obliged
to pay increased rent. If this is a fact, will the Government be reimbursing those tenants
who may have already paid an increase in their rent, and also, will the Government now
be paying the fringe benefit tax to the Commonwealth Government on the difference
between the current rentals and the market rentals which the State Government intended
to increase?
Mr McCUTCHEON (Minister for Property and Services)-The arrangements for paying
market rentals date from 14 September 1986. Any new occupiers of Government dwellings
will be paying market rents unless the dwelling is a required to occupy dwelling, in that
category agreed with the various departments responsible for providing housing. The
fringe benefit tax will apply to those cases where people in houses are paying rents less
than the market value.

TAXATION CUTS
Mr SHELL (Geelong)-Can the Premier inform the House what measures need to be
taken to increase futher taxation cuts?
The SPEAKER-Order! Will the honourable member rephrase his question so that it
is more specific? It is far too general and invites the Premier to debate the subject.
Mr SHELL-Can the Premier inform the House what specific cuts need to be taken to
ensure further taxation savings are made?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I, thank the honourable member for Geelong for his question
because it is important that ifpeople are going to ask blandly for taxation cuts there ought
to be some particularity as to what sacrifices have to be made by others if those cuts are
put into effect.
Honourable members opposite cannot have it both ways. That seems to be what the
Liberal Party believes should be the case, that it is their God-~ven right, as local members,
to make all sorts of claims to try to curry the support of their electors and then say, "But
we want to cut taxes too!" If Governments are going to cut taxes in the magnitude
suggested by the Opposition of some $500 million or more, one has to elect to remove
some services either wholly or in part.
The allocation to new schools this year could be removed, saving something like $51
million. Is that what the Opposition wants? Is that one of the options it has?
The Government's commitment to further reducing the student-teacher ratio by 10 per
cent, could be abandoned, and that would save about $136 million. Does the Opposition
want to do that? They are two options.
The additional staff for non-nursing duties in hospitals can be withdrawn. That would
save $20 million. There are a whole host of things in the health area about which honourable
members opposite seem to be so free spending. The Minister for Health can stop recruiting
nurses from overseas so that waiting lists will be reduced and more adequate services will
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be available because of the neglect over the last 30 years. Honourable members should

make up their minds.
Honourable members opposite shout, "Rubbish". What do those who interject want to
do? Do they want to remove some of the State concessions made for low income earners
that the Government has increased quite dramatically over the past four years?
Those concessions are of enormous benefit to those people. The Government could
save $59 million overnight if it stopped providing concessions and chopped into the
benefits of those who could least afford it. There are plenty of things the Government
could do like that.
The Liberal Party must make up its mind whether it is seeking to remove all services
that are being provided and are accepted as part of our State structure, and about which
people have expectations, because Opposition members cannot continue asking for more,
wanting to spend more, while at the same time going out with all the bravado and rhetoric
in the world and saying that they would remove taxes.
I know the honourable member for Hawthorn wants to get a guernsey every day he is
here; we all know that. However, I am not going to give a guernsey to everyone. He may
smile and behave in any way he likes, but let him ask the questions and I will handle him.
The Government has managed to introduce a Budget with no new taxes. It has provided
for tax cuts in some areas and, as the Treasurer said, the Government has done what no
other Government has done, namely, saved $157 million in real terms in spending this
year, and still has ensured the provision of basic services in the State. That is something
that the Liberal Party could never do. It wants to waste public money on all sorts of
projects.
I understand how miffed the OppOsition is that a Labor Government has been able to
do what it could not do. I sympathise with some honourable members from the Opposition
who would wish to run an efficient Government. Many of them want to do so, and I
understand that they must feel miffed and jealous that the Government is able to do it so
well when the former Liberal Government failed so badly.

PORTLAND SMELTER PROJECT
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-Given that the Portland aluminium smelter is about to
commence production and that the Government is committed to selling its 35 per cent
share of that production, has the Government yet appointed a selling agent for that task?
If so, who, and under what terms?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-Because the project is one in which the Government has the
utmost faith, unlike the Opposition, provision has been made in regard to selling the
Government's share of the production. A number of options are open to the Government.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CAIN-How do Opposition members put up with the Leader of the Opposition? I
wonder whether he behaves in that fashion in the party room. Honourable members have
been told that the Leader of the Opposition has a secret plan and that he wants to lead the
Liberal Party to government. However, all he does is sit there and chirp away.
Mr Kennett-Answer the question!
Mr CAIN-He makes interjection after interjection-he has no reason-and just
continues opening his mouth, minute after minute, hour after hour.
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-On a point of order, I refer you, Mr Speaker, to
Standing Order No. 127 and suggest that the Premier is not directing himself to the
question.
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The SPEAKER-Order! It is difficult to decide whether Standing Order No. 127 is
being followed when the House is in such disorder. I ask honourable members to cease
interjecting.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I do not want to be distracted by the interjections. If the
honourable member for Balwyn would exercise the same discipline over his colleagues
that the Leader of the Opposition is unable to achieve, and allow me to answer the
question, I will do so. The Opposition seems intent upon having ten or twelve people all
yelling at the same time and all mouthing the same nonsense.
If the honourable member for 8alwyn had any knowledge, he would know that Aluvic,
the Government's commercial arm in this matter, is making the commercial arrangements
for the sale.

INCIDENTS INVOLVING ELECTORATE OFFICES
Mr REMINGTON (Melbourne)-Will the Minister for Police and Emergency Services
advise the House whether the police have received complaints arising from incidents
involving electorate offices of members of Parliament and, if so, what action the police
have taken when investigating those matters?
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-I am aware that
complaints and allegations have been made about the fire that occurred recently in the
office of the honourable member for Gippsland West, and also about incidents involving
the electorate offices of other members of the Opposition.
Those complaints and allegations have come from the Leader of the Opposition who,
on Saturday, was asked on television about responsibility for the outrage against the
honourable member for Gippsland West and the other incidents to which I have referred.
He gave this reply, and I quote:
Well, it involves Ministers--

I take up the interjection made by an honourable member, suggesting that I am quoting
from the press. I am quoting from ~ transcript.
Mr KENNETI (Leader of the Opposition)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I ask the
honourable gentleman to name the document from which he is quoting and if he is using
a transcript from a Channel 7 interview, I warn the honourable gentleman that the way
that transcript was presented was not correct.
If the Minister for Police and Emergency Services wishes to refer to an interview that
took place on Channel 7, he would be well warned to check with Channel 7 as to whether
the editing of that particular script was accurate, because what he is about to convey to the
House is not the context of what was said in that interview and it would be singularly
inappropriate.
The SPEAKER-Order! The Leader of the Opposition rose on a point of order and
asked, as I understood it, whether the Minister would identify the document or material
from which he was quoting. I ask the Minister to do so and I uphold that part of the point
of order.
The second part was an attempt to make a personal explanation and is out of order.
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-The document from
which I am quoting is headed, "Current Affairs Monitoring" prepared at Donald Street,
Ashburton 3147, in the electorate of the Leader of the Opposition, I believe.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MATHEWS-In answer to the interjection by the honourable member for Malvern,
he would be wise to remember that a person who is caught out in four lies in a single press
statement has lost all public credibility.
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I was asked to identify the document; that I have done. I am quoting from the document
accurately, whatever the honourable gentleman opposite may suggest. It reads:
Kennett: Well it involves Ministers, it certainly involves bureaucrats. I think there has been a personal vendetta
conducted by Mr Roper.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER""":'Order! The honourable member for Malvern interjected with an
expression that I find offensive, and I ask him to withdraw it.
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-I withdraw, Mr Speaker.
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)~1 was about to say that
it was fortunately rare for accusations of criminal conduct-such as conspiracy at the very
least, arson, and housebreaking- to be levelled against a member or members of this
House by other members.
I believe it is a matter for grave concern that, as this publicly-circulated transcript
discloses, such an allegation has now been made against Ministers and unnamed public
servants.
The first fact of which the honourable member for Melbourne should be aware is that
the Leader of the Opposition made no such charge in the letter about the matter which he
sent to the Chief Commissioner of Police only 24 hours earlier. It is a remarkable change
of face to take place within 24 hours. The Leader of the Opposition wrote in that letter:
Perhaps, individually, none ofthese incidents are nothing else but isolated episodes. However, as each of these
four individuals were involved in the Opposition's investigation into the Hinders Street railway station
redevelopment program, I am very concerned that there may be a connection.

There seemed to be no connection on Friday, but Ministers and public servants and one
specifically were named the following day.
The Leader of the Opposition made no such charge against Ministers or public servants
in the statement from him which appeared on the front pa~e of Saturday's Sun. On the
contrary, he is quoted on the front page of the Sun as say_rig that he was not accusing
anyone in particular but that it was hard to believe that the incidents were not linked.
That was what he said in a statement that presumably was circulated on the Friday, which
is in complete contrast with what the transcript disclosed on the Saturday.
Indeed, the Leader of toe Opposition is not even supported by those behind him who
have been the victims of these incidents. It is well known that the honourable member for
Gippsland West has been repudiating him wherever he goes. The honourable member for
Gippsland West makes no secret of the fact that he attributes responsibility for what
happened to a former used car trader who was .knocked out recently by the Motor Car
Traders Committee.
Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-I raise a point of order, Mr Speaker.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Gippsland West, on a point of
order and not a personal explanation.
Mr BROWN-My point of order is that I take exception at the untruth which has just
been stated about me and, as such, I ask that the Minister withdraw it unreservedly.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member has raised a point of order and then
called for a withdrawal. He can take his pick.
I rule his point of order out of order, and I ask the honourable member whether he
wishes to persist with seeking the withdrawal.
Mr BROWN-Mr Speaker, I take exception to the untrue statment that I have labelled
a particular individual for the burning of my office. I have outlined to the CIB my
suspicions regarding a number of people and, as such--
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The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the honourable member that this is not an opportunity
for him to make a personal explanation. If the honourable member finds some comment
by the Minister objectionable, he should be specific and I shall ask the Minister to withdraw.
Mr BROWN-I do find it offensive that the Minister says in this House that I have
labelled an individual as having burnt down my office and, as such, I ask for his statement
to be withdrawn, without qualification.
The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the Minister whether he will withdraw the statement.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-The Leader of the
Opposition, who is interjecting, will find that the matter is not a joke. I am surprised that
the honourable member for Gippsland West can look those members of the Government
party in the eye to whom his statement was made.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order! If there is to be any order in the House a procedural form
needs to be followed. I ask the Minister to ignore interjections and to withdraw the
objectionable comment.
Mr MATHEWS-Yes, Mr Speaker, I take your point about the procedures of the
House and I withdraw what I have said. I repeat that I am surprised that the honourable
member for Gippsland West can look in the eye any member of the Government party to
whom the statement was made.
Mr Brown-To whom was the statement made-the liar?
The SPEAKER-Order! The same procedural forms will be followed by all honourable
members, not only by the Minister who is replying. I ask the honourable member for
Gippsland West to withdraw the expression that he has just used.
Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-Which expression, Mr Speaker?
The SPEAKER-Order! If the honourable member wishes to test me I shall have no
hesitation in ruling that he is defying the Chair and I shall request the necessary motion to
be moved to put that into effect.
Mr BROWN-I withdraw.
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-The Deputy Leader of
the National Party has just interjected that I was breaching a police confidence. I referred
to things that were said to members of the Government party. The honourable member
for Forest Hill is interjecting-I advise him to keep his eyes on the back of the honourable
member for Bennettswood, because his future lies there.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order! The tolerance of the Chair has been taxed to its limits. I ask
the Minister for Police and Emergency Services either to respond to the question and
ignore the interjections or to resume his seat.
Mr MATHEWS-The police will pursue with vigour the complaints that have been
made to them. I have no doubt that they will find at the bottom of them a farrago of
nonsense.

REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION BY HONOURABLE MEMBERS
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I refer to the Premier's attack the week
before last on the honourable member for Kew when he said that members of Parliament
should seek reports and information by personal request rather than going through the
procedures of the Freedom of Information Act.
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Will the Premier now instruct the Minister for Transport to provide me with a copy of
the report made by W. T. Partnership and Company into aspects of the Hinders Street
station redevelopment project consistent with the policy he announced two weeks ago
when he made his attack on the honourable member for Kew?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-If the Leader of the Opposition wants to receive a document I
suggest that he makes a request in the normal way to the Minister concerned. If he makes
the request to the Minister, he will answer it.

MINISTER FOR POLICE AND EMERGENCY SERVICES
Mr McNAMARA (Benalla)-I ask the Minister for Police and Emergency Services: is
it a fact that the Minister's credibility and integrity as a Minister of the Crown has been
permanently and severely impaired after a Parliamentary caucus colleague at an Australian
Labor Party meeting on 27 June 1986 identified him as a liar in relation to police presence
at city building sites?
The SPEAKER-Order! I did not hear all of the question. I ask the honourable member
for Benalla to repeat his question.
Mr McNAMARA-Is it a fact that the credibility and integrity of the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services as a Minister of the Crown has been permanently and
severely impaired after a Parliamentary caucus colleague at an ALP meeting on 27 June
1986 identified him as a liar in relation to police presence at city building sites?
The SPEAKER-Order! The substance of the question is out of order and I ask the
Minister to respond only to the first part of it.
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-Would the honourable
member repeat at least the first part of the question?
The SPEAKER-Order! I will take the unusual step of advising the House that the time
for raising questions without notice has expired.

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

Accident compensation
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the State of Victoria respectfully sheweth:
I. That the current losses being incurred by the State Insurance Office in compulsory third-party motor vehicle
insurance claims must be the subject of firm amd comprehensive Government action.
2. That the initiatives of the Government in attempting to combat the abovementioned losses are to be
commended.
3. That the attempt by the Government to remove the right of individuals to sue for damages at common law
is, however, not acceptable to the community.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the Parliament of Victoria will act to rectify the current losses being
incurred by the State Insurance Office but will do so without destroying the right of the citizens of the State of
Victoria to seek damages for personal injuries.
And your petitioners, as duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Cooper (615 signatures)

Australian Police Ministers' Council
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Dignified health care
TOTHE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERSOFTHE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:
The petition of the undersigned citizens of the State of Victoria respectfully showeth that'those in health care
are of one mind: that their task is to enable those afflicted with serious injury or illness to live as comfortably and
tolerably as possible even when their condition seems to be leading inevitably to death.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that the Government of the State of Victoria affirm its responsibility
to ensure:
That all Victorians without discrimination as to age, sex, physical or mental condition, receive the care
necessary to live with dignity when afflicted with injury or ill health and particularly when dying of injury or ill
health.
That those charged with caring for the injured and the ill are able to help them to live in peace and comfort
during their illness without the intervention oflegal devices such as "living wills".
And your petitioners, as duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Austin (3081 signatures)

Martial arts
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLAT~VE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the State of Victoria respectfully showeth our concern with
the proposed 'Martial Arts Control Bill" in that it appears to be based on serious misconceptions such as on the
one hand seeking to impose controls on kick boxing, savate, thai boxing and full contact karate, none of which
are traditional martial arts and, also in that the Bill also seeks to blanket traditional martial arts with the same
controls, three of which are recognised Olympic sports, two do not have competition and one is in reality
Japanese fencing, all of whom are well governed by parent organisations.
Your petitioners therefore pray that all arts as defined in the Bill other than kick boxing, savate, thai boxing
and full contact karate, be totally excluded from the Bill.
And your petitioners, as duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Kennedy (944 signatures)

Packaging standards
To the HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY:
The petition of certain citizens in Victoria shows that there is a need to end the current discrepancy in trading
conditions between local manufacturers of confectionary and importers, caused by inadequate packaging laws in
this State.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that this discrepancy should be rectified by the introduction of the
recommended national packaging standards, based on a 40 per cent maximum free-space in the packaged
product, which will enable equal trading opportunities for local and overseas confectionary manufacturers alike
and protection for consumers against dishonest packaging practices.

By Mr Leigb (41 signatures)

AUSTRALIAN POLICE MINISTERS' COUNCIL
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-By leave, I move:
That there be presented to this House a copy of the Australian Police Ministers' Council annual report on the
activities of National Common Police Services for the year 1984-85.

The motion was agreed to.
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services) presented the report in
compliance with the foregoing order.

It was ordered that the report be laid on the table.
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The following papers, pursuant to the directions of several Acts of Parliament, were laid
on the table by the Clerk:
Education-Report ofthe Ministry for the year 1985-86-0rdered to be printed.
Fairfield Hospital-Report for the year 1985-86.
Industrial Relations Commission-Report of the president for the year ended 31 October 1985.
Industry, Technology and Resources-Report of the department for the year 1985-86.
Library Council of Victoria-Report for the year 1984-85.
National Tennis Centre Trust-Report for the year 1985-86.
Police Regulation Act 1958Determination No. 464 of the Police Service Board.
Determination No. 3 of the Police Service Board for police recruits.
Public Works Department-Report for the year 1985-86.
Small Business Development Corporation-Report for the year 1985-86.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts:
Adoption Act I 984-No. 253.
Annual Reporting Act I 983-Nos 249, 250.
Companies (Application of Laws) Act 1981-No. 237.
Companies (Acquisition of Shares) (Application of Laws) Act 1981-No. 240.
Dried Fruits Act 1958-No. 234.
Evidence Act I 958-No. 236.
Extractive Industries Act 1966-No. 245.
Farm Produce Merchants and Commission Agents Act 1965-No. 231.
Fisheries Act 1968-No. 251.
Futures Industry (Application of Laws) Act 1986-No. 238.
Health Act I 958-Nos 242, 243.
Juries Act I 967-No. 239.
Lotteries Gaming and Betting Act I 966-No. 248.
Mines Act I 958-No. 244.
Mining Development Act 1958-No. 246.
Petroleum Act 1958-No. 247.
Public Service Act I 974-P.S.D. 35
Stock Medicines Act I 958-No. 235.
Post-Secondary Education Act 1978-No. 241.
Town and Country Planning Act 1961:
Benalla-Shire of Benalla Planning Scheme 1952 Amendment No. 24.
Bulla-Shire of Bulla Planning Scheme Amendment No. 104.
Cranbourne-Shire ofCranbourne (Westerport) Planning Scheme Amendment No. 32, 1985.
Geelong-Geelong Regional Planning Scheme Amendment No. 160, Part 1.
Melbourne Metropolitan Planning Scheme Amendments Nos 227 Part 3,280 Part 4,317 Part 4,379 Part 1,
380 Part I.
Moe-City of Moe Planning Scheme Amendment No. 88.
Rosedale-Shire of Rosedale Planning Scheme Part 2 Amendment, Nos 19,20.
Shepparton-City of She pparton Planning Scheme 1953 Amendment No. 103, 1986.
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Sherbrooke-Shire ofSherbrooke Planning Scheme 1979 (Rural Areas) Amendment No. 36.
Traralgon-City ofTraralgon Planning Scheme 1957 Amendment No. 48.
Water Resources-Report of the department for the year 1985-86.

APPROPRIATION MESSAGES
The SPEAKER announced that he had received messages from His Excellency the
Governor recommending that appropriations be made from the Consolidated Fund for
the purposes of the following Bills:
Works and Services (Further Ancillary Provisions) Bill
Emergency Management (Amendment) Bill
Road Safety Bill
National Tennis Centre (Amendment) Bill
Planning and Environment Bill

JOINT SITTING OF PARLIAMENT
Senate vacancy-Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Board
The SPEAKER-I have to report that on Wednesday, 17 September, this House met
with the Legislative Council in the Legislative Assembly Chamber for (1) the purpose of
sitting and voting together to choose a person to hold the place in the Senate rendered
vacant by the resignation of Senator Donald Leslie Chipp, and that Mrs Janet Frances
Powell had been duly chosen to hold such post and (2) the purpose of sitting and voting
together to recommend three members for appointment to the Victorian Curriculum and
Assessment Board and that the Honourable David Mylor Evans, MLC, Mrs Carolyn
Dorothy Hirsh, MP, and the Honourable Haddon Storey, MLC, had been recommended
for appointment to the Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Board.

TRANSPORT ACCIDENT BILL
The debate (adjourned from 18 September) on the motion of Mr Jolly (Treasurer) for
the second reading of this Bill was resumed.
Mr GUDE (Hawthorn)-This important Bill affects the people of Victoria. It protects
the rights of individuals when they are unfortunately involved in motor car accidents in
this State.
At least one point of agreement between the parties of the Parliament is the urgent need
for reform of Victoria's present compulsory third-party scheme. No honourable member
from the Government side of the House can be proud of the massive losses that have been
allowed to imperil the State's finances, especially the losses connected with third-party
insurance.
When the Labor Party came to office, the reported losses of the scheme were some $98
million. By 30 June 1985 the accumulated losses exceeded $1786 million. That is a
massive increase by anybody's standards.
Earlier today we heard the Premier defend his Government's position on expenditure
excesses. The Government could have been saving money by more appropriate
administration of this scheme, than by allowing that massive roll-over deficit to continue.
The effect of the Government's inefficiency has meant that every child born in Victoria in
1986 will start its life owing $440 for third-party insurance losses alone.
They are the areas to which the Government should be directing its attention with
respect to the saving of funds in the interests of the people of Victoria. Then the people of
Victoria would not have been hit with massive increases in taxes and charges, currently
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approaching 80 per cent, since the change of Government. These are the areas where the
Government has failed miserably in terms of addressing itself effectively in the interests
of the people of Victoria.
I congratulate the honourable member for Brighton not only for his contribution in
Parliament when the debate commenced but also for the way he has assiduously researched
and developed a policy position which has been adopted by the Parliamentary Liberal
Party and which would, if adopted by the Government, bring equity and justice into the
system and would provide for the legal rights of ordinary citizens who are affected by
motor accidents.
I do not want to deal with the Bill clause by clause, as this has been done by Liberal
members, but I would like to direct some attention to one or two aspects about which I
am concerned. One of the areas about which there is general concern in the communiy is
the question of common law rights. I can recall only a few years ago being involved in a
motor accident but not really thinking at that time that I would have done anything in
terms of my personal rights. However, I have since contemplated what occurred on that
Sunday afternoon when I was involved in an accident, and reviewed the circumstances in
which my family could well have found themselves: two teenage boys, but for a split
~econd, could have been fatherless and my wife widowed, all in the flash of a few seconds.
The accident occurred at 2.30 on a Sunday afternoon. It was a bright, sunny day and I
was taking some rubbish to the tip. I was three-quarters the way through an intersection,
on a green light, when a clown came through a red light and cleaned up my car. I was
carted off to hospital in an ambulance. I suffered considerable personal injury at the time
and it took a long while to get over the accident.
Had my family been denied the opportunity of common law rights, what would have
happened? What about other people who find themselves faced with being paraplegics as
a result of car accidents? Should they be denied common law rights? I was extremely lucky
because I was able to overcome the immediacy of the injury but many people are not so
fortunate. Yet the Government is moving to do away with those traditional common law
rights.
The Government favours a totally no-fault scheme; a social welfare scheme providing
the same lowest common denominator benefits to the guilty and to the innocent alike.
That is not fair or equitable. There is no justice in that approach. The Government attacks
the provision oflump sum compensation and this attack displays a doctrinaire commitment
to the abolition of traditional common law rights.
The Treasurer has stated that the new scheme will be conducted on a pay-as-you-go
basis. If the pay-as-you-go basis is going to bring about an improvement in the delivery of
equity in the marketplace whereby innocent victims will be protected, the Opposition
could seriously consider the new scheme, but it is not going to bring about that situation.
That is to be contrasted with the system that has been produced after a good deal of
analysis, thought and consultation by the honourable member for Brighton.
It is a fair system under which all injured Victorians would receive reasonable benefits
while the moral rights of innocent victims are recognised and not thrown away, as the
Government would have it; where the moral rights of innocent victims would be recognised
and where the level of premiums would reward prudent drivers and not the clown who
drives through red lights on a Sunday afternoon. It is a responsibly and equitably funded
system through which today's road users bear the cost of today's accidents rather than the
costs being imposed on future generations.

As I said at the outset, the Government has taken up the debt, in the order of $1000
million, in the compulsory third-party system since it has been in office. Is that responsible
administration or action? It did not take four and a half years to work out what would
happen.
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The Liberal Party is promoting a cost-effective system with streamlined efficiency and
the elimination of waste. It supports a competitive system which would maintain efficiency
and accountability through the disciplines of commercial competition. I am concerned
that the third-party insurance provisions specifically address the individual. The harm
that has been incurred by an individual should be foremost. What about the damage that
is done to property when a vehicle careers off a road by accident or by design? A pole that
is knocked down in an accident could do damage to another vehicle, a home, a fence, a
shop or public property.
The Government should seriously consider further amending the proposed legislation
to include a provision for compulsory third-party property insurance. Many people buy
their first motor car for about $500 or $1000 and they take out third-party property
insurance. They ought to do so because at least they are protecting the property of
individuals that they might damage in their first years of driving.
In conclusion, I reiterate my support and admiration for the work of the honourable
member for Brighton who introduced a responsible alternative proposition that would be
fully funded and provide equity and justice for all Victorians who have been unfortunate
enough to be involved in a motor car accident. I implore the Minister and the Government
to rethink the proposition they have introduced. It is not that I think they have brought
the proposed legislation forward to do anything other than create an improved circumstance
but good alternatives have been put forward by the Liberal Party, the Law Institute and
others that are worthy of further consideration.
It does the Government no credit or honour to push proposed legislation through
Parliament. I am not suggesting that is the case in this debate, because that has not been
the case to date, but while the Bill is between here and another place the Minister should
further consider the propositions put forward by the Liberal Party and others outside
ParliaIAent who have a special knowledge of this subject.

Mr REMINGTON (Melbourne)-Honourable members have just listened to possibly
one of the shortest speeches of any member of the Opposition on this important Bill. I do
not know of any lead speaker who has ever spoken so concisely and said so little in such a
short period.
If one analyses the Opposition's contributions made in the House to date, one will see,
with due respect to the honourable member for Malvern and others, that essentially the
members of the Opposition who have participated in the debate have been the lightweights.

Mr Leigh-Mr Deputy Speaker, I direct your attention to the state of the House.

A quorum was formed.
Mr REMINGTON-I was saying that the contribution made by the honourable member
for Hawthorn could be described as somewhat like a boiled egg. In fact, he did not speak
long enough even to hard-boil an egg. The contents of the egg would have been much like
the whole of the case submitted by the Opposition-it would have been half done.
The honourable member for Hawthorn in a limited contribution made some comments
about the existing costs of the scheme. I point out to the honourable member that he
would be aware, ifhe had studied the case-and I do not believe he has read the supporting
documents on the Government's position, because if he had he would have known-that
the Government scheme sets out to make this a fully-funded scheme over a ten-year
period.
We recognise there are heavy existing liabilities on the scheme. That is precisely the
same situation that existed when I was a director on the board of the Royal Automobile
Club of Victoria in 1971, when the then Liberal Government refused to increase the thirdparty insurance premiums to such a degree that it forced private enterprise out of the
third-party insurance industry, which left only RACV insurance and State insurance, and
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again the directors bf the board approached the the Premier, Mr Hamer, to increase the
premiums to make the scheme viable but he refused to do so.
The board of the'RACV received an actuarial report indicating, to the directors' shock
and horror, that on a mnout situation there were doubts that there would be sufficient
funds to pay for the claims.

Honourable members interjecting.
M~ REMINGTON-When I was elected to the board I had a number of objectives and
one was to take the RACV insurance out of the third-party insurance scheme and out of
the third-party insllrance industry and that is precisely what some of my colleagues and I
did. We were facing a difficult financial situation at that time.

The scheme may have been a proper one in 1941 when it was introduced, when there
were 250 000 motorists on the road. It is certainly not a scheme that is suitable to motoring
conditions today with ten times the number of motor vehicles in Victoria-we have 2·5
million motor vehicles today. But what has changed dramatically has been the escalation
in the total intfQsion into and almost a takeover of the industry by the law industry in
which there aremassi,ve payouts. We have this crazy fault system.
In 1971 I, too, was opposed to the fault system that existed then, as I am today. The
only thing thatbas changed in that time is that my decision in opposing the fault scheme
in 1981 has been compounded time and again. Members of the House should realise that
every week in Victoria approximately 1000 people are injured as a result of motor vehicle
accidents.
"
,
Approximately 50 000 Victorians are injured each year as a result of motor vehicle
accidents, and a number of them are seriously injured. Too many of them are indequately
compensated. The honourable member for Hawthorn referred to an accident in which he
was involved. He said that a person being injured in an accident due to the fault of another
driver and becoming a paraplegic was entitled to just compensation. That is precisely what
the proposed legislation will do. It is for that reason that the Paraplegic and Quadnplegic
Association of Victoria is supporting the Bill that the Government has introduced.
Ifa person becomes a paraplegic in a one-person accident, of which there are a significant
number, that person cann~t sue under a fault system. If that person runs his car off the
road and hits, a tree, is blinded by the sunlight or is driving a car that suffers brake failure,
there is no other person apinst whom he can claim fault. However, that is the type of
unjust scheme the OppositlOn supports.
I will be amazed if the National Party supports the fault scheme because National Party
members know 'only too well of one-person ,accidents. Under the existing scheme-the
Opposition's scheme-a farmer whose tractor rolls over on him receives virtually no
compensation because he cannot prove fault. Who can he blame? The lawyers receive
payment for their part in the action, and the farmer receives compensation of about
$20 000, ev~n though he is a paraplegic for life. ,
That is the sort of system that the honourable member for Brighton supports. He
supports th~ continuation of a system which works against the interests of people who are
injured in one-person accidents.
Under the Government's scheme, it is not only farmers who are injured in one-person
accidents who will be protected, but any person who drives his car off the road and hits a
tree will be protected. People involved in one:person accidents are not protected under
the scheme that is supported by the Liberal Opposition.
Under'the present system a farmer's wife who is injured in an accident receives an
extremely limited benefit, even in a fault scheme, because she has no income. Will anyone
say that the farmer's wife is not a major contributor to the operation of the farming
enterprise?
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The Government recognises that injustice, and although I admit that it has taken a long
time, the Government has now introduced the proposed scheme. It has taken time because
the Government wanted to have computations of the figures and wanted to do it thoroughly
and accurately. It did not want to provide airy-fairy figures like the Opposition has done
in mouthing cases put forward by the Law Institute of Victoria.
It is to the discredit of the Liberal Opposition that it does not have the nous or in~enuity
to work out its scheme. It has taken the scheme of the Law Institute of Victoria; it IS like a
wolf pretending to be a lamb! It has no initiative. What was the Liberal Party's policy on
third-party insurance before the last State elections?
Mr Reynolds-What was yours?

Mr REMINGTON-The Labor Party promised to review third-party insurance before
the last State elections, as it did with WorkCare. Who opposed WorkCare? It was the
lackeys of the insurance companies, the same people who are lap-dogs to the Law Institute
in this debate, and for the same reason.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-On a point of order, I do not mind the word "lackey",
but I object to being called a "lap-dog", and I ask for it to be withdrawn.
Mr Remington-It is not an unparliamentary phrase.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The honourable member for Doncaster
has asked that the word "lap-dog" be withdrawn. I suggest that the honourable member
for Melbourne withdraw it.
Mr REMINGTON (Melbourne)-I did not think it would be unparliamentary to call
someone a lap-dog, but if you ask that it be withdrawn, Mr Deputy Speaker, I should be
happy to withdraw it.
I should add that if it is offensive to use the word "lap-dog", I shall find great difficulty
in getting through my speech-I shall probably be asked to withdraw word for word.
The fact is that the Liberal Party had no policy of its own. It has taken up the policy of
the Law Institute of Victoria and it is putting it forward in this House in the same way as
it did regarding WorkCare on behalf of the insurance industry.
The only difference in the support of the insurance industry for the Liberal Opposition
was that in the last election the insurance industry kicked in some millions of dollars
towards the Opposition's election campaign. Its advertisements were seen on television
all the time. However, I could not envisage the Law Institute coughing up funds to assist
the Liberal Party in the next election campaign, whenever that might be.
The only lengthy-I was about to say, "worthwhile", but perhaps I was being generouscontribution was made by the shadow Treasurer. Honourable members heard some two
and a half hours of tedious repitition from the honourable member for Brighton. If any
person's contribution to the debate could have convinced me more that it was time to get
rid of the fault system, it was the contribution made by the honourable member for
Brighton.
Honourable members saw virtually a total courtroom procedure. They had to sit through
two and a half hours of boring, tedIOUS repetition. That is the same sort of scene that is
played out day after day in the courts of our land, where the insurance industry is fighting
cases and earning its money out of a fault system; where the learned gentlemen of the
time, in their grandeur, with their robes and wigs on, stand up and pedantically argue out
the cases and spend more time.
I do not know what is a barrister's fee in the courts today. I know that my constituents
who were involved with the law industry in the Wade case said that it cost them some
$30000 for one day. I do not know whether the honourable member for Brighton, even if
he were paid, would have earned that sort of money. That is what has been occurring, and
it is the sort of thing that the Opposition is interested in preserving.
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The Opposition does not want a better system; it wants simply to preserve the law
industry. When I am attacking the law industry, as such, I am not attacking the normal
suburban lawyer who goes about his business and makes a very worthwhile contribution
in assisting his clients. I am talking about the heavyweights, the big firms, that are heavily
involved in the third-party insurance industry.
I said before that the Government's scheme proposes to remove that very costly element
in the third-party insurance industry, which is costing motorists today about $80 million
per annum. That is a high cost legal fees component in the existing third-party insurance
fault system.
The Government wants to provide fairness and equity. All motorists pay basically the
same amount of third-party insurance. The Government has zoned it so that, across the
board, there is a reasonable difference between what is paid in the high risk area and what
is paid in the rural low risk areas. However, under the present system, persons do not
receive equal benefits.
There is some merit, if one wishes to find it, in a system that is based on the level of
income or capacity to pay. However, the present system is virtually a flat tax system.
Everybody pays the same, but a person involved in the same sort of action who has
sustained the same sorts of injuries-for example, a fitter and turner or a farm labourerdoes not receive the same benefits under the third-party insurance fault system in the
courts as does a company director.
The Opposition knows that that is the case. The Government realised the unfairness of
the system and, when it conducted a survey, it found that in the courts themselves
migrants were disadvantaged as against people who had lived in Australia all their lives
and that women were disadvantaged as against men, even though they sustained the same
injuries.
An injustice exists in the present fault system. People do not receive the same benefits
in the end, and yet the worker pays the same premium as does the company director.
The shadow Treasurer's performance was Castro-like. It was pure political imprisonment
to have to sit here and suffer through it. I might add that his two-and-a-halfhour dissertation
in this House did not receive even one line of copy in the three major daily papers that
circulate in this city.
I turn now to a consideration of the schemes proposed by the Liberal Party and the Law
Institute of Victoria. The Opposition talks about a threshold. What is this airy-fairy
threshold? The honourable member for Malvern did not understand what it was about,
and the honourable member for Hawthorn was far too smart to become involved in what
it is and how to determine it. Is it $15 000, and does the lawyer have a tremendous battle
to get the client's claim up to whatever the threshold may be? It is a woolly scheme that is
designed to preserve the law industry's involvement in third-party insurance.
The institute sent one of its men, Mr lan Dunn, to America to find out what sort of a
scheme it should adopt. He went to the State of New York, where the lawyers receive the
fattest fees. Of all the schemes in America, he picked the New York State scheme. He
chose that scheme to feather the nests of his lawyer colleagues.
Honourable members should also be aware that, although the New York State scheme
is by far the fattest and most remunerative for the lawyers, it is the least beneficial of all
the States' schemes for the motorist.
Where does the Opposition stand? Is the honourable member for Bulleen genuinely
interested in his constituents?
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The honourable member for Malvern
is out of his place, and he is out of order.
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Mr REMINGTON-Some might also say he is out of his mind, but I would not add
that sort of comment. Ifl did, naturally I would withdraw it.
Mr Dunn came back with a scheme that would continue the fault scheme. I pose the
question: what does the honourable member for Bulleen say about a constituent of his
who is involved in a single-person accident and becomes a paraplegic? What benefit does
that person receive under the existing scheme, under the scheme proposed by the institute
and under the scheme proposed by the Liberal Party? Let the honourable member tell us,
because the Government would indeed be interested to know. In case he has doubts as to
how paraplegics feel about it, who know and experience that situation, I inform him that
only 1 per cent of all people covered by third-party insurance receive $100 000 or more.
That is the type of scheme that the lawyer-driven Opposition is supporting. The Opposition
would have done better ifit had taken a supportive look at the Bill.
When Mr Dunn returned from his mission to New York State, he met some of his
colleagues. When he outlined the scheme, some of them asked whether the scheme would
not substantially affect the third-party lawyers and he said, "Don't worry about it; everybody
will get through". That is the scheme that the Law Institute of Victoria is supporting, and
it is supporting it for that very reason. It wants the status quo; it does not want anything
to alter.
The same man, when addressing the Labor lawyers, said that he had had a lot of
intellectual difficulty in defending the fault system. I give him great credit; at least he was
honest.
The honourable member for Brighton had no intellectual difficulty in defending the
fault system. Neither did the honourable member for Hawthorn, nor my good friend, the
honourable member for Malvern, have any intellectual difficulty in defending the system.
When the Government decided to introduce the third-party insurance scheme, it
undertook research and compiled statistics which were publicly made available. No-one
has to obtain those statistics by using freedom of information legislation because the
information was and is readily available.
I ask the honourable member for Bulleen: where are the computations of the Law
Institute of Victoria? The Government's were tabled when the Treasurer introduced the
Bill. I shall provide the honourable member for Bulleen with a copy ifhe so desires.
Where are the computations of the Opposition and the Law Institute? None is available.
Members of the Opposition do not understand the Government's computations. Mr
Miles, representing the Law Institute, made a fool of himself on the Shildber~er program
when it was made perfectly clear that he did not understand what the Law InstItute's figure
of $3 75 would achieve. Mr Miles believed that would cover the deficit on the scheme. He
also believed the recommendation of$500 by the Premiums Committee would cover the
existing deficit.
The Government could have increased premiums to a higher rate, which would have
made the scheme fully funded over five or seven years instead of ten years, but it did not
want to do that. A critical economic position is currently confronting all Australians. The
Cain Labor Government did not want to unnecessarily burden the motorists; it decided
to implement a ten-year scheme, which would ensure that the scheme would be fully
funded at the end of that period.
The schemes proposed by the Law Institute and the Opposition are based on the same
old criteria: slug the man on the land and the family man; rip-off the worker and make the
motorist pay; but, under all circumstances, look after our colleagues in the Law Institute
who are waxing fat on the fault system.
The scheme introduced by the Government has been designed to benefit all Victorians
on an equitable and fair basis. Members of the Opposition have spoken about certain
documents. When the Law Institute wanted to reach a decision, it commissioned Amberley
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Corporation Pty Ltd to research the matter and to provide it with a report. If one analyses
the findings of that report, one understands where the Opposition found the theme espoused
by each of its speakers in this debate. That report confirmed what the Government already
knew: that the public were concerned about third-party insurance because of the high costs
involved. Members of the public were concerned about the $1 million payments and
aboutthe--

Mr Perrin-Rip-offs!
Mr REMINGTON-Yes, the rip-offs, which are all referred to in the Amberley report
which was produced for the Law Institute. The report acknowledges that the general public
are concerned about various aspects of the scheme. Time and again members of the
Opposition have used points in the report to shore-up their speeches and I am certain they
all have copies of the report. Under the heading, "Background", the report states:
To this stage, the institute has not had the benefit of insight into the needs, perceptions and preferences of the
general public.

That is an amazing statement. After being heavily involved in the compensation industry
for many years, the Law Institute does not understand the needs, perceptions and
preferences of the general public. The report is as honest as was Mr Ian Dunn in the
comments that he made.
The report also states:
This document has been prepared, with some urgency, to provide the Law Institute with an interim outline
report on the first qualitative stage of the research, conducted in early June 1986.

The next paragraph is also significant:
In this, it should be borne in mind that qualitative research has no statistical base and that its findings are, as
such, only indicative.

That is the document which the Opposition has used as its Bible and on which it has
mounted its campaign against the proposed scheme introduced by the Government. The
consultants who produced the report stated that a large number of people do not seem to
be aware of the problems involved in the current system. The report prepared for the Law
Institute can be described only as a shonky document. As stated in that document, it was
prepared in haste, was only qualitative and had no statistical base.
The Government's scheme has been framed in a completely different manner; it has
been researched over many months; the Government did not beat it up in three months
and settle for a Quick fix. Comprehensive research was undertaken on the introduction of
WorkCare, which also was opposed by the Opposition. It should be pointed out that
WorkCare is now saving Victorian employers $500 million a year.
The Opposition was wrong about WorkCare and is also wrong in its attitude on thirdparty insurance. The few fair-minded, intellectual or thinkin$ members of the Opposition
have not joined in this debate because they know it would bnng discredit on them.
In conclusion, I am surprised at the position taken by the National Party. The Bill will
be of significant advantage to the men and women of rural Victoria, particularly farmers.
I have already referred to the man who has a tractor accident.
Approximately 30 per cent of all accidents in rural Victoria involve one person; therefore,
30 per cent of accident victims in rural areas cannot prove fault. It does not matter how
serious are their injuries or how incapacitated they are. It does not matter whether the
farmer, his wife, son or daughter, or persons in rural towns, are badly injured. If it is a
single person accident and the injured person cannot prove fault, he is left with virtually
no compensation.
How can members of the National Party, who usually show more concern for their
constituents than members of the Opposition, honestly come to that conclusion? The
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Government does not believe the Opposition has any concern for constituents who are
involved in motor accidents.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member's time has expired.

Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-The National Party recognises that there should be a
change to the third-party insurance system in Victoria and that view has been stated by
previous speakers from the National Party, the Opposition and the Government.
It is a system which has been built up over many years. It has been subject to abuse and,
in many areas, there has been little accountability with respect to the claims made and the
settlement amounts.

For the benefit of the honourable member for Melbourne and members of the
Government I emphasise that it will be only by cooperation that the Government will see
the proposed legislation come to fruition and be made law.
In introducing the proposed legislation, the Government undertook an extensive amount
of investigation. I applaud it for making those investigations and for deciding that major
changes should be made. The information supplied by the Government has been of
immense interest in inves~igating this important subject and in coming to grips with the
problem of how we, as a Parliament, can correct the anomalies in the system and return it
not only to a position of accountability but also to a position where it does not have to
operate at such extensive losses.
It is interesting to examine the historic development of compensation for people involved
in motor vehicle accidents. Motor accident compensation commenced in 1939 with the
introduction of third-party insurance. It was originally designed to provide compensation
for injured parties involved in motor vehicle accidents. Interestingly, there was no provision
for compensation for the driver of the vehicle. Apart from the compensation for vehicle
passengers, the only other form of compensation concerned the assets damaged in the
accident. Further, the only benefits that could be obtained by people involved in motor
accidents, except the driver, were obtained through the common law system or by
negotiation.
The common law system has been in operation for motor vehicle third-party insurance
claims since the introduction of that system in 1939. One has seen many changes made to
provide better forms of compensation and rehabilitation and to cover hospitalisation and
associated costs for people injured in motor vehicle accidents.
In the late 1960s the Government set up the Road Accident Hospital Accounts
Committee which paid for the hospital and ambulance costs of all people involved in
motor vehicle accidents. At that time the driver of the vehicle was included. What do we
have today? One needs to examine the system as it has evolved to the present time.
Victoria has a no-fault system whereby people canpbtain compensation. The only
exemptions are those cases where drink-driving is involved, the driver of the vehicle is
unlicensed or the driver of the motor vehicle involved in the motor accident is unauthorised
to do so. The system ensures that parties receive compensation irrespective of their
contribution to the accident and whether they were in the right or in the wrong.
The two methods by which injured parties receive compensation are, firstly, free medical
expenses for up to five years and two years' compensation, up to a maximum of $20 800,
for loss of income and earnings. The funding of the compensation is arranged through the
Motor Accidents Board which was set up under the provisions of the Motor Accidents Act
1973 and which came into operation in 1974.
The second form of compensation involves the common law rights of people involved
in motor vehicle accidents. That right has existed since the introduction of compulsory
third-party insurance, the Motor Accidents Board and the system of no-fault compensation
in 1974.
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The compulsory third-party premiums are paid into a premium pool and from that pool
payments are made to the Motor Accidents Board. Anyone who has undertaken any
investigations into third-party insurance will know that there has been an enormous
escalation in the costs of the, scheme. In 1985-86 payments made to the Motor Accidents
Board were approximately $135 million. The amount paid out in common law claims
amounted to $299 million. When one adds associated costs, the total payout for accident
claims under third-party insurance was a massive $477 million in 1985-86.
One of the problems I wish to highlight is that there appears to be little connection
between the payments made by the Motor Accidents Board and the collection agency.
Therefore, the State Insurance Office, as the only insurer for third-party insurance, collects
the premiums and the Motor Accidents Board has the responsibility of paying out under
a no-fault system to anybody, irrespective of whether they were responsible for the accident.
This has led to abuse of the system and there has been no real accountability between
the collection of the third-party insurance premiums and the payments through the Motor
Accidents Board in the no-fault system.
Mr Micallef-What do you mean by no accountability?
Mr J ASPER-I shall be interested to hear what the honourable member for Springvale
has to say.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-The honourable member for Springvale is
out of order and the honourable member for Murray Valley is also out of order in replying
to him.
Mr JASPER-The honourable member for Springvale does not often make a
contribution to the debate so honourable members probably will not hear him on the
subject; it is a subject about which he probably knows little anyway.
The common law right creates an adversary situation and promotes an attitude, so far
as the National Party is concerned, whereby legal representatives seek to achieve maximum
returns for their clients as compensation for injuries.
The National Party has two major areas of concern. Firstly, the National Party is
concerned about the number of exaggerated and fraudulent claims that are made not only
with respect to the common law area, but also with respect to the compensation paid
through the Motor Accidents Board. It is believed that fraudulent claims could be as high
as 30 per cent and that exaggerated claims could go well over 80 per cent. That is an
indictment on the current system and demonstrates how the system has degenerated.
Mr Kennedy interjected.
Mr JASPER-The honourable member for Bendigo West would not be interested in
what anyone has to say because he believes what he says is right. If the honourable member
had been in the House when I began my remarks he would know that I pointed out that
all Parliamentarians realise that the system needs to be changed. The only way in which
the proposed legislation will become law is by cooperation between all parties. Althou~
backbench members of the Government may not be aware of it, last week worthwhlle
discussions took place between the Government and the National Party to try to reach
some sort of agreement about how the proposed legislation could be most effectIve.
The honourable member for Sprin~vale would not have been involved in the discussions
and would not know anything about It anyway. The National Party is prepared to cooperate
to ensure that changes are made to make the third-party insurance system more effective
so that there will be a reduction in the huge cost of the system. The National Party wishes
to knock out the huge abuses of the system and wants people to be able to get just
compensation.
The Bill has some flaws; I am sure the Treasurer realises that. That honourable gentleman
will be prepared to cooperate but I am sure the beckbench members of the Government
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will not be prepared to do so. The Treasurer is a thinking person and he will realise the
need for cooperation between the parties so that the new system can become law and
changes can be made to a system that has become completely and totally ineffective.
The Government's scheme involves a continuation of the no-fault system. The scheme
will attempt to contain costs and will provide more benefits to people across the board.
One aspect that should be considered is whether the Government should provide cover to
people for a lifetime on a drip-feed system, whether they should be provided with free
hospitalisation over that period and whether changes can be made to make the system
more effective.
The National Party has many concerns about the proposed legislation. Changes must
be made, but there must be cooperation between the parties to get the Bill through
Parliament and for it to be effective.
The Bill recognises equality for everyone. The National Party believes everyone needs
to be assessed on their specific circumstances, whether it be the type of injury or the
earning capacity of the person. It is unfair to treat all individuals as equal in the different
circumstances that may be brought before the proposed Transport Accident Commission.
There needs to be a reassessment of what will happen and what will be the compensation
tha t is to be paid.
As 1 indicated earlier, there has been a major explosion in the abuse of the system.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! 1 hope the honourable member for
Murray Valley is not reading his speech.
Mr JASPER -I would be disappointed if you, Mr Acting Speaker, thought that of me
after ten years in Parliament. There has been an explosion in the claims, charges and costs
involved with the present system, and there has also been an increase in claims such as in
the phenomenon of whiplash. 1 shall quote some figures 1 have regarding the incidence of
whiplash: for injured persons not requiring hospitalisation, whiplash has increased at a
rate of 30 per cent compared with 5 to 8 per cent in other categories.
The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! 1 ask the honourable member for Murray Valley to
indicate from where the figures he is quoting come.
Mr JASPER-The figures have been produced in consultation with the National Party,
representatives of the Department of Management and Budget and the Law Institute of
VIctoria. I refer to the booklet that was produced by the Government on this issue which
the National Party has used for many of its facts and figures.
In 1977-78 whiplash comprised 3 per cent of the 5838 major injury cases that were nonfatal and, in 1984-85, that figure increased to 36·7 per cent of the 17 493 major injury
claims that were non-fatal. That is an example of the type of explosion that has occurred
in certain areas of compensation.
The abuse of the system must be considered. As 1 indicated earlier, it is generally
conceded that up to 30 per cent of the claims made for motor accident compensation are
fraudulent. It is suggested that more than 80 per cent of claims have some fraudulent part
connected with them. Those figures cannot be substantiated absolutely, but they have
been used in discussions with the industry and people who have authority in this a~ea.
The National Party is concerned about the benefits that are to be provided under the
new scheme. Unfair treatment is highlighted when one considers that if an innocent driver
were to lose his foot in a motor acident, he would receive $6500 in compensation and a
~ui1ty driver would receive the same amount. However, if a person suffering the same
Injury received compensation under WorkCare, he would receive $48000 and would
retain his common law right. It is a problem that there is a great variation between the
compensation provided under the proposed accident compensation scheme and the
compensation provided under WorkCare. Under the Government's new scheme for
accident compensation an injured person does not retain his common law right.
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The Bill refers to loss of earnings and an amount between $195 to $400 a week can be
claimed. The assessment is made according to income. Many people may find it difficult
to establish what their income is. For example, a small businessman may not be taking a
large salary and may be ploughing his profits back into his business. Therefore, his income
would be quite small. Surely, there should be some provision to cover a person in that
situation. Another example is a farmer in a drought situation who may be working
extremely hard but making little income. He may not necessarily have to be in a drought
situation; the farming community is currently suffering badly because of reduced income.
Under the new scheme an assessment would be made of how much a farmer was earning
and his earning capacity would be reduced, compared to a person on a fixed income.
Mr Micallef interjected.
Mr JASPER-The honourable member for Springvale knows nothing about it and will
not make any contribution to the debate, as is his usual practice. Honourable members
are used to hIS inane interjections. They are usually stupid and do not bear much relation
to the Bills being discussed. If he listened the way you, Mr Acting Speaker, are listening,
he would learn something.
The only way the Bill will become law is by a cooperative effort between the Government
and the other parties and a recognition by the Government that the opposition parties
have" a contribution to make and that they recognise that change is needed.
The National Party believes that through cooperative effort more effective legislation
can be produced. The impairment table in the Bill should be examined because a person
with up to aiD per cen~ impairment ~ill n~t be entitled to a lump sum: For example, if a
person suffers some facIal damage or ImpaInrtent through an aCCIdent, It may be assessed
at 8 per cent impairment and that person will not be entitled to a lump sum amount
because he or she is under 10 per cent impairment.
I have already mentioned the assessments for the pre-accident earning capacity of a
person and I have indicated two areas, the small business area and the primary producer,
where these people may not be able to establish a reasonable earning capacity under the
proposed legislation.
The inconsistencies between the benefits payable under the Transport Accident Bill and
under the WorkCare legislation must be addressed. Many anomalies have been highlighted
in the information received by honourable members.
I am appreciative of the visit last week of the Minister for Local Government to my
electorate of Murray Valley, and I will ask the Minister to be responsive to the positive
contributions of members of the National Party in this debate so that a Bill is produced
that tackles the great problems of third-party insurance: a system which is costing vast
amounts of money and which may be brought into line. I indIcate that the National Party
will cooperate in producing effective legislation to reduce the cost of third-party insurance
to all Victorians.
I have mentioned previously the need to change the dis~arities between the Transport
Accident Bill and WorkCare legislation. I reiterate those differences. For instance, a driver
of a motor vehicle, with one of his workmen on board, may be involved in an accident.
The driver, ifhe lost a foot, would be entitled to $6500, but the passenger, under WorkCare,
would be entitled to compensation of$48 000. Thes~ anomalies must be addressed.
The common law aspects of third-party insurance must be retained. That is the major
difference between the Government's policy and the policy of the National Party. EffectIve
common law rights can be retained and protection can be provided within the system so
that a threshold is introduced before a common law action is entered into. A scheme can
be produced whereby if a person enters into a common law action and is unsuccessful he
is responsible" for the legal costs. One of the problems with the present system is that
people are prepared to commence common law actions because the injured party
commencing the action does not bear the cost. A scheme can be developed whereby people
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commencing common law actions that are frivolous or fradulent and where the action is
lost, will be responsible for the legal costs involved. The National Party has suggested a
threshold of$15 000.
I refer the honourable member for Springvale, who has continually interjected, to pa~e
39 of the Government booklet, The Transport Accident Compensation Reform, where In
table form the booklet indicates that 76 per cent of third-party cases are for amounts of
less than $15 000. The National Party believes a balance can be achieved between what is
a reasonable amount of money and a threshold. The continuation of common law actions
would protect people involved in motor vehicle accidents.
It is important that the Government should reassess the proposed legislation in its
entirety. The Treasurer is aware that the National Party wants the proposed legislation to
proceed. It wants changes to a system that is costing the Government enormous amounts
of money, in fact, $447 million for the last financial year. Those costs cannot continue.
The proposed legislation must stop the abuses in the system, the fraudulent practices that
are taking place, the cost of medical claims and legal costs and, through a cooperative
effort, obtain a balance with people genuinely involved in motor car accidents so that they
receive an equitable compensation award.

The no-fault system does have advantages, but it also has disadvantages. The proposed
legislation must have accountability for those who enter into the no-fault system, and not
the suggestions put forward by the Government such as the drip-feed system, putting
people onto a pension or lump sum payment. If the Treasurer has considered the many
suggestions put by members of the National Party in discussions they have had with him,
a better Bill will be produced.
In conclusion, the common law system does have a place in the motor accident
compensation system and it is not the only area where abuse has occurred. Fraudulent
claims and abuse of the system have occurred in all areas of third-party motor accident
compensation. The National Party will work with the Government to obtain effective
legislation that will be to the benefit of all Victorians and reduce the cost of third-party
compensation for all Victorians involved in motor vehicle accidents.

Mrs SETCHES (Ringwood)-I am pleased to support the Bill because for the first time
there will be a new system of benefits that will relate to the cost of the injury and the
individual and not the ability of the individual to prove fault on behalf of the other person.
This major reform will have a real impact on the outcome of the lives of ordinary people.
The proposed legislation will tackle the problems of compensating people for the rest of
their lives and will provide them with the ability to live their lives, not in poverty, but so
that they can support themselves by relying on indexed benefits for as long as the
impairment continues.
For the first time the Government is replacing, repairing and rehabilitating the person
who has been injured, instead of that person, through legal action, trying to obtain a lump
sum, which is often very inadequate and which does not cover the cost of the injury, on a
long-term basis to the person who has been involved in a car accident.
I am pleased that the Government has entered into extensive consultations in all areas
and with all bodies and organizations involved with compulsory third-party insurance.
The Government has sought these views and has had a long time to examine responses
from the community in putting the Bill together. Certainly, the long debate in this House
will assist because opinions on all aspects and provisions of the Bill have been expressed.
I am pleased that the honourable member for Murray Valley has seen the need for major
reform in the area of compulsory third-party insurance. Much of his contribution concerned
the introduction of a system that would crack down on fraud, and he cited some examples
of fraud. To this end the Government has moved early-back in February last-and
changed some of the provisions in the area of detecting fraud by the establishment of the
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special squad, which contains former police detectives and computer experts. They are
looking into areas of suspected fraud, improving the defences and undertaking random
checks.
The other anti-fraud measure about which the honourable member for Murray Valley
will be pleased, is the removal of the common law windfall incentive, because that is a
major reason for fraud. If that is removed, there is no reason to continue to apply for
funds because the approach to the person who is injured will be different and that person's
long-term benefit and rehabilitation will be looked after.
A positive step down the track has been taken in the area of benefits for women and
unemployed people. One of the many benefits that will be introduced concerns the longterm loss of earning capacity benefit that will supplement the impairment benefit. It will
be of special assistance to women and unemployed people who receive no income support
under the present system. This benefit will cover costs for the running of a house and
looking after children for the first time, through child care and domiciliary aids.
That has to be a real reform for those thousands of women who have been injured in
car accidents and denied income benefits. Once instituted, it will be a major step forward
for women.
In examining some of the statements in the media on the introduction of the Bill into
Parliament, one needs to look again at the Australian Financial Review which stated, in
its editorial on Tuesday, 20 May:
The Victorian Premier. Mr Cain, is to be congratulated on his widesweeping and comprehensive reform of the
State's bankrupt third party car insurance scheme and other States would be well advised to follow the ensuing
debate with interest. ifnot coming to the same conclusions.

Further on, it states:
Quite rightly. the Cain Government has rejected the temptation to abolish these "paper losses" by introducing
a pay-as-you-go scheme which would have kept the system only partially funded. The next decade will now be
devoted to the gradual reduction of the third party deficit and the SIO can get on with the business of being an
insurer rather than a carpet under which public deficits are swept.

The Australian Financial Review, therefore, is certainly in support of the Government's
proposals in the area of reform. The editorial goes on to give a warning to the State Liberal
and National parties in this way:
If the State Liberal and National Parties are silly enough to use their numbers in the Upper House to stop the
reforms going through, they will face a backlash from the electorate as CTP premiums rise. as they must, to $500
a year.

One should then ask: where else in Australia do we have a similar system to the one
Victoria is proposing? The results of an article in the Bulletin of9 September are interesting.
In the business and investment section, under the heading, "Insurance cheats send car
premiums off the road", there is an extensive article that looks at the various States,
particularly New South Wales; but my attention was drawn to the section devoted to the
Northern Territory scheme. The Northern Territory is the only Territory or State in
Australia that already has a scheme similar to the one recommended for Victoria. The
Bulletin reports:
The outstanding exception to the mess in Australia in compensating accident victims is the Northern Territory.
The government-owned Territory Insurance Office manages a no-fault scheme to compensate accident victimseven if the victim was entirely responsible for his injuries.

Mr Acting Speaker, I should like to incorporate the table which forms part of the article.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! Has the table been shown to the
Speaker?
Mrs SETCHES-No, not as yet.
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The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! The normal procedure is that the Speaker has to
verify that it is proper.
Mrs SETCHES-I will follow that procedure next time, but for now I will quote just
the relevant sections for the information of the House.
Since I July 1984, the people of the Northern Territory have not been able to seek
damages under common law for road accidents. Instead, they all qualify for standard
benefits that begin seven days after the injury is sustained.
There is a weekly benefit-85 per cent of the average weekly wage net of tax until the
age of 65 years. As at 9 September, the benefit was $309.60 for males and $235.40 for
females.
The Northern Territory also has a provision that allows for the payment of all hospital
and medical bills, even if the victims have to be flown to a hospital or accommodated in
spinal injury hospitals in other States; because the Northern Territory medical facilities
are fairly limited in that area.
The scheme also pays up to $20 000 for disabled people to have remodelling done on
their houses to suit wheelchairs and the provision of other aids that may be required for
them to continue living in their homes. There is also a maims scale of lump sum benefits
ranging from $45 000 for the death of a parent, down to various percentages for the loss of
a limb. I will not state those at present.
The Bulletin article of9 September also states:
No "maims scale" exists for whiplash and soft tissue injury-those malingerers' specials which most feature
in the fraudulent claims made in other States where huge payouts can result.

The Bulletin is quoting the General Manager of the Territory Insurance Office, Viv Hawke,
who claims that since the introduction of the no-fault compensation scheme and weekly
benefit, the incidence of fraudulent claims has disappeared, "because there is no cop in
it." Mr Hawke stated that the fully funded scheme also made a profit of$7·3 million in
the latest year. Even though the Northern Territory has more car accidents per head of
population than other States, the Territory Insurance Office was able to make a profit of
$7·3 million. At the same time, the Northern Territory provides long-term benefits and
rehabilitation for injured people.
A lot has been said about the campaign run by the Law Institute of Victoria on the issue
of common law rights. Honourable members will be aware that a "hot line" was set up for
members of the public to telephone and talk about this issue and to register their opposition
to the Government's proposals.
As a local member of Parliament, I received a list of people who had said that they were
in favour of the retention of the common law right as it exists under the present system.
However, when I talked to those people by telephone, I learnt that they had a completely
different perspective of the actual proposals of the Government on this issue. The campaign
of the Law Institute of Victoria leaves a lot to be desired. I believe the campaign was
dishonest in the way in which the Law Institute of Victoria presented its views and the
way in which the Government's views were misrepresented.
The provisions of the Bill are a real step forward. This proposed legislation is similar to
the WorkCare legislation. It is needed and it is wanted by the majority of Victorians. The
number of people who have come to me and said, ··Proceed the way you are goin~ with
the Transport Accident Bill and reforms to compulsory third-party insurance", gives a
local member heart in the face of the very big campaign that was conducted by the Law
Institute of Victoria in local areas. I am very pleased to state that I support the Bill.
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-The Bill is a very important measure, as has been
explained by many honourable members. However, I believe the measure deals with the
cure rather than methods for prevention. The Road Safety Bill, which is also listed on the
Session 1986-24
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Notice Paper, deals with prevention methods and I suggest that that Bill should have been
dealt with first and its provisions put in place, as I believe it could result in fewer accidents
occurring on the roads.
There is no joy to anyone when someone is seriously injured or maimed or dies as a
result of a road traffic accident. Not only is the expense great in the case of death but also
the rehabilitation of injured accident victims imposes a high cost on the community as it
involves additional medical costs associated with hospitals and other institutions.
Many measures have been adopted to try to reduce the rate of traffic accidents in society.
For example, legislation was initiated to ensure the wearing of seat belts, to impose a ·05
blood alcohol level restriction on drivers and to install speed cameras at intersections.
Radar guns and other measures were designed also to try to reduce the number of accidents
in Victoria, yet the proportion of accidents is still very high.
Over the past couple of months the National Party has worked extremely hard in an
effort to come to terms with this proposed legislation. Much work has been done by Mr
Baxter in another place, by the Leader of the National Party and by other members of the
National Party who have been working in a committee set up to examine the Bill.
The Government introduced the Bill in May. It is somewhat disconcerting that the
Government now foreshadows several amendments to the Bill. It would be preferable for
those foreshadowed amendments to be made available to the opposition parties while the
Bill is in its second-reading stage rather than in the Committee stage because the opposition
parties may very well be able to make better contributions based on their knowledge of
the Government's proposed amendments.
It is fair to say that the Bill should not be viewed on a party political basis. It is significant
and it is a Bill of social reform. The Leader of the National Party addressed this very point
in his contribution to the debate and suggested that there was room for members of all
parties to come together with the Treasurer and his officers to try to accomodate all the
best aspects and philosophies that can be put forward. I hope the Treasurer will take up
that suggestion so that the best possible legislative measures for transport accident
compensation can be achieved.

Members of the Labor Party have argued their reasons for the abolition of common law
rights applicable to third party insurance. Members of the National Party have argued that
the common law should be retained and have put forward views on how it is applicable to
this proposed legislation. Somewhere between the views of the Labor Party and the
National Party there must be common ground.
The National Party is suggesting that common law rights should be retained with a
threshold of $15 000; therefore, if those who are representing accident victims know that
there will not be a payout under a common law suit of more than $15 000, they will not
recommend further court action. Over the years there have been several incidents of very
large payments being awarded. It is of concern that after those very large payments have
been awarded, unfortunately, the victim has died and the result has been very rich relatives.
There is probably some room for negotiation of settlements being made on an instalment
basis rather than in a lump sum.
Everyone is concerned about the future debt that will be faced by the State Insurance
Office, which is a projected $1·6 billion. Undoubtedly, if things continue on this path this
debt will become larger and larger over the next five to ten years until it is an intolerable
burden and an unserviceable debt on the total community.
It is of concern to the National Party that if the Government's intended scheme is fully
funded and people are put on what is termed the "dripH system, the third-party insurance
debt will become insupportable. It may become a very real problem that will need to be
picked up by taxpayers as premiums paid under third-party insurance may not be sufficient
to service the "drip" system that may well result from the Government's proposals.
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The Government would be wise to accept the suggestion of the National Party that all
aspects of the Bill should be carefully considered. Actuaries have given advice to the
Government, just as actuaries have given advice to the Law Institute of Victoria, which
body has spoken to the National Party. As would be expected, these actuaries have some
variance of opinion as to the costs involved in the overall operation of the scheme.
Statistics on accidents in this State must be examined. For instance, in 1984, 76 per cent
of claims to the Motor Accidents Board involved sums less than $500. Of all medical
claims made to the board, 87 per cent were less than $500. That shows that although some
large claims are made, many claims are extremely small.
I know of two young men in the Horsham area, one of whom has become paraplegic
and the other quadriplegic as a result of motor accidents. The Motor Accidents Board has
accommodated those two young people extremely well and has helped them to adjust to
their changed situation and assimilation back into society. Those two young men who
were once very active are now wheelchair cases and dependent on support services. That
support has certainly been provided by the Motor Accidents Board and I have high praise
for its efforts and its operation.
The honourable member for Melbourne addressed some remarks to the farming situation.
He mentioned the case of a tractor tipping over and badly injuring or killing a farmer. In
that case, a common law right is not applicable and the farmer or his family would be
better off under the Government system. That may be right, as demonstrated by the
honourable member for Melbourne. However, another example could be given of a farmer
taking an employee to work and being involved in an accident as a result of which both
lose a foot. The farmer-one assumes him to be the driver-is entitled to $6500 under the
Bill. The employee is entitled to $48 000 through WorkCare and he still retains a common
law right.
One could not say that that is fair. The provision needs to be taken further so that all
people can be compensated in the most appropriate and meaningful way.
Another section of the Bill provides that an employee will receive 80 per cent of wages
to a total of$400 a week with a minimum of$196 a week. It is difficult to define the weekly
earnings of, for instance, a share farmer, a member of a family trust operatin~ a farm or a
person, as mentioned by the honourable member for Murray Valley, suffenng from the
effects of a drought season. It would also be difficult to assess the weekly earnings of a
small business operator who ploughs any profits he makes back into his business. Under
the Bill, that person would be seriously disadvantaged.
The honourable member for Melbourne made other claims about statements made by
RACV General Insurance Pty Ltd. He is reported in Hansard on 10 September as saying,
"The RACV insurance company went bankrupt. I know, I was a board member." However,
the President of the Royal Automobile Club of Victoria, Mr Fred Watt, states:
The RACY categorically denies the accusation and statement made in Parliament by Mr K. H. Remington on
10 September 1986, which is false in every respect, and misleading in that the RACY Insurance Company did
not go bankrupt and he (Mr K. H. Remington) was never a director of that company.

When one hears an honourable member making a statement that is repudiated in that
manner, one wonders whether one can give any credence to his argument.
All honourable members should be putting forward ideas of substance and asking the
Treasurer to give them due consideration. Members of the National Party believe their
suggestions have been thoroughly researched and thought through.
Another section of the Bill relates to the Road Safety Board. Victoria is to have a
Transport Accident Commission. Its objectives, functions and powers are clearly covered
in two pages of the Bill. However, the Road Safety Board, which appears to be an important
part of the Bill, receives only a small mention. Clause 23 reads:
( I) There shall be a Road Safety Board.
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(2) The Road Safety Board must report to the Commission.
(3) The members of the Road Safety Board shall be appointed by the Minister on such terms and conditions,
including terms and conditions as to remuneration and allowances, as the Minister sees fit.
(4) Payment of remuneration and allowances shall be paid out of the Fund.
(5) The Road Safety Board may regulate its own procedure.

The Bill does not define its role, function or purpose. I ask the Treasurer, when he wraps
up the second-reading debate, to define the role of that board and explain why it has not
been spelt out as clearly as that of the Transport Accident Commission.
A final point relates to the impressive cavalcade of vintage cars to the steps of Parliament
House a fortnight ago. Many people associated with that recreation came along with their
vehicles and put forward their criticisms of clause 41, which states:
41. The Commission is not liable to pay compensation in accordance with this Act in respect of a person
who(a) is injured or dies as a result of a transport accident that occurs when the person is taking part in a race or
other competition or trial or in the testing of a motor car in preparation for a race, competition or trial; or
(b) is a spectator at a race or other competition or trial.

Many vintage car owners abide by the same road rules as other Victorian motorists, yet
unless the appropriate amendments are made those car owners will not be covered under
the provisions of the Bill.
The car rally staged by vintage car owners that concluded on the steps of Parliament
House a few weeks ago would have been a good opportunity for either the Treasurer, the
Minister for Transport or some other member of Cabinet to address the rally and express
the view that the Government would take on board the concerns of vintage car owners.
However, no Cabinet member was forthcoming to address that rally. Vintage car owners
are extremely concerned at the way clause 41 is framed. During the Committee stage I
hope the Treasurer will move amendments to overcome the concerns that have been
expressed by vintage car owners.
The National Party is most anxious that the Government address motor accident fraud
and road safety. The National Party has suggested the Government should examine
imposing increases in licence fees for those drivers who are continually involved in motor
accidents or who continually infringe transport rules. Those persons who cause or are
involved in more accidents than careful drivers should face some sort of monetary penalty.
Surely in the age of the computer it would not be difficult to cross index accident statistics
to discover which drivers were causing the most accidents. Such a financial imposition on
those drivers would help keep third-party insurance premiums at a reasonable level.
High-mounted stop lights fitted to cars inside the back windscreen above the parcel
shelf area are an excellent safety innovation. I refer to an article that appeared in Royalauto,
which is the official ma$azine of the Royal Automobile Club of Victoria. The article refers
to research conducted In the United States of America into the effect of these lights on
reducing the- number of rear-end collision accidents and states:
Researchers in the USA investigated a number of systems including single and dual lamp systems with the
lamps in a variety of positions. It was proved conclusively that a single central mounted lamp was the most
effective high mounted brake light system, being more effective than two lamps.
A single central mounted stop lamp reduced relevant rear-end collisions by more than 50% and where an
accident still occurred the severity was reduced.

A number of vehicles using the roads in Victoria are now fitted with a single rear stop li~ht
inside the back windscreen above the parcel shelf area. The Government should examIne
means of ensuring that all new cars are fitted with such devices to help reduce the number
of rear-end collisions.
The House has heard arguments for and against the abolition of common law rights.
Obviously scope exists for further communication and deliberation between the parties.
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It is the hope of the National Party that the Treasurer is prepared to work with both the
Liberal Party and the National Party to achieve a satisfactory result so that accident
injuries can be reduced and appropriate compensation provided for those persons who
are unfortunate enough to be involved in motor car accidents.
Mr KENNEDY (Bendigo West)-I am pleased to have the opportunity of supporting
the Bill which is one of the most important pieces of proposed legislation In a long record
of significant improvements in the area of social reform.
Mr Williams-Mr Deputy Speaker, I draw your attention to the state of the House.

A quorum was formed.
Mr KENNEDY-It is pleasing that this type of Bill has been introduced by a
Government which has also notched up an outstanding record in the area of workers
compensation. Both the WorkCare and the occupational health and safety legislation were
milestones in the social progress of the State and helped restore the outstanding record
that Labor Governments had in earlier days as pioneers in social reform. Even skerricks
of that record still remain after certain administrations of previous conservative
Governments but, by and large, Victoria ran out of steam as a State known for social
reform under previous Governments. However, under the Cain Labor Government
Victoria has returned not merely to be the first State in the Federation in economic terms
but also as the State which is taking an outstanding lead in introducing a large number of
progressi ve social changes.
Last year the Government faced a great task; if it had not had a temporary passing
majority in another place the crucial and vital legislation covering WorkCare and
occupational health and safety would not have got to first base.
Since the legislation was passed last year the criticisms and condemnations levelled at
the Government by the Liberal and National parties have been extremely muted. Those
parties have not been prepared to support too many reactionary comments made since
then. Broadly speaking they have not had the courage to continue to condemn the WorkCare
system as they did while the scheme was in its conception.
The le~islation has now been passed and is of significance not only to the people who
benefit duectly from it but also to others throughout the State. Employers in business and
industry throughout country Victoria have had savings in one year of $100 million in
reduced premiums.
Both agricultural and commercial industries in country Victoria have experienced
dramatic reductions in WorkCare premiums under the new system. These changes are
splendid. All members of the Government are proud to be associated with the Act. The
changes to the system tie in with the Government's long list of proposed changes, the most
important of which is the ten-year economic plan.
For the first time in Victoria there is a clear blueprint for economic development.
Members of the National Party may interject but one would never expect to hear a positive
interjection from the National Party because it is the great party of knockers.
In the country media are articles bewailing ~loom and doom, the only predictions of the
National Party. If it were elected to govern, It would not know what to do because it is
used only to permanently knocking. One never hears a responsible or constructive comment
from the National Party. Its members like to posture as the statesmen in politics. They
never look at things objectively. They are the most negative when it comes to considering
the overall needs of Victorians. They automatically consider any vested interests and
always go against the overall public interest. They are like leeches. That is why they reflect
the conservative politics of the State and tie themselves closely to the Liberal Party.
I am surprised that there has been a ferocious contest by the Law Institute of Victoria,
the legal profession and their apologists in the conservative parties. What are they trying
to preserve? They are certainly not aiming to save costs faced by the average driver of a
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motor vehicle. They wish to preserve a system that is fantastically costly and growing
increasingly costly year after year.
The basic philosophy of the Liberal and National parties is to throw their weight behind
vested interests at the expense of public interest. That is the recipe for conservative
politics.
If changes like those proposed by the Government are not introduced, the situation will
be disastrous. The Third-Party Insurance Premiums Committee advised the Government
that costs would continue to increase to the stage where people would have to pay $500 a
vehicle for third-party insurance. That is the sort of scheme the Opposition is trying to
maintain. The Law Institute of Victoria, the Liberal Party and the National Party have
formed an unholy trinity; they are in a coalition of hostility to change. The Law Institute
proposes the preservation of the status quo but that essentially means that the cost will
double that proposed by the Government.

The Government's proposal is genuine and substantial. It is an intent to rein in costs.
For example, a car that is registered in the country at $160.20 at present will, in January,
be reduced to $152.10. The Labor Government proposes that there will be no increase in
costs during the next ten years, apart from those in line with any increase in the consumer
price index.
No opposition party has introduced a scheme that will involve such sound and
responsible adminlstration as that proposed by the Labor Party. 'Honourable members
have heard considerable wailing from the National and Liberal parties about the rights of
individuals under common law and about lawyers, but not much has been said about the
rights of the ordinary citizen. Basically they are talking about perpetuating the privileges
ofvested interest. The system of common law has had its run. It has experienced difficulties
since it was introduced.
An Honourable Member-You are reading your speech!
Mr KENNEDY-Gentlemen on the Opposition benches never understand that it is a
good idea to do some sound preparation before makin~ a speech. If one makes a few notes
on a piece of paper and glances at them from time to tlme, one is said to be reading one's
speech.
The third-party insurance scheme will suffer massive premium increases unless
something is done about the cost of common law payouts. Over the past five years there
has been a dramatic increase in the' cost of common law payouts. The figures produced by
the Government in its excellent booklet headed, HVictoria. Transport Accident
Compensation Reform" show that common law payouts have risen by nearly 100 per
cent, by approximately $180 million to $350 million. That is a phenomenal increase in
payouts and costs in comparison with the no-fault benefits which have increased from $67
million to $98 mIllion, a far more modest increase.
What is in it for the lawyers if the existing system is preserved? On the average, of every
$100 paid out in common law claims, $17 is directed to the legal profession. Settlements
under $15 000 direct, on average, 23 per cent of the payouts to the legal profession. That
is not a bad cut! It is not atypical for large payouts to be made.
Last year the total cost of the system was $500 million, and $60 million went to lawyers.
Therefore, the legal profession has substantial investment in the present system and it is
not surprising that it is prepared to inject large sums of money into costly media
advertisements to undermine public confidence in the long overdue and necessary changes.
There are massive delays in payouts under the present system. Even if one has the
support of a lawyer, and this generally speaking is not uncommon because it is not hard to
proceed to a common law case, it still takes on average two years and four months to
finalise a common law settlement. In the cases where more than $100 000 is involved, the
average time taken for settlement is four years and four months, and 75 per cent of all
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claimants receive $15 000 or less. Although some people say that the common law system
is magnificent, 65 per cent of victims do not receive common law settlements. In the 1980s
the real cost of the average common law claim increased by 10 per cent.
Severe criticisms are levelled at the present system by people who know of the
inadequacies and frustrations associated with lump sum payments. Over the past few
years the Government has pointed them out because that information was necessary when
it prepared the WorkCare legislation to improve the antiquated and ramshackle workers
compensation system.
The system of lump sum payments is not an adequate or appropriate response to the
needs of many people who are victims of road accidents.
There has also been extensive criticism within the legal profession of the whole concept
of common law, applying to third-party cases, that the legal profession and the courts are
being used as forums in which people work out their fine legal points to prove who was at
fault and who was not, what was the extent of the fault and what is the appropriate amount
of money to be paid to a person if another party can be found at fault over the offence or
event which led to the injury.
We know there has been criticism. We have seen in this Government publication that a
number of people are levelling strong criticisms and have done so over recent years at the
whole concept of introducing the law, courts and lawyers into what oUght to be a fairly
straightforward arrangement, whereby people who have been victims of accidents and
who have suffered in their earning capacity, and in other ways, ought to be able to be
assured that, if they have substantial and serious ongoing disabilities, disadvantages
suffering and pain, they will be guaranteed those compensation benefits instead of
introducing a vast bureaucracy which in this case is the legal profession.
These things have been observed by many people in the legal profession. The document
on page 39 quotes Sir Victor Windeyer, a High Court judge, at the Twelfth Legal Convention
of the Law Council of Australia:
The real consideration in my view is that the whole system of negligence actions is outmoded in ordinary
accident cases. The actions are utterly unreal. We live in an insurance age, we live in a motorised and mechanical
age. People are suffering from accidents which are part of the hazards of the times we live in; they arise not out
of and in the course of our employment but out of and in the course of our daily lives ...

That is an excellent quotation by somebody who has seen how the whole legal system has
been misused and frustrated for the purposes of introducing a legal concept into something
which actually involves welfare and the well-being of people and which can more easily be
handled in the way proposed by the Government.
There are other eminent persons quoted such as the late Sir John Barry, who was a
highly respected judge of the Supreme Court of Victoria, and the Chief Justice of New
South Wales in 1972, Sir Leslie Herron, all of whom pointed out that courts are simply
not the appropriate way of dealing with the victims of road accidents, in the sense of
working out the payments to be made to those who are victims of injuries.
There are, of course, numerous cases that have been quoted by the Government, which
indicate there are vast problems in a system which requires that people find somebody
who they can prove guilty of negligence whom they can sue. The Government publication,
Transport Accident Compensation Re/orm, quotes some cases that are of such significance
that they should create the greatest concern for anybody who is prepared to either retain
or merely tinker with the present system.
They are heart-rending cases, and one for example on page 43 of the Government
publication is of a young woman who is still in a coma in a country hospital twelve months
after an accident and who can give no evidence in support of a common law claim.
Another excellent example of a dreadful sitation is:
A 26-year-old man injured in an accident in 1981. He is severely brain damaged and can walk and talk in a
limited fashion. His common law claim devolved around the question as to whether or not he was driving the
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car, and at fault. He can remember nothing of the accident due to his condition, and therefore cannot bring a
common law claim. His entitlement is $20 800 from the MAB.

Another case introduces a 34-year-old farmer who became a paraplegic in a 1983 tractor
accident. There was no common law claim, the report quotes, and his maximum benefit
is $20800.
Those are a number of the many cases, particularly in the country, of people who are
not able to use what the legal profession and its conservative supporters extol as the ideal
way of dealing with the compensation required for victims of road accidents, all indicating
that a vast area of reform lies before us, and the Government is to be commended because
it has had the courage and the power of analysis and the foresight to see problems such as
these and it has set out in a deliberate and sensible way to tackle them.
The situation in the country is one that also causes considerable concern. I quoted some
cases there, including one of the notorious cases, which are well known in the country, but
relating to victims of tractor accidents, for example, there are many aspects that have been
publicised by the Government to show how significant are the improvements under the
new scheme which is now being legislated for so far as the country is concerned.
I have quoted the very significant improvement that will occur in January next, when
the cost of third-party insurance premiums will drop from $161 to $152, and that benefit
is in the overall context of no real increase in premium levels over the next ten years, the
only increase being as a result of consumer price index adjustment.
So far as the country is concerned, there is a significant improvement in the premium
levels and the guarantees about the future levels of premiums for third-party insurance.
The premiums for goods-carrying farm vehicles will drop from $64 to $59.30 and for
tractors the premiums will reduce from $36.60 to $30.50. There are other changes which
will also bring considerable benefit to country people.
Of course, one significant factor about the country is the large proportion of accidents
that occur on country roads, and in the country generally, which do not involve two
vehicles or more. In many cases they are accidents involving single vehicles and one
person, and often it is impossible to make a common law claim as it is impossible to prove
negligence. Therefore, it is quite often impossible to benefit from what are alleged to be
the magnificent advantages of the common law system. The figures indicated by the
Government show that 30 per cent of accidents taking place in the country involve injuries
to only one person, so if we introduce the scheme that the Labor Government is legislating
for at the moment there will be a significant improvement in the overall situation.
I conclude by welcoming not only the proposed legislation, which will bring under
control the soaring costs of third-party compulsory insurance, but also the positive measures
that are contemplated in order to bring about maximum prevention of road accidents. In
recent years, since the Cain Government has come to office, there have been a number of
dramatic and welcome improvements by the Government in this area. There has been the
·05 per cent blood alcohol legislation, and the Government's support for people to make
use of safety bassinets for children, which may be obtained through local government.
There has been the subsidy for children riding bikes and using helmets, and the substantial
funds provided for the accident black spots on our roads.
We have seen a significant improvement in police staffing to prevent traffic accidents
and to deal with the whole area of road traunla, and there has been a range of new measures
undertaken or increased by the Government in recognition of the serious concern felt by
the community over the carnage on the roads.
At the same time, the proposed legislation is also being undertaken in step with a stepup in the area of deterrence, and one noteworthy aspect is that the proposal also includes
an increase of 50 per cent in fines for road offences, whether they be on-the-spot fines or
fines for offences that proceed to court.
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As well, there is a doubling of the Motor Accidents Board expenditure on rehabilitation.
The most important thing is the range of new assured benefits available to people. These
have been covered in some detail by others, but I do welcome, as, I am sure, do many
members of this House, the fact that the Government, along with the WorkCare provision,
has set down a firm guideline as to what people's entitlements will be in regard to those
who lose their earning capacity being assured of 80 per cent of their former earnings up to
a maxim urn of $400.
An important minimum amount was provided also, particularly to assist people on
lower incomes. In the longer term there is an assurance of 80 per cent earning capacity
being paid. Assistance is also offered in the case of partial disability with the scheme
providing 85 per cent of the difference between the earnings before injury and the earnings
after injury.
There is an important area of impairment benefits for those who are totally impaired
and a whole range of approaches introduced in the scheme, which suggest a comprehensive
attack on a system that has caused increasing concern in the community. It is about to be
replaced with something that is long overdue and very necessary.
It is the same thorough, well researched, comprehensive program that has been taken
on so many occasions by this Government. The Treasurer, and all those who work with
him in the Department of Management and Budget, are to be congratulated; for example,
for the research that went into the preparation of the ten-year plan and the many areas of
Government policy. For the first time, an interested citizen can see the detailed, academic,
intellectual and research basis on which these reforms are being made. This is the case
with the accident compensation scheme. I am delighted to offer my support for the
proposed legislation. It is a long overdue reform that is necessary and welcomed by the
vast majority of people.
Mr J. F. McGRATH (Warrnambool)-The only statement of the honourable member
for Bendigo West that I support is the statement that the reforms are overdue. I support
my colleagues in the National Party in their approach to the proposed legislation; it is
important and overdue. It is a measure that has severe ramifications in the electorate. It is
nonsense that we should not have a bipartisan approach to the formation of such important
legislation.
I support the Leader of the National Party and other members of the National Party
who have spoken before me in putting forward the view that there should be meaningful
discussions with members of the Government, members of the Liberal Party, members of
the National Party and other interested people, particularly those from the Department of
Management and Budget, with a view to coming up with a system that has the appropriate
premium level that will adequately service the needs of accident victims in Victoria.
I was interested to hear the honourable member for Ringwood mention the philosophy
ofa long and detailed consultation. Although that is a valuable philosophy, it is reasonably
fair to say that it has not been appropriate or applicable to the proposed legislation. I
understand that many amendments will be introduced by the Government. It appears
from that that the consultation has not been broad enough otherwise the proposals would
not have to be added as amendments. Obviously, consultation has been narrow.
The honourable member for Bendi~o West consistently seeks to heap criticism on the
opposition parties, whether it be the Liberal Party, National Party or both. This afternoon
he referred to the effectiveness of the WorkCare legislation and said that the opposition
parties have been silent in their criticism of WorkCare. He must not spend much time in
this House or he would have heard the criticism. He must not have read the Notice Paper
either because the deficiencies of the WorkCare system are listed for discussion as an item
on the Notice Paper.
In talking to constituents in my electorate office, I have heard these complaints. I would
be surprised if concerns about the cost of WorkCare are not reaching an alarming

730

ASSEMBLY

30 September 1986

Transport Accident Bill

proportion. Constituents in the Warrnambool electorate are paying dearly for WorkCare
cover. The Government will take itself to the cleaners with the system because, by the
time an employer pays the first week's pay and the first $250 of medical expenses and
waits for WorkCare to pay him, the system has obviously fallen far short of what was
promised by the Government.
I have received several pieces of correspondence on the proposed legislation. I support
the views of the honourable member for Lowan about the concerns of the sporting car
enthusiasts. Honourable members must appreciate the vast difference between sporting
car enthusiasts and those who are involved in motor sport in the racing sector.
Unfortunately, the Bill does not define that different category of motorists.
The Confederation of Australian Motor Sport, Southern Cross Auto Restorers and the
Association of Motoring Clubs Incorporated represent those people. For example, the
Association of Motoring Clubs Incorporated represents 60 Victorian motoring clubs which
have thousands of members. The Confederation of Australian Motor Sport is a large and
significant organisation. All those groups have directed attention to the anomaly that
exists in clause 41. The letter I received from the Confederation of Australian Motor Sport
stated:
Clearly, we can understand that the commission should not be liable, at least as things stand at the moment,
for compensation for those people injured as a result ofa motor race, or a trial of speed contested by unregistered
and therefore uninsured vehicles. On the other hand, there is a great deal of "competition" and "trials" which
are not tests of speed and are not races, most of which take place on public roads, Quite legitimately. They involve
the full spectrum of recreational motoring, from youngsters to vintage car enthusiasts.

It is obvious that those people are concerned about clause 41, which is something that
consultation could overcome. Another organisation that has gone to much trouble to
examine the proposal of the Government is the Motorcycle Riders Association of Australia
Inc. which is gaining credibility in Victoria as a responsible body.

The association has issued a detailed submission to its members consisting of eighteen
pages. It explains the Government's proposal and invites comments from people from
various branches. The submission was sent out in early June and, as a result, the association
wrote to the Department of Management and Budget. In reply, Mr Ian Baker of the
Department of Management and Budget, wrote to Mr Hornsby of the Motorcycle Riders
Association of Australia Inc., and stated:
Thank you for advising the recent decision of your State conference to oppose the Transport Compensation
Bill.

In its submission, the association makes reference to the need for some sort of updating of
the current third-party insurance system. However, what it is saying is that it does not
adequately serve the needs of the community and, in particular, the needs of the motor
cycle riding community.
I refer now to the exemption provisions contained in clauses 39, 40 and 41. I take up
the point made by the honourable member for Bendigo West when he said that nobody
on this side of the House was giving any consideration to the ordinary citizen. That was
an interesting comment to make. Indeed, when one examines the impact of clauses 39, 40
and 41 on the ordinary citizen who happens to be a passenger in a vehicle that has been
stolen or is unregistered without the knowledge of that particular ordinary citizen, one
notes that that person is denied any recognition under the Bill. That is a grave anomaly.
The honourable member for Bendigo West obviously does not understand what the Bill
is all about. It is also interesting to note that it has taken so long for this Bill to be
introduced. Honourable members have heard much criticism of the Opposition for not
doing something about it during its term in government. It is nonsense to make that sort
of criticism because this Government has had four and a half years in which to do
something about it. It is a poor excuse to throw out that sort of criticism at the former
Liberal Government at this point in time.
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Premiums could have been increased quite reasonably over the past four years, and this
Government could have done something significant about the $1600 million deficit that
now exists.
It is also interesting to note the submission forwarded by H. J. Campbell Pretty and
Associates and the results of the survey that it undertook. It listed a number of straight
forward questions-which I shall highlight briefly-with which members of the community
were asked to agree or disagree. The first question was:
Innocent, injured parties should not have the right to take legal action for damages against the driver at fault.

A total of93 per cent of those surveyed disagreed with that statement. The other question
was:
Innocent, injured parties should have no right to compensation for pain and suffering or for loss of enjoyment
oflife.

Of those surveyed, 95 per cent disagreed with that statement. Therefore, there is obviously
a feeling at the grass roots level that this Bill will not serve the needs that one would hope
it should serve.
Another part of the Bill deals with claims for compensation having to be made Within
one year as opposed to the period that previously existed under the third-party insurance
system. It appears that there has been quite a change in attitude.
In 1982, the Limitation of Actions (Personal Injury Claims) Bill was introduced into
Parliament, which extended the period from three years to six years. When introducing
that Bill, the Premier of today, who was then the Attorney-General, stated:
As many honourable members would be aware, the precise nature and extent of injuries suffered by a person
may not be fully determined for some years after the accident which caused those injuries. Six years is a
reasonable time to allow the plaintiff to institute proceedings without disadvantaging a defendant in the putting
of his defence.

Whether one agrees that the period should be six years or not, it is interesting that in 1982
an extension from three years to six years was considered appropriate, and yet now, just
four years down the track, the Government is reverting back to one year. It. is interesting
to note the change of heart by the Premier on that aspect.
Before concluding my remarks, I refer to the case of the self-employed person and the
difficulty that he will face, whether he be a farmer or a small business person, in
substantiating his pre-injury earnings. This is a very important measure, and I am
particularly concerned as I represent a predominantly rural electorate. Farmers, for example,
can have great difficulty-for reasons that have already been expounded in this place, such
as experiencing drought years, perhaps of low prices or low returns and so on-in
substantiating a reasonable level of income.
This matter is causing much concern, and there ought to be an ability to recognize
whether a farmer has ~one throu~ a difficult period, whether he is capitalising on his
farm, whether he is livmg on a mInimum salary or whether he is improving his farm; or
whether it should be the lot of a small business person, in an attempt to improve his equity
and his stock, to be living on a very low income. That is an area of the Bill that I find quite
frightening, as do many people in the electorate that I represent.
"

I again refer the Treasurer to the offer made by the Leader of the National Party, which
is supported by my National Party colleagues, that continuing meaningful discussions be
entered into between the Liberal Party, the National Party, the Government and other
associated people from the Department of Management and Bud~et, in an attempt to
come up with a Bill that reaches a satisfactory level in terms of premIums, a Bill that gives
adequate cover for people in the case of transport accident compensation, and a Bill that
seeks to really put forward a united view of what this Parliament should be about.
Such a Bill should indicate that we are all about looking after the interests of all people
in Victoria rather than the vested interests of a few. We are interested in looking after all
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the people in this State, and I again put it to the Treasurer that we look forward to long
and meaningful negotiation, discussion and consultation and, in the end, a Bill that will
adequately serve the needs of all Victorians.

Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-It has been a rather long debate on this very important issue.
One thing that is crystal clear is that every party is in agreement with the fundamental
need to change the system of third-party insurance. There is substantial agreement on the
new structure and the need to have a single organization, such as the Transport Accident
Commission, and to make some other fundamental changes in respect to the delivery of
the benefits.
In the time available to me, I should like to concentrate on the issues that have driven
the Government to putting the proposals that are represented in the Bill now before the
House. Of overwhelming concern to the Government was the fact that the existing scheme
of operation had a net liability to the State Government of some $1600 million. By
anyone's standards, that is an exceptionally large sum of money. It was in that context
that the Premiums Advisory Committee recommended to me that, if there was no change
in the third-party insurance system in this State, the premium that should be charged
would be in excess of$500 for each vehicle.
It is very important in that context to examine the reasons for the cost increases in
recent times. In providing a detailed analysis and comprehensive information on the
transport accident compensation reform, the Government highlighted that over the period
1979-80 to 1984-85, the increase in common law costs was an enormous 27·6 per cent per
annum, which was well in excess of the increase in the inflation rate.
There is no doubt that the overwhelming reason for the increased cost of third-party
insurance in this State has been the rapid escalation in common law costs so that any
fundamental change to the system must drastically alter that situation.
The Government was also concerned about the inequities and anomalies in the present
system. Members of the National Party should be well aware of this issue because currently
compensation for single vehicle accidents is completely inadequate, and statistics show
that most single vehicle accidents occur in the ·countryside. It is important to recognise
that, in virtually all of those cases, it is impossible for the individuals injured to be able to
demonstrate negligence by another party; so people injured seriously in single vehicle
accidents, which occur particularly in the Victorian countryside, are unable to demonstrate
negligence by another party. In those cases the benefit that is paid through the third-party
system is limited to the very small element of no fault under the Motor Accidents Board,
which amounts to just over $20 000, and that is completely inadequate for somebody who
is rendered paraplegic or quadriplegic. Consideration of the equity of the benefit system
that currently applies was obviously important, in the Government's mind.
In deciding on the scheme that is before the House, the Government decided that the
benefit scheme should be based on need; that it was imperative to ensure that the scheme,
which was to be a fundamental overhaul of third-party arrangements in this State, provided
adequate compensation to seriously injured persons, irrespective of whether those persons
had been involved in single or multiple vehicle accidents.
The proposal rests on three fundamental points. The first relates to a general no-fault
scheme. It is interesting that eminent lawyers both in this State and in New South Wales,
who do not make their money out of third-party law cases, hold a strong view in favour of
a no-fault system. Both the Dean of the Faculty of Law at the University of Melbourne
and the Dean of the Faculty of Law at the University of New South Wales in Sydney hold
the view that we should have a no-fault system, and they hold that view for two fundamental
reasons: firstly, because of the exceptionally costly system of common law that operates
both here and in New South Wales; and, secondly, because of the inequities that arise
when one relies on an outdated common law system. The Government believes the
benefits should be delivered to those persons who are seriously injured, regardless of
whether they can or cannot prove negligence by another party.
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It is important to recognise that it is not only in single vehicle accidents that it may be
impossible to prove negligence. If a person who is involved in a serious accident is
unfortunate enough to be in a coma, it is almost impossible to demonstrate negligence,
unless there were witnesses to the accident. Without those witnesses, the person concerned
will once again receive inadequate benefits, and in many other cases it is not possible to
prove negligence.

Under the existing system it does not matter whether one is a paraplegic or not; one
simply receives inadequate benefits. The Government believes a no-fault system is
fundamental to any reform of third-party insurance in this State.
The second principle on which the Government has relied strongly in the reform
proposals is that the method of payment by individuals in our society should be affordable.
We do not want a system that forces individuals off the road, as would have been the case
without a change in the system and as would be the case, in the Government's view, if the
proposals of the Law Institute of Victoria were adopted. The advice put to me is that the
institute's proposals, if adopted, would result in a premium of $350 for each vehicle. I
suggest that no honourable member believes that is an appropriate premium. The
Government is concerned to ensure that the system of transport injury protection provides
comprehensive benefits, is not based on negligence, and is provided at an affordable cost.
The Government also believes premiums should be related to the incidence of accidents.
Consequently it has decided on three different zones-the inner, middle and outer zoneswhich reflect the differential in claims incidence. I note that there is no departure of view
by any of the parties on that matter.
It was raised in debate that it is important to ensure that those drivers who generate a
greater risk of accidents occurring should be penalised, and the Government agrees entirely
with that principle. That is the fundamental reason why the Government has decided that
certain traffic infringements that increase the risk of accident and injury on the road should
carry a 50 per cent penalty in relation to fines.

The alternative was suggested that penalty units and penalties should also apply to
drivers' licences, but a number of problems are associated with that. The matter certainly
was closely examined by the Government. To do that, the six-year licensing period would
have to be changed; further, if the licence fee were escalated by increasing the penalties,
people who are a high risk on the road would be discouraged from taking out a licence at
all and, in my view, that would be unacceptable to the community.
In the limited time available to me, I shall make some brief comments on the alternative
proposals put forward on third-party insurance. In a sense, the Law Institute of Victoria
has led in that field because, both in this place and outside it, the Liberal Party has
proposed a scheme that is very similar to that advocated by the institute.
The National Party, while not putting forward a formal set of proposals, has argued
strongly for some retention of common law, and a number of speakers have specified that
there should be a monetary threshold of some $15 000. In other words, they say that a
person should receive compensation through common law only if he can demonstrate a
claim that would lead to a payout in excess of $15 000. That is combined with a narrative
threshold.
The problem with that approach is that it would lead, in any view, in a highly litigious
society-clearly that is what Victoria and Australia are-to an increase in the average cost
of common law settlements, without any guarantee of the reduction of the number of
common law cases, as referred to by members of both the Liberal and National parties.
That is a basic concern of the Government. On advice given to me, proposals combining
the monetary threshold and narrative threshold will lead to substantial cost increases and,
therefore, a larger increase in premiums.
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Honourable members should note how important legal costs are to the third-party
insurance system. It is estimated that legal costs involved in third-party insurance total
$60 million a year, which is 12·5 per cent of the cost of delivering third-party insurance in
Victoria.
The Government strongly believes any system that it introduces should be fully funded
and self-financing. The Government rejects the Opposition's proposal to draw on the
Consolidated Fund over a period funds amounting to $75 million. That would lead to an
increase in taxes for all Victorians.
The Government has demonstrated in its Budget that that is the antithesis of the
economic policies it is pursuing for Victorians. The Government rejects totally the
proposition that Victorian taxpayers should contribute $75 million from the Consolidated
Fund to pay for any third-party insurance reform.
On behalf of the Government, I indicate that it is prepared to be involved in constructive
suggestions and discussions with the National Party and Opposition about third-party
insurance proposals. However, it is not prepared to accept a system that will blow the
costs out of the water. Victorians cannot accept that proposition.
All honourable members and all Victorians accept that an unchanged system would
lead to premiums in excess of $500. On advice given to me, the introduction of common
law rights as proposed by the Law Institute of Victoria would lead to a premium of
approximately $350. I am certain that no honourable member would suggest that such a
proposition should occur. If that proposition were accepted without increasing premiums,
the scheme would not be fully funded.
The Opposition was clear in its view that it was against a pay-as-you-go scheme and I
assume that is also the view of the National Party.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was read a second time, and it was ordered that it be committed next day.

ANNUAL REPORTING (AMENDMENT) BILL
The debate (adjourned from March 20) on the motion of Mr Jolly (Treasurer) for the
second reading of this Bill was resumed.

Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-This is an important Bill and goes to the heart of the
relationship between the Executive Government and the Parliament. The Opposition
cannot support the Bill in its present form because it would subject the reporting of
departments and authorities to absolute Ministerial discretion.
I shall later move a reasoned amendment that will require the Bill to be withdrawn and
redrafted.

Mr Gavin-How long?
Mr STOCKDALE-The next time the honourable member for Coburg speaks for more
than 2 minutes, we will know that someone else has written his speech.
Under the Westminster system the Minister is responsible for the actions of his
department and the authorities under his administration. The Minister is accountable not
to the Executive Government but to the Parliament in respect of the administration of his
department and relevant bodies.
It is important to note the distinction that accountability is to Parliament and not to the
Executive Government. The annual report of the department and of each public body is
one of the major expressions of that accountability, firstly, by the body or department
concerned to the Minister and, secondly, by the Minister to Parliament.
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An effective reporting process is vital to a healthy democracy. It represents the provision
of basic information to Parliament and to the Victorian community which is necessary for
any intelligent assessment of the conduct of public affairs in Victoria or in any other
Westminster system.
The Government is to be commended for having carried forward work to improve the
reporting of departments and authorities, which was commenced by the previous Liberal
Government. However, I must qualify the Treasurer's claim to credit this Government
for these developments.
The history of the development of reporting standards and the principal Act which this
Bill seeks to amend is interesting. Most Acts constituting public bodies require that
accounts be kept and that reports be made to Parliament. That is not a new development.
It has long been the practice in Westminster systems of Government that each body is
required by law to keep accounts and to report those accounts to Parliament each year.
Parliament has developed sophisticated mechanisms such as public accounts committees,
estimates committees, and other Parliamentary committees. The processes of Westminster
Parliaments have been developed to provide for Parliamentary scrutiny of the reporting
process and the contents of reports.
In May 1981 the Public Bodies Review Committee of this Parliament published its
third report entitled, "Audit and Reporting of Public Bodies". The committee emphasised
the role of reporting in achieving accountability. Page 11 of the report under the heading,
"The Problem-A Breakdown in Accountability" states:
The Westminster model of responsible government is based, among other things, on the assumption that there
is a chain of accountability reaching from Executive Government through Cabinet and Parliament to the people.
The passage of comprehensible information, not least financial information, along this chain, is a requirement
of its effective operation. A fundamental adjunct is a system of monitoring, including review and audit processes,
designed to critically and independently assess and report on the Executive activities to which the basic
informational elements-the Budget Papers, annual reports, Parliamentary questions and so on, relate.

Page 21 of the report, in similar vein, under the heading, "Public Body Annual Reports"
states:
Public body annual reports are a major avenue to which the Parliament, the public, government, management
and staff look for information on public body performance.

The committee then recommended, firstly, that major public bodies should be required to
report to Parliament; secondly, that the standards for form and content of annual reports
should be set; and, thirdly, that Ministers should be required to table reports in Parliament.
In October 1981-and I emphasise that this was when the previous Liberal Government
was in office-the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee released a
discussion paper entitled, "Review of Audit Act 1958". Amongst other things that report
dealt with annual reporting of statutory authorities and departments. It is interesting that
it defined accountability in terms of reporting and, at paragraph 3·1·1, stated:
Accountability may be defined as a duty to report on the discharge of responsibility.

The committee emphasised the need for accountability to Parliament at paragraph 3·3·1
and recommended legislative prescription of standardised reporting requirements for all
authorities.
It also expressed in some detail its view in paragraph 2·6·2·2·2.
It dealt with the obligation to report itself, with the keeping of accounts, with the form
of reporting, with the auditing of accounts and with the tabling of the reports in Parliament.

That set of recommendations was in fact taken up by the former Liberal Government.
The Liberal Government gave drafting instructions for the preparation of a Bill for the
Annual Reporting Act. This fact was stated as long ago as the original debate on the
principal Act, and I refer to the speech of the Honourable Haddon Storey in the Legislative
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Council on 13 September 1983 where, at page 149 of Hansard, he is reported as having
said:
The Government claims great credit for itself for introducing the Bill and, indeed, it is entitled to credit for
introducing the measure, although the genesis of the Bill was work done by the Public Bodies Review Committee,
which made recommendations along these lines during the life of the former Government. In fact, drafting
instructions were given for a Bill of this kind during the life of the last Government.

Notwithstanding the fact that the Government and in particular the Treasurer constantly
represent in public statements that the present Government is entitled to all of the credit
for the introduction of annual reporting legislation, the facts disclose that, in reality, that
work was done under the previous Liberal Government. It was the subject of two exhaustive
inquiries by Parliamentary committees, and drafting instructions had been given for the
preparation of a Bill by the former Government.
Although the Opposition does not cavil with the claim that the Government is entitled
to credit for having done the work, the reality is that the Treasurer's modesty is
overwhelmed by his desire to be seen to be responsible for everything that he thinks is
desirable. In reality the credit rests primarily with the previous Government.
The matter was taken further in 1983 in a report by the Economic and Budget Review
Committee entitled, "Improving Government Management and Accountability". That
committee recommended that all Government organisations be required by legislation to
report to Parliament. I shall quote from paragraph 3.3.6.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! Before the honourable member for
Brighton makes his quote, I inform him and the House that Standing Order No. 95 states
that no member of this House is permitted to quote comments reported by Hansard in
the other House. That practice will not be accepted in future. I was slow to pick up the
matter straight away and I needed to check it out.
Mr STOCKDALE-Thank you, Mr Actin~ Speaker. Your zeal is in excess. The Standing
Order relates to "any measure pending thereIn". There is no measure pending in the other
House and I am referring to a debate which took place in 1983. With respect, I put it that
the reference was in order.
The ACTING SPEAKER-The Chair would not accept that because the Standing
Order also states, "or to any measure pending therein except". In other words, the use of
the word "or" in my view would mean anything debated in that House, whatever the date
might be. I shall seek clarification from Mr Speaker because I did believe it was wrong.
Mr STOCKDALE-Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. So far as I am aware, from a quick
glance through my notes, I do not intend to seek to quote from Hansard reports of the
other place again in any case.
I was about to quote from the report of the Economic and Budget Review Committee
entitled "Improving Government Management and Accountability". At page 23, under
the heading, "Annual Reporting by Government Managers", the report stated:
Introduction
An important part of any accountability mechanism is a formal and standardised system of reporting by
Government managers on the discharge ofthe responsibilities given to them. Clearly, such reports would cover
financial information as well as non-financial information relevant to their performance. An annual report to
Parliament is only one of a number of possible reporting mechanisms.

The report discusses other possible sources of information and concludes:
However, an annual report is particularly important as it provides the best mechanisms for a comprehensive
and public overview of the organisation's activities.

On page 29, the report made the following recommendation:
The committee recommends that the management of all Government organisations (permanent heads in the
case of departments, and Commissioners or board members in the case of statutory authorities), should be
required by legislation to present an annual report, including financial statements, to Parliament on the exercise
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of their responsibilities and other necessary background information on the organisation, its operations during
the year and its future plans.

In those passages the Economic and Budget Review Committee emphasised the
accountability aspect of the preparation of annual reports, the role of annual reports as the
vehicle for the expression of the accountability between statutory bodies and departments
on the one hand and the Parliament on the other hand. The committee pointed to the
central role of annual reporting in the effective operation of that accountability process.
The Annual Reporting Bill-the original Bill-was introduced during 1983 and
ultimately passed in that year. The Treasurer indicated two intentions in the debate on
the Bill. Firstly, the Act was intended to extend ultimately to all departments and
authorities. Secondly, the extension to all authorities was expected to take three to four
years. The coverage of the Act has not lived up to those aspirations and, as at November
1985, the Act applied to 25 departments and administrative units but only to six major
statutory authorities.
There is one important feature of the principal Act which is particularly important when
one comes to look at the terms of the proposed amending legislation-the Bill now before
the House.
Section 5 of the principal Act provides that where the Act applies, it prevails over any
Act or other instrument requiring an annual report. The importance of the Act, and
therefore the Bill before the House, is that, to the extent it confers power on the Treasurer,
it confers on the Treasurer a power to override the intention of the Parliament expressed
in other legislation that has passed both Houses.
The Act applies to all authorities declared subject to the Act by the Governor in Council.
Section 4 requires that notice be given in the Government Gazette of any such declaration.
Any amendment or revocation must be published in the Government Gazette.
The Treasurer may grant exemptions from reporting requirements but must gazette the
notice of exemption and must advise each House of the exemption. More importantly, he
must advise of the reasons for the exemption. Those provisions are particularly important
because they indicate two things: firstly, the very limitations on the discretion given the
Treasurer as the relevant Minister under the Annual Reporting Act; and, secondly, the
public exposure of the actions of the Treasurer where he causes a departure from the
normal process of reporting under the principal legislation of the authority concerned by
the operation of his powers under the Annual Reporting Act.
From that situation the Act could obviously move in one of two directions. On the one
hand, it could move in the direction of increasing Ministerial discretion and control,
conferring greater discretionary authority on the Treasurer as the relevant Minister.
On the other hand, it could move in the direction of increasing control by the Parliament
itself of the reporting process and its incidents. This Bill goes about as far in the direction
of greater Ministerial control and discretion as one could possibly go. The Liberal Party is
opposed to that direction.
The Opposition favours a move in the direction of genuine accountability based on,
first, the general principle of the fundamentals of the Westminster system and the role of
reporting in the accountability process that is so vital in the operation of an effective
democracy and, second, practical experience with the conduct of the Treasurer in public
affairs and the conduct of his responsibilities in reporting on statutory authorities
immediately within the control of his administration. I shall refer to that in a moment.
I have already outlined the principal ground of the general o,?jection of the Liberal Party
to the Bill. I wish to raise two specific matters concerning the effect of the Bill in its present
form: first, the effect on authorities presently obliged to report under the principal Act and
which are not included in any of the schedules; and second, the overriding authority of the
Bill.
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I shall first compare the situation with the existing Act. It is, as I have said, gazetted to
apply to 25 departments and other administrative units and to only six statutory authorities.
The present Bill contains three schedules. Those schedules define the reporting obligations
under the Bill. Schedule 1 applies only to the Department of Management and Budget.
Schedule 2 applies only to the State Electricity Commission of Victoria and schedule 3
applies to two named superannuation funds. Other than those four units, the Bill would
not oblige any department or statutory authority to file an annual report under the Annual
Reporting Act.
The existing obligation to report in relation to the 25 departments and other units and
the six authorities in the schedules arises under section 4 of the principal Act. Clause 5 of
the Bill does two things: it repeals the existing section 4 and substitutes a proposed new
section 4. Therefore, it is vital to determine the effect of the repeal of section 4 because it
affects not only the new reporting obligation but, by virtue of it being later legislation, also
it will obviously affect the existing obligations. The ordinary rule of law is that when a
provision in an Act is repealed, any statutory instrument made under that provision ceases
to have effect from the date of repeal.
I shall refer the House to the leading textbook on statutory interpretation-Craies on
Statute Law by S.G.G. Edgar, published in London in 1971. I refer to the seventh edition
and page 336 where the learned author states under the heading, HEffect of repeal of Act
under which by-laws are made":
If the statute under which by-laws are made is repealed, those by-laws are impliedly repealed and cease to have
any validity unless the repealing statute contains some provision preserving the validity of the by-law
notwithstanding the repeal. This follows from the rule stated below that when an Act of Parliament is repealed it
must be considered (except as to transactions past and closed) as ifit had never existed.

At page 414 the learned author states:
When a statute is repealed, any by-law or statutory instrument made thereunder ceases to be operative unless
there is a saving clause in the new statute preserving the old by-law or statutory instrument.

It is not something confined to by-laws but covers all statutory instruments made under
an Act. Of course, where a right or obligation has already vested, such as with a closed
transaction, the repeal does not, in the normal course, affect those rights which have
already been acquired or obligations already imposed.

The Acts Interpretation Act 1958 is also relevant. Section 7 of that Act deals with this
type of question. Subsection (2) states:
Where any Act passed on or after the first day of August One thousand eight hundred and ninety, whether
before or after the commencement of this Act, repeals or amends any other enactment, then unless the contrary
intention appears the repeal or amendment shall not(b) affect the previous operation of any enactment so repealed or amended or anything duly done or suffered
under any enactment so repealed or amended; or
(c) affect any right privilege obligation or liability acquired accrued or incurred under any enactment so
repealed or amended;

It is clear both from common law principles and under the Acts Interpretation Act of this
State that it is only those obligations and rights that have actually accrued at the date of
repeal which are preserved. Where there is a contingent liability or a new and continuing
obligation arising in the future, it cannot be said to have accrued. That is an important
point on the effect of the passage of the Bill in its present form.

I shall take the hypothetical case of the Gas and Fuel Corporation. The corporation is
subject to the Act by force of the present law. Ifit had not reported in accordance with the
Act for the 1984-85 year, that obligation would continue because the obligation to report
accrues upon the completion of that year of operation. However, in future years and even
the present year 1986-87, which has not yet terminated, the obligation to report has not
accrued and there cannot be said to be a vested obligation arising under the existing law.
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If that were not so, the repeal would have no effect at all and it would be quite pointless
for the Treasurer to propose the Bill in respect of those bodies which are obliged to report
under the existing legislation.
The amended law applies to future events and not the repealed law. Thus, the repeal of
section 4 would remove the existing obligations to report and would limit the obligations
to report to the four bodies that are set out in the schedules attached to the Bill. The new
provisions would require reports only from the Department of Management and Budget,
the State Electricity Commission of Victoria and the two named superannuation funds.
Other departments, units and authorities now obliged to report would not be obliged to
report with the passage of this Bill. It would require a further positive action from the
Treasurer to include the relevant bodies in the relevant schedule. Therefore, it confers
absolute power on the Treasurer to determine the obligation to report. It is arguable that
the Treasurer could make negative determinations under that provision, which by force
of section 5 of the Act would override the intention of Parliament expressed in the
constituting Act.
I shall refer again to the Gas and Fuel Corporation. It, no doubt, has an obligation under
its constituting Act to make an annual report. By exercising the powers conferred on him
by the Bill, the Treasurer could limit or even entirely remove the obligation to report
under that statute.
The Treasurer asks, by interjection, do I believe it. I want to come back later to what
honourable members can draw from the history of the Treasurer's treatment of reporting
obligations.
In referring to the legal effects of the Bill, the Bill will clearly have the effect of enabling
the Treasurer to make determinations which will limit the obligations of the Gas and Fuel
Corporation to report, alter those obligations or, indeed, even remove those obligations.
The point I was about to make was that the Treasurer would be able to do that by
Executive fiat, by making a determination. The force of that determination, as a result of
the passing of the Bill in its present form, would override the existing provisions in, for
instance, the Gas and Fuel Corporation Act, which obliges the corporation to report.
The Treasurer seeks the power, through the Bill, of Ministerial fiat to override the
expressed and even longstanding intentions of Parliament itself in the principal legislation
applying to various statutory authorities.
Section 5 of the principal legislation provides that the Act overrides any provisions
under any other Act or instrument. This serves only to aggravate the basic problems of
Ministerial expression implicit in the Act and carried substantially further in the present
Bill. Section 5 is not amended by the Bill so no limitation is placed upon the capacity of
the Treasurer to exercise the sorts of powers to which I have referred.
Firstly the Bill would give the Treasurer the absolute power to control reporting
requirements; moreover a power to override Parliament itself; and restricts the will of the
Parliament. On its face it controls the obligation to report; the form of report; the content
of the report and even the accounting standards to be observed in the preparation of Acts
and reports.
Secondly, the Bill would give the Treasurer the control to alter existing reporting
obligations via inclusions and deletions from the schedules that would then be included
in the Act.
Thirdly, it would give the Treasurer the control to oust Parliament's own authority. The
Opposition opposes that on grounds of principle, on grounds that go to the very basis of
the Westminster system of Government and the obligations of effective government. The
Opposition also opposes it on the track record of the Treasurer in relation to reporting
obligations, especially of the State Insurance Office.
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The events surrounding the 1983-84 annual report of the State Insurance Office clearly
confirm the Opposition's view that the Treasurer cannot be trusted with and should not
be granted the powers he seeks for himself in this Bill. The events show that the Treasurer
abused the power he had over the reporting powers of the State Insurance Office in the
cynical self-interest of the Government to work a fraud upon the Victorian people in the
context of the State election that was pending at the time the report should have been and
could have been released.
The Treasurer did so at the expense of the accountability of the Executive to this
Parliament and the accountability of the Government to the people of Victoria.
I want to briefly outline those events which have been dealt with elsewhere. On 31
August 1984, the Insurance Commissioner signed the 1983-84 report of the State Insurance
Office. On 6 September 1984, the report was received by the Auditor-General. On 30
September 1984, the Act required the report to be submitted to the Treasurer, and there is
no reason to believe it was not submitted to the Treasurer by that date. Indeed, all the
other evidence suggests that it was. On 8 October 1984 the Treasurer approved the format
of the accounts as he was required to do under the Act. On 2 November 1984, the
Legislative Council passed a motion which enabled ~1inisters to release reports when
Parliament was not sitting, under certain conditions. Indeed, the Government used that
resolution to release a number of transport reports and other reports.
The Treasurer chose not to use the powers under that resolution to release the report of
the State Insurance Office. On 6 December 1984, the Auditor-General signed his report on
the State Insurance Office accounts. On 21 January 1985, the State Insurance Office
chairman signed an addendum answering certain criticisms made by the Auditor-General.
On 2 March 1985 there was a State election. That is the linchpin of an understanding of
what happened. Of course, the Government was returned to office at that election.
An issue in that election was the financial performance of the State Insurance Office.
Considerable public debate between the parties was reported in the media about the
performance of the State Insurance Office and, to say the least, the Treasurer made
misleading public statements about the performance of that office, and its third-party
losses in particular.
All of that took place with the Treasurer sitting pat on the report of the State Insurance
Office, not allowing the Victorian community to be informed or to have the accountability
of the Executive expressed by the public disclosure of the mess he had generated within
the State Insurance Office, and the third-party scheme in particular, in the first three years
the Labor Government had been in office.
The report of the Auditor-General was not tabled until 4 April 1985 when it revealed,
to much publicity, including front page stories in the media, the scandal of the
mismanagement of the State Insurance Office by the Government and the Treasurer. That
is a scandalous story which amply illustrates that, given a capacity to withhold information
from the Victorian people, this Treasurer will use and exploit that power, not in the public
interest, but against the public interest, to deny accountability and to deny basic information
to the Victorian electorate.
The same thing applies to the annual Budget Papers, also within the primary
responsibility of the Treasurer. For four years in a row the report of the Auditor-General
has criticised the Treasurer for failing to properly disclose in the Budget Papers the full
extent of State indebtedness. For four years in a row the Treasurer has simply ignored that
criticism and has done nothing to take up the advice of the Auditor-General that the debt
should be properly and fully disclosed in the Budget Papers.
In the most recent annual report of the Auditor-General for the year ended 30 June
1986, the Auditor-General drew attention to the fact that $254 million of recurrent
expenditure had been debited to the Works and Services account; that the Treasurer had
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engaged in accounting gymnastics, the end result being that borrowings have been used to
meet $254 million of the daily operating costs of Government, including-and this is
particularly alarming-to meet interest costs on borrowings.
So like a bankrupt, like the inveterate ~ambler that purveyor of hackneyed trotters is
renowned to be, this Treasurer is borrowmg money to pay for his previous borrowings.
The Government is in an infinite regress and all honourable members know what happens
to a Treasurer who gets into an infinite regress, running around in circles borrowing money
to pay the interest on the previous borrowings.
I refer to the way in which the Bill interrelates with the most recent Budget Papers. In
those Budget Papers, following criticism by the Liberal Party of the debt servicing cost
incurred by the present Government within the Ministry of Transport, the Treasurer has
moved to obscure the figures by changing the reporting practices. Therefore, this year,
unlike previous years where the funding of the deficit is disclosed separately for each
authority, the Treasurer has amalgamated the financing costs of those authorities within
his own portfolio, where a total aggregated sum is placed to represent the separate debts of
those transport authorities.
Therefore, it is no longer possible, from the Budget Papers, to ascertain the contribution
of the financing cost this Government has imposed on Victorian commuters and taxpayers,
separately, in relation to each transport authority.
It is clear, from the provisions in the Bill, that the Treasurer seeks to extend that-to
confine it not to borrowing costs and finance charges-to the total financial operations of
the transport authorities. He seeks to have the power, by Executive fiat, to manipulate the
reporting so that, for example, all of the transport authorities of this State-the port
authorities, the rail authorities and all of the other authorities including the Road Traffic
Authority-could be amalgamated into a single transport Ministry report that would not
enable Parliament, the Parliamentary committees or the people of Victoria to ascertain
what was happening in anyone area of operation of this huge part of the State's financial
activities.
In principle, the Treasurer should not be given that power but, most particularly, with
his past record of manipulation and cover-up, the Treasurer cannot be trusted with the
wide discretionary powers he seeks in the Bill. Accordingly, I move:
That all the words after "That" be omitted with the view of inserting in place thereofthe words:
"this Bill be withdrawn and redrafted to ensure that reporting requirements are determined by Parliament and
not subject to Ministerial discretion so that: (a) each department and body is obliged by force of stature to report
each year on its operations; (b) the composition, form, content and relevant accounting standards of reports and
accounts are prescribed by regulation subject to disallowance by Parliament; and (c) annual reports are tabled or
otherwise published within fourteen days after receipt by the relevant Minister."

Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-I second the amendment.
Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-The amendment embodies the principal criticisms of
the Opposition to the Bill. It seeks to substitute the authority of Parliament for the
authority the Treasurer seeks for the Executive Government and, particularly, for himself.
It seeks to recognise the primacy of the authority of Parliament in a democratic society.
It seeks to reduce rather than to expand, one might say, to an infinite degree, the discretion
the Bill would vest in the Treasurer and in the Executive Government.
Secondly, it would require that the Bill be redrafted so as to oblige each department and
body to report each year by force of statute rather than by Executive fiat or the absence of
Executive fiat.
Thirdly, it would require that annual reports be published within fourteen days after
receipt by the relevant Minister to avoid the sort of duplicity and cover-up that occurred
in relation to the 1983-84 report of the State Insurance Office.
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It provides for the protection of the public interest in a simple disclosure of the facts. A
Government that has nothing to hide will not seek to hide the facts.

It is clear that the Bill moves diametrically away from the direction in which annual
reporting should be taken-it moves quite in the wrong direction. The Government
should withdraw the Bill and redraft it, to reinforce democracy rather than to undermine
democracy and the authority of Parliament.
The sitting was suspended at 6.25 p.m. until 8.6 p.m.

Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-The Annual Reporting (Amendment) Bill is a devious
amendnient to the Annual Reporting Act. It is my impression and the Opposition's view
that the powers that are to be extended to the Treasurer under this Bill are totally out of
character and are a step in the wrong direction. Instead of more and more reports of a
better standard being provided to Parliament there will be fewer reports and reports of a
diminishing standard.
I congratulate the honourable member for Brighton on the interesting and good case he
put to support his reasoned amendment to the Bill. The Liberal Party believes the reasoned
amendment is important.
As a m,atter of record, I state that I am a Fellow of the Australian Society of Accountants.
That is clearly recorded in my statement of pecuniary interests. The Bill will impact on
that body.
One has to understand the reasons for the introduction of the proposed legislation. I
refer honourable members to the announcement of the joint accounting bodies in Victoria,
the Australian Society of Accountants and the Institute of Chartered Accountants in
Australia, made in December 1985 about a new determination that would apply accounting
standards to the public sector. Item 7 of the determination states:
Pending re-issue of Statements of Accounting Standards AAS 1 to AAS 18, public sector business undertakings
shall comply with Stat~91ents of Accounting Standards AAS 1 to AAS 18 in respect of any accounting period
ending on or after 31 Dtcember 1986.

It is obvious to ev~ryone that the accounting bodies have dictated to all their members
that they are bound by their professional ethics to abide by those accounting standards
and, as at 31 December this year, all accountants in the public sector will be required. to
adopt the accounting stan~ards in any annual report to Parliament.
,
It is a crucial and very important point because it is obvious that this is the dominant
reason for the initiation of this legislation. The Treasurer wishes to circumvent those
determinations by the accounting bodies. He wishes to go his own way in adopting
accounting standards for the public sector.
For the benefit of honourable members I shall inform the House of the relevance of the
accounting standard AAS 1 to AAS 18. They relate to: AAS 1, profit and loss statements;
AAS2, evaluation and presentation of inventories in the context of historical cost system;
AAS3, accounting for company income tax; AAS4, depreciation of non-current assets;
AAS5, materialiiy in financial statements; AAS6, accounting policies-<ietermination,
application and disclosure; AAS7, accounting for the extractive industries; AAS8, events
occurring after balance date; AAS9, expenditure carried forward to subsequent accounting
periods; AAS 10, accQ\lnting for revaluation of non-current assets; AAS 11, accounting for
construction contracts; AAS 12, sources of applk.ations of funds; AAS 13, accounting for
research and development costs; AAS 14, equity method of accounting; AAS 15, disclosure
of revenue; AAS 16, financial reporting by segments; AAS 17, accounting for leases; AAS 18,
accounting for goodwill.
None of those accounting standards is mandatory id the public sector. One can see from
the comprehensive nature of those accounting standards that they should apply to the
public sector. They apply to the private sector yet the Bill before us will give the Treasurer
the ability to opt out of those accounting standards.
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I cannot understand why the Treasurer needs the power contained in the Bill. An
enormous amount of work has been done on determining the accounting standards for
the private sector which are to apply to the public sector as at 31 December 1986. However,
the Bill leaves the decision about these accounting standards to the discretion of the
Treasurer.
Some accounting standards in the past have applied to the public sector. In fact, three
of them, AAS19, AAS20 and AAS21, relate to accounting for interests in joint ventures,
foreign currency translation and accounting for acquisition of assets. I shall speak about
those in a moment.
I am a member of an accounting organisation and I am concerned that nobody in the
accountancy profession in this State or elsewhere has been consulted abopt the Bill. I have
before me letters from three leading organisations in Victoria commenting on what should
be included in annual reports that come to Parliament. Those organisations are the
Australian Society of Accountants, the Institute of Chartered Accountants in Australia
and the Australian Accounting Research Foundation.
The letter from the Australian Society of Accountants dated 22 April 1986 is addressed
to me and signed by Mr Warrick Smith, Director-Victoria. He made some adverse
comments about the Treasurer's lack of consultation with him on the Bill and he was
concerned that the accounting standards adopted by the two accounting boards in this
State would not apply in Victoria. He also pointed out:
I further understand that members of the ASA and ICAA employed by Victorian Government departments
and instrumentalities are ethically bound to follow accounting standards issued by the ASRB and that they will
be placed in a position of professional conflict whenever the Treasurer elects not to follow the standards and
practices issued by the ASRB.

That is the sort of comment I have received from professional bodies.
The Institute of Chartered Accountants claimed in its letter that it had not been consulted
on the Bill. It sent me a draft model clause for inclusion in all Bills concerned with
accounting and auditing procedures. Clause 3C of that draft model refers to any operations
of the authority being subjected to Australian accounting standards. Clause 5 also refers
to auditing and states that the Australian accounting standards should be reported upon
by the auditor. It is obvious that the Institute of Chartered Accountants in Australia also
wants its accounting standards to apply to the public sector.
I have recently received a letter from the Australian Accounting Research Foundation
concerning the Bill. It has not been consulted by the Government and is concerned about
the conflict that may arise when accountants prepare reports for Parliament. Its concern
is that the accounting standards used can be different from those applying to other
accountants.
I am especially concerned that the State Electricity Commission has been included in
Schedule 2 of the Bill. That is no accident and reflects, I believe, some changes in accounting
policies. Mr Acting Speaker, I seek to have table 1 incorporated in Hansard. I have sought
the permission of the Treasurer and the Speaker.

Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
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STATE ELECTRICITY COMMISSION
TABLE 1
1984-85 EFFECT OF CHANGES IN ACCOUNTING POLICIES AND PRACTICES

Change
Depreciation
Capitalisation of finance charges
Pension supplementation
Provision for recreation leave
Foreign currency transactions
Other
Net effect on profit

Effect on Profit
$ million
62·2 increase
43·9 increase
15·1 decrease
14·9 decrease
12·0 decrease
2·4 decrease

Capitalised
$ million

5·2
1·5
6·7

Total
$ million
62·2
43·9
2()'3
16·4
18·7
2·4

85· 7 increase

Source: Second Report ofthe Auditor-General 1984-85.

Mr PERRIN-That table discloses that the State Electricity Commission in the latest
annual report available, for the year ended 30 June 1985, should have made a loss and it
would have done so if it had not been for changes in accounting policies. Those changes,
that were reported by the Auditor-General, effectively increased the profit by $85·7 million.
If those accounting changes had not been made, the State Electricity Commission for the
first time in many years would have reported a loss. That would have been of concern to
every decent citizen in the community.

I am concerned that the Bill will enable more accounting changes to occur outside the
standards and will create a situation where fiddling the books and accounts of the SEC can
take place. That will then be reflected in the report to Parliament.
Under the Freedom of Information Act I requested from the State Electricity Commission
documents relating to the use of accounting standards. I wanted information on the effect
on the dividends that had been paid by the State Electricity Commission to consolidated
revenue. I was disappointed to find that the State Electricity Commission refused me
access to documents because it said that these documents contained estimates, projected
calculations and drafts that were ancillary and exploratory only to the more final
correspondence that had been enclosed.
It also said that these documents contained matters in the nature of opinion, advice or
recommendations that were prepared by officers during the deliberative processes involved
in the formulation of accounting and financial functions of the commission. In other
words, Parliament was denied documents of internal officers of the State Electricity
Commission wherein, as I and the Auditor-General have reported, the profit of the SEC
has been fiddled by changing accounting standards.

No wonder the commission did not want us to know the internal officers' views on
changes that occurred to its profit and to its accounting procedures.
Serious mismanagement has occurred at the State Electricity Commission. The inclusion
of the commission in Schedule 2 of the Bill is deliberate. Much must be accounted for
with regard to the commission.
I did not obtain all the documents that I wished under the Freedom of Information Act
but from those I did obtain I have prepared a schedule of events and changes to accounting
policies and dividends paid or payable to consolidated revenue. That information is set
out in table 2 and I seek leave to have that incorporated in Hansard.

Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
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Table 2
State Electricity Commission
Sochedule of Events and Changes to Accounting Policies and Dividends Paid/Payable to Consolidated Revenue
Date

20.7.84
24.7.84

16.8.84
20.8.84

18.9.84
16.10.84
28.6.85
28.6.85
30.6.85
15.8.85
15.8.86

10.9.85

16.9.85
17.9.85
25.3.86

Details

Memo to Minister for Minerals and Energy (Mr White) from SEC Chief General Manager (Mr
J. Smith) agreeing to 1984-5 dividend of$123 million.
Meeting between Treasurer (Mr Jolly), Minister for Minerals and Energy (Mr White) and SEC
Chief General Manager (Mr J. Smith) which discussed-SECs estimated $6 million surplus for 1984-5 (after dividend)
-1984 tariff changes
-recreational leave accounting
Letter from Treasurer (Mr Jolly) to Chairman of SEC (Mr J. Trethowan) agreeing to instalments
of$123 million in 1984-5 dividend.
Letter from SEC Chief General Manager (Mr J. Smith) to Minister for Minerals and Energy (Mr
White) confirming dividend for 1984-5 may be up to $129 million and stating ••... no Government
decision has been made at this stage which requires the Commission to change its recreation
leave accounting in 1984-5 or subsequent years."
The 1984-5 Budget was handed down with a dividend payable from the SEC of$123 million.
Letter from SEC Chief General Manager (Mr J. Smith) to the Treasurer (Mr Jolly) disputing the
dividend in the Budget.
Letter from Treasurer (Mr Jolly) to Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources (Mr
Fordham) relating to "discussions of the last few days" and determining the SEC dividend for
1984-5 be reduced to $70 million representing 2·2 per cent of public equity.
Letter from Treasurer (Mr Jolly) to Chairman of SEC (Mr Trethowan) advising reduced dividend
for 1984-5 of$70 million and arranging refund of excess dividend payments to the SEC.
**End of financial year**
Opposition (Mr Brown) releases documents showing SEC change in accounting policies for
capitalised borrowing costs and depreciation alter books by $11 ()'9 million or from loss to profit.
Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources (Mr Fordham) issues press release claiming
$78·6 million profit is correct and stating "a number of accounting changes have been made in
the past year in line with the SECs move to modern Australian accounting standards and to
conform with the Annual Reporting Act".
Executive council meets (comprising Ministers R. Jolly. T. Roper, J. Kennan, J. Kirner) to
approve amendments to regulations of Annual Reporting Act to change definition of SEC's
major capital works so that $43·9 million less borrowing costs are charged to profit and loss
statement in 1984-5.
(Note-this is more than two months after the close of books for end of year 1984-5).
Certificate signed by Chairman (Mr J. Trethowan), Chief General Manager (Mr J. Smith) and
Controller (Mr R. Diggins) certifying the financial statements.
Auditor-General releases his second report disclosing total accounting policy changes in 1984-5
have increased the reported profit by $85·7 million, i.e. changed the expected loss to a profit
which has allowed the dividend of$70 million to be paid to State Government.

Source: Correspondence and files received under the Freedon of Information Act 1982.

Mr PERRIN-The schedule details a litany of deals; secret meetings; incompetence
and changes of accounting standards by the State Electricity Commission. That series of
events commenced on 20 July 1984 and continued through to the Auditor-General's
report to which I referred earlier and which was tabled in Parliament on 25 March this
year, almost nine months after the end of the accounting period.
The litany of events covering meetings; letters between the chairman, the chief general
manager, Ministers of the Crown and other State Electricity Commission officers reveal
that there had been a fiddling of the books of the State Electricity Commission to produce
the profit that has been suggested.
The Government has been involved in the fiddling of those books. That is an incredible
situation and a clear indication of the reason why the Bill should not proceed. Two and a
half months after the end of the last financial year changes covering $43·9 million were
made to the accounts of the State Electricity Commission. Those changes were approved
by the Executive Council comprising the Treasurer, the Minister for Transport, the Minister

746

ASSEMBLY

30 September 1986

Annual Reporting (Amendment) Bill

for Conservation, Forests and ~nds and the Attorney-General on 10 September, two and
a half months after the end of the accounting period.
The Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources deliberately misled the public
through press statements on the financial state of the State Electricity Commission. The
documents I have disclose incompetence by a Government that wants to bleed dry the
State Electricity Commission for the benefit of its own consolidated revenue. Allegations
have been made on the Derryn Hinch program that the State Electricity Commission is
effectively bankrupt. That allegation is borne out by the statement of accounts. When the
State Electricity Commission produces its annual report for the period ended 30 June
1986 it will show a drop in profit and the declaration of a dividend in excess of the profit
which will asset strip the commission. Those facts are borne out by the documents I have
obtained under the Freedom of Information Act.
The Treasurer wants to set his own rules on what the State Electricity Commission will
report to Parliament. The Opposition says that that is not on because the commission
should report using the same accounting standards that apply to every public body
throughout Australia. What a ludicrous situation it would be if the State Electricity
Commission had different accounting standards from the electricity commissions of New
South Wales, Queensland or any other State.
If the Bill is passed the Treasurer will have the discretion to adopt different accounting
standards whenever he wants. Given the facts I have presented to Parliament on the
fiddles at the State Electricity Commission; the misinformation that has been put out and
the information that has not been supplied; is it any wonder that the Opposition has taken
the view that it has!
I am awaiting with interest the latest annual report of the State Electricity Commission
for the period ended 30 June 1986. Later in the debate the honourable member for Balwyn
will further develop that argument on why that annual report will show a drop in the profit
for the financial year 1985-86.
Under the Freedom of Information Act I obtained a copy of a memorandum from the
chief general manager to the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources, dated 25
October 1985. The memorandum refers to the best estimate of a profit, which is expected
to drop by half of that for the previous year. According to the memorandum so far as the
commission is concerned, a dividend will still be paid to the Government but there will
be a deficit; an eating up of the financial reserves of the commission.
In the memorandum, the chief general manager, Mr Smith, informed the Minister that
the surpluses from recent years were sufficient to cover the projected deficit in 1985-86,
and that the profit estimate may increase if interest rates fall and the Australian dollar
strengthens. The memorandum goes on to refer to the many changes in the accounting
policies of the commission.
On I October 1985, Mr Smith issued a press release on the reduced profit of the
commission, which will be about $40 million. The main reason for the projected lower
profit was the depreciation and financial charges on the second Loy Yang "A" 500 megawatt
unit which should be placed in commercial service in November. Depreciation and financial
charges on that one unit alone will add $93 million to the expenditure figure in the 1985-86
profit and loss statement, and about $160 million in a full year. It is a wonder the State
Electricity Commission is making any profit after the changes in accounting policies and
the effect those changes will have on the profit. Yet the Government still intends to obtain
its dividend.
Another aspect of the Bill that concerns the Opposition is the provision to allow the
Treasurer to consolidate various reports that come before Parliament. What a convenient
option that would be to have a consolidated annual report, especially in the light of some
of the areas that are presently causing the Government trouble.
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The results of the loss-making Port of Melbourne Authority could be easily consolidated
with other authorities such as the ports of Geelong and Portland. It would be convenient
for the Government to have a consolidated annual report which would not indicate
whether the Port of Melbourne Authority was making a loss.
The Government could consolidate the debt-ridden transport services into another
consolidated report. There is already a crisis in the areas of health and housing. How
convenient it would be for the Treasurer to have the power to consolidate reports covering
those areas, and yet such powers are contained in the Bill.
I seek leave to have incorporated in Hansard, table 3, which I have circulated.

Leave was granted. and the table was as follows:
PORT OF MELBOURNE AUTHORITY
RUN DOWN OF ACCUMULATED PROFITS AND RESERVES
FROM 1981-82 to 1984-85
Accumulated profits and reserves at 30.6.82

Million'
$64·9

Losses 1982-3, 1983-4, 1984-5

($58·4)

Dividends to Government

($12·0)
($70-4)

Accumulated losses and reserves at 30.6.85

($5·5)

Source: Annual reports

Mr PERRIN-Table 3 shows that since this Government has been running the Port of
Melbourne Authority, it has eaten up $65 million of reserves and the authority has
accumulated losses every year it has been operating. Through the dividends it has paid to
the Government, the authority now has a deficit capital figure; it is technically bankrupt.
It would be most convenient, indeed, for the Government to have the annual reporting of
that authority incorporated into the annual report of another authority.
.
The latest annual report of the Auditor-General has been released with the Budget
Papers. In that report the Auditor-General has expressed a great deal of concern at the way
accounting has been done by the Treasurer in the public sector. At page 75 of the report,
the Auditor-General refers to $254 million worth of works and services expenditure which
was identified as operating expenditure instead of expenditure included in the works and
services classification.
The Auditor-General ought to be congratulated for reporting this series of
misclassifications. It would be convenient for that information to be hidden somewhere
else and for there not to be any accounting standards. It would be convenient if we allowed
the Treasurer to write his own accounting standards.
On page 49 of the Auditor-General's first report, Item 3.4.27 states:
The accounting treatment adopted for these transactions follows the requirements of the Annual Reporting
(Business Undertakings) Regulations 1984 and the draft Australian Accounting Standard about to be issued by
the Australian professional accounting bodies.

The Auditor-General realised that in this instance the accounting standards allowed
overseas borrowings and unamortised losses from overseas borrowings for various
authorities to come to a staggering total of $451 million. It is of concern to him that these
accounting standards will not be complied with if the proposed legislation is passed. He
stated clearly that the accounting standards are about to be introduced.
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Most of the losses on overseas borrowings in foreign currency dealings are by the State
Electricity Commission which has an unamortised loss of $340 million, and the Port of
Melbourne Authority, which has a total unamortised loss of $47 million out of a total of
$136 million in overseas borrowings. Is there any wonder that the Opposition does not
want the Bill passed? Is it any wonder that it does not want the Treasurer to be given the
power to change the accounting standards?
The Treasurer would be happy if those figures could be hidden. He would have them
dug deeply into the reports so that one could not find them. It would be a disaster. There
is a need for increased reporting to Parliament. An example of this was when the
Government denied the people of Victoria the opportunity of examining the State Insurance
Office annual report prior to the last election. The Labor Party tried to delude Victorians
before the election. The Leader of the National Party had much to say about that at the
time, and I have a number of press statements about it.
It is important to be assured that the Annual Reporting (Amendment) Bill will not
enhance that situation. If it does, we shall not be able to ascertain that information in the
future.
I have been in contact with the Western Australian Auditor-General who informed me
that the Treasurer of Western Australia has adopted a different approach. He has adopted
the accounting standards circulated by Australian accounting bodies and designated where
they should differ because in some cases they should not apply to the public sector. It is an
honest approach.
Instruction 1103 deals with existing statements of accounting standards endorsed for
application by public sector business undertakings, and the Western Australian Treasurer
has designated every single standard that will apply to the public sector in Western
Australia. He has designated exactly where the accounting standards need to differ. That
is a far better approach. The accounting standards do not differ on many occasions. The
main difference is the standard AAS 12, which is the statement of sources and applications
of funds, which the Treasurer has decided to change.
In conclusion, the Opposition believes the Bill is not in the best interests of Victoria.
Parliament should be fully informed on a rational and sensible basis. The accounting
standards that operate at present in the private sector must apply in the public sector. An
enormous amount of work is being done in the accounting profession to upgrade the
standard of reporting to Parliament and the people, whether they be shareholders in
private or public companies, or ordinary people.
Given the mismanagement that I have documented durin& the debate, the run-down of
finances in Victoria, the present economic circumstances and the accounting principles
that have been changed by Government direction in authorities like the State Electricity
Corn mission, the Treasurer must not have the discretion outlined in the Bill. I cannot find
it applicable in 1986"~to take this backward step in reporting to Parliament.
Mr ROSS·"EDW ARDS (Leader of the National Party)-The proposed legislation is
known as the Annual Reporting (Amendment) Bill and is to amend the Annual Reporting
Act 1983, which was also amended in 1984. In my mind it is one of the most remarkable
pieces of legislation that I have seen in my time in Parliament.
One of the first pieces of advice one gives a new member of Parliament is that he should
not take too much notice of the second-reading speech; that he or she should study the Bill
and disregard the second-reading notes. If ever there was a good example of this piece of
advice, it is this Bill.
The second-reading speech is a single page of nonsense written about the proposed
legislation. It means absolutely nothing. Obviously it was written by a bureaucrat and is
not the work of the Treasurer. It could not be; no Minister could hold himself responsible
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for this rubbish. Although the Treasurer must hold himself responsible for it, he obviously
did not like it.
What does the second-reading speech do? It does not detail the thrust of the proposed
legislation. It does not give any details of the purpose of the Bill. It is misleading, to put it
kindly, and to say that it oversimplifies the matter is probably also misleading. No real
reason is given for the proposed legislation and one of the more serious accusations is that
it disguises the true intent of the measure.
I shall quote two paragraphs that one could call the relevant paragraphs in the secondreading speech:
The major effect of these amendments is to enable specific annual reporting requirements through a hierarchy
of Acts, regulations and determinations.

It does not say what it affects. It continues:
This will ensure that questions of administrative detail, which are subject to frequent change, are not enshrined
in legislation or regulation. They can be dealt with by determinations which will be free of the enabling legislation.

If anyone can tell me what that means, I should be grateful.

The fifth paragraph states:
Definitional and procedural problems have led to the amendments to clauses relating to the definition of
bodies that may be made subject to the Act and to the tabling arrangements for annual reports.

What a lot of gobbledegook!
The proposed legislation has been prepared by the bureaucracy. It has all the hallmarks
of bureaucracy. To add to that deduction, it appears the measure has been proposed by a
Yes, Minister character. No doubt he had a full head of steam when he put the measure
together but there has been a certain amount of hesitation by the Government in introducing
the Bill.
It was introduced six months ago but the wiser heads in Government seem to have kept
putting it lower on the list of Bills for debate. Eventually it has seen the light of day and,
of course, has been met with derision by the Opposition. I commend the two speakers for
·the Opposition on their speeches. The National Party both here and in another place will
certainly be opposing it.
The first reaction to the Bill is to say, "Throw it out!" The Bill could not possibly be
passed by any self-respecting Opposition. On second thoughts, the reasoned amendment
moved by the honourable member for Brighton is the preferable course of action because
it will make the requirements stricter rather than having to dismantle the present legislation.
Therefore, the amendment has the support of the National Party both here and in another
place.
There is a time-honoured principle that various bodies report to Parliament and this
ensures public debate in Parliament. In turn information is made available to the public
at large through reporting in the House and in the media.
What the Treasurer proposes in the proposed legislation is to exempt certain Ministries
and certain bodies from reporting to Parliament. He will have the power to amalgamate
reports. He will have the power to summarise reports and he will also have remarkable
power to enable him to delegate his responsibilities to anybody else.
I shall take a couple of examples mentioned by the honourable member for Bulleen,
such as various port authorities. It is absolutely essential that there are different reports
for the Port of Melbourne, the Port of Geelong and the Port of Portland. They carry out
different functions; they are affected by different events, seasonal conditions and overseas
trade problems. It is essential that we have separate reports.
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We have a Government that wants to put those three reports together, so its natural
inclination would be to give Parliament one summarised amalgamated report and, frankly,
we will not have it!
The honourable member for Bulleen mentioned the area of transport. We have various
aspects of transport, such as buses, trams and trains. When one gets to trains, there are the
interstate train services, the suburban trains and so forth, and it is necessary to be able to
analyse where the losses are. I was going to say, "the profits and losses", but in fact they
are all losses.
.
There was a new report tabled today by the National Tennis Centre Trust, which is a
project that has the support of the National Party, and of which I happen to be a trustee.
It is essential that from this day forward this particular body brings out an annual report,
balance sheet and profit and loss account so that the public of Victoria will know exactly
where it is going.
It must in no way be incorporated with, for example, that of the Department of Sport
and Recreation. It must be a separate report. Commonsense says that it should remain a
separate report but the proposed legislation will give the Minister power to vary that.
I refer to another matter that the honourable member for Bulleen mentioned with regard
to the Treasurer, and that is the nonsense that the Treasurer went on with in regard to the
annual report of the State Insurance Office prior to the last election. The Treasurer used
every means available to him to ensure the report did not come on for debate in the House
prior to the election.
The report should have been available but the Treasurer, for his own good reasons,
because the financial aff~irs of the State Insurance Office were in a shocking mess, withheld
that report for as long as possible so that it did not become an election issue and there was
no opportunity for it to be debated before the election. That is an example that I shall not
forget in a hurry because I was disappointed that a man of his reputation should resort to
such tactics to defend the Government.
What amuses me is that in opposition the Labor Party talked about open government.
We never heard anything different. It said, "We are going to have open government". As
an example, the Premier, when he was the shadow Attorney-General, brought in a Bill on
freedom of information and he was terribly upset when the Bill was thrown out.
When the Labor Party came to government, in addition to being Premier he was the
Attorney-General, and he again brought in the Bill. It was passed and the Government
was hailed as a Government open to the people of Victoria. Now he is doing his best to
get rid of it. The Bill has been devastating for the Government and the Premier wants to
~et rid of that legislation. The proposed legislation is from the same stable as the Premier's
Intention of getting rid of the Freedom of Information Act. Its point is not to disclose the
position of certain Government bodies and semi-Government institutions that normally
report to Parliament and to the people of Victoria.
Mention has been made of the fact that the Treasurer has in effect been reprimanded by
the Auditor-General. That must have been an embarassment to the Treasurer, to be
reprimanded for the way in which the affairs of the State have been presented to two
Parliaments in recent times. I do not believe the Treasurer could quarrel with the statement
that he has been reprimanded in no uncertain way by the new Auditor-General.
I am impressed that the new Auditor-General in his first year should speak out with
such frankness and openness about the way in which the financial affairs of the State are
conducted. The proposed legislation goes against traditional Westminster practices, in
which the Government is accountable to Parliament and it is accountable to the people.
Semi-Government authorities, statutory authorities, public bodies of a whole range
have had to report to Parliament and many Governments have been dilatory in putting
up ~ith late reports. I, like many other honourable members, have criticised Governments
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for the late reports; nevertheless eventually those reports have been tabled in Parliament,
but now that could become a thing of the past.
Every now and again I make the comment to people, "Thank God for Nunawading",
because if it were not for Nunawading, stupid legislation such as this would be shovelled
through day after day after day. The mere fact that the seat of Nunawading was lost by the
Government means that the Government is subject to check, it is subject to scrutiny and
it is subject to the legitimate criticisms such as are being levelled at it today.
I hope when the Treasurer has the opportunity of closing the debate he will explain the
purpose of the proposed legislation. He certainly did not do it in his second-reading
speech. Admittedly, in the explanatory memorandum in the Bill, which no doubt was
prepared by Counsel, there is an honest and frank disclosing of the true position, but in
the second-reading speech this is a joke, and I hope some time during his reply the
Treasurer will give honourable members an explanation as to why such a second-reading
speech was given.
There is nothing I would like more than for the Government to declare this a vital piece
of proposed legislation, because that would show the Government for what it is. It wants
to keep the actions of Government away from the people. It does not want to disclose the
true position of many of the statutory authorities, which from time to time have not
performed as well as they should. Quite often, that lack of performance is because of the
direction the Government is taking.
The proposed legisation is an attempt by the Government to hide from Parliament and
from the people of Victoria the traditional reports ofa wide range of Government activities.
As I said before, if one's first reaction is to throw out the Bill, the proper course is to
support the reasoned amendment moved by the honourable member for Brighton, which
in effect will let us have a greater de~ree of reporting by Government rather than by a
lesser degree, which is envisaged in thIs proposed legislation.
Mr WILLIAMS (Doncaster)-I strongly support the remarks of preceding speakers,
particularly the honourable member for Bulleen, of whom I am proud as a fellow
accountant. I am also a member of the Australian Society of Accountants and a certified
practising accountant and registered company auditor, so I know what I am talking about.
The Bill does nothing to enhance the reputation of Parliament within the Westminster
system. The reasoned amendment of the honourable member for Brighton is timely in
trying to ensure that, each year, 8000 to 10 000 authorities which are within Ministerial
jurisdiction not only report to Parliament but also report in compliance with modern
accounting standards.
There in no greater evidence of a breakdown in the Westminster system in this State
than the abysmal lack of Ministerial responsibility to Parliament. Information presented
to Parliament by Ministers is often years out of date, irrelevant and, for the most part,
lacks meaning, and is often verbose and extremely difficult to understand.
Even the Auditor-General has directed attention to the fact that some of the financial
statements presented to Parliament total 50 pages. It is outrageous. Parliament has passed
legislation compelling companies to present their reports speedily to the National
Companies and Securities Commission. I gather that companies must have their final
accounts prepared by the middle of August. The auditors would receive them in September,
shareholders would consider them some time in September/October and, no later than
the end of November, the accounts would have to be lodged with the National Companies
and Securities Commission. A mere handful of Government departments and
instrumentalities in Victoria do Parliament the courtesy of reporting before the end of
November and, for the most part, this is in the dying hours of a Parliamentary sessional
period.
The former Auditor-General, Mr B. J. Waldron, was so frustrated by the lack of
cooperation from the Executive Government that he resigned his prestigious post to join
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a private enterprise organisation, one of the leading banks, where his expertise and interest
in auditing will be appreciated. In his final report, Mr Waldron said that in his experience
it was rather unusual to find a Government organisation which assigned an officer fulltime to the prime responsibility of reporting to Parliament. The heads of Government
departments and Ministers in this State have so little regard for Parliament that they will
not even put a responsible officer full-time in charge of the most important activity of
reporting to Parliament.
As the honourable member for Bulleen pointed out, the Institute of Chartered
Accountants in Australia and the Australian Society of Accountants have recently approved
an extremely progressive accounting standard-AASI2-which relates to sources and
applications of funds which, unlike the cash flow accounting which is presented to
Parliament, includes sources and applications of funds that do not immediately reflect
cash flows. Without accrual accounting, there is no way any auditor can certify accounts.
This State, unlike most of the provinces in Canada, does not present audited accounts
when it presents its estimates for approval by Parliament. Even the lowliest progress
association would sack its treasurer if he did not present audited accounts at an annual
meeting.
I posed a series of questions on notice not only to the Treasurer but also to every
Minister in this place, and the Treasurer took it upon himself to answer on their behalf. I
asked questions relating to departments and agencies of Government which kept an assets
register, accounting records on an accrual basis and records showing sources and
applications of funds. I asked whether adequate provision for depreciation of assets was
made in accordance with accepted accounting principles.
The Treasurer replied to me that some 24 administrative units which are required to
report financial transactions in accordance with the provisions of the Annual Reporting
Act have been surveyed. As I said, at least 8000 bodies in Victoria are involved and all the
Treasurer could report to me were 24. He made another statement which I found extremely
misleading. He stated:
As with all Westminster-based Governments. departments are funded and currently report on a cash basis.
Depreciation which allocates the costs of fixed assets over their useful lives is not applicable to administrative
units for cash reporting purposes.

I have news for the Treasurer. That is not a correct statement. Most of the provinces in
Canada, whose Governments are part of the Westminster system report sources and
applications of funds. They publish balance sheets with adequate provision for depreciation
of assets.
It is not good enough for the Treasurer to supply the information in the way he has to
me. He indicates that, by and large, most of the 24 major authorities that have to report
under the Annual Reporting Act keep an adequate assets register. I have looked through
the Auditor-General's report and I find many defects in the keeping of assets registers,
particularly in the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands, the Ministry of
Transport, the Department of Property and Services and other departments. According to
the Auditor-General, proper asset registers are not kept.

Despite all my questioning on notice, no-one can satisfy me on the value of the State's
lands and buildings, capital works, debtors and creditors. Those who are not accountants
may ask why I include debtors and creditors. I shall tell the House.
Honourable members want to know what steps the Government is taking to ensure that
the private sector, which supplies the Government with goods and services, is paid on
time. I find it regrettable that 73 per cent of the accounts of the Ethnic Affairs Commission
are outstanding for more than a month; 47 per cent in the Department of Conservation,
Forests and Lands; 54 per cent in the Department of Sport and Recreation; and 37 per
cent in the Office of Corrections.
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This State does not pay its debts on time. Parliament is entitled to proper reporting so
that honourable members can rap Ministers over the knuckles when we receive information
from dissatisfied constituents and others. One has only to run through the AuditorGeneral's reports. I regret that detailed reports of the Auditor-General will not be available
until well into next year, long after the Budget has been debated.
I direct the attention of the House to the Second Report of the Auditor-General for the
year 1984-85. At page 76, the Auditor-General has this to say about the Ministry of
Housing:
The accounting policies and presentation of the financial statements have also been improved and brought
more into line with the Australian Accounting Standards on such matters as depreciation, reserves, deposits,
trust accounts, land vested in the Urban Land Authority and the death benefit fund.

He states that they have been brought more into line with Australian accountancy standards,
but he does not say that they are 100 per cent satisfactory. If the Auditor-General were to
give the Ministry a 100 per cent satisfactory certificate, it would, indeed, have to have
accounting practices that are 100 per cent satisfactory by 1 January next year-that is
according to the accepted accounting standards, not the sort of mish-mash that this
Treasurer would try to foist on this Parliament if this House and another place were
steamrollered into passing the Bill.
At page 89 of the same report, the Auditor-General directs attention to the fact that the
Victorian Economic Development Corporation, which the Government is always flaunting
before this House, did not meet satisfactory standards either. He states that the statements
of a provision for doubtful debts of $893 000 were not supported by experience with bad
debts within the corporation, nor was evidence available as to the likely inability to collect
outstanding loans at balance date.
How could the Treasurer report to me that the Victorian Economic Development
Corporation was keeping its accounts in conformity with standard accounting practices
when the Auditor-General refuses to issue an unqualified certificate?
Of all the departments, one would think that the Police Department would obey the
law. However, the following is what the Auditor-General says about the Police Department.
The Police Department was engaged in a joint venture called the "Operation Emergency
'85 Spectacular" and, in that regard, the Auditor-General says:
I must express my deep concern at the serious inadequacies and shortcomings that have permeated the course
of this project. Poor project management, coupled with the absence of what would be seen as basic checks and
balances, allowed substantial funds to be committed against revenue which was never realised.

The result was that $1·5 million of taxpayers' money went down the drain because of
inadequate checks and balances within the Police Department, of all departments.
The new Auditor-General, as previous speakers have mentioned, is equally scathing
about the inadequacies of the reporting and accounting of departments within Victoria.
According to the new Auditor-General, Mr R. G. Humphry, there are still no comprehensive
guidelines or directions, legislative or otherwise, to clearly establish lines of authority and
responsibility for the recording, management and control of the physical assets of this
State.
He says that departmental procedure manuals relative to assist recording and control
mechanIsms are inadequate to ensure effective management of departmental assets. He
also says that departmental assets registers, even when installed, are still so defective as to
preclude the auditor from verifying the cost or value of assets and their location; even
their identifying serial numbers are frequently not available. He says that he cannot even
ascertain their estimated service life or the use to which the assets are put.
Any auditor worth his salt would not certify accounts unless this sort of information has
been provided. Our Auditor-General time and again indicated that he was frustrated
because the information was not available. Some people would ask: what is the point of
knowing your assets and where they are? Asset management is the absolute essence of
Session 1986-25
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managerial control in the private sector. In the State sector it should be even more
important because we are handling other people's money.
The Ministers of the Crown should ensure that State property is managed in such a way
as to reflect its value and ensure depreciation, amortisation, replacement and maintenance
are identified and that assets are sold or reassigned when they are not achieving maximum
. possible performance.
That is what happens in the private sector. If directors do not perform, people like Mr
Holmes a Court, Mr Elliot or sombody else come along and take them over. Unfortunately,
that cannot happen in the State sector. All that can happen is that people rise up in outrage
and oust the Government. That is what will happen to this Government if it does not
improve its managerial performance.
This Government has conned the people for two Parliamentary terms but it will not
con the people of Victoria for a third term. They have already woken up to the fact that
the Ministers of the Crown in this place are not good managers. The Auditor-General will
not give them a certificate of performance. The commentators outside will not give them
a certificate of performance either, and their incompetence will see them thrown out at the
next election.
At present, hundreds of millions of dollars worth of assets of this State are prey to waste,
loss and unauthorised, fraudulent use and outright theft. We have already seen examples
of it in our television programs in the past few weeks.
The former Auditor-General, Mr Waldron, reported that the Ministry for the Arts did
no regular stocktaking of priceless works of art, nor did it attempt to insure them. Recently
the Ministry lost a piece of art with which I was not particularly impressed, but there are
many paintings at the National Gallery of Victoria which I would not want to see lost to
this State. I therefore implore the Ministry for the Arts to do stocktaking, to tell the people
of Victoria what it owns and, above all, to insure its assets.
The new Auditor-General, Mr Humphry, repeats the strictures of his predecessor: that
the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands cannot account adequately for the
Crown lands in its possession. What sort of a Government does Victoria have? The
department does not even know how much land it owns; also, it does not know who
occupies that land or who pays the rental on that land. Therefore, it cannot be audited.
The Department of Property and Services has never maintained a complete listing of
all properties available for rental. In his latest annual report, Mr Humphry brings right up
to date the fact that this is still the position.
The Ministry of Transport has a mammoth task to perform before the Auditor-General
will certify its accounts as true and correct. The Auditor-General says that the asset
recording system of the State Transport Authority does not permit the identification and
determinatIOn of the cost of indiVidual assets due to deficiencies in the methods and
records of its predecessor authorities; and, as a consequence, the adequacy of yearly
depreciation allocations cannot be deterinined.
Some $2000 million a year is spent on Victoria's transport operations, and yet we cannot
even tell the taxpayers where the money is going. We cannot even tell the taxpayers the
value of assets they own or what should be the proper depreciation on those assets.
Without proper figures of depreciation, we cannot ever tell what are the correct losses.
Regrettably, I do not believe the transport Ministry would ever make a profit in the public
transport sector, but we would never even know With exactitude what are the losses. There
is no way on earth, unless there is rapid improvement in the system, that the AuditorGeneral will ever certify the profit and loss accounts of the transport Ministry as true and
fair.
I am also very concerned at the laxity of presentation of accounts to Parliament. The
chief law officer of this State is the Honourable Jim Kennan, the Attorney-General and
heir-apparent to the throne. The Attorney-General is reponsible for the Patriotic Funds
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Council, which meets regularly in its offices at the Law Department. However, in all its
years of existence, since 1939, the Patriotic Funds Council has never once presented a
report to this Parliament.
It is in flagrant breach of sections 28(3) and 28(4) of the Patriotic Funds Act.
Mr Spyker- What did your Government do about it?
Mr WILLIAMS-It is all very well for the Attorney-General to go on television lecturing
other people, but why does he not put his own house in order? Why does he not stir up the
Supreme Court judges, who have taken nine months to present their 1985 report to
Parliament-and it still has not been presented. Companies have to report within five
months. Why cannot the judges who arbitrate on matters oflaw and who send law breakers
to gaol, give Parliament some respect?

One can go through practically every Minister and find departments that have not
produced annual reports on time. I shall turn now to the Deputy Premier who is also the
Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources. He should explain why the Coal
Corporation of Victoria did not report to Parliament under the State Electricity Commission
Act, 1958 until 16 September this year. During the entire period of almost a decade, that
corporation did not report to Parliament until this year.
I must indict the Minister for Education for the appalling disrespect shown to Parliament
by the senior educational bodies of this State. The only body that has tried to show us any
respect appears to be the Latrobe University, which at least furnished its 1984 report on
17 September, 1985. What about the 1985 report?
My own alma mater, the University of Melbourne, presented its 1984 report on 11
March last and, presumably, will not present its 1985 report until March 1987 or later.
Under section 46 of the Melbourne University Act, the university is required to present
a statement of accounts but the latest available accounts are for the year 1983 and were
not presented until 3 April 1985. What a way to treat the people of Victoria! The insults
that we receive from highly educated people up the road are incredible. It is about time
they realised that the university of hard knocks is more important than the university
situated in Carlton.
Deakin University is in breach of section 37 of its Act in that it last reported to this
House on 28 February 1984, regarding its 1982 accounts. It is from Deakin University
that Dr Briggs hails-the professor and former Dean of Sciences there, who has now flown
off to Spain. That is the way that university conducts its affairs. It cannot even report to
Parliament beyond 1982.
The Minister for Health owes the Parliament an explanation for the tardiness of the
bodies within his administration reporting on their operations. The Health Advisory
Council has not presented a report to Parliament since its 1981-82 report which was
presented on 30 November 1982. Where are all the other reports of the Health Advisory
Council? The Optometrists Registration Board and the Victorian Nursing Council have
not reported to Parliament since 1982-83.
The Attorney-General ought to prosecute the Minister in charge of correctional services;
I understand he is one and the same person. The Minister responsible for correctional
services has breached section 188 of the Community Welfare Services Act. That department
has not forwarded a report to Parliament since 1981-82. I will look forward to visiting
him in Pentridge, if judges will only present their report!
The Minister for the Arts should be proud of his achievements, rather than concealing
them as he appears to have done. No report has ever been presented to Parliament on the
State Film Centre of Victoria and it should conform with sections 14(5) and 14(6) of its
Act.
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The Victorian College of the Arts did not report to Parliament between 1983 and 1985
as required by section 36 of its Act. Its 1983-84 report has only just been presented to
Parliament. The Exhibition Trustees have not reported to Parliament since 1982-83.
The Museums Advisory Board has been in business since 1 July 1983 and has yet to
report to Parliament; the Library Council of Victoria has not presented a further report
since its 1983 report was tabled on 3 April 1985.
In view of the enormous current public interest in children's welfare, it is disappointing
that the child development and family services council has not reported since 1981-82, as
required by its Act.
I have a great deal of respect for the Minister for Conservation, Forests and Lands.
a former schoolteacher, I thought she would be able to rap some knuckles, but she
admInisters the Victorian Institute ot Marine Sciences and it last reported to Parliament
in 1978.
Bein~

The poor old meek and mild Minister for Property and Services, for whom I also have
a great deal of respect, has had to suffer insubordination from the Place Names Committee,
which has not reported since 1980-81. It is absolutely diabolical and it is a disgrace the
way Parliament has been insulted and continues to be insulted tonight by the Government
tryIng to railroad the Bill through the House. The Bill would legalise all these reprehensible
occurrences.
If any of us are foolish enough to pass the measure tonight or to pass the measure at all,
a wall of darkness will descend on this place.
Mr Norris-The iron curtain!
Mr WILLIAMS-That is right. No longer will any member of Parliament be entitled
to obtain proper answers to questions on notice or even to questions without notice in the
House, nor will they be able to in any other way find out exactly what the 8000
instrumentalities of this State are doing while spending our hard-earned money.
The prime responsibility of Government departments is not only to spend nloney, it is
to provide service to the people. I want to know what all these departments are doing and
I do not want out of date information. We are now in the year 1986. I do not want to read
some wretched Education Department report that is two or three years out of date. That
is utterly irrelevant to our economic circumstances.
I do not even want to read in the reports of the Treasurer, unsatisfactory statistics
relating to the affairs of the State Insurance Office or some of these other superannuation
funds, including our own Parliamentary Contributory Superannuation Fund which, if I
read the Auditor-General's report correctly, gives those who administer it a rap over the
knuckles because of some delays in the presentation of information.
The standard of reporting to Parliament is not good enough and it is not good enough
for the Treasurer to parade in his glory as a boffin from Monash University, as though he
knows everything, suggesting that the rest of us are ignoramuses, and suggesting that he
should be gIven absolute dictatorial rights to withhold or give information to the people
of Victoria.
Are we to become a totalitarian State where the people are to be completely denied the
right to know what is happening to the instrumentalities that are supposed to be servicing
them and gobbling up their hard-earned incomes?

Mr RAMSA Y (Balwyn)-This measure has all the hallmarks of bad legislation and if
the Government does not realise that, having heard the speeches of the honourable
members for Doncaster, Brighton, and other speakers from the Opposition, then the
Government has not been listening.
It is bad legislation for three reasons: it has been introduced with little or no explanation
from the Treasurer; the brief speech that he gave the House some months ago was
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punctuated with bureaucratic phrases of dubious meaning, and an examination of the
measure itself indicates that it has the practical effect of saying to the Treasurer-make
your own rules.
When Parliament hands over to any member of the House, whether a Treasurer, a
Premier, a Minister for Consumer AffaIrs or even a backbencher-any office bearer-the
power to make one's own rules, that is bad legislation; further, it is dangerous legislation.
Parliament should set down clear, precise and unambiguous guidelines on annual
reporting for the Treasurer and those who will be responsible for preparing annual reports
from the various public bodies that ultimately come under the responsibility of Parliament.
Parliament should not be simply doing away with the few guidelines that exist already in
the Annual Reporting Act and substituting this carte blanche for the Treasurer.
In 1982-83 the Annual Reporting Act had the full support of all parties. There was
certainly some argument about detail but the general principle of public bodies being
accountable to Parliamant was fully endorsed by all parties. This Bill, if enacted, will
remove that responsibility from Parliament. It will be very much at the discretion of the
Treasurer whether or not any public body is obliged to report and the form which that
report might take.
What was the explanation the Treasurer gave to Parliament when he introduced this
Bill? It was brief. He talked about the Government having had experience of the
administration of the Act since its introduction in 1983. he said that, "certain shortcomings have been revealed." He stated:
These shortcomings are inhibiting the process of extending the coverage of the Act and improving the quality
and timeliness of reports prepared pursuant to the Act.

The Treasurer failed to indicate any of those shortcomings. He did not say what they were.
The House has to take his word for it that there are shortcomings. He gave no explanations.
The Treasurer said that, "The major effect of these amendments is to enable specific
annual reporting requirements through a hierarchy of Acts, regulations and
determinatIons. "
On analysis, that sentence is meaningless. The Leader of the National Party indicated
the problem that he had with it. It makes no sense. Perhaps the Treasurer was trying to
say that he wants these amendments to enable the development of specific annual reporting
requirements through a hierarchy of Acts, regulations and determinations. What he is
being given by the proposed Act IS the ability for the Treasurer to make the rules on the
run, as he goes, to suit himself. It would free him of any direction of the existing Act.
The Treasurer said that, having created this hierarchy where he can call the tune, the
Bill will ensure that questions of administrative detail which are subject to frequent change
are not enshrined in legislation or regulation. He wants the ability to juggle administrative
detail to suit himself. The Treasurer said that these questions of administrative detail can
be dealt with by determinations which will be free of the enabling legislation. It will have
the effect of the Treasurer being left free to make his own rules.
If this Bill were to have an apt title it would be the "Jolly Enabling Act". No matter
what regard honourable members may have for the Treasurer, the Government should
remember that Parliament is putting into legislation the ground rules for annual reporting
not only in the lifetime of this Government but also in the lifetime of the next Government
and the one after that. The le~slation ought to be able to stand correct no matter who is
the particular Treasurer or MInister; to have it any other way is extremely dangerous.
The Treasurer is to make his own rules. Who is to report? Clause 5 provides that the
Governor in Council may by order published in the Government Gazette determine who
is to report. It is being given entirely to the Treasurer to work out who is to report. The
answer is: whoever the Treasurer decides. One may well ask: how are these bodies, once
the Treasurer has decided they should report, to report? An examination of the Bill
provides the answer: however the Treasurer determines.
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One of the unique features of the proposed legislation is the introduction of the concept
of determination. All honourable members are familiar with the various Acts of Parliament
that have some provision for regulation-making powers in addition to the particular
powers that are laid down in the Acts, but this Bill goes one step further to introduce the
concept of determination.
It is interesting that the proposed legislation in clause 4, providing definitions, includes
definition of the words "This Act", which 44includes the regulations and determinations".
This will be a legislative process and an administrative process that will enable the
Treasurer to make determinations which have the force of law and the force of being part
of the Act.
For example, clause 6 sets out the "Reporting of operation of other bodies in respect of
administrative unit". It commences:
If the Treasurer so determines, the relevant Minister and the Chief Administrator must include in the report
of operations....

They must include certain facts in the report if the Treasurer so determines. It is a
determination by the Treasurer. He has to get no one's authority. He can act off his own
bat. He can make a determination after discussion with his own officers. He does not have
to go near the Governor in Council. The matter does not have to come back to Parliament
until it is a fait accompli. The Treasurer simply has the power to determine, and that
power is like the legislation itself.
Another example is clause 7, "Composite reports", which again prefaces the provisions
by the statement, "Ifthe Treasurer so determines" and states that a Minister may combine
the reports of two administrative units into the one report. Again, it is the Treasurer's
determination.
This concern is highlighted most clearly in clause 8, "Determinations" where proposed
section 15A is brought into the principal Act: "The Treasurer may make determinations
for or with respect to", specifying the kinds of information to be provided in reports,
prescribing the manner and form of those reports, and generally specifying the accounting
policies.
A determination may make different prescriptions or impose different requirements and
may adopt, apply or incorporate the whole or any part of any accounting standard from
the various accounting institutes, the National Companies and Securities Commission or
the Accounting Standards Review Board or any other prescribed person or body.
The Treasurer is given open slather so far as the nature or content of reports is concerned
and, as if that were not bad enough, he can go even further and delegate to any officer of
the Public Service the power of making determinations as that officer may see fit, and
those determinations will have the force of law under the Bill. When those various
elements are put together, the situation for Victoria is far from satisfactory.
Why has the Government moved in this way? There are several possible explanations.
The one the Treasurer would have honourable members believe is that difficulties needed
to be overcome; the Annual Reporting Act was not working as smoothly or as simply as
he had hoped it would. That is understandable; it was new legislation and it requIred
amendment to make it work more effectively. For that amendment to simply sweep away
the authority of Parliament and to hand it all to the Treasurer to make determinations on
the run, as he sees fit, is not the correct way to go. If difficulties need to be overcome, let
the Government draw up some proper amendments and bring them to this House for
debate.
The second possible explanation is that the Treasurer is bone lazy; that it was too hard
to work out something more effective than the existing legislation; that it was too
complicated for him and his officers. From my personal knowledge of the Treasurer, I
suggest it is more likely to be those behind the Treasurer who have tried to take the easy
way out rather than the Treasurer himself. I appeal to him tonight, in considering the case
put by the Opposition, to hesitate before seeking to have the Bill passed.
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A third possible explanation of why the Bill has come forward in its present form is that
someone may be seeking to deceive or conceal. This aspect is the one that gives greatest
concern to the Opposition. The glaring example of what the Treasurer did in hiding the
results of the State Insurance Office's operations before the last election stands as a
monument to the deception of the Cain Government. It was a classic example of a
Government hoist with its own petard on the question of annual reporting, about which
it had boasted so loudly. It suddenly found that it did not want annual reporting because
it was embarrassed. Perhaps it does not want to get caught again, and the simple way of
dealing with the matter may be to put it into the hands of the Treasurer so that the
Government can control it from its centre of power, enshrined in the Cabinet, so that it
will not need to worry about Parliament.
If that is the thinking behind the Bill, the Government stands condemned. The
Opposition forces will certainly use their influence here or in another place to ensure that
the Government does not get away with that. Parliament should not allow the Bill to
proceed in its present form, and that is why the Opposition has moved the very responsible
and sensible amendment moved by the honourable member for Brighton which seeks to
ensure that reporting requirements are not subject to Ministerial direction but are
determined by acceptable public accounting standards that are laid down by the various
accounting institutes and are generally accepted by the accounting and business community;
to ensure that those bodies that are obliged to report under the Annual Reporting Act
recognise that the conditions of their reporting have the force of statute and are not merely
at the whim of a particular Minister; and to ensure that the relevant accounting standards
are properly prescribed.
The amendment moved by the honourable member for Brighton covers all of those
difficulties. It will not make it impossible for the Treasurer, who has now turned his back
on the debate, to operate efficiently and to maintain the high standards that he enunciated
so clearly as his ambition when the original Annual Reporting Act came before Parliament
and from which now, through this Bill, he seeks to run away.
Members of the Opposition do not want the Treasurer to run away. We do not believe
he is a Treasurer like that. However, if he allows the Bill to be passed in its present form,
we will have no alternative but to draw that conclusion.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I support the Leader of the National Party in his
criticism of the Bill. The Annual Reporting Act, which was passed in 1983, provides for
annual reporting by public authorities; I repeat the word, "annual". It is all about the
accountability of public authorities to Parliament; and this Government, above all
Governments, when it came into office in 1982 talked about open government, saying that
everything would be made available to the public and that Government departments and
public authorities would be accountable so that people would be able to see precisely what
the Government was doing.
It is disappointing that, despite that legislation being passed in 1983, there is still a lack
of accountability by many authorities that have failed to report to Parliament. Honourable
members have heard previous speakers from the Opposition, supported by the Leader of
the National Party, highlighting the deficiencies in the reports that are made available.
The honourable member for Doncaster provided a list of statutory authorities and the
dates at which they had last reported to Parliament. Many have reported on a regular
basis, but I direct the attention of the Treasurer to several that were mentioned by the
honourable member for Doncaster. I refer him, for instance, to the Patriotic Funds Council
as to which there is no record of a report ever being tabled since the requirement for it to
do so in 1939.
I am pleased to note that the Treasurer is back in the House for the completion of the
debate on this important Bill. I shall quote for him further examples from the long list of
authorities that was supplied by the honourable member for Doncaster.
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I refer him to the Chief Inspector of Explosives who, under the Explosives Act 1960,
last reported in 1982. I refer also to Deakin University which, under the Deakin University
Act, last reported to Parliament in 1982.
In his second-reading speech, the Treasurer said:
As honourable members are aware, the Annual Reporting Act 1983 came into operation in that year and has
been a major source of improvement in accountability of public sector bodies and administrative units to the
Parliament and the public.

As the Leader of the National Party indicated, the Treasurer's second-reading speech was
an absolute disgrace. For him to produce a one-page second-reading speech to detail to
Parliament what the Annual Reporting (Amendment) Bill is about is simply not good
enough. Parliament requires more responsibility and accountability from the Treasurer
himself. As the Treasurer of this Government in 1982, he said that his Government would
provide open government to the people of Victoria.
It is obvious in the annual report that many of the authorities have not reported as they
should have under the provisions of the Act. The Treasurer, in the short second-reading
notes, stated that there has been better accountability of the public sector. I suggest that
there has not been better accountability and because of that we are expressing our concern
during this debate.

The situation is that the Treasurer will be able to add to the schedules of the Act
authorities that he believes should vary their accountability to Parliament. To allow
authorities to change their reporting methods at the direction of the Treasurer is just not
good enough for Parliament.
The comments made by previous speakers about the receiving of annual reJ?orts from
various public authorities are important. However, of greater concern to me IS clause 9
which inserts a further section:
··(3) Any regulation may adopt, apply or incorporate the whole or any part of any statement of accounting
standards or statement of accounting practice issued at any time before the regulation is made by all or any of
the following:
(a)

The Australian Society of Accountants;

(b)

The Institute of Chartered Accountants in Australia;

(c)

The National Companies and Securities Commission;

(d) The Accounting Standards Review Board;
(e)

Any other prescribed person or body."

The Treasurer will be aware that the Legal and Constitutional Committee undertook an
investigation into the interpretation of Acts which resulted in the Interpretation of
Legislation Act 1984. The Regulation Review Committee, as a subcommittee of the Legal
and Constitutional Committee, has been reviewing regulations on the basis of the amended
Subordinate Legislation Act and also on the basis of section 32 (2) of the Interpretation of
Legislation Act 1984.
The Regulation Review Committee has reported to Parliament twice this year, in April
and in September, on the operation of section 32 of the Interpretation of Legislation Act
1984. That provides that all associated material should be tabled with the regulation when
it is tabled in Parliament. Section 5 (1) of the Subordinate Legislation Act provides:
A copy of every statutory rule shall be laid before both Houses of Parliament on or before the sixth sitting day
after notice of the making thereof has been published in the Government Gazette and a copy of every such
statutory rule shall ~ posted or delivered to each member of Parliament.

When the Regulation Review Committee has reported to Parliament it has mentioned
sections of the Act that it believes are void or of no effect because they have not been
within section 32 (2) of the Interpretation of Legislation Act. This passage in the report is
the key to it:
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(2) Where a subordinate instrument made on or after the commencement of this Act makes provision for or
in relation to a matter by applying, adopting or incorporating any matter contained in any subordinate instrument
(not being a statutory rule) or in any other writing (not being an Act), a copy of the matter so applied, adopted or
incorporated(a) shall be laid before Parliament at the same time as the subordinate instrument in any case where the
subordinate instrument is itself required to be laid before Parliament; and
(b) shall be kept available for inspection during normal office hours by members of the public without charge
at the principal office of the body or bodies responsible for the administration of the subordinate instrument.

I referred previously to the first report on the operation of section 32 of the Interpretation
of Legislation Act 1984. The second report presented to Parliament in September 1986 by
the Legal and Constitutional Committee states that all other documents that may be
referred to by the regulation must be available within six sittings days of that regulation
being tabled. The report states:
3. The effect of s. 32(2) is clear. Where a subordinate instrument makes provision "for or in relation" to a
particular matter through the application, adoption or incorporation of other writing, a copy of that writing must
be laid before Parliament at the same time as the relevant subordinate instrument, whenever that instrument is
itself required to be laid before Parliament.

I suggest to the Treasurer that the addition of proposed section 16 (3) will open a Pandora's
box. It will provide that any authority which reports to Parliament and uses other
accounting societies or organisations as a reference for the production of annual reports
will need to have all the documents of those organisations tabled at the same time.
The second report states:
The Committee has therefore determined that by the operation of section 32 of the Interpretation of Legislation
Act, the Industrial Relations (Complementary Industrial Relations System) Regulations 1986 are void and of no
effect, and the Committee reports this fact to the Parliament.

I remind the Treasurer that five organisations are listed in that proposed section: the
Australian Society of Accountants, the Institute of Chartered Accountants in Australia,
the National Companies and Securities Commission, the Accounting Standards Review
Board, and-the last significant group-"any other prescribed person or body".
That clause is critical to the succes of the Bill. I ask the Treasurer to review this clause
to determine whether it will have the effect I have suggested. If that is not done, the
Treasurer will have difficulty with reports that do not meet the requirements under section
32(2) of the Interpretation of Legislation Act.
The National Party believes this is an important issue. From my experience as a
member of the former Subordinate Legislation Committee and now as a member of the
Legal and Constitutional Committee, I am concerned that there should be pro~r reporting
to Parliament about changes to the Subordinate Legislation Act which affect various
requirements and also this specific issue relating to section 32(2) of the Interpretation of
Legislation Act.
I have already stated the reasons for the concern of the National Party about the Bill.
The National Party supports the reasoned amendment put forward by the honourable
member for Brighton. On the evidence that has been presented by members of the
Opposition, the Leader of the National Party and me, I hope the Treasurer will rethink
the proposed legislation before proceeding further with it. If the Bill proceeds to the other
place, the reasoned amendment moved by the honourable member for Brighton will again
be moved and the Bill will be rejected in the Upper House.
I ask the Treasurer to address his remarks specifically to section 32(2) of the Interpretation
of Legislation Act as it applies to the Bill now being debated.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-The House has witnessed a clear example of political paranoia
in the debate on this Bill. Information provided in the Budget Papers by the Labor
Government has been far greater than that provided by other States of Australia.
Honourable members should have noticed the improvement in quality and quantity of
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information that has occurred since 1982. The Government will continue to improve the
quality and quantity of information presented to this House.
The presentation of departmental reports are an innovation and proof that Victoria has
led the way. I am sure that has been welcomed by all honourable members.
I should also point out that there has been a substantial change in the timing of the
presentation of the Auditor-General's report. It was common practice under the former
Liberal Government for the Auditor-General's report and Treasurer's statement not to be
available before the completion of the Budget debate. The Government has now made
them available in the same week in which the Budget is delivered.
Some honourable members opposite also referred to the timing of certain reports. I was
astounded when I became a member of this House in 1979 that a major organisation such
as the State Superannuation Fund presented its annual report eighteen months late and
that when it was presented there was no balance sheet and it was on a cash accounting
basis.
Giant strides have been made by the Government in improving the quality and quantity
of information presented to Parliament on the performance of the public sector. The
Leader of the National Party suggested that the Auditor-General would have something
to say about this issue and he was mentioned by a number of speakers during the debate.
In a letter to the Comptroller-General, the Auditor-General stated:
As indicated to you previously we are in agreement with the thrust of the proposed amendments, including:
the shift from regulations to determinations;
the adoption of accounting standards or statements of accounting practice issued by recognised professional or
regulatory bodies; and
clarification ofterminology, e.g. concerning the definition of public body.

The previous Auditor-General also indicated his support for the thrust of the proposed
amendments to the Annual Reporting Act. Support has also been given by the Australian
Accounting Research Foundation and I direct the attention of the House to a letter of 29
September 1986 to the Comptroller-General which states:
In general we support the provisions of the Bill which we believe would ensure that the Annual Reporting Act
provides a framework within which annual reporting requirements could be readily updated to reflect current
developments in financial reporting.

It is clear that the Auditor-General and the accounting profession support the thrust of the
Bill which the Government has introduced.

Mr Perrin-They are selective quotes and you know it!
Mr JOLLY-The honourable member should not speak about selective quotes. He had
a copy of a letter before him when making his contribution and he chose to read only one
paragraph. The honourable member did not indicate that the major thrust of the Bill was
supported by the accounting profession.
All honourable members agree that annual reporting of public bodies is important. I am
certain everyone agrees that public servants should spend a minimum amount of time on
these reports and that duplication of work requiring additional services is a waste of
taxpayers' money. That is one reason for scheduling specific accounting standards rather
than repeating the whole process again. Efficiency of time and reduction in costs are the
motivations associated in the introduction of the Bill.
Advice given to me has been that major superannuation funds could not report under
current provisions of the Annual Reporting Act. When the Bill is passed, thirteen
superannuation funds will be able to report, but at present the Act does not require them
to report.
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I also give a clear and unambiguous undertaking that the organisations which report
under the existing Act will continue to report as a consequence of the passage of this Bill.
The provisions of the Bill are sensible. The Government has led the way in improving
its reporting procedures and will continue to do so. It is important with respect to regulations
that a more flexible approach should be adopted than the one followed in the past.
Honourable members agree that the public sector should be made more efficient. However,
the moment the Government introduces proposed legislation to do that, it experiences
opposition. I am amazed that that has been the case.
Questions have been raised about the power of determinations. The Treasurer has
power under the Audit Act in a number of areas to make determinations and that right
has been supported by the previous Auditor-General, the present Auditor-General and the
accounting profession. They regard that as an appropriate way to undertake financial
management.
I also point out, as clearly stated in the Bill, that those determinations will be included
in the annual report of the Department of Management and Budget.
I am willing to consider the prospects of organisations affected by the determinations
and those which include determinations in their annual reports. That is a sensible suggestion
that can be taken up.
The Government does not support the reasoned amendment. However, commonsense
could prevail: while the Bill is between here and another place I will organise a meeting
between the spokesmen for the Liberal and National parties, together with the ComptrollerGeneral of the Comptroller-General's Division of the Department of Management and
Budget, the Auditor-General, and representatives of the accounting profession, to discuss
the Bill so that honourable members can be satisfied as to its merits. I will ensure that that
occurs before the Bill is debated in another place.
The House divided on the question that the words proposed by Mr Stockdale to be
omitted stand part of the motion (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).
Ayes
41
Noes
35
Majority against the amendment
AYES
Mr Andrianopoulos
MrCathie
DrCoghill
MrCulpin
Mr Cunningham
Mr Ernst
Mr Fogarty
Mr Fordham
MrGavin
MrGleeson
Mr Harrowfield
MrsHill
Mr Hill
MrHirsh
Mr Hockley
Mr Jolly
Mr Kennedy
MrKirkwood
Mr McCutcheon
MrMcDonald
Mr Micallef
MrPope
Mrs Ray
Mr Remington

6
NOES
Mr Brown
MrCooper
MrDelzoppo
Mr Dickinson
MrEvans
(Ballarat North)

MrEvans
(Gippsland East)

MrGude
MrHann
MrHayward
Mr Heffernan
Mr Jasper
MrJohn
MrKennett
Mr Leigh
Mr Lieberman
MrMcGrath
(Lowan)

MrMcGrath
( Warrnambool)

MrMcNamara
Mr Maclellan
Mr PeTrin
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AYES
MrRoper
MrRowe
MrSeitz
Mrs Setches
MrSheehan
Mr Sidiropoulos
MrSimmonds
MrSimpson
MrSpyker
Mr Stirling
Mrs Toner
MrTrezise
DrVaughan
MrWalsh
MrWilkes

NOES
Mr Pescott
MrRamsay
Mr Richardson
Mr Ross-Edwards
Ms Sibree
MrSmith

Tellers:

MrColeman
MrSmith

(Po/warth)

Mr Stockdale
MrTanner
MrWallace
MrWeideman
Dr Wells
MrWhiting
MrWilliams
Tellers:

MrNorris
MrShell

(Glen Waverley)

PAIRS
MrCain
Miss Callister
MrCrabb
MrMathews
Mrs Wilson

MrLea
Mr Austin
MrCrozier
MrSteggall
MrPlowman

The House divided on the motion (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).
Ayes
41
Noes
35
Majority for the motion
AYES
Mr Andrianopoulos
MrCathie
DrCoghill
MrCulpin
Mr Cunningham
MrEmst
MrFogarty
MrFordham
MrGavin
Mr Harrowfield
Mrs Hill
Mr Hill
Mrs Hirsh
MrHockley
Mr Jolly
MrKennedy
MrKirkwood
Mr McCutcheon
MrMcDonald
Mr Micallef
MrNorris
MrPope
Mrs Ray
Mr Remington
MrRoper
MrRower
MrSeitz
Mrs Setches
MrShell

6
NOES
MrBrown
MrColeman
MrCooper
MrDelzoppo
Mr Dickinson
MrEvans
(Ballarat North)

MrEvans
(Gippsland East)

MrGude
MrHann
MrHayward
Mr Jasper
MrJohn
MrKennett
MrLeigh
Mr LieOerman
MrMcGrath
(Lowan)

MrMcGrath
( Warrnambool)

MrMcNamara
Mr Maclellan
Mr Perrin
MrPescott
MrRamsay
Mr Richardson
Mr Ross-Edwards
Ms Sibree
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AYES
Mr Sidiropoulos
MrSimmonds
MrSimpson
Mr Spyker
Mr Stirling
Mrs Toner
MrTrezise
DrVaughan
MrWalsh
MrWilkes

NOES
MrSmith
(Glen Waverley)
MrSmith
(Polwarth)
Mr Stockdale
MrTanner
MrWeideman
Or Wells
MrWhiting
MrWilliams

Tellers
Mrs Gleeson
MrSheehan

Tellers
MrHeffeman
MrWallace
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PAIRS
MrCain
Miss Callister
MrCrabb
MrMathews
Mrs Wilson

MrLea
Mr Austin
MrCrozier
Mr Steggall
MrPlowman

The Bill was read a second time and committed.
Clauses 1 to 8 were agreed to.
Clause 9
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I direct the attention of the Committee to the comments
I made during the second-readIng debate. I especially seek a response from the Treasurer
about the concern I expressed about the addition to section 16 of the principal Act
concerning the regulation-making powers.
The amendment in clause 9 about which I am concerned proposes to add a new
subsection (3) which provides that where annual reports are to be provided, the reports
may adopt the accounting practices of various organisations, including the Australian
Society of Accountants, the Institute of Chartered Accountants in Australia, the National
Companies and Securities Commission, the Accounting Standards Review Board and
other prescribed persons or bodies.
I refer honourable members to the first and second reports of the Legal and Constitutional
Committee which appeared in April and September 1986. In the reports the committee
adversely reported on the effects of section 32 (2) of the Interpretation of Legislation Act.
That section provides that any other material or writings referred to or used in the
production ofa regulation must be provided within six sitting days of when the regulation
IS tabled in Parliament.
In the first report of the committee, the last paragraph states:
The Committee is greatly concerned by these breaches ofs 32 of the Interpretation of Legislation Act, and by
the inaccurately named process of "tabling in lieu" which was employed in the case of the rules which form the
subject of this report. The Committee wishes to record the fact that these breaches may in no way be attributed
to the fault of any of the Parliamentary Officers, who indeed sought to dissuade the Departmental Officers from
following the course which led to the breach of s 32. The Committee also wishes to note that pursuant to s 4F of
the Parliamentary Committees Act it will continue to scrutinize statutory rules to determine whether they have
complied with the provisions of s 32, and to report upon any failure to comply with that section.

I wish the Treasurer to respond to my suggestion that the addition of this provision will
require that if any regulation in the annual report uses accounting procedures or any
document from anywhere or any organisation throughout Australia or such procedures or
documents are named in the regulation, they must be tabled with the regulation. If they'
are not, the provision will have the same effect as the six regulations reported in the Apnl
and September reports of the Legal and Constitutional Committee. The committee further
stated that in light of the above it has therefore determined that by the operation of section
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32 of the Interpretation of Legislation Act, the particular regulation is void and of no effect
and that it reports this fact to Parliament. There will be enormous difficulties with section
32 and the Legal and Constitutional Committee in dealing with that regulation.
The committee will report adversely on any reports and regulations that are made under
that Act. What will the Treasurer do about this? I should like to think he will discuss this
matter while the Bill is between here and another place and will attempt to correct that
anomaly.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-My understanding of the regulation is that it would not cause
any problems. I shall seek further advice and take up the matter before the Bill proceeds
to another place.
The clause was agreed to, as was the remaining clause.
The Bill was reported to the House without amendment, and passed through its remaining
stages.

ADJOURNMENT
Frankston bus service-Deceptive packaging-Recommendations of the T AFE BoardRCA allocations-Possible closure of Yarrawonga-Benalla V/Line bus service-Change
of name of Melbourne Chamber of Commerce-Glenhuntly Neighbourhood WatchMinister for Police and Emergency Services
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I move:
That the House do now adjourn.

Mr WEIDEMAN (Frankston South)-In directing a matter to the attention of the
Minister for Transport I remind him of his recent visit to Frankston when he announced
the provision of an improved bus service for the Mornington Peninsula, Dandenong and
Frankston.
The Frankston Standard of 18 September suggested that there be more buses, less
congestion and a new bus service in newer areas. It took eight months and two officers to
develop the new system. The Minister had tried to get publicity from announcing the new
bus system.
Four Frankston bus contractors receive Government subsidies. They provide the most
cost-efficient service in Victoria. The Minister announced that the new service would cost
no more, would service new areas and provide a better service. From the timetables for
the new system, it would appear the bus services will be reduced in the morning and
evening peak periods but the new areas will be serviced and more buses will be provided
during the day. The Minister also said the new service would not cost the Government
any more money.
Within 24 hours, the bus operators examining the new schedules decided that in order
to achieve what they had to perform, they needed, in the words of one bus operator, five
additional staff and two new buses.
The Metropolitan Transit Authority announced that the new service would cost some
$500 000. As the local member, I was delighted that $500 000 was to be added to the
expenditure on bus operations in Frankston. However, I understand that the Metropolitan
Transit Authority was not excited about that prospect because it did not have the money.
The new scheme took seven months to develop, but within two days the scheme was
reviewed and revised so that it resembled the scheme operating at the time.
Since last Monday my electorate office has been inundated with telephone calls regarding
the problems that the new service has created. During last week, approximately 100
telephone calls were received from the Frankston north and Frankston south areas.
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The bus service has now been taken away from many areas, for example, the RSL park,
the Greenway Retirement Village, Orwil Street and Stanley Street. Many elderly people
and children are suffering due to the lack of service.
A 45 cent ticket is provided for pensioners on a 3-hour basis. However, buses do not
travel between 12.30 p.m. and 2.45 p.m. Therefore, a 3-hour limit is of no use to the
people using the service.
The situation has been one big bungle. I ask the Minister for Transport to instruct the
Metropolitan Transit Authority to take the telephone calls from the people living in the
area. Those people have found it difficult to get messages through to the authority. I ask
the Minister to get his staff to review the situation and return the service to its previous
standard.
Mr WALLACE (Gippsland South)-I direct a matter to the Minister for Consumer
Affairs regarding deceptive packaging. During the past couple of weeks, consumer affairs
Ministers from all over Australia met at a resort at Ayres Rock to discuss confectionery
manufacturing and the deceptive packaging of confectionery.
I believe the Ministers agreed in principle to the adoption of a code of practice based on
the model Bill dealing with deceptive practices. A number of things can be done to
overcome deceptive packaging: a formal code of practice can be inserted in deceptive
packaging legislation, trade measurements legislation or proposed or existing fair trade
legislation.
.
I ask the Minister to inform the House what the Ministry of Consumer Affairs is doing
about this. Concern has been expressed about confectionery packaging and the different
sizes used on imported chocolate packages. I ask the Minister to comment on this matter.
Mrs GLEESON (Thomastown)-I direct to the attention to the Minister for Education
the T AFE Board recommendations to the T AFE Priority Review Board. Two concerns
have been raised with me at the community level. The first is the dismantling of the
regional T AFE boards and the second is the reorganisation of the community-based
providers scheme, which is provided through the neighbourhood house system of the
T AFE Board and operated by the regional T AFE boards.
The concerns that have been expressed to me include the lack of consultation in the
process and the fact that there has been insufficient recognition of the consequences of
those recommendations. The foreseen consequences are that there will be a loss of expertise
from the hundreds of voluntary board members across the State who have given their
time over the past four years to the regional boards.
It is also seen at the community level and by board members that the contribution and
input of those with expertise has been devalued at the expense of detached bureaucratic
decision making.

The reorganisation of the community-based provider scheme raises a deep concern,
especially for women in the community. If it were carried out as the T AFE Board
recommends, the community-based providers would be crossed over to the Council of
Adult Education. That would impact heavily on the neighbourhood house system. It
would deny women the opportunity of entering into community education and opening
the doors to further advanced education and vocational training.
The child care aspect provided by the neighbourhood house system enables women to
enter into training and vocational courses that are not available in mainstream technical
and further education.
It is mainly the women who are isolated in the home with young children and who have
access to this child care who are being given equity and access to further education and
community education.
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This is important particularly in light of the release of the discussion paper on the
"Needs of Women in the Home," in which the Premier stated that Government must
start heeding the needs of women in the home. If the community provider schemes are
lost, many opportunities will be lost to women, particularly in the outer suburbs.
It should be recognised that the community providers have approximately 27 per cent
of students in the whole of the technical and further education system and this is provided
for at just under 1 per cent of total funding. The women in the community are crying
loudly for the retention of the community-based provider schemes within the T AFE
system so that TAFE remains a little more humane and the emphasis is not so much on
the technical area at the expense of women's needs within T AFE.

Mr CROZIER (Portland)-I direct my remarks to the Minister for Transport, who will
recall that on 7 August he wrote to every municipality in Victoria concerning road funding.
I am glad to have the Minister's confirmation, at least at this stage, and remind him of the
comments he made in the letter:
However, I am confident that the State will be in a position to maintain its contribution to roads in real terms.

The Minister interjected, "Indeed!" On the basis of that blanket and unqualified assurance,
the municipalities around the State looked forward to that statement being translated into
action.
One can imagine the dismay when finally the Road Construction Authority allocations
were announced. The Minister believes that that statement was somehow honoured, but
the municipalities in my electorate greeted the announcement of the allocations with
dismay. I remind the Minister in the House of some of the tremendous reductions that
have occurred. In the Wannon Shire, for instance, there was an 18·3 per cent reduction.

Mr Fordham interjected.
Mr CROZIER-Yes, it is a matter of priorities. The Glenelg shire has experienced a
drop in real terms of 30 per cent over two years, and so it goes on. By the same token, the
additional carriageway on the West Gate Bridge that will cost an estimated $29 million
has been approved.
However, my purpose tonight is not to do any more than introduce those particular
discrepancies by way of preamble. My point is that, to add insult to injury, the Road
Construction Authority allocation did not arrive until the second week in September. So
far as I can recall, that is the latest announcement on record.
It put the municipalities in an impossible position in terms of their financial planning.
It also imposed additional costs, and no claims for reimbursement were paid from the end

of June until early September. This meant, certainly in my area, that the expenditure had
to be carried on overdraft, which incorporated unnecessary interest costs that were borne
by local government.
I do not know whether this is yet another e~ample of the Treasurer's "modem money
management". I suspect that it is an example of the Premier's latest incentives to local
government, in which those municipalities which are in the firing line are being got at by
one means or the other.
This meant that the planning by shire engineers and councils was made particularly
difficult-in fact, virtually impossible. Municipalities were forced to calculate the quantum
of funds they were likely to receive and consequently they committed funds that they
thought they would get. Indeed, that expectation was reinforced by the Minister's statement
in the letter which I have quoted.
There have been many cases in my electorate, which I do not doubt are typical of what
has happened throughout country Victoria, of municipalities committing funds which
subsequently did not materialise.

Adjournment

30 September 1986

ASSEMBLY

769

The Shire of Wan non built a bridge on the basis ofthe Minister for Transport's phantom
funding, but it now has to fund that bridge from its own resources. It is an outrageous
procedure. Local government is being treated with contempt, especially as the deadline
for its submissions was last November. Ten months later these rushed applications are
still not finalised.
This matter has been the subject of many strident protests from municipalities, including
a Western district association meeting last Friday which I attended with my colleagues,
the honourable member for Polwarth and the honourable member for Western Province
in another place.
I ask the Minister to give an assurance that this disgraceful state of affairs will not occur
and that in future applications will be made known to municipalities not later than the
end of May in each year.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Transport. I refer the Minister to the representations I have received from people in my
electorate on the possibility of the closure of the Benalla-Yarrawonga bus service.
The House will be aware that a rail service ran from Yarrawonga to Benalla which
connected to the normal rail service from Melbourne to Wodonga. Some years ago the
motor rail service was replaced with a V/Line bus service. It has been an excellent service
for people living in the area between Yarrawonga and Benalla.
This service may be cancelled or rerouted from Yarrawonga to Shepparton or
Yarrawonga to Wangaratta. I have received representations from the Shire of Benalla and
from people at Telford, Tungamah, St James, Devenish, the home of the former member
for Benalla, and Goorambat.
The service is used by many people travelling to Benalla or Yarrawon~a for work,
business, shopping, hospitals, doctors, banking, personal and social actIvities. It is
timetabled to meet the train service and many people patronise the service during the
Christmas and school holiday periods. If the service was disbanded it would create
difficulties for numerous people who use the service, particularly school children and
pensioners. It is a well patronised service and should be retained. The community wants
to see the service retained and because of its high patronage believe it should be retained.
I ask the Minister for Transport to inform me about the future of the service and to
provide the House with an assurance that the V/Line bus service between Yarrawonga
and Benalla that services these small communities will be retained.
Mr REMINGTON (Melbourne)-I direct my remarks to the Minister for Industry,
Technology and Resources and I refer him to the confusing situation that has arisen
between the Victorian Chambers of Commerce and Industry and an organisation
commonly known as the Melbourne Chamber of Commerce.
The Victorian Chambers of Commerce and Industry has been established for
approximately 40 years. It covers the various chambers of commerce and industry
throughout the State. The Melbourne Chamber of Commerce, which was established more
than 100 years ago, was essentially set up to cover the trade through the port of Melbourne.
Recently, the President of the Melbourne Chamber of Commerce, Mr Andrew Hay, the
former sercetary to the late Phillip Lynch, a well-known senior Liberal Party member and
extreme new right spokesman, changed the name of the Melbourne Chamber of Commerce
to the State Chamber of Commerce and Industry (Vic.).
This change of name precipitated a confusing situation. The Victorian Chambers of
Commerce and Industry is a non-political organisation. Mr Andrew Hay, a member of the
new right, makes no bones about what he wants to do with the various employer
organisations in Victoria.
He wants to control them to implement right wing Liberal Party policies through the
various chambers. He has embarked on a course of deceit and deception because he is
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currently making public statements that are being incorrectly reported in the press and
attributed as such to the Victorian Chambers of Commerce and Industry.
There is no connection between the Victorian Chambers of Commerce and Industry
and the State Chamber of Commerce, according to the Managing Director of the VCCI. It
is not only myself but also the chamber that is concerned about the deceit and deception
adopted by Andrew Hay in the cunning and crafty way in which he brought about the
name change, and which can only be perceived as an attempt to deceive the people
concerned.
Members of the Victorian Chambers of Commerce and Industry would quite properly
believe that statements made by Andrew Hay-right wing political statements-were
made by their own organisation which they support as being non-political. I am not the
only person concerned about the actions of the new right. Mr Spicer, of the Victorian
Employers Federation has said:
... movements of the extreme left and the extreme right did not assist in uniting Australia, but rather polarised
the community further.

It seems that Andrew Hay is against the moderate and responsible attitude taken by the

Victorian Chambers of Commerce and Industry. I shall conclude by quoting the remarks
of the Managing Director of Victorian Chambers of Commerce and Industry, who said:
Australia can best overcome its economic problems by encouraging all sectors of the community-governments,
employers and employees-to work together as a team for the common good, not by the promotion of counter
productive division which contributes nothing to our growth and development.

In the annual report of what was then known as the Melbourne Chamber of Commerce,
Andrew Hay made the position clear.
The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member has less than 1 minute and has not
yet asked the Minister to do anything about the matter.
Mr REMINGTON-I still have 10 seconds in which to finalise my request. Therefore,
I ask the Minister whether he will reconsider the name change of the Melbourne Chamber
of Commerce so as to avoid the deceit and deception which presently exists.
Mr LEIGH (Malvern)-The matter I direct to the attention of the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services concerns an issue raised in this House by the honourable member
for Clayton on 11 September in which the honourable member for Clayton accused me of
being a public nuisance over statements I had made. Added to that, when the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services replied, he described me as following certain philosophies
of J oseph Goebbels, not George Washington.
The Minister then went on to claim, in his normal grandoise manner, that I was
responsible for the damaging of the Neighbourhood \\'atch program in the GlenhuntIy
area. I am sure the Minister will be aware that the police found the invitation cards for
that area in a rubbish bin at the corner of Glenhuntly and Grange roads well before he
made the statements in this House. It is now the second time that the Minister has attacked
me in this manner.

Honourable member interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the honourable member to pause until the House comes
to order. I will extend the time for his remarks.
Mr LEIGH-Thank you, Sir. Last year, on about 23 October, the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services accused me of being guilty of an offence in regard to the
Nunawading Province by-election; that proved to be absolute nonsense. It was received
by the Chief Electoral Officer in such a way that he never even bothered to reply to me
regarding the Minister's allegations. That is an indication of the interest shown in the
Minister's allegations!
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The matter I raise with the Minister tonight is that, on two occasions, he has decided to
attack somebody for no reason other than to defame that person. The question is: why?
The Minister for Police and Emergency Services and his party and centre-unity colleague
from Clayton have one purpose in mind: they are conspiring to save the Minister
in the seat of Oakleigh. Members of the Labor Party concerned with that seat are now
mounting a campaign to save the Minister for Police and Emergency Services because of
problems-The SPEAKER-Order! There is a fair amount of indulgence in respect of proceedings
during the debate on the motion for the adjournment of the sitting, but the honourable
member needs to address himself to matters to which the Minister can respond as a
Minister of the Crown.
Mr LEIGH-I agree, Sir. In fact, I was coming to the point. The point is that, since the
Minister made some statements in this House that were wrong,wrong and wrong again,
perhaps it is time for him to be man and to admit that he made an error on 11 September.
I should like this Minister, who continually attacks members of the Opposition for
statements that they make which are correct, to stand up in this House for once and be a
man, admit that he made an error and apologise-not to me, because t am not particularly
offended by statements made by this Minister-to this Parliament for, either intentionally
or otherwise-and I do not wish to comment on that-not stating the facts .
. As I said, the fact is that the Minister was wrong. I have always supported the
Neighbourhood Watch program.,The Minister has tried to politicise it. This Minister is
probably the worst police Minister in the history of this State, and I should like him to
stand up in this House tonight and admit that he blew it. Let us see him do it!
If the Minister is not capable of doing that, I suggest the Premier should decide to
appoint him as Minister for the Arts o,nly and find a Minister tor Police and Emergency
Services who will do the job for this State.
Mr McNAMARA (Benalla)-Earlier today, I attempted to raise a matter with the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services in question time but, unfortunately, my time
expired and the Minister did not have an opportunity of responding to the question.
I should now like to reiterate the circumstimces of the matter that I attempted to raise. I
asked the Minister whether his credibility and integrity as a Minister of the Crown have
been severely impaired following a Parliamentary caucus colleague identifying him as a
liar at an Australian Labor Party administrative committee meeting. This is a matter of
gravest concern to Parliament.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I simply want to
raise a point of order. Mr Speaker, as you well realise-and I hope the honourable
member, who has been in this place for long enough now, would also realise-that the
debate on the motion for the adjournment of the sitting is a time for matters to be raised
that deal with Government administration and what action the Minister concerned is to
take regarding that matter within his portfolio.
It is obvious from the introductory comments of the honourable member and his
reference to his long preamble to the question earlier today, that it is irrefutably an internal
matter concerning a political party. I suggest that you, Sir, will need to pay great care as to
whether the matter he is raising is, in fact, suitable for the adjournment debate.

The SPEAKER-Order! I do not intend to hold an inquiry into the validity of the point
of order. I uphold the point of order. The honourable member for Benalla must raise a
matter of Government administration that is relevant to a Minister's responsibility, and I
ask him to deal with that matter specifically.
The honourable member for Benalla has 1 minute.
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Mr McNAMARA-On the matter before the House, I am particularly concerned that
the Minister's credibility and integrity should be of foremost importance to Parliament.
The way he heads his department is of crucial importance and the person of the highest
credibihty should be leading that department. The Minister for Police and Emergency
Services is leading the Police Force of Victoria!
He tried to skate around the question at question time by saying that he did not hear it.
I thought I spoke loudly enough for him to hear my question. I refer to a comment made
by Comrade George Crawford at the ALP Administrative Committee meeting-The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Benalla will not be denied any
right so far as I am concerned while I am in the chair unless he disrespects the procedures
the House. The honourable member will be given another 1 minute to explain the
matter that he wants the Minister for Police and Emergency Services to resolve.
Mr McNAMARA-Thank you, Mr Speaker. I want to ask the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services whether he feels he is fit to carry on the position as a Minister of the
Crown-The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member is out of order.
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-A number of matters have been raised. Firstly,
the honourable member for Frankston raised the matter of improved bus services in the
Frankston area. I am well aware that when new services are introduced there is a settling
down period. One might say that under previous Government's, that was never a great
problem because no new services were ever introduced.
If the honourable member has particular concerns, I would appreciate it if he would
provide me with them so that they can be considered in the further development of
services in the Frankston area which, as the honourable member would know, have been
neglected for years as a result of previous Government inactivity.
The honourable member for Portland raised the question of funds for roads. Let me
make it clear that the State Government has maintained the level of State funds for roads
but has found itself in a situation where the Federal Government, for sound economic
reasons, has not been able to support the commitment that it would have liked to have
made. However, the Motor Accidents Board and local government organisations in Victoria
have been strong supporters of the State Government in the road funding area, and remain
so.
The letter that was sent out. in August made it clear that the State would be maintaining
its level of funds, but because of the Federal changes it needed to reassess the way funds
were allocated.
I am surprised that the honourable member does not know this although I suppose I
should not be too surprised, but councils were told by their divisional engineers to consult
with them about works that were currently under way or about to get under way.

or

If the honourable member's shire did not take advantage of that offer, I am surprised,
because the relationship between local government engineers and the divisional engineers
of the Road Construction Authority is normally very good and that relationship should
continue.

The Government has a commitment to funding major road works throughout the State,
to ensuring that the arterial road system in Victoria is adequately funded and developed.
The honourable member for Portland is always arguing for money for the Henty Highway
and other arterial roads in his electorate and there have never been more funds for the
arterial roads system in this State than there are at present.
The honourable member for Portland may not be aware 'of this, but most of the arterial
road in the State are in the country. If he was not aware of that fact, I will provide a
briefing for him. The Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources is quite right when
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he states, by interjection, that this might take too long; but we are always prepared to try,
even with the honourable member for Portland.
The road funding announcement has been generally highly supported by local
communities as also has been the amount of funds for the traffic management activity
which, as the honourable member for Portland will be aware, has increased in real terms
this year. The Government will continue to support that program strongly in both
metropolitan and country areas. It is interesting that, by inteIjection, the honourable
member for Portland refers to gravel roads being ripped up. I must ascertain from him
which gravel roads are being ripped up; I am sure everyone will like to hear of them.
The honourable member for Murray Valley raised the question of the YarrawongaBenalla bus service. I am aware of the support that the honourable member for Murray
Valley gives to V/Line services in his area, and which he has given since the honourable
member for Knox, the former Minister of Transport, especially ran a train to Cobram for
the honourable member for Murray Valley. I shall examine the circumstances to which
the honourable member refers and provide him with an answer.
I add that the combination of train and bus services in rural Victoria has been extremely
successful and that over the past four years the number of people using those services has
increased by 50 per cent.
The SPEAKER-Order! I apologise to the Deputy Premier, whom I omitted in the
hierarchy of call.
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I would much
rather live by the premise that the last shall be first and the first shall be last. The
honourable member for Melbourne raised with me his concern at the growing confusion
in the community and, I believe, in the media, about the proposed change of name of the
Melbourne Chamber of Commerce, and I share that concern and I understand the confusion
in the community.
The background to the situation is that in Victoria an organisation called the Victorian
Chambers of Commerce and Industry, of which Mr John Harrower was a very well known
managing director, has been functioning for some 40 years. It represents regional chambers
of commerce and industry that have been established in Victoria. It has played a very
important role over a long period and it has been an assiduous organisation in putting
forward representations at both local and State levels to members of all political parties of
the House.
I know that members of the Government party, the National Party and the Liberal
Party have listened and I hope, certainly on the Government party side at least, have
learned from the information provided by the Victorian chamber. It has taken a fair and
forthright position on a whole range of issues of concern to its members. I reiterate that it
is an organisation of 40 years of proud history in representing its constituent members.
Also in Victoria is the Melbourne Chamber of Commerce, whose history encompasses
more than a century, but it has a narrow base of representation which essentially has been
the Melbourne area in the field of commerce. Again, this organisation has had a long and
proud history and it has played an important role in representing its constituent units.
Over this past year there has been a change of attitude, certainly in the changed leadership,
of the Melbourne Chamber of Commerce since the appointment of Mr Andrew Hay as
the president of that organisation. Mr Hay has been very forthright indeed in putting
forward a particular political philosophy.
Mr Jasper-He is entitled to do that.
Mr FORDHAM-He is entitled to do it. At the same time, I believe he is endeavouring
to change both the tradition and the attitude of the organisation known as the Melbourne
Chamber of Commerce. He has, in large measure, successfully done that, and I refer
interested people to the recent annual report of the chamber, which has been circulated to
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all honourable members, where Mr Hay unashamedly sets out his attitude to the important
political, economic and social issues facing both State and Federal Parliaments.
He is quite unequivocal. He is quite clearly associated with what is now colloquially
called the new right in this State and in this country. That is a totally different stance from
what some would have seen the Melbourne Chamber of Commerce adopt in the past, but
that organisation is responsible for appointing and electing its own representatives and
spokespersons. It does so and it accepts the consequences of those decisions.
We have now seen an approach made by the chamber to change not only its name but
also its orientation, rather than being a group associated with the Melbourne central
business district and representing the commercIal interests of that area.
I refer also to Mr Hay's comments that I read over the weekend in which he quite clearly
sees the chamber in a much larger and broader industrial role, attempting to represent a
Statewide function that clearly has not been the chamber's role in the past.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr FORDHAM-Members of the Opposition may wish to be associated with that
move. That is ,their prerogative.
I think honourable members on all sides of the House recently received a circular from
Mr Harrower on behalf of the Victorian Chambers of Commerce and Industry setting out
that organisation's concern as a result of this change of name, which is clearly deceptive
in some people's minds. We have the Victorian Chambers of Commerce and Industry,
and we now also have an organisation wanting to call itself the State Chamber of Commerce
and Industry (Victoria). There will obviously be a degree of confusion on the part of the
constituent units as these two bodies will no doubt purport to represent similar community
organisations.
The situation will be interesting because Mr Hay has been consistent and straightforward
in his political philosophy and has made clear the sorts of things that Governments should
not be doing.
I take up two issues on which the Victorian chamber adopts a high profile. One is shop
trading controls. One could not expect Mr Hay to support that attitude, whereas the
Victorian chamber has been strong-indeed it has been in the vanguard-in the argument
for no change in the present shop trading hours.
The second issue to which I refer is that of the Retail Tenancies Bill that is currently
before the House. Although I have not heard Mr Hay's views, I do not think that, given
his philosophy, he would be enamoured of that sort of measure; whereas I know that the
Victorian Chambers of Commerce and Industry has been to the forefront in supporting
the Bill.
Mr Jasper interjected.
Mr FORD HAM-I look forward to continuing National Party support in matters of
that sort. To its credit the National Party has supported the Government on the issue of
shop trading hours and I believe it will support the Retail Tenancies Bill, which is an
important measure. Its attitude on those measures is reflected in Queensland, too. These
two illustrations demonstrate clearly that the political and economic orientation of the
two organisations is quite different.
There is and will be a high degree of confusion on the part of individual units in the
community on this name change, and I believe that confusion should be given further
consideratIOn. The honourable member for Melbourne has asked that I take up with the
Attorney-General the issue of the approval of the name change, and I shall be pleased to
do so.
Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-The honourable member for Gippsland
South raised with me the concerns that he and other honourable members have had
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expressed to them by confectionery manufacturers about uniform packaging of
confectionery items. As the honourable member indicated, a State and Federal conference
was held in Alice Springs recently.
Victoria must avoid bringing in an unnecessary set of regulations. If each State has its
own regulations, some Australian manufacturers may have the awesome task of complying
with six different State regulations as well as Federal and Territorial regulations.
The sort oflegislation that I have introduced since becoming the Minister for Consumer
Affairs has been aimed at providing uniformity around the nation to assist manufacturers
and also to help consumers to fully understand the laws.
Although New South Wales has extremely stringent regulations in most areas, imported
boxes of chocolate do not come under that strict control. A section of the confectionery
industry lobby has asked for imports to be restricted. I indicated to the Honourable Lionel
Bowen, the Federal Minister Assisting the Prime Minister for Commonwealth-State
Relations, that the Federal Government needs to address this issue rather than its being
tackled through the back door by State regulations. However, we agreed that a national
working party should be set up to decide on a uniform regulation.
Local manufacturers should not be disadvantaged in the packaging of their products. If
consumers decide that imported chocolates are better than locally manufactured chocolates,
so be it, but it would appear that consumer preference is merely for more attractive
packaging of the chocolates rather than the weight or quality of the chocolate. This is
especially so if chocolates are bought for a gift.
I also indicated to manufacturers that if they felt they were disadvantaged under the
current system and that the packaging of certain products was misleading, they could take
action under the fair trading legislation that has now been proclaimed in Victoria and this
would test their cases.
Although I want to ensure that local manufacturers are not disadvantaged in the
competition with imported chocolates, we must not get tangled up in a mess of regulations
as has happened, for instance, in New South Wales where different regulations apply to
square, rectangular and round boxes of chocolates.
Finally, I advise the House that the State and Federal Governments have set up a
committee to ensure that if regulations are necessary, they will be uniform throughout
Australia.
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-The honourable member for Thomastown
raised the future of regional boards for technical and further education. I can assure her
that the Government recognises and accepts the fine contribution that those re~onal
boards make to the T AFE system, to the overall planning and accountability withIn the
system and also to the provision of community providers, which is particularly important
for women who wish to upgrade their skills or vocational training in order to re-enter the
work force.
\

The Government has not made any decision that regional boards for T AFE should be
abolished. However, it has established a T AFE Priority Review Committee consisting of
representatives from the Department of Management and Budget, the Department of the
Premier and Cabinet, the Ministry of Education and the Department of Labour. That
committee has received a number of submissions from interested parties.
I have no doubt that not only individual colleges, regional boards and the TAFE board
have made submissions but also neighbourhood houses and community providers. Those
submissions will be carefully considered by the committee before it reports back to the
four Ministers concerned, and whatever proposals that priority review committee places
before the Ministers will be carefully considered by the Government.
Mr MA THEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-The honourable
member for Malvern raised for my attention remarks made in this House on 11 September
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by the honourable member for Clayton. I recall the honourable member for Clayton taking
to task the honourable member for Malvern for causing a public nuisance, for undermining
police effectiveness in the south-eastern suburbs and for undermining the Neighbourhood
Watch program, which has been an immensely effective feature of policing in Victoria
over the past two and a half years.
I should inform the honourable member for Malvern that the view expressed of him by
the honourable member for Clayton on that day reflects accurately the view held of him
by the majority of his constituents. That view will be held by an increasing number of
people after they hear about the remarks he has made this evening.
The honourable member has cultivated a technique which is now widely recognised.
When Parliament is sitting, he makes statements which contain not a scintilla of truth in
the hope that some of the dignity of Parliament will rub off on them when they are reported
in his local newspapers. When Parliament is not sitting, the honourable member makes
the same statements without recourse to the dignity of Parliament.
On the occasion in question-and I can well understand the chagrin of the honourable
member-he was caught out on four separate instances for totally disregarding the truth
in a single press statement, which must pass as something of a record even for the
honourable member for Malvern. On that occasion the honourable member was exposed
in this House for having told his local newspapers that meetings called to establish
Neighbourhood Watch programs in the south-eastern suburbs had been cancelled for lack
of resources.
The honourable member had been told by the Chief Commissioner of Police-and he
knows it to be true-that there is no such lack of resources for Neighbourhood Watch in
the south-eastern suburbs or anywhere else in Victoria.
The honourable member further claimed that cuts were to be made in the Neighbourhood
Watch program. The claim was made in circumstances where the honourable member
knew that there was no truth whatever in that allegation; rather that the number of
Victorians covered by the Neighbourhood Watch program was, for the first time, about to
pass the 1 million mark. That is hardly the indication of a program where cuts were to be
made!
The honourable member for Malvern went on and made the further, utterly baseless
claim that I had been involved in some sort of witch-hunt in the Parliamentary Library to
find out who had supplied the Parliamentary Library with figures about polIce strength
and recruiting, which the Parliamentary Library receives as a matter of course. Until the
honourable member raised the matter in his local newspaper, I had no idea whatever of
the interest that the honourable nlember was taking in the whole matter.
Further, the honourable member tried to dignify his various claims with the further
statement that I had been the Opposition spokesman for police and emergency services,
when again that was not the truth.
Four departures from the truth in a single, short press statement is not a bad record,
even for the honourable member for Malvern. It goes a long way to explaining why he is
regarded in the electorate as: a public nuisance; willing to undermine the effectiveness of
the Police Force and, indeed, of any other institution in society if he can see political
advantage in doing so, and why, in particular, his totally baseless claims about the
Neighbourhood Watch program were seen as derogating from the great success that that
scheme has achieved.
In the circumstances I am surprised that the honourable member should recall this
matter to Parliament. The honourable member has been caught out on this occasion in
his departures from the truth and I have no doubt that he will go on being caught out and
exposed in similar departures from the truth as he continues along the course on which he
has set himself, following the bad example of the Leader of the Opposition.
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The SPEAKER-Order! Would the Minister care to reply at this stage to the honourable
member for Benalla?
Mr MATHEWS-The honourable member was ruled out or order.
The SPEAKER-Order! As I had already ruled the honourable member for Benalla out
of order, I rescind the request of the Minister to respond.
The motion was agreed to.
The House adjourned at 11.24 p.m.
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Wednesday, 1 October 1986
The SPEAKER (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds) took the chair at 11.5 a.m. and read the
prayer.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

FLINDERS STREET STATION REDEVELOPMENT
Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-I ask the Minister for Transport whether he will
confirm to the House that any inquiry by the Police Fraud Squad and a report by W.T.
Partnership quantity surveyors both clear Mr Kris Kudlicki of any mismanagement or
impropriety in his role as the project director of the Flinders Street station redevelopment.
Given those circumstances, why was Mr Kudlicki fired?
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-The first part of that question was asked some
weeks ago and at that stage I pointed out that the police had found no matters that required
criminal charges and I should have thought that the honourable member would have
remembered that that was what I had said.
However, I point out, as has already been pointed out, that we became concerned about
the potential conflict of interest earlier this year and it was then, as honourable members
will recall, that Mr Kudlicki was removed from the Flinders Street station redevelopment
because of the potential further conflict of interest.
In relation to the partnership examination, the honourable member I presume is awarebecause I presume he is talking to his Leader, although one never knows with those on the
other side of the House-that his Leader has asked for a copy of that report in
correspondence I received last night. I have discussed the matter with the honourable
member's Leader and appropriate arrangements are being made.
That report does not clear Mr Kudlicki.1t points to a number of problems in the ongoing
nature of the project and I believe that is also demonstrated by the report that was prepared
by the director-general, who then acted appropriately.

SUBMARINE CONTRACT
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS (Leader of the National Party~1 refer the Minister for Industry,
Technology and Resources to Victoria's efforts to win a $200 million contract to assemble
the Navy's new fleet of submarines. Is the Minister's department still working on the
assumptIOn that it can still win this major part of the contract despite the speculation
which is abroad that the work is most likely to go to South Australia?
Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I thank the Leader
of the National Party for his question; it is an important one for Parliament and, indeed,
for the business community in Victoria.
Certainly, as the Premier interjected, the project team is working flat out and hard
indeed to put Victoria's case to those authorities now involved. We are now at the stage at
which the two final tenderers submit their tenders to the Commonwealth Government in
November and so there are still some discussions proceeding on the details of the package
that Victoria is preparing, highlighting what we see are the important elements that we can
provide as to why Victoria should be finally the prime source of supply for various
contracts and subcontracts that form part of this important project and, secondly, our
endeavours to have Corio and Geelong seen as the build site for the submarines.
The officers concerned have worked hard not just in their own right in association with
other Government bodies and departments, but more importantly, in conjunction with
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the employer organisations, particularly the Chamber of Manufactures and the Metal
Trades Industry Association, as well as the Trades Hall Council, in highlighting the great
advantages that we believe Victoria has to bring to bear.
Following November, it will be a matter totally for the Commonwealth authorities.
They have already indicated that it will take six months by the time the naval group, the
Department of Defence, and finally the Cabinet, take part in the process before a decision
is announced towards the middle of next year by the Commonwealth Government. At
that stage our prime focus will be on the relevant bodies within the Commonwealth
authorities.
I believe the Leader of the National Party was referring to a newspaper report of a
comment which appeared in Hansard made by the Commonwealth Minister for Defence
in Canberra a week or so ago. It was, not surprisingly, in response to a question from a
Federal member from South Australia who was endeavouring to encourage the South
Australians. One would also be aware that a number of statements have been made by the
authorities in New South Wales, both Government and non-Government, claiming that
there are particular advantages for the Newcastle site. Both of those initiatives relate to
the sound work Victoria has undertaken-by Victoria I mean the Government and the
private sector together-in arguing our case and submitting relevant material in discussions
both in Europe and across Australia.
There has been a reaction by those interstate authorities to what is seen now as a strong
Victorian challenge and, I believe, a strong Victorian case.
In my discussions with the Commonwealth Minister he acknowledged the tremendous
job that the Victorian Government had done in conjunction with industry in this State,
particularly in demonstrating the capacity of Victonan industry to meet, in an enlarged
measure, the requirements of the submarine project. I have outlined to the House the
types of industries, in places such as Bendigo as well as Melbourne, that will play a key
role.
I assure the Leader of the National Party that we are working harder than ever on this
project. It is not just increased investment and jobs that will flow to Victorian industry,
but also technology over a long period. We are doing everything we can and I shall be
pleased to keep any other interested members abreast of progress along these lines.

OFFICE OF RURAL AFFAIRS
Mr KENNEDY (Bendigo West)-Will the Premier give the House details of the latest
initiative by the Office of Rural Affairs to provide more information and advice to people
in country Victoria?
Mr CAIN (Premier)-The Office of Rural Affairs was established to enable the
Government to formulate policies that are relevant to the needs of country people, a
service which is being well received by farmers and country residents generally. Last week
the office put out a publication in the form of a brochure outlining the role of the office. It
is a well-presented document and I am delighted with the presentation of what is available
by way of assistance.
For those who take this as a matter of little moment, I say that if it does not enjoy the
united support of the Liberal and National parties, it does enjoy the support of the
President of the Victorian Farmers Federation, Mrs Heather Mitchell, who has endorsed
the document, indicating her strong support for it. I shall quote from the document.
Mr Brown-It is lucky you had a copy!
Mr CAIN-It is lucky that the honourable member for Gippsland West knows something
about it. He is supposed to be a country member, but the trouble is that he is a city-based
member.
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The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the Premier to ignore interjections.
Mr CAIN-The decision to establish the Office of Rural Affairs was seen by the Victorian
Farmers Federation as a positive aknowledgement of rural communities when distributing
Government services.
I welcome that support. I know the Leader of the Opposition is opposed to it, and I
regret that. However, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is not.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr CAIN-He indicated after the Budget was announced, as I understand it, that he
welcomed the increased funding.
Mr WHITING (Mildura)-I raise a point of order, Mr Speaker. When the Premier
refers to the views of the Leader of the Opposition and those of the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition, he is obviously debating the question. That is contrary to Standing Order No.
127, of which you are well aware, Sir.
The SPEAKER-Order! I am well aware of Standing Order No. 127. I do not uphold
the point of order. I do not believe the Premier was debating the question and, if he does
so, I shall stop him.
Mr CAIN (Premier)-I was pointing out that I believe this initiative enjoys support
from most sections of the Parliament, and I welcome that.
Mr Hann-interjected.
Mr CAIN-Does the Deputy Leader of the National Party support the initiative? I
believe the National Party supports it. The Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party supports
it, but the Leader of the Liberal Party does not. I just say that, unfortunately, that points
up the factional problems in the Liberal Party between members who represent country
areas and those who represent city electorates.
Mr Brown interjected.
Mr CAIN-I do not know whether the honourable member for Gippsland West regards
himself as representing a country electorate, not just for leadership purposes but for all
purposes. Does he regard himself as representing a country electorate?
The SPEAKER-Order! The Premier is debating the subject, and I ask him not to
continue doing so.
Mr CAIN-I direct the attention of the House to the need for support from all sections
of the Parliament for what is occurring in the rural community and for all honourable
members to make their constituents, particularly in country areas, aware of what the
Government is providing.
An initiative has been taken. It has been supported by those in the farmin~ community.
I am suggesting that it ought to be the recipient of support right across thIS Chamber. I
know of the difficulties that are occurring between the Liberal and National parties and
about the Leader of the Opposition threatening National Party members with opposition.
I know all that, but I am saying that, despite what is occurring, I hope the initiative
receives the kind of support It should receive from every honourable member. It is an
initiative that will assist those in rural areas.
I know the National Party supports it, and it ought to receive support from right across
the Liberal Party as well. Members of the Opposition ought not to allow factional differences
to detract from their support for this initiative to assist the rural community.
It is obvious that the National Party is able to enjoy support from rural areas because of
default from the Liberal Party. The National Party knows that, but it is trying to undermine
the Liberal Party all the while, trying to win seats of members of the Liberal Party and
opposing them at election time.
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The SPEAKER-Order! The Premier is debating the matter. I ask him to cease debating
the subject and come back to his response to the question.

PORTLAND SMELTER UNIT TRUST ANNUAL REPORT
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-Has the Treasurer yet received a copy of the annual report of
the Portland Smelter Unit Trust for the year ended 30 June 1986, and does he propose to
table it in this House?
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-The report has been made available to me, but it has not yet
been audited. Certainly, it will be tabled within a matter of days.

SCHOOL PRINCIPALS
Mr HANN (Rodney)-Is the Minister for Education aware that an Executive
Memorandum No. 68 regarding affirmative action was released to school councils on 29
August 1986 by the acting chief executive officer, which requested that school councils
that were involved in the process of selecting school principals must grant interviews to
female applicants for those positions?

Honourable me1'r1;bers interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order!
Mr Harrowfield-They will give women the vote next!
Mr HANN-Does the Minister recognise that this is a form of reverse discrimination?

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER-Order!
Mr HANN-For the benefit of honourable members of the Government, will the
Minister instruct the acting chief executive officer to issue a similar memorandum
instructing that all male applicants must also be interviewed?
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-The Deputy Leader of the National Party may
not support affirmative action, but I am aware of the circular and the memorandum. The
Government supports affirrriative action and, indeed, I am concerned that in a teaching
service, such as the primary teaching service, where a majority of the teachers are women,
so few women get through to senior appointments, including principal positions. Indeed,
in the last round of principal appointments, only two women were appointed.
In the li$ht of that evidence, and remembering that women frequently cannot compete
with men m terms of seniority simply because they' take tamily leave, it was decided to
take firm steps to balance the position and introduce fairness into the system. I make no
apology for the Government's commitment to affirmative action policies.

INDUSTRIAL SUPPLIES OFFICE
Mr MICALLEF (Springvale)-Can the Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources
provide details of specific recent successes of the Industrial Supplies Office and its effect
on employment in Yictoria, something,in w~ich the National Party has no interest?
The SPEAKER-Order! The la~ter part of the question is out of order.
Mr: FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-I thank the
honourable member for his longstanding support for the Industrial Supplies Office, and I
understand his concern about the comedians in the corner. I am sorry the National Party
sees the Industrial Supplies Office as ajoke be~use it has been one of Victoria's important
successes in recent years in assisting mat:lufacturers and companies to find local sources of
supply for goods that they would o~h~rwise import.
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This import substitution function plays a small but vital role in the "Buy Australian"
policy, which has been undertaken by the Government in association with the private
sector over some years, but it is even more important in view of the trading situation
facing Australia, which is now better understood by honourable members on both sides of
the House and by the community at large.
The Industrial Supplies Office was launched some two years ago and has so far received
inquiries for goods, usually imported goods, totalling some $160 million. Through its
detailed knowledge oflocal manufacturers, the office has been able to find local sources of
supply for some $27 million worth of goods to date and a further $89 million worth of
inquiries are still in progress. I am pleased that the office has been able to play this positive
role and is continuing to work with the private sector in expanding its operation to the
obvious benefit of Victorian manufacturing companies. The flow-on effect from the
successful completion of local contracts can itself lead to major export opportunities for
the Victorian companies concerned.
The honourable member asked me for an example, and I should like to give one. This
morning I was present at the tape cutting ceremony at the Hyatt on Collins Street. I invite
all honourable members to visit that magnificent establishment. In my opinion, it is
without doubt the finest hotel in Australia and it will be a big boost to Melbourne,
especially to tourism in this State.
The Industrial Supplies Office has been able to assist the Hyatt on Collins project in
identifying a local manufacturer prepared to provide $1200 high quality banquet chairs to
the rigid specifications of the hotel. The company which obtained that order has now been
able to extend its product range into a completely different market.
The production of these chairs involved the company in upgrading its technology and
improving the quality of its entire product range. The company concerned has openly and
publicly stated that without the assistance of the Industrial Supplies Office that order
would have gone overseas.
The company has now obtained additional orders from this hotel chain for hotels in
other Australian cities and for other Australian hotel projects. I am pleased to confirm
today that the company has successfully exhibited this banquet chair at a recent Japanese
trade show and has received export orders from Japan.
I should have thought the honourable member for Hawthorn would not only be interested
in but also supportive of this important initiative. Victoria was the first State in Australia
to establish an Industrial Supplies Office and that initiative has since been taken up by a
number of other States, including South Australia, New South Wales and Queensland,
and I understand that Western Australia is also making inquiries.
I could quote example after example of success stories involving this important initiative
funded by the Government in association with the Metal Trades Industry Association. I
hope the success of the Industrial Supplies Office is recognised by honourable members
and has their wholehearted support.

FLINDERS STREET STATION REDEVELOPMENT
Mr COOPER (Mornington)-Will the Minister for Transport give the House an
assurance that during his time as Minister for Transport he has neither requested nor
received any form of material benefit or gifts from any persons, whether they be contractors,
lessees or unions, associated with the Hinders Street redevelopment project?
The SPEAKER-Order! Apart from the advice I have received from the Clerk, I believe
the question has contained in it an imputation and, therefore, the question is out of order.
I ask the honourable member to rephrase the question, if he can do so, and I shall then
call the Minister for Transport.
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Mr COOPER-My question to the Minister concerns his time as Minister for Transport
and I ask: in relation to the Flinders Street redevelopment project has he requested or
received any form of inducement or benefit-The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member is attempting to rephrase the question
but the imputation remains. I cannot accept the question in the manner in which he has
attempted to put it to the House.

TRANSPORT SERVICES IN EASTERN SUBURBS
Mr HILL (Warrandyte)-Can the Minister for Transport advise the House of action
the Government has taken to improve transport services in the outer-eastern suburbs of
Melbourne?
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-I thank the honourable member for his question.
When the Government came to office it realised that a substantial amount of work was
required to improve the level and quality of transport services not only in the eastern
suburbs but also in other parts of metropolitan Melbourne and country areas.
The outer-eastern suburbs are important to Victoria's railway and bus systems because
their residents are major users of the whole range of public transport services offered by
the Government.
Every morning during peak periods some 50 000 people use the Lilydale and Belgrave
railway lines, which makes these two lines amongst the busiest on the network. As from
August this year, rail services on both lines have been improved and have received
significant support from residents of those areas. One example is the dramatic improvement
in the timetable for the Lilydale railway line east of Ringwood.
The change will mean the provision of a 7 to 8-minute service instead of the current 15
to 20-minute service during peak periods. In addition, two services will run on the Belgrave
line during peak times.
More than $15 million has been spent on this major activity, most of which has been
undramatic but nonetheless important. For instance, approximately $9 million has been
spent on track duplication and $4·8 million was spent on signalling between Ringwood
and Mooroolbark. ·A significant sum of money has been spent on stations and improving
the bus arrangements at stations.
Not only has there been a basic infrastructure improvement but also much work has
been done to improve the integration of bus and train services and to improve the comfort
oftrains.that are now operating. In the past couple of weeks we have been able to introduce
the first air-conditioned articulated bus service in the area. It is now operating with a
whole range of services to ensure adequate services are provided, particularly in the
Doncaster area and around Ringwood.

Mr Williams interjected.
Mr ROPER-Honourable members opposite get somewhat excited, especially the
honourable member for Doncaster, who would know there has been a significant increase
in the number of buses available to service the area he represents. The buses operating
from the Doncaster depot are part of an articulated service and over the past years have
been made more comfortable. I invite the honourable member for Doncaster to travel on
them. A significant overloading problem that existed in those areas is gradually being
overcome.
As part of the historic agreement with the tramways union, we will see the end of
conductors on the service running from Bulleen to Garden City. During the next twelve
months we will be in a position to provide additional buses to the eastern suburbs. After
detailed negotiation with the tramways union and the introduction of new work practices,
we have been able to ensure the provision of additional services. A number of honourable
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members, such as the honourable member for Warrandyte, have lent considerable support
to these significant improvements. We expect those improvements will continue.

FLINDERS STREET STATION REDEVELOPMENT
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I ask the Minister for Transport whether
it is a fact that he has received material benefits from people associated with the Flinders
Street station redevelopment project.
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-If the Leader of the Opposition would care to
provide details of his allegations, I would be happy to answer him. I will not answer
unsubstantiated allegations.
For the past three weeks the Opposition has been making unsubstantiated allegations
against the Minister for Labour and me. We are still waiting for the evidence.

"STATE HOUSING BUDGET PROGRAMS AND EXPENDITURE"
Mr J. F. McGRATH (Warrnambool)-I refer the Minister for Housing to the glossy
and expensive publication that is entitled "State Housing Budget Programs and
Expenditure". Can the Minister inform the House of the cost of the publication and
explain how that expenditure can be justified, given that the recent Budget withdrew the
exemption for first home buyers and given the failure of the Government to collect
approximately $15 million in back rentals through the Ministry of Housing?
Mr WILKES (Minister for Housing)-The honourable member for Warrnambool has
asked a conglomerate of questions. The first is a veiled criticism of the effects of the
Victorian Budget on the Ministry of Housing.
For the past five years, the Ministry of Housing has been publishing a document
explaining its programs and its planned programs for the ensuing year. I would have
thought that that would have been of great benefit to members of the National Party as
well as to members of the Opposition and members of the Government. People who are
concerned with public housing in this State want to know how their dollars are being spent
and this publication demonstrates that very clearly.
If the National Party, through the honourable member for Warrnambool, does not want
to be supplied with a copy of that information, I can make those arrangements.
I cannot give the cost of the publication off the top of my head, but I will certainly
ascertain it and inform the honourable member. Whatever the cost, it would be worth it
for the dissemination of this information for people who are interested in public housing.
If the honourable member cares to examine the publication, he will see that there is a 21
per cent increase in the housing budget this year, and this will materially benefit people in
country Victoria as well as in the metropolitan area.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-Mr Speaker, I claim to have been
misrepresented on three occasions in the past three days. The first one involves a television
broadcast that went to air on Saturday night through HSV7. I will read into the record
what went to air. The interviewer said as follows:
Jeff Kennett is more concerned about a series of break-ins on several Liberal members' offices during the past
ten days. They include a fire at the Kooweerup electorate office of the Liberal MP Alan Brown.
Mr Kennett believes they are linked to the Opposition's criticism of the F1inders Street development project.
He has called on the chief comissioner, Mick Miller, to launch an inquiry.

Then HSV7 transferred over to a piece of film with an interview that they took of me
earlier that morning, and I quote:
Session 1986-26
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Kennett: "Well it involves Ministers. It certainly involves bureaucrats. I think there has been a personal
vendetta conducted by Mr Roper".

On Saturday morning 1 gave a long interview to HSV7, who then edited the film as they
saw fit. They then put together two pieces of film which were totally unrelated. After the
comments of the Minister for Police and Emergency Services in this House yesterday, 1
contacted HSV7 and requested that they forward to me a full unedited copy of the
interview, which 1 am grateful for them having done last night.
1 refer to a couple of parts of that total interview.

Mr Harrowfield-You are not going to edit it, are you?
Mr KENNETT-I am quite prepared, Sir, if you will give me the time, to read the
whole interview, but as that will take some time-The SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member will be out of order if he attempts to
do that.

Mr KENNETT-Mr Speaker, one passage of the interview is as follows:
Are you pointing the finger at anyone in particular?
Mr Kennett: No, we are not at this stage.

Later on the interviewer goes on to say:
Will you be calling for an investigation re the security at Parliament House?

And my answer was as follows-and it is where the quote that was misused was then put
to air on Saturday night:
No I don't think so-I haven't given it much thought-I'm aware that it happened yesterday-As I say-it is
very easy to achieve-I am sorry that property has obviously been stolen and that's a concern. I certainly have
written to the Chairman of the Electorate Office Committee to upgrade security at members' offices-that is all
Parliamentary members' offices, as I have written to the Police commissioner and I think you'll find that this
whole matter over the Ainders Street redevelopment will be finalised if there is a full judicial enquiry. It involves
Ministers, it certainly involves bureaucrats, I think there has been a personal vendetta conducted by Mr Roper.

It is quite clear from that that it relates to the Hinders Street station redevelopment project
and not to the instances that were reported on HSV7, being the attempts to vandalise the
electorate offices or property of four honourable members.
The interviewer then said:
So you think that all those problems stem from Mr Roper?
Mr Kennett:
Well I'm not saying for a moment that Mr Roper is involved in the violation of the properties, let me be quite
clear about that but I think the fact that four members involved in our investigations into the Ainders Street
redevelopment pr.oject had their offices and their possessions violated-that it became known that they were
involved in what is a very sleazy affair for the Government-I think that the connection is just too close to not
believe that there was some coordination or connection.

The interview continued:
From Mr Roper?
Mr Kennett:
No, No-I've made the point-not from Mr Roper at all...

1 regret very much the way in which that story went to air on Saturday night. However, 1
had no role in editing the film.
1 secondly claim to have been misrepresented yesterday in the House by the Minister
for Police and Emergency Services.
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Mr FORDHAM (Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources)-On a point of
order, Mr Speaker, as is customary, I ask the Leader of the Opposition to make available
the document from which he has just quoted.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-That will be done. I was misrepresented
on a second occasion yesterday in this House when the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services stated in reference to me:
I was about to say that it was fortunately rare for allegations of criminal conduct-such as conspiracy at the
very least, arson, and house breaking-to be levelled against a member ofthis House or members of this House
by other members.

I have never made such allegations either outside Parliament or inside Parliament. Having
quoted from an article in the Sun, the Minister was well aware that I quite strongly
distanced myself and the Minister for Transport from any involvement in the fires.
Yesterday the Minister for Police and Emergency Services was further warned, but he
was obviously quite determined to proceed with a continued personal attack that was
totally incorrect and unfounded.
Mr Pope-What action did you take between Saturday and yesterday morning-nothing!
The SPEAKER-Order! I advise the House that I take personal explanations very
seriously, especially the allegations that the Leader of the Opposition is attempting to
explain to the House. I advise honourable members on the Government benches that I
will have to take action against them if they continue with a barrage of interjections. The
Leader of the Opposition is attempting to justify the matter by argument, and I ask the
honourable gentleman to cease arguing the case.
Mr KENNETT-I am simply pointing out that I was misrepresented yesterday in the
House by the Minister for Police and Emergency Services in what I believe was a deliberate
attempt at smear to argue that I had made allegations of criminal conduct against the
Minister for Transport. I did not do that in this House nor in the interview conducted by
HSV7. The Minister owes the House and me an apology.
The third area in which I claim to be misrepresented is in this morning's Sun regarding
the same matter. Knowing that I could not give a personal explanation last night I invited
the media to view the tape, and I invite any honourable member to view the tape that was
provided to me by HSV7.
Mr Mathews-How about the other Kennett tapes; let's have all your tapes!
Mr KENNETT-Although I had briefed the media fully and allowed them to view a
copy of the unedited script, the Sun still began its story with:
The Opposition Leader, Mr Kennett, had linked the Transport Minister, Mr Roper, to burglaries and attempted
break-ins on Opposition MPs, State Parliament was told yesterday.

Despite the fact that I had gone out of my way to inform the media of the truth and allow
them to look at the unedited tape, that story was printed. The story is totally incorrect and
shows a lack of professionalism in association with the truth, which should be of concern
to all members of this House.
I consider this matter to be one of re~et, not because of what I have said but because of
the way in which the interview was edIted and, ultimately, the shameful performance yet
again of the Minister for Police and Emergency Services who sought to assume my guilt
when, as Minister, he should have been more interested in checking his facts.

PETITIONS
The Clerk-I have received the following petitions for presentation to Parliament:
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Dignified health care
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED.
The petition ofthe undersigned citizens of the State of Victoria respectfully showeth:
That those in health care are of one mind: that their task is to enable those afflicted with serious injury or
illness to live as comfortably and tolerably as possible even when their condition seems to be leading inevitably
to death.
Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that the Government of the State of Victoria affirm its responsibility
to ensure
That all Victorians without discrimination as to age, sex, physical or mental condition, receive the care
necessary to live with dignity when afflicted with injury or ill health and particularly when dying of injury or ill
health.
That those charged with caring for the injured and the ill are able to help them to live in peace and comfort
during their illness without the intervention oflegal devices such as "living wills".
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Williams (2390 signatures), Mr Coleman (2928 signatures), and Mr J. F. McGrath
(936 signatures)

Kindergartens
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED.
The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the State of Victoria sheweth:
We are concerned that any child who is assessed as not yet ready for school and is required to complete a
second year of kindergarten will not automatically be funded but only be funded on a case by case basis.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the Legislative Assembly will support automatic funding for any child
requiring a second year at kindergarten.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Cooper (49 signatures)

Liquor Control Act
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN

PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:

The humble petition of the undersigned citizens of the State of Victoria sheweth our concerns about Liquor
Control Act No. 7695, section 110/1(d) supplies any liquor to any person in a state of intoxication;
(11) suffers drunken or disorderly persons to be on any part of his licensed premises or on the appurtenances
thereof;

(;) subject to the provisions of subsections (5) and (6) sells or supplies or permits the sale or supply of any
liquor to any person who is under the age of eighteen years.
Your petitioners therefore pray that this law be upheld.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mrs Toner (462 signatures)

Marijuana use
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OFTHE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN

PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:

The humble petition of the Co-operating Churches of Neerim South and the undersigned citizens of the State
of Victoria sheweth the Government is considering abolishing the law preventing the general use, sale and
production ofmarijuana.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the Government does not legalise the production, general use and sale of
marijuana.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Delzoppo (150 signatures)

•
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Packaging standards
To THE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OFTHE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY

The petition of certain citizens in Victoria shows that there is a need to end the current discrepancy in trading
conditions between local manufacturers of confectionery and importers, caused by inadequate packaging laws in
this State. Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that this discrepancy should be rectified by the introduction
of the recommended national packaging standards, based on a 40 per cent maximum free-space in the packaged
product, which will enable equal trading opportunities for local and overseas confectionery manufacturers alike
and protection for consumers against dishonest packaging practices.

By Mrs Ray (133 signatures) and Dr Vaugban (46 signatures)

School crossing supervisors
TOTHE HONOURABLE THE SPEAKER AND MEMBERS OFTHE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED:

The humble petition ofthe undersigned citizens ofthe State of Victoria sheweth:
We are concerned that the invaluable service provided by school crossing supervisors will be discontinued or
downgraded by the dismantling of the school crossing supervisor subsidy program.
Your petitioners therefore pray that the Legislative Assembly will stop any move to discontinue or downgrade
this service to our children.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Perrin (127 signatures)
It was ordered that the petitions be laid on the table.

PAPERS
The following papers, pursuant to the directions of several Acts of Parliament, were laid
on the table by the Clerk:
Auditor-General's Office-Report for the year 1985-86.
Ethnic Affairs Commission-Report for the year 1985-86.
Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works-Report for the year 1985-86.
Premier and Cabinet-Report of the Department for the year 1985-86.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts:
Forests Act 1958-No. 252.
Land Tax Act I 958-No. 255.
Motor Boating Act 1961-No. 254.
Technical and Further Education Board-Report for the year 1985-86.

APPROPRIATION MESSAGE
The SPEAKER announced the presentation of a message from His Excellency the
Governor recommending that an appropriation be made from the Consolidated Fund for
the purposes of the Corrections Bill.

FISHERIES (MASTER FISHERMAN'S LICENCES) BILL
Mr CA THIE (Minister for Education) moved for leave to bring in a Bill to provide for
the transfer of certain master fisherman's licences, to amend the Fisheries Act 1968 and
for other purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.
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RURAL FINANCE (AMENDMENT) BILL
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer) moved for leave to bring in a Bill to amend the Rural Finance
Act 1958 and the Rural Finance and Settlement Commission Act 1961 and for other
purposes.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

ABORIGINAL CULTURAL HERITAGE BILL
Mr McCUTCHEON (Minister for Water Resources)-I move:
That I have leave to bring in a Bill to provide a revised legislative framework for the preservation of the
Aboriginal cultural heritage in Victoria, to amend the Archaeological and Aboriginal Relics Preservation Act
1972, to make certain consequential amendments and for other purposes.

Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-Before the House agrees to the motion, will the Minister
give an outline of the Bill that he proposes to introduce?
Mr McCUTCHEON (Minister for Water Resources) (By leave)-The Bill provides a
revised legislative framework for the preservation of the Aboriginal cultural heritage in
Victoria and will include amendments to the Archaeological and Aboriginal Relics
Preservation Act.
The motion was agreed to.
The Bill was brought in and read a first time.

APPROPRIATION (1986-87, No. 1) BILL AND WORKS AND
SERVICES (FURTHER ANCILLARY PROVISIONS) BILL
The debates (adjourned from 17 September) on the motion of Mr Jolly (Treasurer) for
the second reading of these Bills were resumed.

Mr STOCKDALE (Brighton)-This year's State Budget plumbs new depths of
incompetence and dishonesty even for the Cain Government. Faced with the mess it has
made of the State's finances, the Cain Government has been driven to produce a fraudulent
document, full of errors, discrepancies, contradictions, accounting tricks and misleading
and false statements.
The Budget faiJs every test. Its priorities are wrong. A Liberal Government would have
delivered real tax relief this year. The Budget does not. It lacks basic financial integrity. It
is riddled with arithmetic mistakes and discrepancies which together add up to $826
million.
It is a dishonest Budget, fundamentally dependent on fraudulent and deceptive
accounting tricks. Its central claims are essentially not true. The Cain Labor Government
remains Australia's highest taxing State Government:
The Budget contains no productivity savings. The Budget contains no expenditure
reductions. It tlies to cover up massive problems in the deficit, State debt and interest
costs.
The Budget is irresponsible. The Government has borrowed hundreds of millions of
dollars to pay interest and other daily operating costs of Government. The Budget discloses
past cover-ups. It reveals the Government as previously hiding $1· 7 billion of State debt.
This tarnished Budget confirms the analysis published by the Liberal Party a few weeks
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ago. The State's finances are in a mess and the Government has not the slightest idea what
to do about it.
The Government's only success so far is that its shabby' accounting devices have hidden
the facts from Parliament and the people. This speech wIll set the record straight.
The marketing strategy for this Budget was intended to rest on the Treasurer's claim
that it was a Budget of restraint, that the operating expenses of Government would
increase by only 6·6 per cent. I will show later that that claim is not true and that the
Treasurer has failed in his most basic responsibility to Parliament. The Treasurer has even
failed to get the figures right in his Budget Papers. Indeed, the figures, tables and texts in
the Budget Papers are so riddled with errors and discrepancies that the whole integrity of
the Budget Papers and, indeed, the Budget process itself, is cast in doubt.
I want to take the House to just some of those errors. Budget Paper No. 2, table 6.1,
shows expenditure on major social services, 1983-84 to 1986-87. Except for the housing
figures, every total in that table is wrong. The total for 1986-87 understates expenditure
by $386 million.
The State Bank's so-called tax and dividend receipts by the Government are next.
Budget Paper No. 4 indicates that the 1985-86 receipts were $54·976 million; whereas
Budget Paper No. 2 records those receipts at $45 million, a discrepancy of$9·97 million.
In the Treasurer's own department, under pro$fam No. 726, there is a $17 million
discrepancy between figures for the total appropnation for works and services. Budget
Paper No. 3, at page 135, records $257·385 million; whereas Budget Paper No. 5, page
330, shows the figure as $240·285 million.
The Treasurer also $ets wrong receipts from statutory authorities for 1985-86. Budget
Paper No. 2, page 18, Indicates $403·5 million. Budget Paper No. 4, at page 28, indicates
$409·9 million, whilst at page 4 the figure is $413·7 million. The Treasurer's two sets of
books have three sets offigures, two diverge by $6·4 million and $3·8 million respectively,
with a total discrepancy across the three sets of figures of$10·2 million.
Budget Paper No. 2, table 4.1, records that the State Development Account will in
1986-87 provide $57·1 million towards the total Bud~et sector capital funds. Budget Paper
No. 2, table 4.3, for the same year, records $86·6 milhon for Budget sector capital works, a
discrepancy of $29·5 million. Again, in the Treasurer's own department, one would have
thought the Treasurer would have managed to get those figures right.
The Treasurer's total Works and Services appropriation for 1986-87 is shown as $260
million in Budget Paper No. 3, and $242·985 million at page 330 of Budget Paper No. 5, a
discrepancy of $17 million.
The Treasurer interjects, "But they are on different bases". I challenge the Treasurer to
explain that discrepancy in his reply at the close of this debate. That is an identical item,
the total works and services allocation for the Treasurer's own department, and the two
figures given only pages apart vary by $17 million.
Table 4·2 of Bud~et Paper No. 2, records that total global limit borrowings for 1985-86
were $2006·6 milhon but table 4·1 of Budget Paper No. 2 records total global limit
borrowings at $1776 million. That is a discrepancy of a mere $230·6 million. Table 4·1 of
Budget Paper No. 2 records total budget sector capital funds for 1986-87 as $2007·2
million. However, table 4·3 of Budget Paper No. 2 records total funds for the Budget sector
works program as $1974· 3 million, which is a discrepancy of another $32·9 million.
The next reference is Budget Paper No. 2, which indicates on page 61 that recurrent
expenditure on debt servicing for 1985-86 was $896·9 million and states the expenditures
would rise to $1004·2 million in 1986-87; but when the appropriations and special
appropriations in Budget Papers Nos 3 and 5 are totalled, the correct figures are $897·4
million and $993·1 million-an error of$11·1 million in 1986-87.
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We know who cannot add up! It is there in the Budget Papers for all to see. Finally,
section 46 of the Audit Act requires the Treasurer to prepare and present to the AuditorGeneral a detailed statement "of the receipts of the Consolidated Fund and Trust Fund".
At page 17 of the Treasurer's statement for 1985-86, under the headin~ "Loan Raisings
and Working Grants", the receipts add up to $81·7 million more than IS recorded in the
total receipt figure.
Those discrepancies and errors alone total $826 million. The Treasurer's mistakes and
discrepancies total $826 million; that is, allowing or rounding; and I am sure that that is a
liberty that the Treasurer will allow me.
These errors cut to the heart of the Treasurer's competence in budgetary matters, and
~o to the very basis of budgetary responsibility. They are the consequence of
Incompetence-a failure to get the basic facts right. It is a matter of incompetence
compounded with a complete subordination of the interests of Parliament and the people
of Victoria to the Treasurer's concern with covering up the Government's failings. They
are part of the fraud and demonstrable falsity of this Budget.
The Treasurer makes three claims central to the marketing of this phoney Budget: he
claims that recurrent expenditure increases by only 6·6 per cent-less than the inflation
rate projected. He claims that the Government will make productivity savings of 1·5 per
cent and will make other agency savings in the coming year and he further claims to have
provided tax relief in significant areas.
Each of these claims is demonstrably false. The Treasurer's first claim is that current
expenditure has increased by only 6·6 per cent, "the smallest nominal increase in a
generation" and a real reductIOn of 1 per cent. This claim is false. The Treasurer is trying
to con the people of Victoria with three accounting tricks.
The first trick is moving some $42·9 million of recurrent expenditure off Budget: here
last year-gone this year. Of that amount of $42·9 million, $8·9 million comes from the
Rural Water Commission and is shown at page 140 of Budget Paper No. 1. An amount of
$27 million comes from the Treasury for the Thomson-Cardinia dam and is shown at
page 134 of Budget Paper No. 3. A further amount of$7 million comes from the Treasury
to cover the flexible tariff arrangements for the Portland smelter, shown at page 6 of
Budget Paper No. 1.
The Treasurer's second trick is to try to hide hundreds of millions of dollars of recurrent
expenditure in the Works and ServIces Account. What he is trying to do is pretend
operating expenditure can be treated like works capital and paid for by borrowings, and
other capital funds.
The Auditor-General, in his first report for 1985-86, demonstrated that in 1985-86,
$254· 2 million of operating expenditure had been classified as capital:
$156·8 million-interest and finance charges;
$67·9 million-repairs and maintenance; and
$29·5 million-other.
It is not presently possible to identify how much more "repairs and maintenance" and
"other" operational expenditure will be hidden in the Works and Services Account in
1986-87.
We can, however, trace through many of the items of interest and finance charges
expenditure that the Treasurer improperly tries to bury in capital.
On a basis consistent with the Auditor-General's figures for the last financial year, in
1986-87 the additional amount of interest and finance charges that properly belong in the
Current Account and which the Treasurer has tried to hide in works and services, will be
$26·9 million.
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That is the additional amount increased over what the Treasurer hid last year, and I
might say that in preparing those figures we have had the advantage of the AuditorGeneral's working papers for that relevant section of his report.
In addition, there is the $50 million appropriated under works and services for the
transport redeployment and redundancy package and an increase of $4·7 million from
lease payments for EDP, again improperly counted as capital.
In all, apart from any increases in "repairs and maintenance" and "other" recurrent
payments charged to the Works and Services Account this year, the Treasurer has, in this
Budget, improperly treated an additional $81·7 million of operational expenditure as
capital.
I seek leave to incorporate in Hansard a table which documents that total.

Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
Table 1
Accounting "Reductions" in Current Outlays, 1986-7 Budget ($ millions)
Item

/985-6

1986-7

Effect

8·9
27·0

-8·9
-27·0

7·0

-7·0

Expenditure transferred to:
(a) Rural Water Commission
(b) MMBW re Thomson-

Cardinia Dam
(c) Portland Unit Trust

-42·9
expenditure
Recurrent
classified as Works and
Services:
Development
(a) State
Account-Interest on
advances
(b) Education-other interest
(c) Housing-other interest
(d) Transport
financing
charges
(e) Transport redeployment
and redundancy program
(f) EDP Jeassing payments

29·6
3·2
1·3
104·7

5·7

36·4
4·0
1·3
124·1

-6·8
-0·8
-0.0
-19·4

50.0

-50.0

10.4

-4·7
-81·7

Sources: Budget papers J986-7.
Information provided by the Auditor-General.

Mr STOCKDALE-That table sets out details of the calculation of that total of $81· 7
million of recurrent expenditure improperly hidden away in the capital account. These
are clearly very conservative figures. Two other items of recurrent costs debited to works
and services have not been included in the tables. Firstly, in 1985-86, $6 million of works
and services expenditure consisted of pre-leasing payments in respect of the south-east
medical centre. Advice from within the health field confirms that in 1986-87, $24·4
million oflease payments have been classified as works and services expenditure.
The Auditor-General identified $10 million of works and services funds used in 1985-86
to meet interest charges on borrowings for the Victorian Arts Centre. Advice from the
Ministry for the Arts confirms that in 1986-87 again approximately $10 million for this
purpose has been classified works and services.
Together these items would add a further $34·4 million to the accounting fiddles.
I point out that this has been done by a Treasurer who made this declaration:
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... recurrent expenditure is not used for Works and Services expenditure and Works and Services revenue
(whether from borrowings or other sources) are not used for recurrent expenditure, although relatively small
sums have been transferred between the two sectors at various times.

The Treasurer made that statement at page 68 of Budget Paper No. 2, 1985-86. If the
sums involved are the Treasurer's idea of small sums, Lord help the Victorian economy.
It should also be said that this is the Treasurer who, in full knowledge that he had funded
the first disastrous transport early retirement scheme from borrowings, then declared to
the Victorian public through the ABC Mike Schildberger program on 21 February 1986
that:
... borrowing has nothing to do with the running costs of Government. Borrowing is used for capital works
programmes ..

We and the Auditor-General know otherwise. These are not just slick accounting tricks by
the Treasurer, not just tricks to con the Victorian public that the Treasurer, to use his own
modest words about the alleged increase in recurrent spending, has delivered "The lowest
increase for a generation."
By forcing costs off-Budget and onto statutory authorities like the Melbourne and
Metropolitan Board of Works and by charging the Board of Works for past interest
payments, the Government is imposing on water authorities costs which ratepayers will
have to pay.
These measures put the lie to the Government's claim that water charges will not rise
faster than the increase in the consumer price index. These new debt-servicing and water
supply arrangements confirm what the Liberal Party has said about the new water tax
structure recently announced. They prove that water-users will face savage increases in
water charges within the next two years.
Nor are the other items simply accounting tricks. What of the capitalised interest, the
repairs and maintenance costs charged to works and services, the social services payment
to surplus transport workers paid from capital and the computer lease payments debited
to the Capital Account? These costs will total a minimum of $336 million in 1986-87:
$336 million to be paid for and which will continue to be paid for by borrowing at full
interest.
This is not borrowing to create new long-term capital assets from which Victorians will
benefit in the future. The Government is borrowing for expenditure that has to be paid for
every year, again and again at enormous costs.
Borrowing at interest to pay interest leaves one with nothing but more interest than one
started with. It's like using one's Bankcard to pay the interest on one's overdraft. If an
ordinary Victorian had to do it, it would be called financial desperation; the Treasurer is
no different, only he calls it "modern financial management". He even named a racehorse
after it "-and everyone knows how it performed!"
This Budget's financial fiddles have solved nothing. All the commitments fiddled in
1986-87 will still be there next year. In addition, taxpayers will have to find about $50
million more each year to pay the interest on the debt created, for no return. That $50
million is equal to 61 per cent of the estimated revenue from liquor licence fees. It is equal
to 75 per cent of revenue from driving licences, and it is more than six times the so-called
"tax-relief' this Government gave Victorians in the Budget.
The third trick is the last card in the financial pack-the deferring of curent payments
into the next financial year. This has been adopted in the case of $4 million in library
service payments in the Arts Ministry where the second payment is shifted into July 1987.
That is admitted in Budget Paper No. 3 at page 19. When these shoddy manipulations are
disclosed and the true level of operational expenditure is shown, current expenditure will
increase in 1986-87 by 8·3 per cent-26 per cent greater than the Government claimed. I
seek leave to incorporate in Hansard a table that sets out the calculation of that figure.
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Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
TABLE 2
CONSOLIDATED FUND CURRENT ACCOUNT 1985-6 to 1986-7

$ millions
Total current account expenditure 1985-6

7894·7
Total current account expenditure 1986-7-as per Budget Paper No. 2 page
10 ..

8418·9

Plus expenditure
(a)

transferred off-Budget

42·9

(b)

transferred to Works and Services (additional amount only)

81·7

(c)

deferred to 1987-8 ..

4·0

Total recurrent expenditure adjusted for accounting changes

128·6
8547·5

Percentage change 1985-6 to 1986-7
(a) as claimed by Treasurer
(b)

after adjustment

+6·Mb
+8·3%

Source: Budget paper No. 2, 1986-7, Table 1.2, page 10.

Mr STOCKDALE-The table shows quite clearly' the number of fiddles the Government
has got up to. I reiterate that current expenditure WIll increase in 1986-87 by 8·3 per centand I welcome the Treasurer's undertaking that in his response to the debate he will
explain those figures.

Furthermore, recurrent expenditure will increase in real terms, not fall as the Government
pretends. The falsity of the Budget's first claims about its having reduced the growth of
recurrent expenditure is matched by the falsity of its claim that it will "save" $79 million
through its "Budgetary policy of across-the-board productivity improvement".
The Government's claim that this year it will get the same output for a lower level of
expenditure, that it is providing the same services for less money, IS so transparently false
that one could laugh at it if Victoria's Budget was not a serious matter and if one did not
know that the Premier is devoid.ofa sense of humour.
I refer honourable members to the Government's productivity record in two of the
Budget's major areas of expenditure: public hospitals and public transport.
The productivity results achieved under the Cain Government's administration of
hospitals between 1982-83 and 1984-85 are remarkable-a rise in all negative productivity
indicators and a fall in all positive indicators. What fell? The number of inpatients treated
by public hospitals fell by 17 000; the number of surgical inpatients fell by 26 OOO-a 10
per cent reduction; the number of outpatients treated and outpatient attendances fell by
151 000; and the number of outpatient attendances fell by 411 000.
What rose? Waiting lists increased by 160 per cent or 16000; the number of Victorians
put onto waiting lists during the year increased to around 130 000; the average adjusted
cost ofa patient bed day increased by 4·2 per cent ahead of inflation.
That is the Government's record on productivity increases in public hospitals between
1983 and 1985, the last year for which full statistics are available. The Government is
reticent about what happened in the last financial year, but highlights of its performance
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are: the Minister's commitment to an additional 13 000 surgical operations was broken by
7·6 per cent; and the Premier's promise to halve hospital waiting lists was broken by an
unbelievable 247 per cent". What a remarkable record-all productivity measures have
fallen and the Government claims that its actions have increased productivity!
This financial year the Government predicts that hospital services will be maintained
after a 1 per cent reduction in the level of expenditure. This is rebutted, not only by the
record but also by the prediction of the Victorian Hospitals Association that Government
policies will cause reductions in services.
Perhaps hospitals are a bad example. Perhaps that is being a bit tough on the Treasurer.
I invite honourable members instead to consider the Government's productivity
achievement in another area-public transport.
The Government has constructed and reconstructed t6e management of the public
transport authorities. We hear that it is reconstructing them yet again. Since 1981-82
expenditure on capital, finance charges and two attempts to reduce staff will have increased
by $1·9 billion. In 1984-85 no increase in passenger patronage had been achieved over
1981-82. Since 1984-85 the Metropolitan Transit Authority has been losing both patronage
and revenue.
In 1985-86 the MTA predicted a 3 per cent patronage increase and revenue of $209
million. Revenue for 1985-86 was 9-1 per cent below budget and $20 million less than the
revenue actually received in the previous year. This year the MTA's projected patronage
increase is 2 per cent, but its revenue estimate is less than was estimated for last year and
only $100 000 more than was actually received two years ago. It is clear that both revenue
and patronage are falling.
The 1985-86 freight task for the State Transport Authority was budgeted to be below
that of 1984-85. Total State Transport Authority revenue was predicted to increase by $7
million. Actual revenue was 9-3 per cent below budget. This year's revenue is projected to
be $18 million below last year's estimate.
It is difficult to find anything that has increased in the MTA and STA other than
passenger fares, delays and cancellations-unless one looks very hard. One has to look
hard, not because the MTA and the STA have been hiding their productivity light under a
bushel, but because the Treasurer has been up to his accounting tricks again.

He made it impossible to tell what the individual deficits for the MTA and STA are by
transferring them to his own portfolio and lumping together the financing charges for all
the authorities.
Despite the Treasurer's efforts, however, it is possible to estimate the combined deficit
for the MTA and STA. It is $728 million, a 9·1 per cent increase over 1985-86 and,
incidentally, the 1985-86 deficit was $48 million more than had been budgeted for. He got
it wrong last year; we can reasonably expect he will get it wrong this year. Even his fi~ures
mean that the public transport system will this year lose in the order of $2·14 millIon a
day, or $1487 a minute. That is about $300 000 a day more than it was budgeted to lose in
1985-86.
The record demonstrates that the Government's claim that it will get the same output
for 1·5 per cent less expenditure is not merely wrong but plainly fraudulent. There is no
evidence that the Government has achieved any productivity gain in the major areas of
public hospitals and transport, nor is there evidence across the public sector as a whole.
The past two years have been marked by three things: rising outlays in real terms, rapid
increases in public sector employment and declining services to the Victorian community.
The record speaks for itself. The claimed productivity increases have not been achieved
and will not be achieved. This Government lacks the will to make the hard decisions. It
prefers to dissemble and cover up. The only evidence of productivity increases in this
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Budget is the enormous increase in accounting manipulations, incorrect figures and
fraudulent assertions.

Mr Maclellan-That is a growth area.
Mr STOCKDALE-As pointed out by the honourable member for Berwick, that is the
State's real growth industry.
I now turn to the so-called agency savings mentioned in the Budget. The total claim for
these agency savings is $77 million. However, only $57 million is specifically identified$12 million in health, $25 million in transport from the STA and $20 million in education.
These savings are illusory. Take the $20 million in education and $12 million in health
first. The Budget Papers make it clear that the Government does not know how, where or
whether the savings can be made. Listen to the Budget's extract from "Yes, Treasurer"
describing the process by which the savings will be made:
In Education savings of $20 million are being achieved in 1986-87 principally by measures to improve the
usage of existing resources and through economies in the provision of certain services. In the area of health new
approaches are being developed to hospital budgets which it is hoped will be more effective in terms of service
delivery and less costly. Ajoint project team involving officers from the Department of Health and the Department
of Management and Budget, together with hospital managers, is reviewing hospital costs on a comparative basis
and seeking to identify areas in which savings may be possible without affecting service delivery. Hospital
budgets are being negotiated with major hospitals in 1986-87 in the light ofthis review and in the context of the
development of individual hospital agreements.

The only message that comes through is that the Government needs to put something in
the Budget about cost reductions but it does not know how to achieve it. That is what this
Government's modern money management is all about-"Yes, Treasurer".
The savings in transport are estimated at $25 million. To achieve these savings, an
additional $50 million will be spent from the works and services budget for STA for a
"transfer, redeployment and redundancy package".
An Honourable Member-The Government has only just put them all off!

Mr STOCKDALE-This is the Government's second attempt at paying transport
authority staff to leave. The first one was also budgeted to cost $50 million and to make a
significant saving in the first year. The actual cost was $87 million and the numbers of
STA staff at the conclusion of the early retirement scheme had actually increased by 584.
The figures show that the Government is about to do a repeat performance.
Excluding interest charges, the STA contribution from recurrent appropriations for
operating losses in 1986-87 is estimated to fall from $191 million to $172·9 million, that
is, by $18·1 million. That appears in Budget Paper 3, page 118. However, its revenue is
expected to rise by $5 million. Therefore, the reduction in deficit from the redundancy
scheme can be only $13 million in 1986-87.
At current interest rates, a borrowing of$50 million would cost around $7 million plus
the cost of paying of the debt-perhaps another $2·5 million if the debt was to be repaid
over twenty years. The net saving for the $50 million would thus be in the order of only
$3 million to $4 million. An amount of $50 million spent for a saving of $3-$4 million,
and all borrowed!
I turn now to the Government's third claim: that this Budget provides "tax relief in
significant areas", and restrains State taxation receipts to 4·8 per cent of State non-farm
gross domestic product. Neither of these claims is true.
Yet again, the Treasurer's claims are based on nothing more than accounting sleight-ofhand. The Cain Government has continued the savage high-tax policies it has pursued
throughout its period in office-and the policies that have made it the highest taxing State
Government in Australia.
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An examination of what the Treasurer laughingly calls "tax relief in significant areas",
of itself, is enough to discredit the claim that this Budget delivers tax relief. The so-called
"Tax Initiatives 1986-87" are tabulated at page 17 of Budget Paper No. 2. The measures
are eight in number.
One has no cost at all. A second has already passed into law and a third has a cost to
revenue this year of only $50 000.
The abolition of stamp duty on marine insurance is shown as costing $3·9 million this
year.
To describe these measures as providing "tax relief in significant areas" shows the
disregard for the truth characteristic of this Budget. Overall they are of little assistance to
the vast majority of Victorian businesses and especially to small businesses. They have no
direct relevance to Victorian individuals, families and households struggling under Labor's
crushing tax burden.
Two other measures of so-called "tax relief' consist of indexation of the payroll tax
threshold and indexation of the level at which the 6 per cent payroll tax rate commences.
This reflects the prior practice of all Governments. Basically, these measures preserve the
existing application of payroll tax rather than providing actual relief. If such changes were
not made many businesses not presently paying payroll tax or paying 5 per cent rather
than 6 per cent would commence to pay the tax or move to the 6 per cent rate. Their
inadequacy as a "tax relief' measure is emphasised by the fact that the Treasurer has
bud~eted for payroll tax receipts to increase during this year by 9 per cent from $1179
milhon to $1285 million.
The other so-called "tax relief' measures concern land tax. They do nothing to reduce
the injustice of this iniquitous tax. Indexation of the land tax scale and the general
exemption level is shown at a cost to revenue of $5·4 million this year and $9·9 million in
a full year. Additional "relief' claimed for pensioners is shown to cost only $25 000 this
year and $75000 in a full year. This paltry sum demonstrates the contempt this
Government has for the thousands of other Victorians, many on fixed incomes, for whom
Labor's family home tax is an intolerable burden. Many thousands of Victorians are
paying land tax on their family home only because Labor removed the principal dwelling
residence. Most face substantial increases in land tax. They are the victims of a tax Labor
has imposed on a savagely discriminatory basis. There is no justification for the
Government's failure to remove this injustice.
The Treasurer's so-called tax relief amounts to $7·8 million this year. That is equal to
0·06 per cent of the total amount Government departments will spend this year, less than
one-tenth of 1 per cent.
Overall Victorians will pay $238 million more in State taxes this year than they paid
last year.
The Treasurer insults the intelligence of the Victorian community when he claims that
he has provided "tax relief' in this Budget.
I turn then to the Government's claim that it has exercised tax restraint and its promises
in relation to State taxation.
The Government's assessment of its taxation record depends upon a distortion, on the
exclusion from what it calls "taxation" of a group of substantial State taxes.
The Government omits from its figures on State taxation substantial taxes on the major
Victorian statutory authorities. These taxes are not only substantial in quantum but have
been increasing substantially faster than the taxes the Government does include in its
analysis.
I seek leave to incorporate in Hansard, table 3, which shows those taxes.
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Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
TABLE 3
STATE TAXATION AND STATUTORY AUTHORITY TAXES 1981-2 TO 1986-7 ($ MILLIONS)

$ millions
7894·7

Total Current Account expenditure 1985-6
Tax

Taxes on Authorities
State Electricity Commission of
Victoria
Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of
Works
Gas and Fuel Corporation of Victoria
Port of Melbourne Authority
Grain Elevators Board
State Bank
Sub-Total
Energy consumption levy
Brown coal royalty
Total
State taxation as defined by
Government

Financial Year

1981-2
Actual

1982-3
Actual

1983-4
Actual

1984-5
Actual

1985-6
Actual

1986-7
Est.

48·2

82·6

103·9

70-0

80-0

70-0

39·8
1·2

30-0
90-8
6·1

0-9
111·0

26·5
236·0
7·1
4·4
247·5

55·0
167·8
6·0
4·0
35·6
372·3
13·9
6·2
391·4

56·8
191·8
6·0
5·0
41·1
370-7
13·6
7·5
392·8

60-0
209·0
5·0
4·5
55·0
413·5
14·7
9·0
437·2

65·0
245·1
4-0
3-0
65·5
452·6
15·3
9·1
477·0

1945·9

2293·0

2492·8

2826·3

3094·8

3295·7

20-9
110-1

Sources: Budget Papers 1982-3 to 1986-7.

Mr STOCKDALE-I also seek leave to include in Hansard a related table-table 4which expresses the same figures in percentage terms.

Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
TABLE 4
STATE TAXATION AND STATUTORY AUTHORITY TAXES PERCENTAGE INCREASE 1981-2 TO
1986-7
Tax

Taxes on Authorities
State Electricity Commission of Victoria
Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works
Gas and Fuel Corporation of Victoria
Port of Melbourne Authority
Grain Elevators Board
State Bank
Sub-Total
Energy consumption levy
Brown coal royalty
Total
State taxation as defined by Government

1981-2
Actual

1986-7
Budget

$M

$M

48·2

70-0
65·0
245·1
4-0
3·0
65·5
452·6
15·3
9·1
477·0
3295·7

39·8
1·2
20-9
110-1
0-9
111·0
1945·9

% Increase
1981-2-1986-7

45·2
Total
516
233
Total
213
311
Total
911
330
69·4

Sources: Budget Papers 1982-3 to 1986-7.

Mr STOCKDALE- These tables explain why the Government analyses its tax
commitments and tax performance only after omitting what is now $447 million of State
taxation: because the omission makes the Government's record book better than it actually
is. The second table shows that the Government's figures disclose an increase of only 69·4
per cent since the Cain Government came to office. It also shows that by the end of the
1986-87 financial year, the hidden taxes are budgeted to have increased by 329·7 per cent
since the present Government assumed office.

800

ASSEMBLY

Appropriation (1986-87, No. 1) Bill

1 October 1986

A complete analysis of State taxation also involves offsetting certain refunds of taxation
and receipts on-passed to other States and Territories.
I seek leave to incorporate in Hansard, a table-table 5-showing the situation after
those adjustments have been made.

Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
TABLE 5
VICTORIAN STATE TAXATION 1981-82 TO 1986-87
Tax (3)

Annual Receipts ($ millions)

Payroll tax
Stamp duty not elsewhere included
(I)

Tattersalls duty (2)
Land tax
Petroleum franchise fees
Stamp duty on insurance business
Totalizator
Liquor franchise fees
Motor Car Act-s. 7A Fees
Tobacco franchise fees
Probate duty
Financial Institutions Duty
Motor drivers licence fees
Betting instruments stamp duty
Environment Protection Authority
Miscellaneous
Public authority taxes
Energy consumption levy
Brown coal royalty
Motor car third-party insurance
Gift duty
Health levy
Motor registration fees (4)
Total

1981-82

1982-83

1983-84

1984-85

1985-86

(Estimate)
1986-87

795·1

931·5

963·5

1064·2

1179·3

1284·9

364·8
129·4
115·9
88·7
76·6
59·5
50·3
43·4
42·2
55·4

106·2

347·0
130·3
139·3
109·5
101·1
65·0
55·6
48·5
47·8
42·6
39·5
27·0
11·9
3·6
1·8
236·0
7·1
4·4
18·9
0·4
36·4
117·1

426·2
155·4
143·1
151·6
114·7
72·9
70·2
48·7
83·8
30·1
80·9
33·7
12·8
3·6
2·9
372·2
13·9
6·2
19·0
0·2
21·6
123·1

588·8
183·1
153·3
192·4
125·0
81·9
72·5
50-8
104·6
8·5
90·7
34·9
13·6
3·7
4·4
370·7
13·6
7·5
10-3
0·0
0·0
128·3

720-2
179·5
183·0
210-8
99·5
93·0
77·4
54·8
111·4
2·2
105·0
32·1
15·5
2·8
4·5
413·8
14·7
9·0
0·0
0-0
0·0
135·7

732·1
199·5
192·5
212·6
105·4
107·8
83·4
58·5
119·3
2·0
117·6
28·6
17·1
3·0
4·9
452·5
15·3
9·1
0-0
0·0
0·0
145·4

2084·3

2522·3

2950·3

3302·8

3644·2

3891·5

11·8
11·1
2·6
1·5
110·1
0·9
18·0
0·8

Notes-( 1) Net of the following stamp duty refunds:
(a) refunds of stamp duty on land transfers to disadvantaged persons;
(b) refunds of stamp duty to first home buyers; and
(c) ex gratia refunds ofstamp duty as a result of corporate reconstructions.
(2) Net of Tattersalls revenue for on-passing to other States and Territories.
(3) Excludes pipeline licence fees.
(4) Net of section 7A fees.
Sources: Motor registration fees 1981-82 to 1985-86 inclusive: advised by Road Traffic Authority, otherwise
Budget Papers 1982-83 to 1986-87.

Mr STOCKDALE-The table is self-explanatory. I seek leave to incorporate in Hansard,
table 6, which shows the percentage increase over the period.

Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
TABLE 6
STATE TAXATION 1981-82 TO 1986-87 PERCENTAGE INCREASE

State taxation as defined in Budget Papers
Total State taxation
Total State taxation as a percentage of State non-farm gross domestic project

1981-82

1986-87

1945·9
2084·3
5·3%

3295·7
3891·5
5·8%
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Percentage change 1981-82 to 1986-87
(a) State taxation as defined in Budget Papers
(b) Total State taxation

+69·4%
+86·7%

Percentage increase in consumer price index, Melbourne, all groups, June quarter
1982to June quarter 1986 plus 7·8 per cent increase forecast by State Government
for 1986-87

+45·4%

801
1986-87

Sources: Budget Papers 1982-83 to 1986-87.
Total State taxation from table 5.
State non-farm gross domestic product inferred from table 5·7, Budget Paper No. 2, 1986-87, page
90.
Consumer price index, ABS Cat. No. 6401.0.

Mr STOCKDALE-It shows that in just five Budgets the present Government will
have increased State taxation by 86·7 per cent. In the same period, the consumer price
index for Melbourne will have risen 45·4 per cent including the 7·8 per cent increase
forecast by the Government for 1986-87. In other words, over the whole of its five years
in office the present Government will have increased State taxation by just under double
the rate of inflation.
The Government has repeatedly claimed that increases in State Government taxes and
charges have been kept below the rate of increase in the consumer price index. The
Treasurer repeated those claims in his speech on the present Budget. Those tables put the
lie to that claim.
Before turning to the tax commitments claim made by the Treasurer, I take the House
to the history of broken tax promises of the Government.
Before the 1982 election the then Leader of the Australian Labor Party, now the Premier,
made an election promise of no tax increases. The Age of 27 March 1982 reported the now
Premier giving a commitment in these terms: "We don't see any necessity to raise State
taxes in any area".
Notwithstanding that commitment the Government imposed savage tax increases in
the 1982-83 Budget, and has continued to dramatically increase State taxation.
In its first three Budgets-its first term-the Government increased State taxes by 60·5
per cent against an inflation rate of only 24·6 per cent for the same period. As I demonstrated
before, it has now increased State taxes by 86·7 per cent against an inflation rate of only
45·4 per cent.
This record is all the more reprehensible when account is taken of the Government's
tax commitments since it assumed office.
The Premier delivered his campaign speech for the 1985 State election on 11 February
1985. In that speech he said this:
Given the restoration of State finances, we can now offer real relief to people.
The key feature of our tax package announced last week does just that: it gives a firm pledge that the rate of
State taxes and charges will not increase in the next four years beyond increases in the CPI.

The background notes to the campaign speech said:
We will not increase real tax rates over the next four years.

Those words, exactly, appeared in the "Taxation" section of the election policy document
Victoria's Economy: The Next Four Years. That document also pledged:
Our target in the next term will be to provide further tax cuts.

Up until 1985-86 the Government's tax promises related State taxation to movements in
the consumer price index. The figures I have provided show that the only relationship
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between the consumer price index and State taxes is that, under Labor, taxation has
increased at twice the rate of increase in the consumer price index.
Last year saw a further redefinition of the tax commitment of the Cain Government. In
his 1985-86 Budget speech the Treasurer redefined the Government's taxation
commitment. He said that, in 1984-85, State taxation had been 5·1 per cent of State nonfarm gross domestic product. He undertook that, over the present term of office, the ratio
would not be permitted to exceed 5·1 per cent.
That figure has been reduced to 5 per cent in the Treasurer's speech on the current
Budget as a result of revisions to his department's estimates of non-farm gross domestic
product, and the Treasurer claims that this year taxation will not exceed 4·8 per cent of
State non-farm gross domestic product.
Regardless of whether the figures be 5·1 per cent, 5 per cent or 4·8 per cent, the
Government has failed to achieve it. This is clear once the Treasurer's accounting
gymnastics are disregarded and all State taxes are taken into account as they should be.
In every one of the Treasurer's five Budgets, taxation expressed as a percentage of nonfarm gross domestic product has been above the level to which he himself committed his
Government.
I seek leave to incorporate in Hansard table 7, which evidences that trend.

Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
TABLE 7
STATE TAXATION (ADJUSTED FOR REFUNDS, ETC) AS A PROPORTION OF VICTORIAN NONFARM GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT 1981-2 TO 1986-7

State
Taxation

State
Non-Farm

State
Taxation
As%of
State
Non-Farm

Year

($M) (1)

GDP($M) (2)

GDP

1981-2
1982-3
1983-4
1984-5
1985-6
1986-7

2084·3
2522·3
2950.3
3302·8
3644·2
3891·5

39624
43857
49702
55356
61 197
67296

5·3
5·8
5·9
6·0
6·0
5·8

Sources: (1) Calculated as per Table 5.
(2) Inferred from Table 5.7, Budget Paper No. 2, 1986-7, page 90.

Mr STOCKDALE-This table disproves the Government's tax claim, one which is
central to the credibility of the Budget. The figures show that in its every year, the Cain
Labor Government's tax take as a proportion of non-farm gross domestic product has
substantially exceeded the proportion of non-farm gross domestic product achieved under
the Liberal Government in 1981-82 and throughout the whole period this Government
has been in office State taxation has never been less than 5·8 per cent of non-farm gross
domestic product.
The Government itself has chosen to define its taxation commitment in terms of its
own State non-farm gross domestic product estimates.
It is doubly damning, therefore, when analysis shows that it has always been in breach
of its present tax commitment and the 1986-87 Budget itself breaches that commitment.
The Government's own figures and the Government's own taxation commitment identify
the Cain Government as a high-tax Government.
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Official figures also show the Victorian Labor Government to be the highesi-taxing State
Government in Australia. There is no real dispute that, on a per capita basis, Victorians
pay more State taxation than residents of any other State. The Australian Bureau of
Statistics publishes statistics on State taxation and State populations. Those figures show
Victoria with the dubious honour of being the highest-taxing State. The latest published
figures relate to 1985-86 and I seek leave to incorporate in Hansard a table showing the
result.
Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
TABLE 8
STATE PER CAPITA TAXA nON

State

Victoria
New South Wales
Queensland
South Australia
Western Australia
Tasmania
A verage of States other than
Victoria

State Per Capita
Taxation /985-6
$ per annum

850
833
554
649
687
570
659

Sources: Government Financial Estimates, Australia, 1985-6 (ABS. Cat. No. 5501.0)
Australian Demographic Statistics, June quarter, 1984 and December quarter, 1985 (ABS. Cat. No.
3101.0).

Mr STOCKDALE-This table shows two things. First, that on a per capita basis
Victoria is the highest-taxing State. Second, comparing Victoria with the average of other
States, Victorians pay just under $200 more in State taxes for every man, woman and
child in this State. The standard family of two adults and two children faces a tax burden
$764 higher than a similar family on the average of the other States. Victorian families
can no longer afford the high-tax policies of this Government.
In conclusion to my remarks about State taxation, I reiterate a point made last year in
relation to the Treasurer's repeated reliance upon the component of the consumer price
index, "Selected State and Local Government Charges". The Treasurer misrepresents this
component in an attempt to support his claim of tax moderation. He did so again at page
17 of his speech on the 1986-87 Budget. This component excludes most of the major
elements of the Stattt tax base-it is confined to taxes and charges paid directly by consumers
and excludes taxes on business such as payroll tax and statutory authority taxes.
It simply does not reflect the impact of State taxes or charges on the Victorian economy,
Victorian businesses, families or individuals. The Treasurer's reliance on it only reflects
his desperation to find any device to cover up the disastrous tax record of his Government.

Mr Jolly-What is the definition of State taxes?
Mr STOCKDALE-I shall refer to the Treasurer's interjection. The Opposition has
included in its tables all of the State taxes. The Treasurer is indicating that the Australian
Bureau of Statistics does not include all State taxes. I do not know why he made that
interjection, because if he took into account his taxes on statutory authorities, Victoria's
relative disadvantage would be even greater and not less. The comparison is on a
conservative basis, but the Treasurer has pointed out the fact that he has made a gain by
using statistics from the Australian Bureau of Statistics.
So much for the central claims that the Government makes for this Budget. The real
indictment though is that all this chicanery was unnecessary. The Government had ample
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opportunity of providing genuine reductions in recurrent outlays and providing the tax
relief our economy desperately needs and would have had under a Liberal Government.
Like the Federal Labor Government, the Cain Government chose instead to avoid the
real issues, to drop even the thin veneer of an economic strategy rationalisation and to
attempt to cover-up the mismanagement of the Victorian public sector.
I turn then to examine four issues: first, the position of the Victorian economy; second,
how Victoria's public sector finances came to such a mess; third, the missed opportunity
of Labor's failure to capitalise on a favourable wage-cost outcome and, fourth, the Liberal
alternative of real expenditure restraint and tax relief.
First, the state of the Victorian economy: there is general agreement that the Australian
economy is going into decline. Growth is being slowed as a deliberate policy and, as a
nation, we face a prolonged period of structural readjustment. The Victorian economy
will not be immune from these trends-this much is conceded in the Treasurer's analysis
of the State economy.
The Victorian economy will not be immune from these trends. This much is conceded
in the Treasurer's analysis of the State economy.
In recent years the Treasurer has often claimed that Victoria is performing better than
other States. Lately we have heard less of this chant.
Why is this so? Perhaps this unaccustomed modesty is caused by the direction of the
latest indicators and I seek leave to incorporate in Hansard table 9, entitled ~~Economic
Indicators, Victoria Compared with the Rest of Australia, Latest Period".

Leave was granted, and the table was asfollows:
TABLE 9
ECONOMIC INDICATORS, VICTORIA COMPARED WITH THE REST OF AUSTRALIA, LATEST
PERIOD
Indicator

Period 10

Victoria

Rest of
Australia

Unemployed persons
Young unemployed
Employed persons
Public sector employment(1)

Aug 1986
July 1986
Aug 1986
Mar 1986

+13·2%
+13·0%
+2·7%
+3'0%

+2·0%
+7·5%
+3,9%
+2·1%

Motor vehicle registrations
New dwelling units
Retail sales(2)

Aug 1986
84/5-85/6
84/5-85/6

-16·0%
-8·4%
+3·1%

-22·7%
-13·6%
+3·7%

Youth unemployment rate
Unemployment rate

Aug 1986
Aug 1986

18·2%
6·7%

19·3%

Inflation rate

1985/6

8·3%

8·4%
8·4%<3)

Notes:
(I) State public sector employment only

(2) Constant 1979/80 prices
(3) Weighted average of all capital cities

Sources: Various ABS publications.

Mr STOCKDALE-This table generally relates to the change over the twelve months
to the latest published statistics. The table shows Victoria is generally lagging behind the
rest of Australia. There are some exceptions, and I shall come back to them in a moment.
The employment indicators show Victoria in a poor light. In the fast twelve months,
the number of unemployed persons and, particularly, the number 0 young unemployed
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has increased substantially faster in Victoria than in the rest of Australia. At the same time
employment growth for Victoria is substantially slower than for the rest of Australia.
Our slower employment growth is despite the fact that the Cain Government has
consistently increased the number of its bureaucrats much faster than Governments in
other States.
Although motor vehicle registrations and new dwelling approvals have declined less
sharply in Victoria, the figures show a substantial downturn in the State economy on these
measures. On the other hand, growth in retail sales has been considerably more sluggish
in Victoria than in the rest of Australia.
Mr Jolly-What about private investment?
Mr STOCKDALE-I shall come to private investment.
Unemployment gives particular cause for concern. Youth unemployment at 18·2 per
cent is especially alarming. The figures show the number of unemployed persons is
increasing more rapidly in Victoria, yet the Government has indicated it expects the
unemployment rate to rise in the coming year.
The Treasurer is fond of boasting that Victoria has the lowest unemployment rate in
Australia. We hear it day after day in this House. He is reduced to one chant, one indicator
that he can repeat, "Victoria has the lowest unemployment rate". We will come to that.
The Liberal Party is pleased that we have the lowest unemployment rate, but the present
Government can gain little comfort from the level of unemployment. Victoria has
traditionally been a low unemployment State. This phenomenon is neither new nor
confined to Labor's term. I seek leave to incorporate in H ansard a table entitled
"Unemployment Rates: Victoria" which makes the proper comparisons.
Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
TABLE 10
UNEMPLOYMENT RATES: VICTORIA

Year
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
Labor's Average 1982-1986

Unemployment Rate April

Unemployment Rate August

6·1%
9·4%
8·3%
7·3%
6·8%
8·0%

5·5%
6·0%
8·8%

7·0%
6·2%
6·7
6·9%

Source: Labour Force, Australia 1983-1986 ABS Cat. Nos. 6202.0, 6203.0 and 6204.0.

Mr STOCKDALE-Yet again we have the Treasurer's one-line chant about the lowest
unemployment rate compared with other States. But he has consistently evaded the fact
that he inherited from the previous Liberal Government a 6·1 per cent unemployment
rate.
When Labor came to office in April 1982 Victoria's unemployment rate was 6·1 per
cent. In the four years Labor has been in office, the April unemployment rate has always
been at or above 6·8 per cent. Labor has never managed to achieve the 6·1 per cent
unemployment rate it inherited from the previous Liberal Government. The average of
Labor's unemployment rate in April each year is 8 per cent, nearly one-third higher than
the Liberal rate. The lowest of any State in Australia, but still and always higher than what
it inherited from the Liberal Government.
The latest data relates to August 1986. Ifwe compare August unemployment figures, the
same point holds true. Labor's unemployment rate has always been higher than the rate it
inherited from the Liberal Government. The present Government has never managed to
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restore the unemployment rate to the levels that Victoria enjoyed under a Liberal
Government.
The Treasurer emphasises comparisons with other States because the facts show the
Liberal Party did better on unemployment.
The other major indicator trumpeted about by the Treasurer, even today, is his
expectation that new private fixed capital investment will increase faster in Victoria this
year than in other States. What can be said about that?
We certainly can have no confidence that this Treasurer's forecast will be borne out.
Last year he forecast a 12 per cent growth in private sector non-dwelling investment for
1985-86. The actual growth rate was 3·9 per cent.
The Treasurer's forecasts of overall growth are highly suspect. He forecasts a growth
rate for Victoria as a whole hi~er even than that forecast by the Commonwealth-a
forecast which the overwhelming majority of economic forecasters have rejected as
excessive. Even the Victorian Government's own State Bank, using bankers' polite language,
has said it is unlikely to be realised.
The problematic forecasts tend only to heighten concern about the consequences of this
fraudulent Budget. If the facts show the State economy in decline, the position of the
Victorian public sector is even worse. Victorians should ask themselves why their
Government is reduced to a Budget fundamentally dependent upon shabby accounting
tricks.
Why have we got from this Government, with modern money management, a Budget
that is fundamentally based on shabby accounting tricks?
The question is: why was the Government compelled this year to intensify its already
substantial measures of deception to un{>recedented levels, and drop the thin veneer of
economic strategy with which it had toed to mask its mismanagement of the State's
economy?
The answer lies in the fact that the rationales that the Government adopted for its
actions have progressively been proved to be false, while the substantive consequences of
the Government's actions have stifled the flexibility of the State Budget.
Deception; cynicism and the manipulation of the figures are the only devices left to a
Government whose economic strategy, whatever its merits or demerits, has been honoured
in the breach rather than in the observance.
The symbol of the Government's progressive economic disintegration is not only the
unprecedented scale of accounting tncks in this Budget but also the disappearance of the
grandiose chapters in the Budget Papers headed "The Budget and the Economic Strategy"
and "Financial Viability". We all remember the chapter on the ~~Budget and the Economic
Strategy"-where is that chapter now?
All that is left of the much vaunted economic strategy is a few passing references and an
appendix on economic strategy publications that can be purchased at the Department of
Industry, Technology and Resources.
The centrepiece of the so-called economic strategy was the claim that the Government
was pursuing counter-cyclical policies. The Liberal Party has exposed that claim as untrue.
The Government has not pursued its counter-cyclical policy; it either did not know what
it was actually doing or it chose to hide the facts from the Parliament and the people of
Victoria.

The sitting was suspended at 12.50 p.m. until 2.5 p.m.

Mr STOCKDALE-Before the suspension of the sitting, I was discussing the
Government's economic strategy and was just about to turn to the Government's failure
to pursue what it describes as its own counter-cyclical policy.
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Last year's Budget Paper No. 2 described the Cain Government's Budgets and their
impact on the economy as "stimulatory in 1982-83 and 1983-84, less expansionary in
1984-85 and 1985-86".
In a document recently released, the Liberal Party has analysed those claims using
figures provided by the Government. I merely highlight the facts which disprove the claim
that the Government was following any strategy .
• The asserted "stimulatory" 1983-84 Budget ran a deficit 33·3 per cent lower than
1982-83 in real terms.
• The "less expansionary" 1984-85 and 1985-86 Budgets in fact ran deficits respectively
67·6 per cent and 132 per cent higher than the so-called stimulatory Budget of 1983-84.
This year the Government seems to have dropped any reference to counter-cyclical
policy, and instead talks of expenditure restraint.
This year, whilst talking about restraint, the projected Victorian deficit is $1066·9
million, a 12·5 per cent increase over last year's actual deficit. Moreover, the State deficit
is now rising rapidly whereas the Commonwealth deficit is declining.
I now seek leave to incorporate in Hansard, table 11, which gives a comparison of
Commonwealth and State deficits.
Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
TABLE I1
COMMONWEALTH AND VICTORIAN BUDGET DEFICITS (I)
AS A PROPORTION OF AUSTRALIAN GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT (2)(3)
Commonwealth
%
1981-82
0·36
1982-83
2·66
4·19
1983-84
1984-85
3·20
2·46
1985-86
1986-87 (Estimate)
1·37
Year

Victoria
%
0·27
(}33
0-20
0·32
0-40
0-41

•

COMMONWEALTH AND VICTORIAN BUDGET DEFICITS, AS A PROPORTION OF RESPECTIVE
TOTAL COMMONWEALTH AND VICTORIAN BUDGET OUTLAYS (1)(3)
Year

Commonwealth

Victoria

1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86
1986-87 (Estimate)

%
1·3
9·1
14·1
10·1
8·2
4·7

%
7·8
8·6
5·0
8·0
10·5
11·0

Notes: (1) National Accounting Classification
(2) Australian GDP-1981-82 to 1985-86 from 1986-87 Commonwealth Budget Paper No. 10, page 6,
and 1986-87 inferred from Commonwealth Budget Paper No. I, page 346.
(3) Current prices.
Sources: 1985-86 Victorian Budget Paper, No. 2, pp 30-1
1986-87 Victorian Budget Paper, No. 2, pp 148-9
1986-87 Commonwealth Budget Paper, No. I, p 346.

Mr STOCKDALE-The table shows the State deficit is now substantially higher than
it was in 1981-82; the State deficit is rising at a time when the Commonwealth deficit is
falling; and, as a proportion of total outlays, the Victorian deficit is 11 per cent against a
Commonwealth figure of 4· 7 per cent. The ComQlonwealth deficit has been a cause of
major concern in Australia and overseas. However, the facts show that, in relative terms,
the Victorian deficit is more than twice as large.
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The largest Budget deficit in Victoria's history has been brought down by a Treasurer
who claimed last year without qualification that the financial viability of the Budget had
been restored while budgeting for the first billion dollar deficit in Victoria's his~ory.
A year later, the chickens were coming home to roost. The claim that the financial
viability of the Budget has been restored has vanished. It has been replaced by the
declaration.
The expenditure restraint measures adopted should place the Current Account in a viable position in future
years ...

Even whilst the Treasurer was talking about restraint he was bringing down a real Current
Account deficit that was larger than the preceding year. But this was inevitable, for the
expedients and deceptions adopted by the Cain Government do not last very long.
A restdred financial viability evaporates in one financial year and the Treasurer is
reduced to shifting more operational expenditure into the Capital Account.
The present Budget reflects a Government brought to the realisation that its so-called
economic strategy has lost all credibility. The conspicuous silence of the Bud~et Papers on
strategy and hollow rhetoric about restraint reveal a Government bereft of dIrection.
We are advised that the gnomes of Spring Street are burning the midnight oil in a frantic
attempt to patch together a new rationale for the financial disaster the Cain Government
has inflicted on the State. We await ~ith bated breath the glossy booklet on countercounter-cyclical policy.
'
The policies of the Cain Government have also been marked by excessive borrowing
which has burdened Victoria with a huge debt overhang and Victorian taxpayers with high
and rapidly increasing debt servicing costs.
The Cain Government deliberately set about increasing the State's borrowings and it
did so at a time of record high interest rates.
\

The Government has sought to hide the extent of the State debt. For four years it has
ignored the views of two successive Auditors-General that the Budget Papers should fully
report State debt.
In 1984-85 it changed the way it expressed the State debt figures it did publish. Previously
it had expressed State debt as a proportion of Australian GDP. Restoring that measure
provides interesting figures.
I seek leave to have incorporated in Hansard, table 12.

Leave was granted, and the table was as follows:
TABLE 12
VICTORIAN NET DEBT AS A PERCENTAGE OF AUSTRALIAN GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT, 1981-82
TO 1986-87

Year

1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86
1986-87

Victorian
Net Debt
($ M)

Australian
GDP
($ M)

Victorian
Net Debt as
%ofAGDP

11 ]74
13210
14513
16496
18910
20727

152499
166826
189 110
209541
232046
254299

7·3
7·9
7·7
7·9
8·2
8·2

Sources: Victorian Net Debt-1986-87 Budget Paper No. 2, page
90
Australian GDP-1981-82 to 1985-86 from 1986-87
Commonwealth Budget Paper No. 10, page 6, and 1986-87
inferred from Commonwealth Budget Paper No. 1, page
346.
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Mr STOCKDALE-I emphasise that the table shows Victorian net debt as a proportion
of Australian GDP, which was the basis of calculation and expression used by the
Government until 1984-85. In subsequent Budget Papers the Government has expressed
debt as a proportion of its own estimate of the Victorian State non-farm GDP.
This table shows that, expressed as a proportion of Australian GDP, State net debt has
risen substantially since 1981-82. That has occurred as a deliberate policy.
Since it was elected the Government has been saying that it was increasing the State's
debt because there was what it called "room" for that debt.
Mr Speaker, that room was created by the Government systematically understating the
magnitude of the debt that it was raising and the costs of servicing that debt. This was
brought out in the Liberal Party's analysis of the Cain Government's economic strategy
released in September. It was clear to the Opposition that the Treasurer had understated
net debt figures by about 10 per cent for 1984-85, and that the costs of servicing the debt
were also grossly understated by around 42 per cent.
This Budget Paper validates the analysis the Opposition made, and utterly demonstrates
the assumption upon which the Treasurer and the Government have been premising their
debt policy.
The 1985-86 debt was in fact understated by $1· 7 billion-9·6 per cent.
The 1985-86 Budget sector debt servicing cost was understated by $250 million-41·8
per cent.
This year the cost of servicing the Budget sector debt will increase to $914 million. That
is a 52 per cent increase over the debt servicing charges that the Treasurer estimated for
1985-86 last year.
The Labor Party has saddled this State with a huge debt overhang that it did not even
know about and it claims to be an effective manager.
The cost of servicing that debt is over 70 per cent of the amount raised by the Government
from payroll tax, which is keeping unemployed Victorians unemployed, and which is the
largest tax in Victoria.
This Government's policies have resulted in a huge growth in high cost debt and a huge
increase in the Budget deficit.
These increasing debt commitments produced and compounded by Labor's commitment
to excessive expenditure have locked Labor into continuing high levels of taxes and
charges.
Labor has emerged from the economic good times with fundamental financing problems
just as Australia's economic outlook has deteriorated.
The final dimension of the Government's financial irresponsibility is brought home by
an examination of the outlays side of the Current Account.
Before returning to that, I indicate that this analysis is also burdened with the errors and
discrepancies in the Treasurer's figures. The Opposition has therefore adopted the basis of
using the figures given by the Treasurer without adjustment. It therefore represents an
extremely conservative approach to analysing the opportunity missed by the Government
in this Budget.
While I am referring to those discrepancies, to the errors, to the figures that do not
correlate one with the other and to the various devices and accounting manipulations
employed by the Treasurer, I draw attention to the fact that today in the Legislative
Council the Liberal Party will move to establish an Estimates Committee so that Ministers
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and public servants responsible for the preparation of the Budget Papers may give evidence
to explain the inaccuracies, the mistakes and the fiddles that have gone on In this Budget.
I put to the Treasurer and the Premier a challenge: if the Treasurer has an explanation
for the discrepancies and the errors, let him give it to the Estimates Committee; let him
not take refuge, as the Government sought to do the last time such procedures were
mooted, in refusing to allow Ministers and bureaucrats to give evidence on oath before a
Parliamentary committee. If the Government has nothing to hide; if it defends its Bud~et;
if it is prepared to expose its accounting and its mistakes to public scrutiny, the Victonan
public will see the Ministers appear before the committee to explain what is being done in
their departments and what is represented by this Budget. If the Government ducks for
cover; if the Government refuses to participate in the establishment of the Estimates
Committee and in its effective functioning, we will see that it has matters to hide that not
even its Labor confreres in Canberra are prepared to hide. There, Senate Estimates
Committees scrutinise the Budget and public expenditure. The Victorian community will
draw the only conclusion available if the Government refuses to give evidence before the
Estimates Committee: that is, that the criticisms of the Opposition and the criticisms of
the Auditor-General are valid and are admitted by the Government and that the
Government has no defence against them. Let it not peddle its lies and deceit through the
Media Unit. Let it come and be accountable to Parliament and put in Parliament its
explanations for those errors and omissions.
I return to the question of the Government's missed opportunity.
The basic fact is that, in 1985-86 and in 1986-87, the Government benefited or stands
to benefit from a comparatively low increase in wages and wage-related costs which
comprise between 60 and 70 per cent of its total recurrent expenditure and from significant
windfalls from non-wage Current Account expenditures which ceased in 1985-86.
Despite this, however, it was unable to balance the books without resort to a major
increase in the manipulation and fiddles which have made this Budget a fraud on present
and future generations of Victorians. Let us look as the current expenditure task facing the
Government in terms of wage and non-wage outlays.
Total current expenditure in 1985-86, the year that the Treasurer said he had Hrestored
the financial viability of the Budget", was $7894·7 million. The Government does not
publish figures of the wages as a proportion of current outlays, but a reasonable estimate
is that they comprise 65 per cent. On that basis:
• the wages component would have comprised $5131·6 million
• other recurrent expenditure would have been around $2763·1 million.
This year the Treasurer claims a total current expenditure of$8419 million, an increase
of 6·6 per cent.
Allowing for award wage increases of approximately 4·5 per cent, plus a sum of $42
million for nurses' wage increases, the wage component is $5404·5 million, an increase of
5·3 per cent on the 1985-86 figure.
It is clear that the wages outcome is not something that puts major pressure on the
Government.

The balance for "non-wage recurrent expenditure" is $3014·5 million, which is an
increase of 9·1 per cent.
If the "non-wage recurrent expenditure" component is examined, one will note that
manipulation and natural expiration have produced major windfall savings amounting to
$121 million due to payments not recurring in 1986-87. In the main they are shown in the
Budget Papers as non-recurring items.
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The major elements of the savings are, firstly, the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board
of Works enforced assumption of the Government's interest on the Thomson-Cardinia
dam amounting to $27 million; secondly, the Government's driving off budget of the
Portland rebate amounting to $7 million; thirdly, the ending of the pipeline fees repayment
amounting to $34 million; and, fourthly, the payments to the State Insurance Office
amounting to $30 million.
I repeat: "non-wage recurrent expenditure" is budgeted to increase by 14 per cent.
It is a measure of the Government's consistent financial irresponsibility that this 14 per
cent increase was insufficient to cover its non-wage recurrent expenditure commitments.
Accordingly, in this Budget the Government had the choice of either admitting the
failure of its past policies despite a favourable wage outcome and a windfall in expenditure
gains, or it could escalate and intensify its past deceptions in an attempt to cover up for
the time being. In this Budget the Cain Government chose to cover up.
Unprecedented amounts of operational expenditure were hidden in its capital account,
and a laughable 1·5 per cent productivity increase had to be brought in to achieve a
fictituous balance of the books.
The Cain Government squandered the good economic years by its economic
mismanagement. It not only threw away its opportunities to put Victoria and Victorians
on the path to long-term growth, but it also saddled Victorians with a huge debt overhang
and huge debt servicing costs. The consequences of the payoffs, fraudulent economic
strategies, the high expenditure and the high cost debts are now apparent.
The Treasurer and the Premier have started talking about "restraint" in the past twelve
months-restraint in spending and restraint in taxes. Our analysis of the Budget has
shown that this was nothing more than hollow rhetoric. The Cain Government is still a
high-spending, high taxing and excessive borrowing Government.
'
The result is a debt which has squandered the opportunities of economic recovery and
burdens our State at a time it faces an economic crisis, perhaps unprecedented since the
1930s.
'
There is a real alternative. The Liberal Party is committed to economic policies which
are based on the conviction that Victorians are able to mana~e the State~s resources better
than Government-a belief that Victoria~s major priority IS tax relief to put decisions
back in the hands of individuals, families and businesses.
In 1984 the Opposition published detailed policies setting out the agenda and the means
to achieve real tax relief. Our "Restraint in Government'~ policy mapped out a format for
reducing Government expenditure. It was a blueprint for cutting the size and cost of
bureaucracy, for tackling waste and duplication and for rationalising the activities of
Government. I do no more now than summarise the principal features of that policy base:
•
•
•
•

no new programs unless funded within existing resources;
a review of all existing policies to eliminate unnecessary programs and expenditure;
a concerted assault on waste in the public sector;
elimination of unnecessary paperwork and red tape;

• deregulation; and
• a reduction in public sector employment by non-replacement of half of those who leave
the service each year.
The most important difference between the major political parties in this State revolves
around taxation policies. That is the subject that is dearest to the hearts of Victorians.
There is nothing new about the Cain Government's record. Labor Governments have
always been high-spending, high taxing, high borrowing and irresponsible Governments.
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This year's State Budget shows the effects of profligate spending. In the final analysis Labor
has been driven to a dishonest Budget and a failure to attack the basic problems because
excessive spending is the badge of Labor.
The real alternative is lower taxes and only a Liberal Government will meet that need.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS (Leader of the National Party)-At the outset of my reply to
the 1986-87 Budget I support the calls by the Opposition for the Treasurer to cooperate in
establishing a Parliamentary Estimates Committee. There is no doubt in my mind that
such a committee is required to thoroughly scrutinise the 1986-87 Budget.
The need for such a committee has been clear to me for some time and it has become
more obvious today following the serious accusations that have been made about
discrepancies in Budget figures. I call upon the Treasurer to have the good sense to assist
and cooperate in the establishment of an Estimates Committee which, whether or not he
likes it, will become part of the fabric of the Victorian Parliamentary process.
The 1986-87 Budget is a major disappointment to Victorians. It is yet another classic
example of how weak-kneed the Cain Labor Government is and how much difficulty it
has in making tough decisions at Budget time.
The Budget was framed during a period when most Governments across Australia were
attempting to portray restraint and to demonstrate some degree of belt tightening. No
previous Victorian Government has been given such a clear and strong message to slash
spending and to provide genuine and meaningful taxation relief.
Prior to the introduction of the Budget it was anticipated and expected that it would be
tough. In today's economic climate it was only reasonable to expect that the Government
would have a good look at its level of spending and that it would do something constructive
to arrest the excesses of previous years.
Unfortunately, that has not been done. In framing the Budget the Government faced a
$200 million revenue shortfall. All it has attempted in the Budget is to overcome this
revenue problem. It did not do anything further than that.
Even its attempts to overcome the revenue problem were done in a disguised and
cosmetic way. The Western Australian and Tasmanian Governments know how to tackle
economic problems head-on.
Mr Jolly interjected.
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS-They had the courage to do away with the 17·5 per cent
holiday loading for public servants.
The Tasmanian and Western Australian Government's did not face a one-off revenue
shortfall as did the Victorian Government, but both those Governments saw their way
clear to make some tough decisions. Tough times require tough action. The Victorian
Labor Government has failed dismally in its responsibilities in that regard.
Some honourable members might question my reasons for saying that the Budget was
not tough enough. The Government will claim that it produced a miracle Budget in that
the $200 million revenue shortfall has been overcome.
The Treasurer will no doubt tell us that the Government has slashed public sector
expenditure by $156 million and therefore he must be tough. Let us not be fooled. Cutting
$156 million from the public sector expenditure is not really a tough decision. At best it is
modest and at worst it is long overdue. The reduction in Public Service recurrent
expenditure has come from two main areas: firstly, the Government has instituted cost
savings in transport of $25 million, education $20 million, health $12 million and other
Government departments totalling $20 million; secondly, as a result of the so-called 1·5
per cent productivity directive, the Government claims to have saved another $79 million.
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In the first case the Government's efforts to prune the cost of certain Government
departments are well overdue. In the second case, the savings will prove, in my view, to
be more than illusory.
One must consider the facts. In 1985-86 the Government instituted a 1 per cent
productivity directive across the Public Service. The supposed theory behind the
productivity directive is to deliver the same service for less cost. However, in 1985-86
there were 8000 extra public servants employed in Victoria at a conservative cost of$176
million. On the basis of these figures it is beyond me to see how any savings can legitimately
be achieved.
In framing its 1986-87 Budget, the Government has shifted many of its financial
problems on to semi-Government authorities. The Government has also resorted to
beating up revenue projections by basing Budget estimates on some very bold, in my view,
overoptimistic, economic forecasts. I will say more about this point later.
Mrs Toner-You always were a pessimist.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS-It is better to be a realist rather than an optimist. If the
honourable member will pay attention she will realise that my estimates are realistic.
With regard to the semi-Government authorities, the Government has extracted extra
money from those authorities, which is a short-term, quick fix solution. The Government
has also transferred financial responsibilities to other bodies. I shall give some examples.
The Government has transferred responsibility of the Thomson-Cardinia dam project
back to the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works. That is an accepted fact. In
doing so, it has relieved itself of debt servicing obligations of$27 million a year.
The Government will also extract a futher $175 million over five years from the
Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works in reimbursement for previous Government
contributions to debt repayments. This amounts to another $35 million a year. Therefore,
what the Government has managed to achieve in this area is to transfer the problems of
the finances of the Consolidated Fund over to the Board of Works.
The Government has also released itself from its financial obligation under the flexible
tariff agreement with Alcoa of Australia Ltd. Under this agreement the Government is
obliged to subsidise the electricity bill of the Portland smelter if world aluminium prices
fall below $ US 1700. This responsibility has now been handed over to the Portland Smelter
Unit Trust. With this new found responsibility goes a potential $150 million liability. This
would be an appropriate time to quote from a press release by the Premier, who was the
Leader of the Opposition at the time. In a press release dated 4 December 1981, he said:
The ALP wanted to make it very clear that it would not allow the SEC consumers of Victoria to pay one cent
more in subsidy towards Alcoa's presence.

It is on the record how much this Government has weakened over the years. It made bold
statements while in opposition, but it cannot deliver when it takes over the Government's
Treasury benches.
The Government has also put a further squeeze on payments from semi-Government
authorities in the guise of public authority dividend payments. In 1986-87 these payments
will rise by a futher $39 million. The Government has also hastened the collection of debt
charges from semi-Government authorities. In 1986-87, the Government will collect $348
million from semi-Government authorities whereas in 1985 the amount collected was
$286 million.
One should take note that this represents an increase in one year of $62 million. The
Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works will be hardest hit with repayments going
up a massive $15 million, which involves the Thomson-Cardinia dam arrangement. The
squeeze does not stop with the Board of Works; it has also been placed on various other
water and sewerage authorities throughout the State. Debt charges under this category
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have risen from just under $12 million to $27·6 million, an increase of nearly $15 million
or more than 128 per cent.
The Government has also extracted revenue from the sale of assets. In this current
financial year-1986-87-the Government will reap $96·5 million from the.sale of assets.
On the basis of the points I have just mentioned, it is obvious for all· to see that the
1986-87 Bqdset is no miracle. It is an exercise in accounting gymnastics and sleight-ofhand accountIng transfers. The revenue problems have not been overcome-rather they
have either been deferred or transferred.
This sort of exercise will prove in the future to be extremely dangerous. Firstly, the
State's financial problems have been handed over to semi-Government authorities which
I suppose in one way or the other will have to recoup that revenue. Secondly, the
Government is fast approaching the stage-if it has not already arrived there-where the
revenue base is well and truly exhausted. This being the case, the Government of the
future, whatever political party that may be, will be faced with two options. If it is a Labor
Government it will either broaden its revenue base or increase taxation or opt for a
combination of both.
The other alternative is that it could more seriously look at cutting back expenditure. In
the case of the Labor Government it will choose the first option and introduce new taxes
and increase existing taxes.
As I said earlier, the 1986-87 Budget only addresses in a cosmetic way the $200 million
revenue shortfall. In doing so, the Government has resorted to tactics which only transfer
or defer the problem. The Government has a responsibility and, I would say, a political
opportunity to go on further in attacking the expenditure side of the Budget.
The National Party had a good hard look at Budget expenditure and an initial assessment
showed that nearly $400 million worth of savings could have been achieved over and
above those outlined in the Budget. I shall refer to the specifics of this in more detail.
The 1986-87 Budget has been based on some very bold, and what some people would
say are brave, forecasts. Therefore, it is more than reasonable to cast very serious doubt
on whether the Budget will actually stand up to thorough scrutiny. This Government does
not have a good record when it comes to anticipating the growth rate of major economic
indicators.
In last year's Budget speech I said. that the 1985-86 Budget made some bold and, in my
view, overoptimistic forecasts about crucial economic indicators that underpinned the
Budget.·My predictions will prove true.
I shall quote some figures. In last year's Budget the Government predicted a rate of real
growth in Victoria's non-farm gross domestic product of between 4·5 and 5 per cent. The
actual outcome was 4·3 per cent. The Government also predicted that real business
investments would increase by 12 per cent, twice the forecast rate for the rest of Australia.
The actual outcome was 3·9 per cent. More important, however, are the forecasts for
1986-87.
The honourable member for Greensborough should listen to these figures because they
are crucial. The Bud~et is based on the prediction that Victoria's economy will perform
better than the natIonal economy during the 1986-87. In framing the Budget the
Government has resorted to tlie braveassumption that the rate of real growth of Victoria's
non-farm gross domestic product will be between 2·5 and 3 per cent. In contrast the rate
of growth for the Australian economy as a whole is predicted to be 2·3 per cent. Therefore,
the State GovernmeJlt is saying that Victoria'will do much better than the rest of Australia.
, However, to make matters' worse, even the national figure of2·3 per cent is likely to be
overoptimistic. Th~t is a vital point. A more conservative figure of around 1·8 per cent is
being suggested by a number of observers. I Question the 2·3 per cent; it is a matter for the
future. The Treasurer was wrong. last year and I suggest he Will be wrong again.
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If the growth figures turn out to be overoptimistic-as I predict-and ill-advised, the
1986-87 Budget outcome will be less than favourable. It is all very well for honourable
members like the honourable member for Greensborough to make bold predictions to
take their parts in framing the Budget and to try to portray a balanced outcome, however,
if the forecasts go astray, the Budget will finish up in tatters.
I do not want Victoria to face problems in the future; I would love to think the fi~ures
are accurate. The point is that the Treasurer was wrong last year and I suggest he wlll be
wrong again this year. It is about time someone told Victorians what a mess the Treasurer
is making of the finances of the State.
The total Current Account expenditure to be met from the Consolidated Fund in
1986-87 is estimated to be $8418·9 million. In 1985-86 the figure was $7894·7 million.
Therefore, the increase in Current Account expenditure for 1986-87 is $425 million or 6·6
per cent. The Treasurer has attempted to portray this increase as modest and responsible
in view of the fact that the increase represents a real reduction of 1 per cent.
We are also told that growth in expenditure is the lowest for 25 years. I do not believe
this is any miracle nor do I believe it should be enthusiastically applauded. A real reduction
in expenditure is warranted, but the cut in expenditure did not go far enough. The time is
ripe for restraint and belt tightening. The Government could have and should have gone
a lot further.
When the Cain Labor Government came to office, the Current Account expenditure in
1981-82 was just more than $5000 million. Since then the Current Account expenditure
has increased by $3365·9 million or 67 per cent; 67 per cent in only four years! In each of
the preceding Budgets the Labor Government has more than shown that it is a big
spending Government.
Although this year's spending is down in real terms, we must appreciate that the
expenditure base from which comparisons are made was high in the first place. Total
expenditure in 1986-87 has been extended to $10 393 million, which is an increase of
$707 million or 7·3 per cent above the 1985-86 figure. Some restraint has been portrayed.
I accept that but it is certainly not enough.
No Government has a clearer message from the public, from the people of this State,
that tough times require tough action. This Government has shirked the real opportunity
of biting the bullet and reining in spending even further.

Mr Remington interjected.
Mr ROSS-EDW ARDS-The honourable member for Melbourne, the banking genius
and Royal Automobile Club of Victoria genius, should know that since 1981-82 total
Government expenditure has risen from $5408 million to $10 393 million. This represents
an increase of $4985 million or 92 per cent in the life of this Government! Therefore, in
only five years the State Labor Government has nearly doubled Government spending.
Ultimately that will lead to the demise of the Labor Government in Victoria.
Both State and Federal Labor Governments throughout the history of Australia have
proved to be bad money managers. They have been irresponsible with finances, and this
Budget is a good example of that.
Revenue from State taxation will increase from $3074·8 million in 1985-86 to $3268·9
million in the current financial year. This represents an increase of $194·1 million or 6·3
per cent. The increase, which I trust will be achieved in due course, is a welcome change.
However, in 1985-86 the Government projected that taxation revenue would increase by
$199 million or 7 per cent. The actual figures show that the taxation revenue for that year
was $49·5 million more than was anticipated.
This higher-than-expected result would have been most pleasing, no doubt, for the
Government and it certainly went some way in helping the revenue shortfall in other
areas. The anticipated 6·3 per cent increase in taxation revenue should not lead us to
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believe the Government is finally going some way towards shaking off its much warranted
tag of being the highest taxing Government in Australia. Far from it! Victoria is still
leading the way when it comes to taxes, fees and fines.
Figures for Victoria from the Australian Bureau of Statistics show that total receipts
from taxes, fees and fines in 1986-87 will be $3521 million. This represents $859 from
every man, woman and child in the State. This is the highest figure across Australia. The
Victorian Government is a big taxing Government. Even if we use the Budget figures, it
can be seen that Victorians have paid dearly for the excesses of the Labor Government.
When the Labor Party first came to office in 1982 the tax burden on every Victorian was
$523. In 1986-87, the average per capita level of taxes, fees and charges has jumped to
$867, an increase of 67 per cent. Therefore, under the Labor Government's five State
Budgets, there has been an average per capita increase in taxes, fees and charges or more
than 14 per cent a year; yet the Government talks about paring expenditure and maintaining
taxation receipts to increases in the consumer price index. The figures speak for themselves.
The Government continues to extract massive tax revenue from the people and, quite
frankly, we have all been taxed to the bone.
The 1986-87 Budget provides for what the Government calls some tax initiatives. The
total cost for 1986-87 of these tax initiatives is $13·7 million. When this cost is offset by
the revenue to be saved from abolishing the stamp duty exemption for first home buyers,
the net cost is $7·7 million. In total, these cuts are sheer tokenism. They are certainly not
widespread and are not meaningful.
The tax cuts do not provide genuine tax relief to the average taxpayer, although to
certain individuals the tax cuts are welcome, but they are only a drop in the ocean when
considering that revenue receipts from State taxes in 1986-87 were increased by $201
million.
I make special mention of the Government's decision to abolish the stamp duty
exemption for first home buyers. This decision would have to be one of the most callous
and ill-advised decisions taken by the Labor Government in this Budget. The first home
buyer's exemption was of tremendous assistance to young people and every back bench
member of the Government must realise that. Those honourable members must have had
young people coming to their offices by the dozen inquiring about the scheme, as I have
had. They must realise, like I do, how very beneficial Government schemes have been to
young people in purchasing that first home. However, what does this callous and thoughtless
Government do, it makes a saving by attacking first home buyers.
I repeat, the first home buyer's exemption has been of tremendous assistance to young
people. The maximum exemption was approximately $1200, which went a long way to
providing some meaningful financial relief to the first home buyers. It is ironic that the
Labor Government, which introduced this exemption in October 1983~ has now removed
it. Nothing annoys me more than Federal or State Governments of all persuasions that
time and again bring in some benefit to buoy up the hopes of people and then pull the mat
from under their feet by taking that benefit away.
Young people today have saved, planned and are ready to go, but overnight this
Government says that the benefit is taken away, a measly $1200 maximum for the first
home buyers that this thoughtless, callous Government has taken away and yet its backbench members sit silently and let it happen.
A full exemption was payable on a property value where the house was valued at less
than $55 000 and the exemption cut out at a value of $65 000. It certainly did not go to
the privileged members of our community. Between $55 000 and $65 000, a pro rata
exemption applied.
First home buyers appreciated this scheme and many young income earners in the
community came to expect that the exemption would be available. The Government has
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pulled the rug from under this very deserving group of people-the very people, the
battlers of Australia, that the Government pretends to represent.
I make the comment very seriously indeed that the Government would be well advised
to make a thorough examination of this decision to abolish the exemption before the
proposed legislation goes to another place. This item has been introduced against the
advice of the backbench of the Labor Party. It is against the wishes of the people and will
be opposed strongly by the National Party.
The Appropriation (1986-87, No. 1) Bill provides for an increase in the exemption level
for payroll tax from $230 000 to $250 000. This will keep the exemption level in line with
inflation and is an initiative which is expected of the Government.
In the broader context, receipts from payroll tax in this current financial year will
increase by $105·6 million over the previous year. It represents a 9 per cent increase in
payroll tax revenue. It is a greedy grab on behalf of the Government for extra revenue. In
fact, the Government is reaping $30 million more in payroll tax than it should legitimately
claim on the basis of expected movements in average weekly earnings of 6·4 per cent.
If the Government wanted to provide some widespread relief to employers, it should
have adjusted payroll tax levels to keep the receipts in line with the movement in average
weekly earnings, but instead the Government claims $30 million more than can be justified
on this basis.
It is a remarkable fact that since the Labor Party came to office payroll tax receipts have
increased from $795 million in 1981-82 to $1285 million in 1986-87, an increase of$489
million, or nearly 62 per cent.

Once again I shall quote from a press release of the Premier's in September 1981 when
he was a new Leader of the Opposition and in which he made some remarks about the
payroll tax. His news release stated:
However, Mr Cain said potentially the most damaging feature of the Budget was the 25·5 per cent increase in
payroll tax collections well in excess ofthe inflation rate ...

We are still well in excess of the inflation rate in 1986-87. The news release continues:
He described the new tax as a tax on employment.

It is still a tax on employment. Later on the then Leader of the Opposition stated, inter

alia:

-a discouragement to firms to employ more people.

The words speak for themselves. The Government has bent over backwards to tell the
people that these Bills do not introduce any new taxes, that people do not need any new
taxes. So far the Government has excelled itself in making the most of its present tax base.
Victorians already pay more in taxes than do people in any other State.
The Cain Labor Government's thinking on taxation is all wrong. Over the years the
Government has been hell-bent on devising ways of raising revenue to help fund its high
spending policies. All its emphasis has been on revenue raising, The Government should
have been examining the spending side of the Budget. Why not examine the possibility of
cutting Government spending first and let Government revenue look after itself? The
Government's mentality is wrong and its line of thinking has caught up with it.
The Government's revenue base is all but exhausted and between now and next year
the Government, no doubt, will devote its energy to dreaming up new ways of extracting
revenue from the people.
To actually address the expenditure side of the Budget will escape the mind of this
Government. The Cain Labor Government continues to fuel and preside over a huge
State debt.
Session 1986-27
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In 1986-87 the level of the public sector net debt is expected to be $20 727 million. This
represents an increase from last year of $1817 million, or 9·6 per cent. This rise is
unacceptable and completely irresponsible.
Since the first year of the Cain Government, the net debt has risen from $11 088 million
to today's figure of $20 639 million, or by 87 per cent. The net debt has risen by 87 per
cent during the period that the Cain Government has been in office.
To say the least, and to put it mildly, these fi~ures are both disturbing and alarming.
The Government is saddling every Victorian WIth a huge debt burden, and the cost of
servicing this level of debt will be more than $1000 million in 1986-87. The debt servicing
cost alone represents $250 for every man, woman and child in this State.
The cost of servicing the 1986-87 debt level will rise by $107 million from the 1985-86
figure, or by 12 per cent. As I said, the increase is unacceptable and totally irresponsible.
It is blatantly obvious to all honourable members that, so long as we have a Labor
Government in Victoria, every citizen will pay dearly for the short-sighted and selfish
approach of the Government. It is a very disturbing fact to know that, for each of the past
five years, I have stood here at Budget time and had to warn the Government about its
gross irresponsibility in allowing the State's debt to grow at such alarming rates. The
Government fails to take any notice, and I dare say I shall be compelled to repeat myself
again next year.

As I said earlier, there were great expectations for the 1986-87 Budget. It was seen as an
opportunity for the Government to cut back heavily on spending, with the obvious
blessing of the Victorian people. No previous State Government had been given such an
opportunity to rein in spending with the clear support of the Victorian public and to offer
meaningful cuts in taxes and charges.
Unfortunately, the 1986-87 Budget handed down by the Treasurer is most disappointing.
On the one hand, the Budget offered a pitiful $13·7 million in tax cuts. On the other hand,
it callously took back $6 million of that amount by abolishing the stamp duty exemption
which existed for first home buyers.
The tax cuts and supposed expenditure restraint offered by the Labor Government pale
into insignificance beside the National Party's proposals that were released prior to the
Budget. The National Party proposed spending cuts worth about $395 million in savings
to the Victorian taxpayer. High on the list of our cuts was an attack on the massive
blowout in spending in the area of Government employment, which has occurred under
Labor.
The proposed spending cuts go well beyond those already announced by the Government
in education and transport and, if adopted, could finance major tax cuts to benefit all
Victorians.
The key factors in the National Party's proposals included: a ceiling on the Public
Service work force at its current level; a twelve-month wages· freeze in the public sector;
and the abolition of the 17·5 per cent holiday loading paid to public servants. These
measures alone would conservatively save an estimated $341 million in total, or $162
million, $146 million, and $33 million respectively.
In addition, the National Party called for further job reductions in the public transport
sector on top of those announced by the Government for V/Line, but this time in
metropolitan operations. A total of 1800 jobs, or 1000 in MetRail and 800 from tram and
bus services, could be eliminated without affecting services to the public. The saving over
a full year would be about $50 million.
The National Party also called for the abolition of some Government departments and
organisations. The National Party estimated that the Government could save $2 million
a year by abolishing the Ethnic Affairs Commission and the Ministry of Consumer Affairs
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and transferring their functions to divisions of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet
and the Law Department respectively.
The National Party also called for the abolition of the Land Conservation Council and
the State Board of Education, which account for expenditure of almost $900 000 and $1
million a year, respectively. The continuation of these two organisations at existing levels
of expenditure cannot be justified.
Cuts in spending on Public Service employment are desperately needed. Since the Cain
Government was elected in 1982, it has increased the size of the Public Service faster than
any other State Government in Australia.
The orgy of spending and empire building has to end. The savings outlined by the
National Party could be used to finance major tax cuts. For example, the $395 million
would drastically reduce payroll tax; or it could more than halve stamp duty charges; or
the Government could virtually eliminate land tax and State petrol taxes levied against
motorists.
At the same time, the Government could begin reinibursing the grain industry for the
$13·5 million ripped off the Grain Elevators Board in recent years by the unjustified
imposition of the public authority dividend tax.
In stark contrast to the spending cuts in the National Party's proposals, this Budget
ensures that the Cain Government continues to be the highest taxing and biggest spending
Government in Australia, and I hope those words are not lost on the Government back
benches.
In handing down the 1986-87 Budget, the Government has tried to make honourable
members believe that it has been able to "balance the books", so to speak, and overcome
its revenue problems. The Government has also tried to make us believe that it has taken
the knife to the expenditure side of the Budget. If all this were true, I ask: why did the
Government make extremely optimistic economic forecasts in an attempt to artificially
prop up revenue projections; why did it transfer some of its major financial responsibilities
to semi-Government authorities; and why did it make a hasty grab for extra revenue from
a number of semi-Government authorities?
The Government has not delivered a responsible and hard Budget. It has delivered a
Budget which passes the buck and defers the revenue problems of today to another time
in the future. The Government has balked at its responsibility to take some really tough
action.
In fact, the 1986-87 Budget is a dangerous Budget because, between now and next year,
the Government will be faced with the stark reality that its revenue base is all but eroded.
The Government may have wriggled itself out of the corner this time, but there will be
no escaping the fact that next year the Government will have well and truly painted itself
into a corner with nowhere else to go.
This Government has squandered the great opportunities it has had since early 1982 to
build a sound financial base for Victoria. It has now lost its credibility with the people of
this State in the way it has managed this State's finances.
Mrs TONER (Greensborough)-I support the Budget, and I do so with great pleasure.
I believe it was framed in very difficult economic times. I suppose we were all awaiting its
presentation with some fear and trepidation.
I point out that we were conscious of the challenges before the Government and the
Treasurer, challenges to which the Treasurer referred in his speech, of providing an
environment for sustained economic growth and employment expansion in the private
sector.
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We knew the difficulties that Australia faced on the international scene, but there was a
challenge to achieve a balanced Budget in the face of a $150 million loss in revenue
resulting from the drop in world oil prices, over which we had no control.
I congratulate the Treasurer because the Government has met these challenges and, at
the same time, despite what has been said by honourable members on the other side of the
House, the Government has kept its promise on taxation.
I refer to the speeches of the honourable member for Brighton and the Leader of the
National Party.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mrs TONER-In fact, the speech of the Leader of the National Party was much better
than that of the honourable member for Brighton; I acknowledge that, but it was still not
of a high calibre.
At lunchtime today, a number of us were considering the standard of the speech of the
honourable member for Brighton and whether it was more pathetic than the speech he
made last year or whether his speech this year surpassed the last. In fact, we a~eed that it
was a very bad speech indeed; we thought it was a pathetic speech that really dId not come
to grips with the issues. Last year we assumed, as a fairly new shadow Treasurer, that he
would experience some difficulies. However, we thought he might have lifted his game
this year.
The speech of the honourable member for Brighton this time referred to discrepancies
and errors in the Budget Papers. I do not know whether he was consciously and deliberately
manipulating the comparisons or whether he was just stupid, but he was comparing one
item with another completely out of order; he compared different line items. I am not
quite sure what he was alluding to in that regard.
The Leader of the National Party certainly came in and expressed gravity about the
allegations by the honourable member for Brighton of errors and discrepancies. Of course,
the Treasurer will straighten out those honourable members on those matters when he
closes the debate.
The honourable member for Brighton referred to accounting tricks, as he called them,
hiding recurrent expenditure in the works and services program and so on. He talked
about accounting fiddles and used a whole range of emotional terms. I do not believe the
honourable member understands modern financial management. In fact, he took little
cognisance of the fact that taxation and expenditure in this Budget have been the lowest
for at least a generation.
It seems that the honourable member for Bri$hton and the Leader of the National Party
were intent on talking down Victoria. That IS very sad, because Victoria has a very
competent Treasurer who is recognised Australia-wide as being excellent in his field; the
Victorian Government is perceived, not only in Australia but also in many other countries,
as being an extremely competent Government, and, as Victorians, we should be united in
talking up the economy.

We do face difficulties in the international scene at present, but it appears to me that the
Opposition does everything in its power to create a climate that makes economic recovery
in Australia more difficult to achieve. Despite all diat, Victoria is doing very well. Can one
imagine what would happen if all parties were united in indicating the good things that
exist in Australia?
The fact that the economic strategy is working in Victoria and that it is the most
succesgful State in Australia in terms of its employment record and a number of economic
indices has resulted in many people investing in Victoria. They realise that Victoria is the
State with a future and that its manufacturing industry is the current beneficiary at a time
when the Australian dollar has been devalued.
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Of course, agriculture has achieved some benefit from that also. Therefore, I would have
expected that our competitive strengths would have been acknowledged by the Leader of
the National Party at least but, in fact, that has not been acknowledged and it is rather a
pity.
The Government has had the capacity to make the hard decisions and the Budget was
very well received by practically everybody in the community. There was enormous praise
for it and the headlines read, "Tight Budget holds taxes" and "Jolly meets challenge with
amicable flair". The articles written about the Budget were generally very much in an
approving sense, as has been mentioned before.
The Opposition did nothing in the immediate future to highlight any difficulties it saw;
instead, It failed to use question time to challenge the direction of the Budget. After two
weeks of research and of dragging up every issue that it possibly could, it has come up with
this extremely negative response. It is that negative approach that serves to drag this State
down rather than serving to benefit it by aGcepting the tight Budget that has been produced.
The Leader of the National Party indicated that he did not believe the Budget represented
a miracle. He was referring to the headline which said, of the Budget, "it is a Jolly miracle".
That was a very nice headline and a play on words but the Leader of the NatIonal Party
indicated that he did not believe it was a miracle, and I would agree with him. The
Treasurer himself would agree, also!
The Government does not go in for miracles. Rather, it goes in for a lot of hard work
and although it was a difficult Budget to frame, the difficulties were turned around to meet
the challenge and the challenge has been met so that the Bud~et is an excellent one and, at
the same time, the Government has kept its promise in relatIOn to taxation.
Because it has kept its promises, there has been no increase in taxation above the rise in
the consumer price index plus economic growth. There are no new taxes, no increases in
taxes and, most importantly, there are no cuts in critical services. Those crucial services
are part of the socIal justice strategy to which the Government is committed, so that
appropriate services are available to all people. To be able to achieve the maintenance of
appropriate services within this tight Budget concept is a measure of hard work and a
great achievement.
It is not a miracle as indicated by the Leader of the National Party; rather, the
Government certainly does not lack the will to make the hard decisions.
The hard decisions have been made in this Budget. Probably every member of Parliament
will be anxious that he or she may not be able to achieve goals that have been hoped for
on behalf of constituents this year. Some economies have to be made. However, it will be
members of the National Party who will squeal loudest and longest and who will want the
greatest increases to services in the electorates that they represent, at odds with the
suggestions of the Leader of the National Party that savings be made by reducing
entitlements of the Land Conservation Council and disposing of the Corporate Affairs
Commission. Let anyone try to dispose of any service whatever in rural areas in order to
secure economies-members of the National Party will take a different approach!
I was concerned at the paucity of alternative strategies from both the Liberal Party and
the National Party. No credible alternative strategy was proposed. It was suggested that a
committee should investigate Government Estimates and expenditure and I understand
that this suggestion is being considered by the Upper House. I do not know whether that
is a good idea or a bad idea; however, it is a limited alternative to propose. I should have
thought the shadow Treasurer who has held his position in the Liberal Party for nearly
eighteen months would have presented better alternatives or at least some alternatives.

The Leader of the National Party stated that the projected predictions for W0wth are
unlikely to be realised. I believe they will be realised. However, the oppositIon parties
should desist from talking the economy down and making negative statements about the
economy in Victoria, throughout Australia and overseas, because it is important for
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everyone to take a united approach rather than to adopt the doom and gloom attitude that
is prevalent when everyone in Australia other than the opposition parties is intent on
building up confidence in, and the image of, this country.
Tough times require tough action, and the Government has taken that action. The
Leader of the National Party referred to the first home buyer's scheme and this is one area
where the Leader of the National Party suggests that economies should not be made.
The year before last, this scheme cost $23 million; last year it cost in the region of $13
million and 4000 used the scheme. However, the scheme was very difficult to police and I
understand it was subject to several rorts. It is a pity that this occurred because misuse
represents a real difficulty in any assistance scheme.
This year the Government has taken up all the money that it can take up from the
Federal Government for housing and has increased spending in the housing field generally.
The money for housing will be directed towards people who are most in need. I suggest
that the Leader of the National Party should have further discussions with the Treasurer
on this issue so that the Treasurer can explain to him some of the difficulties that have
been experienced in the operation of the first home buyer's scheme.
The Budget has been an optimistic Budget despite the restraint on State borrowing
imposed by the Loan Council and despite the rather frightening shortfall of $150 million
in revenue from Bass Strait. That shortfall was not brought about by any action of either
this Government or the former Government but by the collapse in world oil prices.

Mr Cooper-You are blaming the world, now.
Mrs TONER-I am indicating that Victoria has to consider its economy in the context
of the international economy. That may be impossible for the honourable member for
Mornington to comprehend. Certainly, he did not consider economy when he despatched
the infamous number of telegrams that he did on one occasion. That sort of extravagant
spending should be curbed. Parliamentarians have individual responsibility for playing
their part in the economies of the State.
I refer honourable members to the Age of 18 September and an article by Claude Forell
written after the Budget was released. Under the heading, "Jolly meets challenge with
amicable flair", Claude Forell indicated that thin~s were looking rather good in Victoria.
Claude Forell is perceived to be a fairly conservatIve economist but he indicated that:
The Labor Government's firm resolution, in face offormidable union and party pressures, to attack entrenched
feather-bedding and restrictive work practices in the public sector is perhaps the most heartening aspect of this
year's budget. It is a battle that will have to be fought and won step by step in the years to come.

He praised the Government for making tough decisions and he made no mention of any
sort of softness as has been suggested by the opposition parties. He indicated also that the
Treasurer, "presented a budget in the cheerful image of his surname".
Another Age reporter, Kenneth Davidson, referred to Budget optimism, and his article
indicated that the Government is heading in the right direction. Kenneth Davidson is a
very competent economist. He stated:
The Victorian economy is expected to grow faster than the rest of Australia in 1986-87. This is despite a
deflationary budget which was forced on the Government by two things-

Factors beyond the control of the Government. He stated further:
The Cain Government has met the shortfall by economies in departmental operations and cutting the borrowing
programs of semi-Government authorities such as the SEC, outside the budget, in order to increase the borrowing
allocation available to departments such as Transport and Housing, within the budget.

He indicates that the boost to the Victorian growth rate will come from the impact of the
40 per cent devaluation of the Australian dollar over the past twenty months. That is
another matter that is always referred to by the Opposition as a "negative". However,
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according to Mr Ken Davidson and other experts, that devaluation will benefit Victoria,
the manufacturing centre of Australia, more than it will benefit other States.
The Treasurer uses that basis for his projections that Victoria will do better in the year
ahead than will other States. Another reason is that the Government has the capacity to
understand the buoyant pulse of the Victorian economy, which was also referred to by Mr
Ken Davidson.
Of course, the performance of Victoria and Australia will need to match the optimism
of the Cain Government. I was recently on a visit to China with a number of my collea$ues
and I heard nothing but good of the Victorian Government. We visited the trade faIr at
Nanjing, where the Victorian Government was well promoted, and it was obvious from
that that Victoria is doing well not only on the national scene but also on the international
scene.
Although the Government had tough decisions to make and did not introduce any new
taxes, it was still able to accommodate new housing schemes. In fact, housing had top
priority in the Budget with a 20·9 per cent increase in spending and with 6200 new housing
units to be provided in the next two years.
That has given the people of Victoria faith in the Cain Government and in the Treasurer
because, despite a difficult Budget, the needs of people, especially in the housing area, are
being met.
The Budget allocation to the police is always of concern to law abiding citizens. The
employment of 150 public servants in the force will allow more police to return to policing
duties. Additional funding has been provided for bulletproof vests and extra protection
for police vehicles.
Tough decisions needed to be made in the transport area and plans have been put in
place to save $25 billion and to cut down spending in real terms. At the same time,
provision has been made for better transport facilities in outlying areas. That will mean
that people in electorates such as the one I represent will be better able to travel around
their electorates on bus services that have been extended and will be further extended in
the future.
Additional funds were made available to the tourism industry and this is evidenced by
the fact that Victoria is becoming more attractive to overseas tourists. That reflects, even
during a difficult time, the entrepreneurial approach of the Government.
The Government also provided more funds for training programs and positions in
colleges and tertiary institutions as an adjunct to that provided by the Federal Government.
The Government IS conscious that Victoria has the most highly skilled work force in the
Southern Hemisphere and is determined to maintain that advantage.
Although tough decisions have had to be made, those decisions are paving the way for
the future that is fully in step with the economic strategy developed by the Government
during its first period in office. It is the positive initiatives of the Government that have
maintained its programs in economic and social areas.
Some difficulties are presented with the cut back in capital expenditure in some areas. I
am disappointed that some programs in the electorate I represent will be set back. However,
I hope that funds can be found for the Yarrambat primary school project, one that is of
particular interest to me and is ready to go ahead.
Funds have been provided in significant social areas, for example, in education, women's
health projects, improved care for the elderly and recruitment of overseas nurses. The
Victorian public can have confidence in the Government and enjoy the benefit of the tax
relief that it will receive.
The Opposition has referred to the Government as a high taxing Government and
pointed to the tax for each person in the State. Back in the time when Mr Lindsay
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Thompson was Treasurer Victorians had to bear an unjust tax burden. Various Treasurers
and Premiers from both parties have attempted to redress this situation in their discussions
with the Federal Government. That is a problem that still exists in Victoria. However, at
the same time, Victoria's economy will continue to move ahead. Even in difficult times,
unemployment projections are not what one would expect. The Government will do
better.
Mr A. T. Evans-Unemployment is going up!
Mrs TONER-I meant to say that unemployment is not what we would readily accept.
The Government is doing better than any of the other States.
Mr A. T. Evans-You started offbetter!
Mrs TONER-That situation will continue. In fact, this is a tight Budget in real terms,
as was indicated in the Age, and the Budget report is an impressive document. The Age
editorial, on the day following the Budget, stated, inter alia:
... the budget handed down yesterday by the Treasurer, Mr JoUy, is an impressive document which needs no
dressing up. It continues a consistent period of good financial management of the State by the Cain Government.
The Budget's close watch on spending recognises the seriousness of the economic plight confronting the state and
the nation.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr Fogarty)-Order! The honourable member's time has
expired.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-The fifth Labor Government Budget is
nothing more than a fraudulent document, as the honourable member for Brighton so
eloquently and after a great deal of work, pointed out. It is full of errors, contradictions,
accounting tricks and misleading or basically false statements.
Far from being a Budget worthy of praise and defence, it is a Budget condemned by any
reasonable analysis of its own statistics and condemned by the truth. It is a Budget
absolutely riddled with arithmetical errors.
The discrepancies that my colleague, the honourable member for Brighton, so correctly
pointed out, alone total $826 million. How can one possibly introduce a Budget that has a
total outlay of$10 000 million with errors totalling almost $1000 million? One cannot tell
me that that is anything else but a sham! Either the Treasurer cannot add up or he has
deliberately set out to deceive those who are the recipients of the Budget.
What is worse is that simple arithmetic proves that the increase in the Labor
Government's operation expenditure will be 26 per cent more than the Treasurer claims.
If Victoria is to have expenditure growth of the order that is already identified in the
Budget and then have arithmetical errors that indicate that the operational expenditure is
going to be increased by a further 26 per cent, one thing is certain: regardless of the needs
of the community at the moment the Victorian Labor Government is going to continually
spend, spend, spend.
That spending can only be generated or supported by taxation or increased borrowings.
Either the Treasurer is economically stupid or he has been untruthful in the preparation
of the Budget documents. What trust can Victorians generally place in the Government
when they have been so massively deceived?
This is the fifth Budget where major changes have been made in the accounting
procedures followed by the Government of the day. The reason for those changes is so
that the Treasurer can argue publicly that he is balancing his Budget.
As my colleagues, the honourable member for Brighton and the Leader of the National
Party have indicated, the Treasurer has failed to hide the truth even though he has fiddled
the books.
The contribution to the debate by the honourable member for Greensborough proved
conclusively why she has been relegated to the back bench. However, I should like to
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congratulate the honourable member for Brighton not only on the presentation of his reply
to the Bud~et but also more importantly on the contents of that reply. The honourable
member, hIs Parliamentary colleagues and the research staff of the Opposition have spent
many hours trying to decipher the many changes that have taken place in the Budget
documents.
The research revealed that it was clear that the Victorian Government, in order to look
respectable and to carry on with the publicity sham in which it has now been involved for
some years, has removed from the Budget many traditional areas of Government
responsibility.
There is no doubt that this is a tarnished Budget because the Government has argued
that Victorians are getting more services for less money. Tell that to anyone who is on a
hospital waiting list or who tries to catch a peak hour tram!
The Budget has one fundamental error which is similar to that of the Federal Budget;
there is no real constraint on the size, cost and function of government.
Unless one is prepared to attack the size, cost and function of government, ultimately
taxation levels must continue to increase.
I t is an absolute sham for the Treasurer and the Government to argue that the Budget
contains no taxation increases. Yet, Board of Works rates; the State Electricity Commission
and Gas and Fuel Corporation tariffS; land tax and payroll tax have all risen this year. In
many cases the increases have not been in line with the commitment by the Premier to
increase taxes and charges in line with movements in the consumer price index. Thousands
of Victorian families are today receiving Board of Works rate notices which have increased
in excess of 20 per cent on the level charged last year. Many Victorians are receiving land
tax assessments which are greatly in excess of 100 per cent over the amount charged last
year. The Treasurer simply does not care!
As Victoria moves into the 1986-87 financial year, there is one major problem with the
Budget, and that is the Government's estimate of the growth in non-farm gross domestic
product over the next twelve months.
The Federal Government has estimated that the growth in non-farm gross domestic
product will be approximately 2·3 per cent. In Victoria the Treasurer has estimated the
growth at between 2·5 per cent and 3 per cent; in other words, a good 0·5 per cent or more
higher than the figure estimated by the Federal Government.
When the Federal Government brought down its Budget, the figures were described as
being "rubbery, dangerous and unachievable". A group of economists identified the growth
in non-farm gross domestic product as being 1·75 per cent.
Earlier this week I lunched with representatives of a major bank. They estimated that
the growth in non-farm gross domestic product would be closer to 1 per cent. The
projections of the Budget are based on a growth figure which, under any reasonable
assessment, is simply not going to be obtained. If that growth figure cannot be obtained,
all the figures that the Treasurer has based his analysis on will regretfully fail.
There are two other elements of the Budget that I should briefly like to address. They
refer to the way the Government has transferred responsibilities that have traditionally
been Government responsibilities to other statutory organisations. The first responsibility
I want to speak about briefly, and my colleague the honourable member for Narracan will
touch on it when he follows me, is the involvement of the Government in transferring its
responsibility for the Thomson dam to the Board of Works. That will put at risk not only
the ecology of the Gippsland Lakes but also it will substantially increase the debt of
Victorians who have to pay for the Board of Works and its operations, that is, the 980 000
Melburnians who receive rate notices.
My colleague, the honourable member for Narracan, will also go into greater detail on
the fact that earlier today only one copy of the annual report of the Board of Works was
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tabled in Parliament. That copy is now in the Parliamentary Library so that all honourable
members and representatives of the media can read it.
In recent times I cannot remember the Government having tabled three major reports
in Parliament, as it did today, and having made only one copy of each report available.
There is only one reason why the Government has made only one copy of each report
available and that is because it does not want the contents of those documents to be made
public today while the debate is under way.
The Treasurer can laugh as much as he likes. When history records his contribution to
the State, it will be one 01 dismal failure. Victoria is now shackled by debt.
Statutory authorities are now shackled by debt. Victoria has no financial reserves left
anywhere and, unfortunately, it will not be you, Mr Speaker, or me who will pay for these
responsibilities and this increased debt. In your case, Mr Speaker, it will be your
grandchildren and, in my case, it will be my children who will have to pay for that debt.
Future generations of Victorians will inherit a huge debt because of the Treasurer's
mismanagement and fudging of the Budget documents, which is totally unacceptable.
In 1982 when the Labor Party assumed office it inherited a consolidated debt of
approximately $15 000 million.
You will remember, Sir, that it took the State 150 years to develop a debt of $15 000
million. In the four years that have since passed, that debt and liability has increased to
almost $35 000 million. That means that every man, woman and child in this State has a
debt of $8500 hanging over their heads or a debt of $34 000 a household, plus interest.
You, Mr Speaker, may wish to blame me for that increase, but the Opposition has not
been in a position of responsibility to in any way contribute to it. The Government, the
Premier and the Treasurer must accept full responsibility for that massive blowout by 120
per cent of the debt in Victoria.
If one wants a comparison of how serious the size of the debt is, I ask honourable
members to bear in mind that the debt of the Federal Government is currently approaching
$85 000 million. The Federal Government has a Budget of$72 000 million. The Victorian
Government has brought down a Budget where for the first time the revenue and
expenditure exceeds $10 000 million. Its debt and liability exceed $35 000 million. There
is simply no way that Victoria has the capacity to reduce that debt in the short term.
Unfortunately, the Budget will further increase it.

On the one hand, the Budget documents are misleading and false because the figures are
wrong while, on the other hand, there is an indication that the Government will continue
to spend at a faster rate than the consumer price index. The only way it can do that is by
increasing taxation or increasing borrowing. In this case, it will be a combination of both.
I shall direct my attention briefly to the other area where the Government has gone
away from the Budget towards a statutory authority-type situation. I shall refer in particular
to what the Government has done with the Alcoa of Australia Ltd aluminium project and
its debt in relation to that.
When the project was first put in place, the then Liberal Government entered into an
agreement with Alcoa of Australia Ltd. It was the best agreement ever entered into by a
Government with a commercial enterprise. It was so good that the Alcoa company, havIng
recognised what it had signed for, then wanted to back out.
As honourable members will recall, many inquiries were held into the price of electricity.
Prior to the 1982 State election, the then Leader of the Opposition, Mr Cain, gave a clear
warning to the Government and Alcoa of Australia Ltd that if the Labor Party won the
election it would renegotiate the contracts. At that point the project stopped because an
election was around the corner and the likelihood of a Labor Party win existed, which is
sinlply part of the political pendulum.
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When the Labor Party came to office, no work was done on the project for approximately
three years. In order to get the project going again, not only was the agreement rewritten
but also huge subsidies to Alcoa of Australia Ltd were included. Those subsidies were
unacceptably high.
The Budget transfers from the Government to the Portland Smelter V nit Trust
responsibility for the project's debt to the State Electricity Commission. In the Budget
documents, the figure is quoted at approximately $7 million. The unit trust has already
borrowed approximately $570 million. It has no capacity to pay interest on moneys
borrowed, so I presume it is capitalising on interest. The State is paying interest on interest
to pay the interest and is not making any payment on the principal. The Government is
getting further and further into debt with the Alcoa project and, through the Budget, it is
trying to shore up the budgetary provisions by removing the responsibility for the debt
from the Budget documents to the Portland Smelter V nit Trust.
I t was the intention of the Government to float that trust and to obtain public
subscription.
Mr Jolly-It would have been over-subscribed.
Mr KENNETT-What happened with First National Ltd? Approximately 10 per cent
of the equity was floated at 70 cents. That was supposed to be the best thing one could
ever get into and yet people are leaving it in droves. The shares have decreased to 58 cents
a share from 70 cents in about twelve or eighteen months.

The Government now wants to put the Portland Smelter Vnit Trust up for public
subscription. There is no way that the public can afford to invest in that trust which has
on its books a debt of almost $600 million, with no foreseeable return that will offset the
interest let alone reduce the actual borrowing.
It is true that the smelter will go into production in a few weeks, and the Opposition
welcomes that. However, the Government is selling its 35 per cent share. Yesterday a
question was asked about who was to be appointed to make the arrangements to sell the
Government's share, and I believe the Premier indicated that Aluvic was to make the
arrangements. Yesterday, the Premier said that the Government had not entered into sales
as such. If Victoria is to get a return on this project, it will be over many, many years.
When the Liberal Party comes to office at the next election, it will then discover to what
the Government has committed the people of Victoria.

Victorians are owed an honest asessment of the cost to them of the project. We should
be given a balance sheet or a profit and loss sheet of the moneys that the Government has
spent to date on subsidised and special favours and what are the obligations for the future.
Victorians should know what are the borrowings. The whole Budget is at risk because
of one project.
Mr Jolly-Rubbish!
Mr KENNETT-Because the Treasurer's figures in the Budget are so dodgy, the only
way he can prove up the Budget is if he is prepared to make available the documents and
the costs of subsidies. The Treasurer is not prepared to do that. Why should the Opposition
accept his word? The Opposition cannot trust his Budget documents because there are so
many inaccuracies in them. The Treasurer fiddles the books every time he wants to get a
different result.

If the Treasurer wishes to prove me wrong, he should give to the people of Victoria
some accountability for what he has committed Victoria to. We have no idea! We know
what some of the borrowings are, but we do not know the full ramifications. This is
another example of the Government desperately trying to transfer responsibility from, in
this case, the Budget to a unit trust to make its Budget look better.
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The only conclusion that can be drawn is that, ultimately, the people of Victoria will
pay substantially for this project and the Government's financial manipulation. As the
incoming Government, the Liberal Party will have to pick up the pieces of the
Government's irresponsible mana~ement. If it is not irresponsible, the Treasurer has the
opportunity of proving to the pubhc why it is not irresponsible.

Mr Jolly-You can't read!
Mr KENNETI-One of the good things about the Labor Party is that whenever it is
under attack, whenever it is going down the tube in public opinion or whenever it can see
the guillotine closing on its neck, its members resort to personal abuse rather than reasonable
argument! In this case, the Treasurer has accused me of not being able to read. At least I
have not presented to Parliament a Budget containing arithmetical additions that are
wrong.
One of the major reasons why the Liberal Party will be returned to Government at the
next election is the Government's introduction of a new water tax.
I will make a small wager with you, Sir, that before the next election the Government
will have reversed this particular tax and the way it will be applied. There has never been
a greater impost imposed on individual citizens who happen to have a home than this tax.
You, Mr Speaker, and I pay our Board of Works rates, we have all had those rates hiked
by 7 per cent minimum; I have had mine hiked by over 20 per cent. We are all being asked
to pay the same level but our water entitlement has been cut by almost half from almost
275000 litres down to approximately 150000 litres, and for anything used above that
amount one will have to pay an excess water bill.
There is not one family in this State-an average family of husband, wife and four
children, without a big garden, without a swimming pool-who can get through a year on
150 000 litres of water or less, so they will now be penalised. The old proud boast we had
was of this State being the Garden State; the "garden" is coming out of the garden State,
thanks to the Government's stringent new tax designed to generate a lot of revenue to
support its mismanagement.
The average new water tax will be $80 per household, but there will be many households
who get a small bill now who will be affected. Let us just assume, having done the figures
on $80, that one has an excess water bill for $80; next year one will have to pay just over
$500 without having consumed one extra litre of water. It is nothing but a taxation rort.
If ever there was one tax that will drive the Government from office and ensure that the
conservative forces are once again given the opportunity to manage this State responsibly,
to look after families and to encourage growth, that will be the tax that does it.

Of course, my colleague spoke about land tax and the paltry variation that the
Government made to the application of land tax in this State. I do not know about areas
represented by other honourable members, but certainly in my area there are senior
citizens who have lived there all their lives, many of whom are widows and widowers and
they are paying huge penalties for living in their family homes. They have no wealth.
Their wealth is tied up in their houses, and yet they have to pay $2000, $3000 and up to
$6000 for land tax. The Liberal Party has made a commitment that on its return to
government it will abolish land tax on the principal private residence because it believes
one's family home should by sacrosanct from those taxes. We must encourage people to
be independent of Government and to support themselves.

Mr Jolly interjected.
Mr KENNETT-Well, if there is only 5 per cent, as the Treasurer says, he does not care
if he kills 5 per cent. In many cases that is what he is doing.
Mr Jolly interjected.
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Mr KENNETT-It is not ridiculous at all. The Government's taxation policy on
people, on energy and on land tax is absolutely threatening and in some cases it is
destroying the lives of some citizens because they do not have the capacity to pay. Instead
of being involved continually in personal abuse, the Treasurer would be much better
advised to go out into the community serving his electorate, which elected him to
government, because he is totally irresponsible, and the Labor Party has turned its back
on those people who have looked to the Labor Party to look after their interests. The ones
who are most hurt now are not the wealthy who are the Government's friends but the low
and middle-income earners of the State.
The Government does not give a damn about the individual families or citizens who
are struggling to remain independent and to create a future for themselves with some
degree of security:
Land tax is an iniquitous tax and the Government has done nothing at all to assist those
in genuine need. Unless the Government changes the scales and continues to do so, as it
will, because the land tax is now creeping out into some of the areas that Labor is currently
holding electorally, land tax will spread, just as the honourable member for Monbulk
indicated when questioned on the purpose of council amalgamations.
What he was on about when he explained the justification for forced council
amalgamations was that it maximised property taxes In Victoria. Have no doubt, Mr
Speaker, you will need every bit of your lump sum when you get out of Parliament to
survive to ensure that you can pay the land taxes, property taxes, the new water taxes, the
Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works taxes-all these imposts which have been
rising day in and day out.
God help one if one is in business, because I assure the House, those who are in business,
particularly in small business or on the land are paying a heavy penalty for having socialist
Governments in Victoria and at the Federal level.
There is no difference between this Government and anr other Labor Government
either in Victoria or at the Federal level. All we in the Libera Party can be sure of and all
the public can be sure of is that when the next election comes we will be called on yet again
to sort out the mess, the economic-destruction and the social parting of the waves that has
been caused by the Government's policies.
I say to honourable members, as I say to the public everywhere I go, that one cannot
solve these problems overnight, given the enormous problems we are going to inherit. It
is easy to pull a house down; a house can be demolished in three weeks, but it will take
nine months to replace it, and with the debt we will inherit, with the total absence of
reserves, with the funny financial management practices of the Treasurer, it will take the
Liberal Party years to get this State back on its feet. There has been no new investment in
this State in industry of any substantial size in four years.

Mr Jolly-Rubbish!
Mr KENNETT- The Treasurer says that it is rubbish. I challenge the Treasurer to
name one new major company that has come to this State during the past four years. Let
him name one major company. There are new hotels and new office buildings going up
but those cannot be supported in the long term unless more wealth can be created.
Earlier today in this House we talked about the submarine contract. I should have loved
to get that contract for Victoria but honourable members know who will beat us, and that
is South Australia, and the Labor Government there. South Australia is going to beat us
because it got in and showed a bit of enterprise and was months and years ahead of this
miserable Government. The Victorian Government did not even try until it was too late,
until the Premier got into a submarine and dashed around to some of the ports in order to
look interested. This State has been left for dead by South Australia, whose Premier is not
of my political persuasion. I do not agree with everything he does and says, but I shall say
this for him, when it comes to having a bit of entrepreneurial get-up-and-go he leaves the
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boring Premier of Victoria at the stalls. The South Australian Premier has done a marvellous
job with the Grand Prix, one must give him credit for that, he has got the submarine
contract right within his grasp.
What are we going to get out of this? We may get some associated industry input but the
Government is an absolute failure in terms of the development of industry, because it has
done nothing.
Of course, the Government will argue that Alcoa is there but that is rubbish, and at a
huge cost. We have this new tennis stadium on its way and the new remand centre is on
its way but that has blown out to a cost of$30 million. It is right to build projects but one
must ask oneself what is the cost? There may be the most magnificent expansion program
in the State but it may hock the State and its people for many years to come and it is not
worthwhile. We do not know for how much the Government has hocked this State and
the Treasurer does not have the courage to tell us.
The Budget is a fraudulent Budget; it is a Budget of tricks and a Budget of deception. It
is a Budget of deferred liability that the people of this State are going to have to inherit,
and unfortunately, on our return to Government we will have to pick up and sort it out in
the long-term interests of the community of this State. The Treasurer stands condemned
because the only answer he ever has to justifiable criticism or questioning is personal
abuse.
Mr W. D. McGRATH (Lowan)-The Treasurer commenced his Budget speech a
fortnight ago by saying:
Mr Speaker, The Victorian economy is performing better than the rest of Australia-

However, the contributions to the debate by the Leader of the Opposition and the Leader
of the National Party have cast serious and grave doubts on that statement and brought
considerable discredit on the Treasurer. One wonders whether the Treasurer, in introducing
an opening paragraph like that, is in the real world when he analyses the economy and
requirements of the State. Why has he come under such criticism since he released the
Budget a fortnight ago?
One of the great claims the Treasurer made in the Budget was that the Government had
held tax increases to around the consumer price index. That is a great claim from a
Treasurer who should be trying to come to terms with inflation at this time in the
economic history of Australia. However, the Treasurer has said that he has done well as
he has held tax increases at the level of the consumer price index. What that is doing is
inflaming inflation to hold tax increases to around the consumer price index. That sort of
philosophy condemns the Treasurer. If this country is to overcome its economic problems,
it must get on top of inflation.
I shall refer to some figures. Since the Labor Government came to office in 1982,
Government expenditure has increased by 92 per cent to $10 393 million, Payroll tax
receipts have increased by nearly 62 per cent to $1284 million, a 9 per cent increase in this
year alone. The State debt has jumped by 8·7 per cent to $20 639 million. The cost of
servicing those increases will be $1004 million this year.
Is that coming to terms with the real problem in our society, namely, inflation? It is
certainly not coming to terms with problems ifan inflationary spiral is occurring. Naturally,
interest rates are high, and one should consider the interest rate of servicing the debt of
$1004 million of this State. It may have been sound economic management some time
ago, when inflation was in front of interest, because natural growth was taking care of
interest payments, but that situation has now completely reversed. Interest rates are way
out in front and to bring down interest rates Governments must address the inflationary
spiral.
The way in which interest rates operate is not under the total control of the Treasurer,
but, with the same philosophy as the Federal Government, the Government is not
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addressing the high interest rates that are causing enormous problems, especially in primary
production and small business.
The State Government, in its bid to control inflationary spirals in the economy, must
address inflation where and when it can, but it has not addressed that matter at all. It has
allowed the inflation rate to be inflamed by admitting it has adjusted increases in State
taxes, fees and charges to around the consumer price index. How does one come to terms
with the high cost of Government operation in this State?
I shall readdress the points raised by the Leader of the National Party when he addressed
this House about 1 hour ago. The Government must come to terms with the ceiling of the
Public Service work force at its current level, the twelve months' wage freeze on the public
sector and the 17·5 per cent holiday loading. The Government must also come to terms
with the 38-hour week. Victoria cannot afford a 38-hour week. The three main departments
of Government expenditure are the Ministry of Transport, Health Department Victoria
and the Ministry of Education, which combine approximately 70 per cent of the State
Budget. In those three Ministries, approximately 80 per cent of the budgets are taken up
in salaries and wages. Honourable members are aware of the problems of staffing in
hospitals, as well as problems of staffing in schools and the transport system.
This relates back to the hours worked by those participating in the workplace. For
instance, in the education system, there is plenty of room for the teaching profession to
move from working 38 hours a week to 40 hours a week and the same applies in the
nursing profession. If other areas of the Public Service were to adopt a 40-hour week, it
would more than compensate for the requirement of the Government to come to terms
with the 1·5 per cent productivity factor.
Honourable members could all be cast as public servants. I ask you, Mr Acting Speaker,
how many hours a week you are committed to your role in servicing your electorate. I
would say it is well in excess of38 hours a week. Why should one area of the Public Service
be expected to work more than 38 hours a week while other areas of the public sector are
not addressing the matter ofa 40-hour week to increase productivity?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The honourable member is tantalising
the honourable member in the chair at the moment.
Mr W. D. McGRATH-Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. Honourable members must
address those matters. For instance, the three measures that I mentioned earlier, namely,
a ceiling on the Public Service work force at current levels, a twelve months' wage freeze
and abolition of the 17·5 per cent holiday loading would bring about a saving of $341
million in a full year. That is not an insignIficant saving for Victoria.
The Government recently addressed staffing levels in the country freight centres and
services, and honourable members did not hear much rumbling about that from the
National Party. National Party members understood the need to rationalise manpower
levels in country freight centres. The Minister for Transport indicated that country freight
services were costing about $40 million a year to provide, and revenue return from those
freight services amounted to $9 million. As the honourable member for Warmambool
says by way of interjection, the State was $31 million down the tube. Problems in the
Metropolitan Transit Authority need to be addressed in the same way. The Minister for
Transport has not given any indication in this House of plans to rationalise manpower
levels of the metropolitan railways or the Melbourne and Metropolitan Tramways Board.
The National Party accepts the rationale of reducing manpower levels in country freight
centres. I ask the Government, in fairness, as a city-based Government, why it is not
addressing this same sort of matter in Melbourne? Is the Government frightened that it
will come under pressure from union colleagues? I suppose its membership is scattered
around the country, so it can ride through the wavy waters that it would have to go
through to bring about redundancy. Honourable members have seen the redundancy
package that was brought forward when the Government first came to office in 1982. The
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redundancy package shed some people from V/Line and the Metropolitan Transit
Authority.
The redundancy packages cost $90 million, but was there any falling off in staff levels?
In the transport appropriation, some $50 million is set aside for redundancy repayments
with the intention of phasing out 2000 jobs in the State Transport Authority. Will this be
a repetition of the 1982 exercise? Will another $50 million be spent without there being
any decline in staff levels? Will the transport system continue to lose $600 million a year
because neither the Minister for Transport nor the Government has taken any action to
stop this situation continuing?
I can demonstrate how industrial action has cost money to the State Transport Authority.
I have ascertained from the Horsham freight centre information on tonnages over the past
twelve months relating to the centre. Horsham is an example of an average freight centre.
Its tonnages have declined by 5 per cent. In 1985-86 the total freight tonnages at Horsham
were 3412, declining to tonnages in 1986 of 3240.
The explanation for this is that these figures reflect an increase in patronage of the V/
Line wool service of 16 per cent but there was an overall decrease of 5 per cent for the first
three accounting periods. The major factors in the 5 per cent decrease were: first, the
Carlton and United Breweries Ltd industrial problems affected beer deliveries, which is
V/Line's major commodity, for two full weeks during the eleven-week period; second, a
continued effect of decreased utilization by several key customers resulted from industrial
disputes within V/Line prior to Easter.
This loss of tonnage was due to industrial disputes affecting a V/Line operation that
actually earns money for the Government. However, unionists are disrupting the service
by not getting on with the job and supporting the people in the workplace. Some union
bosses have wanted industrial problems at Carlton and United Brewery Ltd and within
the transport system. The results are there in black and white-a loss of 5 per cent of
tonnages in a country freight centre.
Of course, the whole community has to bear the brunt of that loss of income to V/Line
as it adds to the total cost of public transport in the State and, at present, the State transport
system is running at a loss of$600 million a year.
Budget Paper No. 5 provides a "Budget summary and Program Budget Expenditures
for 1986-87" and, under the transport portfolio at page 314, programs are set out in table
No. C24.4 of "Transport significant items of works and services expenditure." Under
program No. 686 an allocation of $2·5 million has been made for the Echuca bridge
reconstruction; $10 million for grain line relaying; $4· 5 million for grain network crossing
loops; $8 million for grain wagons; and $2·3 tnillion for grain central receival points.
Those allocations are very good because the grain freight service in Victoria is extremely
important.
However, the grain industry has been deceived by the Government and by the Minister
for Transport on the question of freight increases this year. The grain industry has lost
confidence in the Government and it is pursuing an argument for deregulation of grain
services. Whether that is right or wrong, I shall not enter into that argument as yet.
However, on or before 16 June the Government approved the submission of V/Line for a
5 per cent decrease in freight rates. At the same time, the grain industry had submitted to
the Government that there should be a 20 per cent decrease in freight charges. The
submission was being made in good faith but the decision had been made by the
Government already.
In 1984-85 a 6 per cent freight increase was imposed on grain growers. At that time it
was ascertained under the Freedom of Information Act that V/Line was looking for a 3·1
per cent increase to justify the cost of carting grain; yet the Government increased grain
charges by 6 per cent. It is obvious that, in the more recent case, the Government was
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coming back into line with the V/Line 1984-85 request; however, everyone had to go
down this path of deception before the Government announced its intentions.
One wonders about the State's rail system and its operation under this Government. I
believe the previous two Ministers for Transport have let the system down badly.
I refer honourable members to a booklet that all members of Parliament received,
Overseas Trading, a journal of the Australian Trade Commission-a reliable authority. In
its September 1986 edition the journal addresses the railway industry. Articles have been
written about the Australian National Line, the Western Australian railways and the
railway industry in Queensland-there is not too much about Victoria. Often when the
Victorian Labor Party Government learns of initiatives taken in Queensland, it ridicules
them. The article on the Queensland railway industry states:
Aggressive marketing and management techniques have made the Queensland Railways the most financially
successful system in Australia and won it a world-wide reputation for narrow gauge, heavy haul operations. It
now has moved into consultancy and is seeking overseas contracts.

The article quotes the Deputy Commissioner of Queensland Railways, Mr Ross Dunning.
The article states:
QR is the only railway authority in Australia making a profit, which it has done for the past two financial years.
Mr Dunning says, "In 1985-86, our profit was $115·5 million before the servicing of loans, but we were still in
a profit situation after those costs were deducted, and are confident of maintaining that performance.

Queensland has not closed country tracks. It is servicing its country tracks. It is marketing
its railway industry. In Victoria, under the Labor Party, the railway system suffers enormous
losses, particularly on its suburban passenger service.
In Queensland, under a National Party Government, the railways has a profit of $115
million and has been in that profit situation for the past two years. It certainly is a
significantly different country up there!
When the Labor Premiers headed off to Queensland the other day to do a bit of
campaigning, the Premier of Queensland, Sir Joh Bjelke Petersen, said, "Here come the
tax gatherers," and why should he not say that? Under the Victorian Labor Government,
taxation has increased significantly from about $550 for evey man, woman and child to
about $820 for every man, woman and child in this State. Why should Sir Joh not say,
"Here come the tax ~atherers"? Queensland seems to be a much more prosperous State
than Victoria, and it IS coming to terms with the economic problems.
One of the most dastardly things we have seen in any Budget for a long time-no doubt
the honourable member for Warrnambool will address this point later-is the removal of
the stamp duty exemption for first home buyers. That will cost young people in this State
up to $1200 when they make an investment, not only for themselves but-also in this State.
The Budget Papers reveal that the abolition of the stamp duty exemption will bring in
some $6 million for the Government. It is not a payment that the Government would
have to make. The Government would not have to go out and earn that money or raise
tax to bring in the $6 million. It is simply a loss of revenue of$6 million to the Government.
Nevertheless, it is prepared to penalise the young people of this State who are prepared to
back themselves in with initiative and support the building industry, which is the most
labour-intensive industry left in this State. That is the action of a Government that claims
to support free enterprise, small business, families and the ordinary person in the street.
To have continued the exemption would not cost the Government in dollars but merely
in the loss of revenue. The Treasurer and the Government should hang their heads in
shame.
Turning to the ~ain industry, I note that the Government is imposing a $3 million
public authority dIvidend on the Grain Elevators Board. Over the past three years that
dividend has been $4 million, $5 million and $4·5 million, and it is to be $3 million this
year. I wonder whether the Government's conscience is beginning to prick it in relation to
this tax. Is the Goverment beginning to admit that the tax was inappropriate and wrong
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and should have never been imposed? It is a ridiculous tax. The sooner it is removed, the
better. It is an inequitable tax. It is a tax imposed on an industry and an authority that is
not supported by the Government, as are some of the other authorities that have borne
the public authority dividend tax for some time-for example, the State Bank, the
Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works, the Port of Melbourne Authority, the State
Electricity Commission and so on.
When considering some other ridiculous costs that have been allowed to run away for
no good purpose in this State, I am reminded of the Government's local government
restructuring program. What has that inquiry cost? I received from the Minister-and I
am thankful for that advice-information that the Local Government Commission's
inquiry had cost some $500000 to the end of June. I venture to say that by now it has
probably cost the taxpayers of this State in the vicinity of $1 million; and, of course, it
does not end there. Municipalities have spent money in analysing themselves, identifying
their role and their function, presenting submissions to the commission, going to the
various public meetings and putting up arguments in relation to restructuring and
amalgamation. That has cost perhaps $5 million or perhaps even $10 million of local
government resources in this State.
The operation of local government has been hung up for the past four or five months
because of stupid action taken by the Government in forcing an inquiry that was not
needed. Local government knew where it was going. It did not need the Government to
suggest wholesale amalgamation and restructure. The Government waived a big stick
around but suddenly the big stick became too heavy for the Premier and he said, "The
water out there looks troubled; we had better drop all of this and forget the cost to the
taxpayers of $1 million for this inquiry; forget the $4 million, $5 million or $10 million
that it might have cost local government. It is getting a bit sticky for me as Premier of this
State, so let us drop the whole thing."
Local governments in this State are very much on guard for fear that the Premier and
the Minister will caI))' out the restructure in an underhanded way. We need to be wary
and cautious about that because they are callous and unthinking in the way in which they
operate. They hate to see something that is successful, something that through tradition
has proved to be valuable in this State.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! I inform the honourable member
that he has 2 minutes in which to complete his contributi()n to the debate .
. Mr W. D. McGRATH-I have enough notes to enable me to go on for another halfhour, but I am sure you will not permit me to do so, Mr Acting Speaker.
The Budget is full of deceit. It has been produced by a socialist Labor Government. The
trouble is that a party with a socialist philosophy can never provide satisfactory government
in what is traditionally a free enterprise system. That is the problem with this Budget. The
Government has enormous borrowings, enormous debts, enormous lease payments and
huge taxes and charges-the highest of any State in Australia at this time. It has not come
to terms with inflation, with reducing taxation or with creating an environment that will
promote economic growth in this State.
Mr KENNEDY (Bendigo West)-I am honoured to join in the debate and support the
Budget. The document is a reflection of the capacities of the Government and the Treasurer
to bring sound management to the finances and economy of Victoria. Even when the
Government is facing difficult financial and economic times, it can still demonstrate to its
supporters and other members of the community that it has basic Labor Party priorities
at heart and will stick with programs that are important to the people who voted the
Government into office.
The Government should be applauded for its handling of the economy. The response
to the Budget has been tremendous, although one will always find knockers in the
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community, especially amongst members of the opposition parties. Comments made by
members of the Opposition and the National Party are not reflected in the community.
One of the outstanding achievements of the Government is that for three consecutive
years Victoria has had the lowest level of unemployment in Australia. The opposition
parties hoped they would be able to come up with the big story and tell the community
that the Government has brought about massive increases in taxes and charges, which was
what the previous Liberal Government did until it was defeated in 1982.
The Government has not introduced any new taxes or increased any charges in the
Budget. If one examines the charges imposed by Government departments and statutory
authorities, one recognises that they have been kept below the consumer price index.

Mr Hann interjected.
Mr KENNEDY -The National Party always makes a fuss about the rural community
paying too much. However, if one examines the performance of the former Liberal
Government, which was supported at election times by the National Party, one recognises
its appalling and dismal record.
I shall refer to some statistics that illustrate the laziness of the Liberal Party
administration. In 1980-81 V/Line freight charges increased by 18 per cent and in its last
year in office the Liberal Government increased V/Line charges by 14 per cent.
Last year, under the administration of the Labor Government, charges increased by 6
per cent, which was less than the consumer price index, and this year the Government has
not increased V/Line charges but has decreased them by an average of 5 per cent. What an
outstanding record! No politician on the opposite side of the Chamber can point to any
achievement that gets within a bull's roar of what has been achieved by the Labor
Government and the capable Minister for Transport. This is the first time that a Victorian
Government has reduced charges.
I now turn to silos from which grain is freighted. Elmore experienced a reduction of
18·4 per cent. That town is just outside the electorate of the honourable member for
Rodney, but one never receives any recognition from members of the National Party. All
they ever do is knock the Labor Government. Goornong also experienced a reduction of
18·4 per cent. Dunolly, which is in the electorate that I represent, experienced a reduction
of 15·07 per cent. Moolort experienced a reduction of 26·03 per cent, which is a tremendous
achievement. The Government, by sound and careful administration, has been responsible
for V/Line achieving those results.
In the last year of the Liberal Government charges imposed by the Grain Elevators
Board increased by 29 per cent. How members of the opposition parties hate to be
reminded about the Liberal Government's dismal record! Last year charges imposed by
the board were only 5·4 per cent.
In the last year of the Liberal Government gas and fuel charges increased by 18·9 per
cent and electricity charges increased by 16·9 per cent. It is obvious that the Liberal
Government lost control of its main public authorities. No administrative restraint was
exercised over the authorities by the Liberal Government or its backers, or by members
of the National Party-Tweedledum and Tweedledee from the country.
In comparison, the Labor Government has been able to keep all State authority charges
below the consumer price index, which is a significant achievement that has been widely
recognised by the community. The Government has not introduced any new taxes or
increased charges in the Budget.
Members of the National Party travel throughout country Victoria and say there should
be more spending on health, education and transport. However, when they come to
Melbourne they demand savage reductions in Government spending. Before the Budget
was brought down the National Party demanded a reduction of $350 million in
Government spending. It did not inform the Government which facilities should be
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reduced because its members wanted to tell their constituents that more money should be
spent on schools, hospitals, roads and so on.
The National Party complains endlessly about borrowings, debts and public spending
but it does not want the Government to cut down on schools, hospitals or community
services in the country.
The Government has recorded a magnificent achievement over the past four years
which has brought the economy under control and has provided benefits to all Victorians.
Mr Hann interjected.
Mr KENNEDY- The honourable member for Rodney cannot control himself. The
Cain Labor Government has also made significant improvements in the economic
development of many industries. It is the first Government in history to introduce a tenyear plan for economic development and for the first time in country Victoria a
Government has been prepared to pay attention to strategic growth centres. Type "A"
centres include Ballarat and Bendigo and Type "B" centres include Castlemaine and
Maryborough. This is the first commitment made by a Government to specific
developmental programs for industry.
The previous Liberal Government had a few growth centres but its plan was limited. If
industries were not in those growth centres it was bad luck. All they received were glossy
advertising brochures and a few bob in their pockets to make it look like something was
hapening. With the introduction of the Government's ten-year plan there is a strong
commitment to the strategic growth and development of cities and towns. The Government
took a tough stance and decided to invest money in the development of jobs in country
Victoria. It introduced tailor-made concepts to assist industries to develop and to meet
their potential growth. Some industries that previously were going through difficult times
through overseas competition are now reaping their rewards. Victoria has two major
categories of growth centres and firms that it is assisting and they are being revitalised.
Substantial funds have been injected into firms in country Victoria since the program
was introduced in 1984. In the Bendigo region eighteen firms have been assisted with
those tailor-made, specialised packa~es of assistance involving more than $6 million.
These important firms to Bendigo Include Stafford EllinsoI} Manufacturing Pty Ltd,
Crestknit Aywon Pty Ltd, Bendigo Woollen Mills, Pacific Textiles Bendigo Pty Ltd, JPB
Designs Pty Ltd, Interskin Products (Aust.) Pty Ltd, Argus Clothing Pty Ltd, Melko
Electronics Manufacturing Pty Ltd, EMI Constructions, Industrial Conveying Pty Ltd and
the Bendigo Recycling Centre.
The Government has given those firms and others assistance because it has the foresight
to understand that if one talks to people about their needs and projects and, if they have a
sound idea to pursue, they should be supported so that they can maintain and increase job
opportunities. That is what we have been doing. The results in the Bendigo region have
been significant and welcome.
In addition, this is the first Government to introduce the concept of business planning
for individual firms. The Bendigo region is in the forefront of the regions that have
accepted the new concept of business planning assistance promoted by the Victorian
Government. So far 45 firms in our region have been approved. The Government has
backed the Bendigo Development Committee to assist industrial development in Bendigo.
Most importantly, the Government has helped the committee by funding a study into the
need for industrial land in the Bendigo area. The project has been undertaken with five
local councils, and the committee has brought down important recoInmendations on
needs in Bendigo.
Importantly, this has enabled the Bendigo committee to draw up a sin~e centralised
register of both private and public land that is available for potential Investors and
developers. At the same time the Borough of Eaglehawk has been provided with funds to
enable it to further the industrial estate at Caldwell's Road. The Government is providing
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assistance to the committee to enable it to use research work already undertaken to
develop industrial growth strategy for Bendigo.
Victoria is being developed in a way that has never been seen before. An example of
that is the active pursuit by the Victorian Government of the Federal Government's
submarine program. This program looks set to provide significant benefits to the Bendigo
Ordnance Factory. The Government has made a clear commitment to Victorian industry
by requiring Government departments and authorities that make purchases overseas to
ensure firms invest 30 per cent of the value of the purchases back into Victoria. As a result
of that policy a sizeable amount of work has been diverted to the Bendigo Ordnance
Factory through the $3 million tunnel borer project undertaken for the Melbourne and
Metropolitan Board of Works at Hoppers Crossing and work on the Loy Yang "B" crawler
assemblies.
All these policies have been undertaken by the Government with a specific commitment
to developing the manufacturing base wherever possible in country areas. The Government
has also set up the Industrial Supplies Office, which was referred to this morning by the
Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources, and which basically has a list of the
manufacturing firms in Victoria that are capable of doing work that would otherwise go
overseas. That has meant that substantial benefits will be gained by Victorian manufacturers
and employees.
For the first time there has been a specific policy to encourage the development of
technology in Victoria's economy. There has also been the development of the heavy
industry assistance package. This Government, in cooperation with other Governments,
has moved towards scrapping State preferences. This is an important policy based on the
outline of approaches set out in the ten-year economic plan for Victoria. The strategy is
now in its third year and going very strongly.
The Government has made a strong and constructive commitment to the agricultural
sector. The ten-year plan spells out this area as an important and competitive strength in
Victoria.
I have already mentioned the importance of the Government holding down increases
in State Government and authority charges to below the consumer price index rises and I
have highlighted the significance of the reductions of the V/Line grain freight rates. I have
highlighted that no new taxes have been introduced and no real increase in taxes has been
made. At the same time the Government has introduced the magnificent WorkCare
package which has benefited individual workers through prompt and effective responses
in the payment of compensation and in rehabilitation.
The Government has introduced not only the health and· welfare legislation to avoid
many of the disasters that make industrial cripples of many of our workers but also the
WorkCare scheme which has made important inroads into the costs of business and has
saved the Victorian business community approximately $500 million or $600 million in
workers compensation. In country Victoria WorkCare has resulted in major decreases in
premium rates. Overall it has saved country Victoria $100 million.
The Government has taken tremendous steps to fight salinity. Never before has such a
strong, coordinated and comprehensive approach been taken by any Government in
Australia, least of all in Victoria, to fighting salinity as the one undertaken by this
Government. The Government established a Parliamentary inquiry into salinity; brought
the relevant Ministers together as a single fighting force; brought together all Government
departments and authorities; produced a single budget and comprehensive plan of works
to be undertaken; and arranged the meeting between New South Wales, Victoria, South
Australia and the Federal Government to deal with the problems in the Murray-Darling
basin in its fight against salinity.
The Victorian Government has begun the fight and achieved so much and will achieve
so much for country Victoria in overcoming the scourge known as salinity. The funding
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in 1984-85 was $8·5 million. Last year a number of definite programs were undertaken so
the Government committed a total of $12 million in Federal and State funds towards the
fight against salinity. That was a significant increase.
Last financial year $9·6 million was spent in the fight against salinity because so much
work had been planned in that year that not all the funds were expended. This year the
Government has committed $14·2 million to fight salinity. The achievement of the
Government in this area has been recognized as singular and outstanding.
The Government recognises the country and agricultural economy as a productive and
economic force but it also recognises that it must take into account the lives of families
and individuals in country communities. Therefore, it has introduced the Rural Affairs
U nit to enable the rural community to have a closer liaison with the Government and
vice versa.
This unit has become extremely popular in country Victoria because country
communities have recognised that the Government has established a specialised group of
people to liaise between the Government and the community to ensure all services and
developments needed by rural commodities are properly advocated to the Government
and that the Government's cause is also advocated to the people. This will forge a closer
relationship between the Government and the rural community.
The Government has undertaken a rural economic study, which is a sound piece of
work that covers a wide range of areas of interest for country people. The study is now the
subject of public discussion. The Government acted positively on behalf of the farming
community in the Mallee. It has provided more than 100 special loans for farmers in the
Mallee, assistance through welfare counsellors and assistance with water rates.
This financial year the Government has increased the spending of the Department of
Agriculture and Rural Affairs to $114 million, a 9 per cent increase over last year's
commitment. The Cain Labor Government has shown a positive attitude to Victoria's
wine industry. On top of its authentication policy, which has already been introduced, the
Government has supported the development of the Wine Industry Association and the
promotion and export of Victorian wines.
Two important wine specialists have settled in the Bendigo area; they are an oenologist
and a viticulturist, who will cover the needs of the specialist wine industry in the Bendigo
region and throughout Victoria generally. This represents a positive and reputable
achievement by the Government.
I welcome the funds allocated to the development of the Central Deborah tourist gold
mine in Bendigo; $14 000 has been committed to that project. Important also to the
success of tourism is the vintage tram barn. The Government has also been undertaking a
study of the central goldfields area to estimate its tourism potential and to see what
developments need to be undertaken or encouraged to enhance its attractiveness.
It is our Government again which has committed itself to the development ofa Chinese
museum. Both the Director of the Victorian Tourism Commission and the Minister for
Industry, Technology and Resources visited Bendigo recently and promised substantial
assistance for the development of this important tourist attraction.
If one looks at the policy of the Liberal Party, one sees that it is simply unwilling to
present any commitment to this project. It is prepared to rubbish the Chinese museum
project in Melbourne and at the same time the spokesman on tourism comes to Bendigo
in order to criticise the idea of Chinese museums in Victoria, but, strangely, he left Bendigo
with the clear-cut attitude of hostility towards the development of the Chinese museum
because the Liberal Party was not prepared to commit itself to funding this project as the
Govenlment has done.
Likewise the Cain Government in Maldon is now developing a low-cost tourist
accommodation, a significant boost for tourism generally in Maldon and in central Victoria.
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It has been the Cain Government, during the State's 150th celebrations year which provided

funds for the Castlemaine/Maldon Railway Preservation Society so it could restore and
get back into action the steam train which has now become a popular attraction in the
Maldon area.
There are still other areas in which the Government has been active, and I shall refer to
a couple of important decisions of Government. Firstly, an important decision has been
made to fund 1000 tertiary places in line with the recommendations of the Blackburn
committee.
Mr MACLELLAN (Berwick)-On a point of order, in the interests of even-handedness
I draw your attention, Mr Acting Speaker, to the fact that the honourable member for
Bendigo West appears to be reading his speech. Doubtless we will go throu~ the farce of
his claiming to be reading from extensive notes, but I do draw your attentlOn to the fact
that the honourable member appears to be reading his speech.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! Would the honourable member for
Bendigo West advise the Chair whether he is reading his speech or using notes?
Mr KENNEDY (Bendigo West)-The honourable member for Bendigo West is pleased
to advise the Chair that he is not reading his speech by any means. What the honourable
member is doing is what most honourable members on this side of the House do, and that
is he has put some sound preparation into the speech so that when he makes a comment
it is based on irrefutable, factual information. Of course, this is anathema-The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! I do not uphold the point of order,
and I call the honourable member for Bendigo West.
Mr KENNEDY (Bendigo West)-This approach is of course anathema to the opposition
parties because they are sin~ularly lazy and slothful and rarely put any effort at all into
delivering their speeches, dOIng little groundwork. I am quoting from factual information
and I am happy to proceed.
I welcome the allocation by the Victorian Government offunds for 1000 tertiary places.
That is a responsibility that the Government has taken on because of its recognition of the
importance of providing increased training and education opportunities for the young
people of Victoria. I welcome also the decision by the Government to fund another 220
additional State apprentices. This is important to the Bendigo region where there are now
33 positions available.
Ms Sibree-I draw your attention, Mr Acting Speaker, to the state of the House in view
of the very excellent speech prepared by the honourable member.
A quorum was formed.

Mr KENNEDY- Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. I assure the honourable member for
Kew she can now return to sleep. The Government is also to be applauded for the strong
support it has given to the group apprenticeship scheme. In central Victoria it has proved
to be a successful scheme. When it was introduced, in 1982, we had fifteen apprentices,
and there are now 70 apprentices.
I should like to highlight the decision of the Government to fund another 1000 Youth
Guarantee Scheme positions. This is important. When the scheme was introduced this
year approximately 45 per cent of all the positions made available by the Victorian
Government were allocated in the country areas and of a total of 1284 positions, 557 were
in country Victoria. Two hundred and ei~t are in the north-east region of Victoria, of
which Bendigo is part, and in the Bendlgo area there are approximately 50 of these
positions. They are very welcome and very popular indeed. It is"good that that program is
continuing.
In the area of education I am particularly pleased that additional integration aids and
teachers are being provided as are special needs teachers. It is also good to see that in my
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area the Government is proceeding with a number of projects, particularly the much
needed new Maiden Gully Primary School.
In the area of community services I am delighted with the funding that has been made
available by the Federal and State Governments for the home and community care
program, a total of$1 0 million this financial year.
We have clearly seen three major projects in the Bendigo area being approved under
this scheme which include the Maldon Senior Citizens Centre, a delightful podiatry service
which is being established at the Eaglehawk and Long Gully Community Health Centre
and for the Bendigo City Council aged persons' services development officer.
There is the very important anti-poverty program to which the Government has retained
a powerful commitment, and both the poverty action program and consumer credit
program will be supported this year to the tune of nearly $2 million.
We have seen two projects being funded in the Bendigo area, one for the Bendigo
Poverty Action Interest Group to assist people associated with a community house to
undertake projects which involve low income people in decision making affecting their
own lives and the very important consumer credit program at Eaglehawk and Long Gully
health centre.
I conclude with a few points. I am pleased that the funding is being maintained and
increased for the drug campaign, which is a major area of achievement for the Victorian
Government and the Federal Government, but there is a long way to go to tackle this
problem. It is good that a foundation has been set for a number of approaches and
programs to deal with the problems of drug and alcohol abuse.
In Bendigo, we have seen significant developments in the increasing of staff available
for the local community regional drug group, BRADS, the introduction of court assessment
advisory service and also the development with BRADS of a halfway house for male
alcoholics, in addition to the employment of specialised resource workers to work with
community groups,.to deal with local alcohol and drug problems.
In the area of regionalisation of health services, a program the Liberal Party and the
National Party are committed to destroying, we have decentralised power, decision making
and jobs into the country. When this program is completed, so far as the Bendigo region
is concerned, it will mean a total of twenty jobs that will be introduced in the Bendigo
region at a peak area of public activity along with the establishment of district health
councils.
I conclude by applaudin~ the big developments taking place in the housing policy. It is
delightful to see the contInuation of not only a major program of the purchase and
construction of public housing but also the new programs undertaken to ensure that the
many people in Victoria who need housing and who are faced with low income levels on
which to borrow funds for housing are being helped.
Mr DELZOPPO (Narracan)-My contribution to the Budget Bills is in the form of a
narrative that could be entitled, "The Great Government Water Swindle" with a subtitle,
"How to Fleece the Metropolitan Ratepayers and People of the Province of Gippsland".
I commence my story with the Treasurer's Budget speech, wherein the Treasurer said:
In preparing the 1986-87 Budget, the Government has reviewed two important matters, namely the arrangements
surrounding the Thomson-Cardinia system and the mechanism for meeting the Government's commitments to
flexible tariff arrangements for the Portland and Point Henry smelters.

I put the smelters to one side and concentrate on the new arrangements for the Melbourne
and Metropolitan Board of Works.
The Treasurer went on to say:
A new agreement. ...
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I understood an agreement was something agreed to by all parties. I have serious doubts
that the parties involved in this arrangement were in full agreementhas been reached with all the relevant agencies concerning the Thomson-Cardinia system. Full operational and
financial responsibility for the system will pass to the MMBW which will as a result gain a virtual doubling of its
water allocation, enabling a deferral of capital expenditure, and the ability to benefit fully from future augmentation
of the system.

The Government has made a pass at the Board of Works. Further light was shone on the
question when the Treasurer said:
The MMBW is entering into a commercial contract to provide up to 60000 megalitres per annum to the
Mornington Peninsula and District Water Board and will provide water on a commercial basis to additional
downstream users. In recognition of the historical nature of the previous arrangements, and its obligations to
existing downstream users, the Government will write off 30 per cent of its contributions under those
arrangements-a present value amount of some $60 million.

The Treasurer was saying that due to the new arrangements he has improved the Budget
position by "some $60 million".
The question arises of who is to pay. The $60 million has to come from somewhere,
someone or some people. I put it to the Treasurer and the House that the $60 million
comes from the metropolitan ratepayers of the city of Melbourne. They are the ones who
are bearing the cost, and although the Government may boast that there are no extra taxes
or charges-even that is challenged-the liability has been shifted by a deft sleight of hand
to the ratepayers of the Board of Works.
Under arrangements for the use and payment of the Thomson dam, known as the
Thomson-Cardinia system, a previous Government agreed to pay on average $27 million
a year towards the capital cost, including principal and interest, of loans that were raised
by the MMBW to finance and build the dam.
In the years from 1981-82 to 1985-86 the Government paid to the Board of Works on
average $27 million a year. This amount, going back to 1982, totalled $135 million. In
return, the Board of Works had to provide a downstream flow of water to the Thomson
River of 149 000 megalitres a year. This was necessary for two reasons: firstly, to supply
water to irrigators and users of water for stock and domestic purposes downstream, and
secondly, to provide adequate flows of fresh water into the Gippsland Lakes system,
because the lakes depend for their health on a certain amount of fresh water.
Given that the Thomson River is virtually unpolluted, and that clear and pure water is
going into the lakes, therefore, it is doubly valuable because other streams that are polluted
have not the same cleansing and diluting effects on the waters of the Gippsland Lakes.
As the House would be aware, the Gippsland Lakes are a great jewel in the crown of
Victoria so far as tourism is concerned, and many thousands of people visit the lakes every
year; so much so that the Government makes a feature of them-quite rightly-in all of
Its tourist brochures.
Under the previous arrangements, the Board of Works was entitled to an allocation of
70 000 megalitres for the metropolitan area. This situation was to be reviewed when the
Thomson dam was filled and, as yet, it has not yet reached its full supply level. Under the
new arrangements, things have changed. The Treasurer, in order to reduce the
Government's indebtedness in the Budget of some $60 million, said to the Board of
Works, "We are going to make new arrangements". I am mystified how this was done
because so far as I can ascertain the board members were not consulted on the arrangements.
Therefore, I can only conclude that it was a private arrangement with certain members of
the Board of Works or the Chairman and the Treasurer. No Board of Works minute has
mentioned the two arrangements. They were not noted by the Board of Works and they
do not appear in any of the proceedings of the board.
Under the new arrangements, the Board of Works would resume full responsibility for
the Thomson-Cardinia system. In other words, the Government said to the board, "Okay,

842

ASSEMBLY

1 October 1986

Appropriation (1986-87, No. 1) Bill

it is all yoursH. On the surface that was a most generous gesture. In return, the Board of
Works could have the balance of the yield of water, the water that had not been decided
upon, because a decision was to be made when the upper Thomson dam filled. However,
there was an agreement that a certain amount of water, 149 000 megalitres, would go
downstream to keep the Gippsland Lakes and river system viable and to provide water
for irrigation purposes.
Under the new arran~ements, the Board of Works has rights to future augmentation
and in those few words IS a very sinister intent, an intent that is quite clear to the people
of Gippsland because future augmentation means, in a lay person's terms, that further
water will be turned away from Gippsland into the Thomson-Cardinia system.
Under the present system, there is only one place where it is practical to take that water.
That is, from the Aberfeldy River which flows to the Thomson River, downstream from
the present dam wall. It would be a relatively simple engineering feat to turn the headwaters
of the Aberfeldy River into the Thomson dam and thus augment or increase the supply of
water to Melbourne. In so doing, the health and viability of the Gippsland Lakes would
be further threatened and Gippslanders would abhor any decision to turn the waters of
the Aberfeldy River away from the lakes where they play a role in keeping the Gippsland
Lakes fresh and ensure that the tourist facilities of the Glppsland Lakes are preserved.
Under the new financial arrangements, I have already mentioned that an agreement was
made for the Government to pay the Board of Works $27 million a year as its portion of
the cost of principal and interest, but with a stroke of the pen the Treasurer has said to the
Board of Works, "In return for us handing over to you the upper Thomson-Cardinia
system, we will not pay $27 million that the Government, under a previous agreement,
would have paid to you for the year 1986-87". Therefore, with the stroke of a pen, $27
million is forgone.
In additionJ, the Treasurer said to the board, "We have made some previous paymentson average, )27 million a year was made for the years 1981-82, 1982-83, 1983-84,
1984-85 and 1985-86. We will very generously discount that amount of money that we
have already paid by 30 per cent, and the Board of Works will pay back to the Government
the sum of$35 million a year until the debt is settled".
That was done at the stroke of a pen. The Government has pushed a debt over to the
Board of Works without any consultation with the board, with no minutes of the board's
proceedings and with no consultation whatever with the people of Gippsland, the irrigators
and the users of water downstream of the Upper Thomson dam.
The Government has not consulted with any conservation groups. There has been no
environmental impact statement and, I might add, that is strange coming from a
Government that claims it is attuned to the environment and that prides itself as being a
champion of the conservationists. Therefore, at this point,. we really do not know what the
full effect of the decision of the Government will be on the environment of the Gippsland
Lakes.
To give some relief to the Board of Works, the Government very generously said, "You
can obtain some relief for the amount of money-for this debt that we have pushed over
to you. We will get some money out of the ratepayers on the Mornington Peninsula
because under an agreement, the Mornington Peninsula and District Water Board has an
entitlement to 60 000 megalitres of water out of the Thomson/Cardinia system".
In talking about this, the Government drove a very hard bargain indeed. It said to the
Mornington board, "You are using part of the system; therefore, you have to pay part of
the capital cost."
It went on to say, "You will pay to the Government the sum of $4·9 million a year for
the next twenty years and, in addition, you will pay for water that you draw from the
system at commercial rates;" namely, $200 a megalitre, and that cost of water will be
indexed so all one can see so far as the future of the Mornington Peninsula and District
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Water Board is concerned is that there will be higher and higher payments because the
residents will use more water as time goes by and that will lead to a higher and higher cost.
Therefore, the total effect is this: we have $27 million interest and principal payments
foregone. We add to that the $35 million that the Government has "donated" for previous
payments made by the Government to the board, making a total of $62 million and to
offset that there is this $4-9 million annual payment from the Mornington and District
Water Board this year, less an estimated $3-6 million for sales, because it is estimated that
the board will use something like 18 000 megalitres of its 60 000 megalitre entitlement this
year. Therefore the Board of Works will have to finance and pick up the tabs for $53-5
million.
I understand that the Treasurer is fond of talking about modem financial management
and it is a phrase that has been used with abandon since the Government came to office.
I take it that through this modem accounting technique, a whole lot of financial things
can be done, bordering on wizardry, and this is really wizardry bordering on sleight-ofhand-because I should like to examine now the ability of the Board of Works to pay
because, as well as the debt that has been pushed across to it under the Budget, the board
is already paying the Government's public authority dividend, which so far has amounted
to approximately $212 million and, for this financial year, the board will have to find $65
million in addition to what it has already paid.
Therefore, the board is being slugged $65 million for a public authority dividend, plus
an extra $53 million imposed at the stroke of a pen through an arrangement between the
Treasurer and the Board of Works.
I return now to the inability of the board to pay: it has been difficult for the Opposition
to establish the financial position of the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works.
Under the Government's Annual Reporting Act, the board is required to produce, before
30 September, a report. I draw the attention of the Minister for Water Resources and the
House to the fact that that report scrambled in a day late-this morning-when it was
tabled by the Clerk in this Chamber.
When I went to obtain a copy, I found to my surprise that there was only one copy of
the report of the Board of Works in Parliament House, which means that the Opposition
has been seriously disadvantaged in trying to discover the real indebtedness and financial
state of the board.
In passing, I add that the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works was not the only
authority that was late in tabling its report. The Opposition should draw the attention of
the Treasurer to the fact that the Department of Management and Budget also failed to
table its report by 30 September, as the Act requires. Perhaps when the Treasurer is closing
the debate, he might explain to the House why his own department-a department that is
noted for its modem financial management techniques-was late in tabling its report.
There were some other high flyers among the lists of departments that failed to table
their report by the due date. The Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs, the Ministry
for the Arts, Community Services Victoria, the Ministry of Consumer Affairs, the Ministry
for Planning and Environment, the Ministry of Labour, and the Ministry for Police and
Emergency Services, all failed to have their reports tabled on time.
This is just not good enough. It appears that Government departments cannot comply
with an Act of the Victorian Parliament. However, I was fortunate enough to examine five
pages, which I had photocopied, of the one copy of the Board of Works' report that exists
in Parliament House. The report is late; the report prevents the Opposition from looking
at the financial state of the Board of Works, the board that is being imposed by the
Government to the extent of $65 million this year for the public authority dividend and
$53 million for taking over responsibility for the Thomson/Cardinia dam system.
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Under a section headed "Finance and Treasury", the board, among other things, says
this:
The board borrowed $514 million to finance capital expenditure and to re-finance maturing and existing debt.
The rise is necessary to cover increases in operating costs and finance charges.

Parliament and the people of the metropolitan area have already been told that under the
new pricing scheme, the price of water will rise, and that is mentioned in the report. The
price a kilolitre of water will rise from 42·6 cents to 45·6 cents in 1987-88. Among the
pages I photocopied are some enlightening points.
The board says that the cost of servicing the loans, paying the interest and other charges,
currently absorbs the other half of its rate income. ThIS is up to the year ended 30 June
1986. I repeat: half of the board's income is used to service loans already in place.
Financial charges incurred during 1985-86 were $299 million, an increase of 25 per cent
over the previous year. Half of the rate revenue was used for present loans, an increase of
25 per cent over the previous year; and this is the selfsame board on which the Government
is imposing a $65 million impost by way of public authority dividend and which has to
pick up the tab for $53 million that it should not have to meet.
The report goes on to say:
The increase was due to a reduction in interest capitalised.

That is an interesting sentence. Because the board is not currently undertaking any major
projects, it cannot engage in what I believe to be a highly questionable practice of writIng
off Interest to capital. Because there are fewer works, there is less opportunity for the board
to transfer interest from recurrent expenditure to capital works.
Page 3 of the report states:
A program to repurchase about $42 million of high interest board stock was completed. Although the board
had to pay a premium to acquire the stock, its subsequent reissue at lower interest rates will reduce finance
charges in future years.

What absolute rubbish! Just imagine what would happen if a private enterprise organisation
or a public company made that statement in its report! It is a sure recipe for disaster.
Because of the impost levied by the Government, the board has had to engage financial
assistance, and I do not wonder at this. Page 4 of the report states:
Dominguez Barry Samuel Montagu Ltd was the board's general Financial adviser at 30 June 1986. Macquarie
Bank Ltd was appointed to advise on foreign exchange activities.

In the time left to me, I shall not attempt to go through the disastrous decision to borrow
overseas and follow loan interest rates that put the financial position of the board and the
finances of the ratepayers of the metropolitan area at risk of the fluctuating value of the
Australian dollar. Honourable members know what has happened to the Australian dollar
in the past twelve months or so and the effect that that has had on people who borrowed
overseas.
At 30 June 1986, the board owed a total of$2671 million, of which $2286 million was
owed in loans raised on the market and $227 million was owed to the Victorian
Government. With the board's current indebtedness, it cannot meet the additional financial
commitment passed over to it by the State Government unless it borrows further, and I
remind honourable members that half of the board's rate revenue is already used to service
existing loans. There is a parallel with the straw that broke the camel's back, and I suggest
that this extra impost that the Government is passing to the board is a recipe for disaster.
Under the heading "Finance Charges" the board had this to say:
Finance charges increased by 25·3 per cent. This was primarily due to the cessation of capitalising borrowing
costs for the Thomson project in 1985-86.
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I have already mentioned that, because no major works are taking place, the board cannot
resort to this device of shifting interest to capital, and that is one of the major reasons why
the board's figures have deteriorated.
I mentioned that the public authority dividend is to be $65 million this year, an increase
from $30 million in 1982-83, $55 million in 1983-84, $56 million in 1984-85 and $60
million in 1985-86; and the projected figure for 1986-87 is $65 million.
I turn now to the earnings return at the end of the year. When the Cain Government
came to power the board had $19 million in reserves. Because of the impost of the public
authority dividend, its reserves have been run down to the extent that last }'ear the reserves
amounted to only $700000. The figure has fallen from $19 million to $700000 due to
Government mismanagement.
I ask the House: how can the board afford to pick up this additional cost without
borrowing further, given that it requires half of its revenue to service its present loans?
The board is at peril because it borrowed overseas in Japanese yen and other currencies.
It is hardly a firm financial institution to pick up additional charges. I put it to you, Mr
Deputy Speaker, that it is inappropriate and foolish for the Government to push over to
the board all of these extra debts. The Treasurer is responsible for this financial debacle,
on behalf of the Cain Government.
Since 1982, the board has met a public authority dividend of$262 million. The public
authority dividend this year will be $65 million and, under the new financial arrangements
in the Budget, the board will incur a further $53 million expense. The Government has
welshed on its previous debts by writing off, at the stroke of a pen, previous payments that
the Government made to the board and was required under agreement to continue to
make.
I note with interest that previous board reports have depicted the seal of the board with
the Latin motto, "Publica salus mea merces", which means, "Public health is my reward".
That has been the board's motto for many years. In the new report issued today the board
has abandoned that proud motto. Perhaps it might think about a new one, and I suggest
that its new motto should be, "Under Cain there is no reward".
Mr AUSTIN (Ripon)-Honourable members are debating the Treasurer's fifth Budget.
The only consistent element we have seen in those works of art is that the people of
Victoria seem in the first instance after the production of the Budget to be satisfied with
the documents and with the Treasurer's speech.
However, later when a closer study is made the true and often subtly hidden facts will
emerge. People are then able to recognise what the Budget and Budget Papers hold for
Victoria.
The honourable member for Brighton pointed out that the discrepancies and inaccuracies
in the Budget amount to $826 million. In his excellent contribution he asked the Treasurer
to make available Ministers and bureaucrats from the various departments to answer the
questions he raised. I hope the Treasurer will agree to that request so that Victorians can
have the advantage of that information.
If one considers the Budget from a rural viewpoint or from the view of a farmer or small
businessman in country Victoria, one would have to say that country people, once again,
have been ignored. There is nothing in the Budget or the accompanying papers that
demonstrates the Government proposes to take any action to assist struggling farmers and
small businessmen in country areas who have been affected by setbacks in the rural scene.
Again the Budget is orientated towards the non-farm sector. Despite the rural crisis, the
desperate plight of many farmers in recent times, and the problems that have existed in
the bush for many years, the Treasurer and the Government have failed to recognise the
impact of that on the Victorian economy.
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It is interesting to note that this year the terminology of the Treasurer's confidence has
been not as strong as it has been in past Budget speeches. In his Budget speech this year
the Treasurer merely expressed a hope that productivity growth in the non-farm sector
would lead to the State's economic recovery and to a new level of prosperity.

Poor economic management, as demonstrated by the Government, affects farmers,
small businesses and agriculture to a greater extent than it does anyone else. Unfortunately,
because the fact is not fully understood by the Government, the Budget offers no new
incentives, no tax relief and no restraint in Government spending.
I have stated on numerous occasions in this House that farmers and country people in
general cannot pass on the costs which are incurred and that they must meet them.
Farmers are caught in a bind: they are price takers not price makers. Every time there is
an increase in the consumer price index, farmers are worse off by the full amount of that
increase. In recent years they have been worse off because of the falling prices of primary
products. That has occurred in almost all major farm activities and has involved the main
produce of the farm sector.
Both Federal and State Governments blame outside influences for the ills of the farming
community. They blame the European Economic Community, the United States of
America's farm Bill and, to a lesser extent, what is occurring in Japan. Governments
blame bad seasons and appear to believe all problems facing rural industries are outside
their control.
All those elements have a serious effect on the well-being and economic significance of
the farming community but they are not the total scene. I believe half the economic ills of
the farming community emanate from areas outside the responsibility of Governments.
Labor Governments believe export industries are of declining importance and they shift
their resources from agriculture and the mining industry to the manufacturing sector.
The Opposition believes every encouragement should be given to the manufacturing
sector and to business but that resources should be removed from agriculture and the
mining industry with their inherent natural advantages. If Governments want to take
affirmative action, they should be examining means by which they can encourage the
manufacturing of raw materials such as wheat, wool, hides and products produced from
agriculture which traditionally have been exported in the raw form. In the past we have
been able to do that because of the natural advantages of our resources and raw materials.
It is interesting to reflect on previous Budget speeches. The Treasurer has always exuded
extreme confidence about the well-being of the economy but that should be compared
with what he said this year concerning the change in the Government's attitude which
Victorians are supposed to accept as being sonlething over which it has no control. Last
year in his Budget speech the Treasurer said:
Victoria can look to the second half of the decade with a great deal of optimism.

He also said:
The past few years have seen a massive turnaround in the fortunes of this State.

The more classic statement of the Treasurer was probably when he said:
Victoria is on its strongest growth path for more than three decades.

It is nonsense for Governments to talk proudly, as they do, about keeping increases in
taxes, fees and charges to no more than the consumer price index. It is even worse for
them to increase taxes, fees and charges automatically with the consumer price index.
Finally, if that policy continues, there can be only one result for farmers-bankruptcy.

Another Government inspired economic disaster involves the degree by which it has
propped up the economy by increasing the indebtedness of the State. That was referred to
earlier today by the honourable member for Brighton and by the Leader of the Opposition.
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The figures to which I shall refer exclude local governments and water boards and speak
for themselves.
In 1981 the State debt was $9625 million; in 1982, $11 088 million; in 1983, $12 592
million; in 1984, $13 980 million; in 1985, $15 529 million; and this financial year it has
been estimated as $17 249 million. However, it has been suggested by experts that it could
be as high as $20 000 million.
Those figures demonstrate where this State is heading. Farmers recognise what will
occur if their debts become too large, but the Government does not appear to understand
that. The Treasurer has budgeted for a massive 17·7 per cent increase in public sector
interest costs; that will increase from $889 million last year to $1046 million this year,
which is an increase of$157 million.
Despite the background, the Treasurer appears to be optimistic that there will be
reasonable growth in the ensuing year. He has predicted that there will be a growth rate of
2·563 per cent and that increased investment in the private sector and other investment
will lead to a decline in the unemployment rate-although the Budget does not predict a
decrease in the number of unemployed for this ensuing year.
Unemployment is expected to remain at 6·5 per cent. Although that figure might be
acceptable to some people, unemployment in most country towns is much higher than
that. Amongst sixteen to nineteen-year-olds the unemployment figure is an absolute
disgrace.
If one examines the Budget from the point of view of agriculture, one discovers that the
Budget Papers set out four primary objectives for the Department of Agriculture and
Rural Affairs: firstly, to maximise long-term economic employment and income growth
derived through rural industries; secondly, to facilitate development, coordination and
promotion of industries which meet the needs of Victorians in rural areas; thirdly, to
promote the delivery of agricultural and horticultural products of reasonable price, quantity
and nutrition; and, fourthly, to promote sound animal health practices.

The Opposition would agree with those objectives, but it has grave doubts indeed that
the Budget will allow or encourage those objectives to be achieved. The Opposition has
heard that kind of rhetoric before and farmers can see no benefit from this Budget. Farmers
cannot really see any benefit from the objectives as they are spelt out.
The Budget Papers show an expenditure for agriculture of$117 380 million, and that is
an increase of 8 per cent on the actual expenditure last year. That, of course, is in line with
inflation, and, on the face of it, appears to be reasonable.
However, if one closely examines the Budget Papers one finds that the proposed
expenditure on the corporate services program is up by 42 per cent, yet the allocation for
pastoral industry services is down by 2·3 per cent. The allocation for plant industries
services is up by 0·4 per cent and the allocation for community services is up by 14·2 per
cent.
That in itself has to be worrying for farmers who are expecting something to benefit that
part of their activities which actually produce something. The over emphasis on
administration is again demonstrated by the fact that a new line in the Budget allocates
$1·8 million for regionalisation. It is interesting to note that Professor Lloyd made some
reference in his report to regionalisation. He gave a degree of support to it, but also gave
warning with respect to two of the main criticisms he made. One warning was that
regionalisation leads to a decline in the population of small towns and that there are
increased costs to be borne by those who have to travel to regional centres.
Those honourable members who represent country areas have seen the effect of taking
two or three families out of a small country town and the effect it has on so many activities
and the future and well-being of those towns.

848

ASSEMBLY

1 October 1986

Appropriation (1986-87, No. 1) Bill

Unfortunately, this Government does not understand the ramifications ofregionalisation
and centralisation for small centres. What is more, the Government never really thinks
through the policies that it is so keen to enact when some so-called expert makes
recommendations. It has no idea of the effects of moving people around country Victoria.
The Government has always believed that big is better. It has continually opted for big
government, big spending, big borrowing, big taxing and big costs.
Farmers will be very suspicious of the big spendin~ on regionalisation at the expense of
the plant and livestock industries. They will see no dlrect benefit to agriculture or to farms
from any of those changes.
I refer to the new Office of Rural Affairs. It is reasonable that the former Department of
Agriculture changed its name to the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs because
it does service other areas besides agriculture. However, farmers will be extremely
suspicious about the increased allocation to the Office of Rural Affairs. The increase is in
the order of $180 000 and will bring the total allocation for the office up to $220 000. If
allocations for the Office of Rural Affairs are to be increased, the Government must be
able to show the benefits that will accrue to agriculture and the farming community. I am
sure farmers and people throughout rural Victoria will be very suspicious that this is just
another bureaucracy set-up by the Government with no real benefit for the farmers.
The Treasurer, the Premier and other Government spokesmen have circulated a
monstrous myth that taxes and charges are being held below the level of inflation. That is
demonstrably untrue. I do not need to go into all the figures, because the honourable
member for Brighton did so expertly in his address earlier today.
The estimated revenue for the Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs has increased
by 12·2 per cent to $10·5 million. Fees charged by the department for services provided
on behalf of client departments and organisations will produce another $3·5 million. These
figures bear out what I said about the increases being well above the level of inflation. If
one examines the receipts of the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands, one
finds that the increase this year will be 10·5 per cent. If one examines community health
services, and the Office of Intellectual Disability Services, one sees that their receipts are
up by 22 per cent. The Department of Labour receipts are up by 28·8 per cent and
increased receipts in the Law Department ranged from 14·8 per cent to 18·4 per cent.
The full extent of these increases, which are so blatantly above the consumer price
index, will become even more evident as the year unfolds. In the area of agriculture there
are three significant increases totalling $12 278 million appearing in the Budget. The
estimate for 1986-87 for rural finance lending is $2700 million. The actual expenditure in
1985-86 was $150 000. Therefore, there has been an increase of $2550 million in rural
finance lending.
I am using these figures to show that, although we have an increase of some 8 per cent
in the total allocation for agriculture in line with inflation, there are three areas where the
figures are extremely high, and that must mean that in the other areas of importance to
the agriculture sector, allocations are considerably down on last year.
With respect to rural adjustments, one finds that the actual expenditure in 1985-86 was
$4764875. The estimate for 1986-87 is $8500 million, an increase of$3 735 125. With
respect to the community service program of coordinating salinity control, one finds that
in 1986-87 the recruitment figure was estimated at $843 000. Under works, the estimate
for 1986-87 is $235 000 and the total allocation for that area is $1078 million.
In 1985-86, under that same heading, the actual expenditure was $291 766. Those
increases amount to $135000 on the one hand and $786000 on the other hand. The
estimated expenditure for 1986-87 for those three items is $12·278 million, which is an
increase of$78 306459. Therein lies a huge increase in that area which must detract from
the total figure available to those extremely important services to agriculture, to research
and marketing and the traditional areas on which farmers depend so greatly.
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Subsidiary expenses associated with the employment of personnel more than doubled
for corporate services. In the 1985-86 estimate the actual figure was $1 019 330. The
1985-86 actual figure was $2 597 677. One must ask why there should be such a huge
difference, especially when it includes payments under the Accident Compensation Act,
which was supposed to reduce costs.
The Budget is extremely rubbery. To a large extent it relies on the Treasurer's estimates
of growth for the ensuing twelve months and beyond. When one looks at the history of the
Treasurer and his ability to look into a crystal ball and estimate what is likely to happen,
one realises that his record has been poor. There is no reason to suppose that that ability
will improve in the future. Members of the Opposition would never wish to play down
the Budget or the economy; we would hope that the optimism that is shown is justified.
However, historically, the Treasurer has always been wrong.
The most worrying aspect of the Budget is the fact that it contains nothing for farmers.
When one thinks of the difficulties the farming sector has faced over recent times, one
must wonder whether the Government has looked closely at what is occurring throughout
the hard pressed wheat growing areas that suffered three droughts in four years.
The Government should know that approximately 12 per cent of farmers in the Mallee
have no hope of recovery despite a good season thiS year with what hopefully will be a
bumper wheat crop. The farmers' debts have got so great that there is no way that they
will be able to service them in the future.
Dr Coghill-What is your solution?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The honourable member for Ripon
should ignore interjections.
Mr AUSTIN-If members of the Government are going to ask a lot of stupid questions,
it is hard to ignore them. I mentioned the fact that approximately 12 per cent of wheat
farmers in certain parts of the Mallee have got themselves into such a bad situation
because of poor seasons and poor prices that they will not be able to recover under normal
circumstances.
The honourable member for Werribee asked me what the Opposition would do to assist
the farmers. The most important thing is to make certain that the policies of the
Government are such that taxes and charges--

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr AUSTIN-It is obvious that members of the Government know nothing about the
farming community. If they understood the problems they would realise that half the
problems that exist with the farming community are under the Government's area of
responsibility. Those areas are taxes, fees and charges.
If the Government continues to increase taxes and charges by the consumer price index,
there will be only one result from that: more farmers will have to fall into the hole in
which 12 per cent of farmers currently find themselves. That is a simple fact of life.
If members of the Government who know absolutely nothing about the farming
community do not understand the situation and if they believe the Government can go
on increasing costs to farmers by the consumer price index without that having a
detrimental effect upon them, they should be in some other business. Farmers cannot
continue to suffer cost increases when they have absolutely no control over the prices they
receive for their product.

Recently many of the prices on the world scene for major industries have declined. It is
only the price for wool and beef that has been held to a certain extent. If members of the
Government do not understand the importance of the farming sector for the well-being of
the economy of the State, they should do some homework on the subject.
Session 1986-28
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Members of the Government have continually stated that agriculture is of declining
importance to the State and that there should be greater emphasis on the manufacturing
and business sectors. The farmin~ community has a great record in comparison with the
rest of the world for its productivity.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! I inform the honourable member
for Ripon that he has 2 minutes in which to complete his contribution.
Mr AUSTIN-You, Mr Acting Speaker, and the honourable member for Williamstown
may be two of the few members of the Government who understand the problems of the
farming community.
The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! I am glad you realise that!
Mr AUSTIN-In conclusion, I can only say that I hope you, Sir, use your good
influences on the Government to ensure that the farming community gets a better deal in
the future.
Mr RAMSAY (Balwyn)-I am absolutely amazed that I am able to obtain the call at
this stage of the debate when the House has heard from two members of the Opposition
in succession and the Government benches are silent. Where is the support from the
Government for the Budget that has been brought in by the Treasurer? Members of the
Government have no heart following the penetrating analysis made by the honourable
member for Brighton of a Budget that has clearly been fraudulently presented to the
House. Members of the Government remain silent. They stand indicted, along with their
Treasurer, for the fact that the 1986-87 Budget introduced to the Parliament of Victoria is
of no use whatsoever. The Opposition does not hesitate to condemn the Budget out of
hand.
The Treasurer who has been so proud of Victoria's AAA rating in recent years has
produced a Budget that can score little more than an FFF rating. It is a fraud, a fiddle and
a fudge.
The figures included in the Budget are wrong. The discrepancies and errors that were
revealed by the honourable member for Brighton remain unchallenged by any speaker
from the Government benches. The Treasurer has left the House, probably to try to work
out how he can wriggle out of this one!
,
The sum of$826 million is the extent of the discrepancies that the hohourable member
for Brighton revealed to the Chamber earlier in the day. The Treasurer stated that the
Budget contains significant tax cuts. They are Clayton's tax cuts; they are not genuine in
anyway.
As to the fiddle, current expenditures have been pushed across to the Works and
Services Account as though they are being spent on essential capital works projects for the
future of Victoria. They are not! The Government is hiding current expenditure in a
capital account to make its Budget look.better.
The Budget is a fudge: the removal of some expenditures from the Budget to non-Budget
areas has been done purely to enable the Treasurer to sustain a claim of reduced outlays
at a time when the community is crying out for a reduction in the costs of Government.
The best the Treasurer can do is to hide the costs by moving them elsewhere.
I shall refer to the tax cuts that the Treasurer has so proudly proclaimed. What do they
mean? The Treasurer has set them out on page 17 ofBud~et Paper No. 2 under the heading
of~~Tax Initiatives 1986-87". The Treasurer has listed eight tax reductions, so he claims.
The first tax cut is the increase in the payroll tax exemption to $250 000 to be effective
from 1 January 1987. The only reason the Treasurer made that increase is that the level of
average weekly earnings in Victoria has grown over. the past twelve months, partly as a
result of the national wage decision and the other general upward pressures on wages.
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If the Treasurer had not introduced an increase in the payroll tax exemptions, what
would have happened? Many companies previously exempt from payroll tax would have
found themselves caught in the payroll tax net for the first time. That would have given
the Treasurer some additional money.

The Treasurer has indexed that figure, increasing it to $250 000, so those who were
formerly exempt will continue to be exempt. That is not a tax cut, it is simply maintaining
the status quo so far as liability to pay payroll tax is concerned. There is no reduction in
payroll tax revenue, and that is perfectly clear from the fact that payroll tax revenue on
the receipt side of the Budget is scheduled to increase by 9 per cent during 1986-87. The
first tax cut is a non-tax cut.
The second tax cut is an increase to $1·3 million of the threshold from which the higher
rate of payroll tax begins to phase in. Exactly the same argument applies. People who were
previously paying payroll tax at the rate of 5 per cent would find themselves moving into
the 6 per cent bracket. All the Treasurer has done is to hold the line. There is certainly no
reduction in the tax liability of many Victorian firms.
The third tax initiative is the indexation of the land tax rate scale and the general
exemption level. Again, exactly the same principle applies. If the Treasurer had not
indexed that rate, he would not have suffered any reduction in land tax. There would have
been a huge leap in the land tax liabilities of present land tax payees and a number of
additional people would have been caught up in the land tax net. That change is simply
maintaining the status quo so far as land tax liability is concerned. Again, that point is
proved by the fact that land tax revenues this financial year are estimated to increase by a
.
further 5·2 per cent.
Perhaps the fourth tax initiative is genuine: I refer to the extension of land tax cuts to
pensioners or holders of pensioner health benefit cards but who are not in receipt of a
maximum pension. I agree that that is a general concession. Any pensioner who found
himself liable to pay land tax through the ownership of a home that had a site value of
more than $60 000 will no longer have to pay land tax. That is a genuine benefit to such
people. The sad thing is that it has such little application, and one can gleap some idea of
the scale of its application in this case when one examines the figures.
The cost to the Budget in this current financial year will be $25 000, a miniscule amount
in the total scheme of things.
The Treasurer does not acknowledge that he has left many elderly people suffering who,
because of the provisions they have built up for themselves during their lifetime, are not
holders of pensioner health benefit cards. Those people are on fixed incomes from savings
and from superannuation schemes to which they have contributed during their working
life, but they also live in a home which often has a significant land tax liability.
The Treasurer has turned his back on those people. He has given this benefit to a mere
handful of persons who qualify as holders of pensioner health benefit cards. This provision
saves $25 000, scarcely the wages of one typist in the Victorian Public Service.
The fifth tax initiative was the abolition of stamp duty on marine insurance-goods in
transit and hulls. This may be a genuine tax saving for persons so called, but the cost to
the Budget of $3·9 million must be suspect. The main reason for making this cut is not to
save individuals from paying that sort of stamp duty, but to preserve this sort of traffic
through the ports of Victoria. If this cut were not made, that business may well have gone
elsewhere.
The same could be said of the sixth tax initiative, the abolition of tax duty on large
issues of corporate debentures to the wholesale markets, a $50 000 saving in the cost of
the Budget. If that initiative had not been made, the volume of such transactions may well
have fallen further and that work may well have been lost to other States.
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The seventh tax initiative was the removal of liquor franchise fees on low alcohol beer
and wine, for which enabling legislation has already been passed. This measure has cost
the Budget $700 000 this year. This initiative is happening at the same time as the Federal
Government has seen fit to impose a sales tax on wine, so the savings to the consumer will
be significantly less.
The eighth tax initiative is to extend from two to ten days the settlement period allowed
between the purchase of shares by a broker as principal and their non-dutiable sale. A
change has to be made, but it is listed as a tax initiative which is made at no cost to the
Budget this year and the following year.
One should examine the various initiatives, particularly the ones that are a genuine
saving, such as: item 4, where there is a saving of $25 000; item 5, where I would suggest
the net saving might be some 50 per cent of the figure shown by the Treasurer; and item 6,
where the net saving might well again be something like 50 per cent of the figure shown by
the Treasurer. When one adds all those up, one comes up with a figure that represents less
than $3 million in savings to the taxpayer.
The final item in the Treasurer's table at page 17 of Budget Paper No. 2 is, of course, a
contra item. It shows the cost of these tax initiatives, less the offset for the removal of the
first home buyers' exemption from stamp duty, which has saved the Budget the sum of$6
million for this financial year.
The Treasurer has introduced tax initiatives which, even on a generous interpretation,
may reach $4 or $5 million in savings, but which are more likely to be in the region of $3
million that has been offset in one slash by the removal of the exemption from stamp duty
for first home buyers. That is estimated to cost the community- and by "community", I
mean those first home buyers-some $6 million in the current financial year.
The first home buyers are being made to pay for the Treasurer's magnanimity in these
other areas. The first home buyers are being made to pay in a State where the stamp duty
on conveyancing is the highest in Australia. It is a cruel burden that is being thrown on to
those young people who have had the initiative, the ability and the determination to save
to enable them to invest in their own homes. This Treasurer has no regard for their
situation.
There is one unnamed tax initiative in which a casual reader of the Budget Papers might
take some interest, and that relates to motor drivers' licences. There is to be a saving this
year, in terms of the total take for motor drivers' licences, of $4 million. However, even
the casual reader, who believed that was important, would be mistaken.
The only reason why the motor drivers' licence take has fallen is because of the change
made two or three years ago to issue drivers' licences for a six-year period rather than a
three-year period. The $4 million that is not being collected this year has already been
collected in the past year or two. In fact, when one examines the Budget Papers, one notes
that it has already been spent.
The net costs of the tax initiatives to the Budget are more apparent than genuine, and
that is why I describe them as "Clayton's" savings.
The Treasurer has, in effect, said to the community, "We have not allowed your tax to
increase with indexation. Therefore, we have reduced your tax burden". However, it is
perfectly obvious to the business community that that is a fraud. The Opposition knows
it is not true, and the Treasurer should also acknowledge it is not true.
I turn for a moment to the fiddle, this pushing of current expenditures to the Works and
Services Account as though they were in some way a part of the capital expenditure of this
State. The honourable member for Brighton identified a figure of some $81·7 million.
The SPEAKER-Order! It seems to me an opportune time to interrupt the honouraable
member as he has 15 minutes remaining of the 30 minutes allowed to him in this debate.
I shall call him again at 8 p.m.
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Order! I advise honourable members that this evening the annual meeting of the
Commonwealth Parliamentary Association will take place in the Legislative Council
Committee Room at 7.30 p.m.
The sitting was suspended at 6.25 p.m. untif8.7 p.m.
Mr RAMSAY-Prior to the suspension of the sitting I was drawing the attention of the
House to the fact that this Treasurer, in order to give the impression of restraint in the
Budget, had engaged in a number of illusive techniques that can be described only as
fiddles.

One was the practice of pushing current expenditure away to the Works and Services
Account. The honourable member for Brighton demonstrated this conclusively in his
comprehensive address to the House earlier, pointing out that this manoeuvre was used
apparently to save items of current expenditure to the tune of$81·7 million.
This included such techniques as capitalising interest payments on advances of the State
Development Account. There were straight-out borrowings to pay interest, passing the
liability for those particular interest payments down to future generations. The same
happened in areas of education and transport.
A particularly glaring example was the one relating to the transport redeployment and
redundancy program where the sum of$50 million has been taken from the Works and
Services Account to pay for the redeployment and early retirement of people in the
transport industry.
How this Treasurer can accept the claim that that is a capital payment which should not
be brought to account as a current item only this Treasurer can understand, but it is
certainly part of an attempt, and I believe a deliberate attempt, to make the Budget appear
more restrained than it is really.
I direct two items to the attention of the House. The first relates to the Portland smelter
trust and the new arrangement that the Treasurer has introduced in that area. The second
matter relates to the way the Budget has misrepresented the position with housing in this
State.
The Treasurer claims that the profit outlook for the Government's 35 per cent investment
in the Portland smelter has improved sharply in the past eighteen months as a result of
the devaluation of the Australian dollar and the improved productivity of the smelter. For
that reason, he will save the Budget $7 million by making the Portland smelter unit trust
responsible for that $7 million payment.
What do we know about the Portland smelter unit trust? The annual report is not yet
available, as the Treasurer indicated to the House during question time this morning. The
audit has not been completed. The Auditor-General has Indicated some gaps in his own
knowledge of the unit trust as he is not the official auditor of that particular body.
In Question time yesterday, the Premier indicated that he did not know how the unit
trust was going when it came to the question of selling the aluminium produced at
Portland.
I remind the House that the Government's interest in the Portland smelter will be taken
out in kind and it is the Government's responsibility to sell the aluminium ingots that are
produced by that section of the smelter represented by the 35 per cent interest held by the
Government.
What we do know is that the Treasurer borrowed $20 million to enable the Government
to become the only unit shareholder in the trust. Since that time, the beginning of the
1984-85 financial year, the trust has borrowed $572·8 million. In fact, the $20 million that
the Treasurer put into it was also borrowed from the Victorian Development Fund. If one
adds the $20 million to the $572·8 million plus a figure that appears to be in the re~on of
$76·5 million for moneys borrowed and passed on to Alcoa of Australia Ltd to aSSIst that
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company in its contribution to the trust development, the Government has guaranteed an
enormous debt for the Portland smelter project. That is revealed in the Budget Papers at
page 16 of the Treasurer's Statement and the Report of the Auditor-General.
It is interesting to note that the Auditor-General expects that the value of the unit
holders' funds will further decrease-it already fell at the beginning of the last financial
year from $20 million to $18 million. The Auditor-General goes on to state:
I would expect that the value of unit holders funds will further decrease until such time as the trust commences
selling its share of aluminium produced. Production is due to commence in the 1986-87 financial year.

It is fascinating that the Treasurer can solemnly tell the House that the productivity of the
smelter has improved to a stage where it has improved the cost competitiveness of the
project when the smelter has not yet produced one ingot of aluminium.
How the Treasurer can reach this conclusion about the improved productivity, only he
knows. It is an anticipated improvement in productivity which has yet to be demonstrated.
The Treasurer has used this as an excuse to relieve his tight and shaky Budget of a further
$7 million of expenses that it should have been meeting.
What is this amount of $7 million? As a result of the agreement with the Portland
smelter, so long as the world price of aluminium is below SUS 1700 a tonne in 1982 dollars,
there will be an amount that will have to be paid by the Government or some vehicle of
the Government to the State Electricity Commission for that commission to provide
electricity to the smelter project at a bargain basement price to enable that smelter to
compete in the real world where aluminium prices are so sluggish. That is an account that
the people of Victoria, because of the decision of the Government, will have to pick up in
one form or another. The fact that the Treasurer has moved it from being accountable in
the Budget has nothing to do with the reality that the people of Victoria will be meeting
that expense until such time as world aluminium prices move to a much higher level than
they are at present. It is to be hoped that will happen in the shorter term rather than the
longer term. However, there is no certainty about that and, in the meantime, the people of
Victoria are having to pay the price.
It would have been far more honest for the Treasurer to have left that item as an expense
on the consolidated revenue in the Budget and for us, the people of Victoria, to recognise
our responsibilities rather that to hide it away in the unit smelter trust, whose annual
report he has not yet made available to the Parliament, in the hope that somewhere along
the line improved productivity and the devaluation of the Australian dollar will enable us
to meet that cost more effectively.
I turn to the cruelest hoax in this Budget. It relates to the Government's contribution to
the housing of the people of Victoria. Because of the deceptive manner in which the
housing figures have been presented, the headline-given out from the media unit no
doubt-in the daily press the following day proclaimed, "Housing gets a $15 million
boost". The Sun, on the day following th~ Budget announcement, reported:
Housing was one of the biggest winners in yesterday's State Budget with a 21 per cent rise on last year's funding
levels.

What has the Government done with this 21 per cent rise? What do the people of Victoria
get for their money? All is revealed in the Budget Papers-perhaps.
Last year the Ministry of Housing managed to deliver 3096 new housing units in its
effort to overcome the waiting list of some 32 000 families waiting for assistance with
accommodation. That perhaps was not too bad an effort. However, with a 21 per cent rise
in expenditure on housing, that figure of 3096 will be increased to 3100. A quick reading
of the Budget Papers would suggest that we get four extra houses for $51 million.
That could not be right, Mr Speaker. We should examine that a little further. Perhaps
there will be some more money for assisted loans. If there is, what has happened? Last
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year 1531 new assisted loans were made available through the Ministry of Housing. This
year the figure will be 1282.
Four more families will actually be helped with accommodation this year than last year.
Perhaps the difference will be used to fund the deferred interest scheme that the Minister
for Housing proclaimed so loudly earlier this year. That was the new deferred interest
scheme that would help needy families move into their own homes.
In the last financial year, 1025 families were helped with the assistance of the State Bank
and other banks through the deferred interest scheme. This year there will be none. The
high interest rates that the Federal and State Governments have forced on the community
mean that the deferred interest scheme is finished. Instead there will be a second mortgage
scheme.
Those people who manage to obtain some sort of a mortgage can now obtain a second
mortgage, which will make their indebtedness even more severe. However, there will be
some assistance: the Government expects to assist 1000 families through the second
mortgage scheme, instead of 1025 families. There is certainly no increase; rather, a minor
decrease.
Where is the $51 million going if the housing effort is not going to get more families into
their houses? There is an indication in the Budget that a good deal of it is going to be spent
on estate maintenance.
The Minister for Housing should have a close look at how the money is currently being
spent on estate maintenance. Although it is work that needs to be done, it needs to be
done effectively and efficiently and under the tightest control. At a time when there are
32 000 families waiting for houses it is not good enough to keep the rate of construction at
the same level as last year.
There are indications in the Budget Papers that money is to be spent on funding
community and tenant representative groups and community-based groups, especially
those involved with youth and single people. I call on the Minister for HOUSIng to make a
proper disclosure to Parliament in a Ministerial statement on where all this extra money
that is going into housing is being spent. There is a good chance that the money is being
frittered away.
The only safe course Parliament can adopt is to move along the lines suggested by the
honourable member for Brighton. A proper Estimates Committee should be established
by either this place or another place where these tricks and turns that the Treasurer has
gone into in the Budget presentation can be properly examined so that both the people of
Victoria and Parliament can truly understand the Budget.
The disclosures by the Opposition require answering, and if the Treasurer ducks this
one, his credibility will be gone for ever.
Dr COGHILL (Werribee)-I am delighted to have the opportunity to speak in support
of the Budget. I compliment the Treasurer on the superb drafting of the Budget.
The Budget should not be seen simply in the context of the present financial year but as
a development of the previous Budgets which the Treasurer has prepared and presented
since the election of the present Government in 1982.
The compliment is even greater in the light of the quality and management of reporting
and other reforms which the Treasurer has introduced over that period. The Treasurer
deserves the commendation and congratulation of every member of the community for
the success he has achieved in the way he has administered his portfolio.
The Leader of the National Party made an interesting contribution to the debate. I was
tempted to say that the comments of the Leader of the National Party reflected the fact
that he is an apologist for the Afrikana Broederbond. Perhaps that would not be a fair
comment--
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The SPEAKER-Order! It would be out of order also in the debate.
Dr COGHILL-Honourable members should be concerned at the veiled threat issued
by the Leader of the National Party to vote against the Budget provision relating to stamp
duty for first home buyers.
Mr Hann-He did not say that.
Dr COGHILL-The Deputy Leader of the National Party can explain exactly what his
Leader meant when he said that the National Party would have to look closely at the
proposed legislation if it proceeds to another place.
Other members of the National Party made comparisons with the Queensland
Government's financial administration and with its most recent Budget. It is a pity that
those honourable members did not tell the House the whole truth about the Queensland
Budget.
The honourable member for Lowan referred to the alleged profitability of the Queensland
railway system. One need only ask representatives of the mining industry in Queensland
what they think about the way the Queensland Government has used the railways as a
taxing measure to subsidise other actIvities in Queensland. If the Victorian Government
did the same thing the National Party would condemn such action as an inhibition on
business activitv. economic growth and the advancement of the State.
The National Party failed to draw attention to the Queensland Government's allocation
to the perks of office for itself. As a comparison between the Victorian and Queensland
Budgets, on a per member basis, the Queensland Parliament has voted itself a 30 per cent
increase in the financial allocation for its members over the allocation provided for
Victorian me~hers of Parliament.
The National Party also failed to comment on the extent of political advertising paid
for by Queensland taxpayers. I draw the attention of the House to a full page advertisement
which appeared in the Sunshine Coast Daily on Thursday, 28 August 1986, a couple of
days after the Queensland Budget was brought down. The Queensland Government's
advertisement trumpets the virtues of the Queensland Government and its Budget. If that
sort of thing were to occur in Victoria there would be cries of outrage from the National
Party alleging the use of taxpayers' funds for political purposes. Apparently such activity
is all right in Queensland because those are the standards which the National Party is
prepared to defend.
One thing that can be said in favour of the contributions to the debate by members of
the National Party is that at least they came out with a positive alternative to the Budget
presented by the Treasurer. The same cannot be said of the Opposition. At least the Leader
of the National Party reiterated some suggestions for expenditure savings. Admittedly
those suggestions were first made in a pre-Budget context in a document published by the
National Party called "Victorian Parliamentary National Party 1986-87 Pre-Budget
Discussion Paper".
The Government may well disagree with the proposals put forward by the National
Party but at least it had the decency to put forward an alternative economic strategy f01
Victoria. The same cannot be said of the Opposition.,
The contribution to the debate by the honourable member for Brighton can at best be
said to have been underwhelming. It was a major disappointment to everyone who was
looking for a decent analysis of Victoria's economic situation and the presentation of an
alternative Budget.
The honourable member's speech was intemlpted by the luncheon adjournment. During
the luncheon adjournment a number of honourable members considered whether the
speech this year was worse than last year's speech. It was pretty close because last year's
speech was appalling. The Deputy Leader of the National Party intetjects by saying that it
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was the same as last year's speech. It was not quite the same as last year's speech; if
anything, it was worse; it was a terrible speech!

Mr Hann-It was half as long.
Dr COGHILL-The speech may only have been half as long but it was an appalling
speech from the Opposition's lead speaker in the Budget debate.
I do not condemn the honourable member for Brighton for reading his speech. That
was obviously the best way he believed he could present his case to Parliament. The
speech had inherent in it the very problems which the honourable member attributed to
the Treasurer's Budget speech and the Budget Papers. The speech plumbed new depths in
dishonesty and deception with misleading, false statements and fraudulent, dishonest,
accounting tricks.

Mr Ramsay-Give us one!
Dr COGHILL-That is easily done. The honourable member for Brighton asserted as
a major part of his case that massive switches of accounting figures had been made from
recurrent expenditure to listings under works and services expenditure. He claimed the
first report of the Auditor-General, which was tabled a few days ago, supported his case.
I refer honourable members to the first report of the Auditor-General for the year ended
30 June 1986, page 75, paragraph 3.12.2 which states:
However, the segregation of the State's payments into an operating and capital classification is not clear due to
the inclusion in "recurrent expenditure" of a number of capital transactions and conversely the inclusion in
"works and services expenditure" of significant operational expenditure.

That gives the lie to the assertion of the lead speaker for the Opposition that the AuditorGeneral supports his criticisms of the Budget that somehow fi~ures have been fraudulently
lifted from the recurrent expenditure into the works and servIces expenditure.
The Auditor-General's report and any other information one would care to read shows
that the basis used by the Treasurer for classification in the Budget for recurrent expenditure
and works and services expenditure is the same as that used by former Governments.
That is an example of the false and misleading statements made by the honourable
member for Brighton.
He also referred to productivity in the health and transport portfolios. He was not
talking about productivity but outputs. All honourable members would be aware and I
should hope the honourable member for Brighton is also aware that productivity is the
measure of the relationship between inputs and outputs. The honourable member for
Brighton referred only to outputs and said that because there was a different output it was
a measure of productivity. He did not say whether the outputs were a result of more or
less expenditure or the employment of more or fewer persons.
The honourable member made more false and misleading statements. He referred to
the various savings proposed in the Budget Estimates. He drew attention to the fact that
the Treasurer had said that $20 million of savings would be achieved in the education
portfolio. He alleged that the savings were not detailed. Obviously he was seeking to draw
an inference that they were, therefore, not real savings and could not really be achieved.
In his research the honourable member for Brighton neglected to undertake a rudimentary
task of inquiring into the details. He did not look beyond the Treasurer's speech. If the
information was not in the speech, he did not look any further. That is an irresponsible
attitude from the lead speaker for the Opposition.
If he had inquired of the Minister for Education or local schools he would have found
that the Minister for Education has issued a statement that details the nature of the savings
and to some extent the costing of the savings that are to be met in the education portfolio.
In the same way the honourable member for Brighton could have sought from other
Ministers details of the savings proposed to be achieved through the Budget.
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Another interesting contradiction of the honourable member for Brighton was about
the national accounting basis for figures used in the explanation of the Budget. In 1985 it
was all right for the honourable member for Brighton to quote the national accounting
fi~ures. I shall not quote from the speech made in 1985 by the honourable member but I
dIrect the attention of honourable members to page 754 of Hansard of 15 October, the
final paragraph of which refers to the honourable member's reliance on national accounting
figures for his debate.
Because those figures did not suit his purpose this year he did not use them. It is hard
not to work out why the honourable member avoided using them because this year's
Budget Papers included the national accounting figures. Table 9.2 on page 142 of Budget
Paper No. 2 shows why the honourable member for Brighton did not use the national
accounting figures in his presentation. The table shows a more favourable outcome than
that which he tried to portray. It confirms the Estimates and proposals made by the
Treasurer. The honourable member selectively used data that suited his purpose and he
ignored data that did not support his argument. He misrepresented the Budget.
At first glance many people might be impressed by the twelve tables incorporated in
Hansardby the honourable member for Brighton to support his case and by his apparent
thoroughness in preparing his speech.

Mr Ramsay-At least they add up!
Dr COGHILL-We shall see whether that is really the case. In table 2 the honourable
member for Brighton sought to present his view of the Consolidated Fund Current Account
from 1985-86 to 1986-87. The table shows the percentage change, according to his
estimation, between those claimed by the Treasurer and after adjustment.
The honourable member could not add up because he missed figures that he had
previously included in table 1. If he had incorporated in the tables the figures he had
incorporated in table 1 he would have seen a different projected outcome from that which
he alleged to be the case. Other examples of the use of selective data are scattered throughout
the tables.
Table 3 is headed "State Taxation and Statutory Authority Taxes 1981-82 to 1986-87
($ millions)" and table 4 is based on similar figures and shows the percentage increases
purported to have occurred between 1981-82 and 1986-87. It is interesting to note the

figures he has included and those he has omitted.
The taxes on authorities that he has used as examples are those from the State Electricity
Commission, the Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works, the Gas and Fuel
Corporation, the Port of Melbourne Authority, the Grain Elevators Board and the State
Bank. That is not surprising but the last two taxes shown in the table are the energy
consumption levy and brown coal royalty. The brown coal royalty is not usually under the
same classification of taxes as those in the preceding group; nonetheless, the honourable
member for Brighton has included it because it suits his purpose. The table shows a
significant increase in revenue from brown coal royalty from 1981-82 to 1986-87.
Ifhe included one royalty, why did he not include other royalties?
In particular I draw the honourable member's attention to the petroleum royalties. If
the honourable member had taken the time to look at the figures he would have seen that
there is an interesting result. Perhaps he did look at the figures but he deliberately resolved
not to use them because they show there has been a significant drop in petroleum royalties
revenue from 1981-82 to 1986-87 of 35 per cent. That is a dramatic drop, given that we
are talking about large amounts of money, and it has a si~ificant impact on the percentage
increase calculated by the honourable member for Bnghton. Again it is clear that the
honourable member has sought to use figures in a deliberately misleading way.
The honourable member for Brighton has clearly been selective, he has been wrong and
he has been dishonest in the figures which he has used. Earlier in his comments he used a
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very broad figure, which sounded quite impressive when he floated it in his first few
sentences, and that was to claim there was a total of $826 million in errors which he had
detected in the Budget Papers. What he meant by ""errors" was discrepancies between
tables, in his view, relating to similar items.
At no stage did the honourable member list what these were or whether it was a
cumulative figure or a net figure, or whether there had been pluses or minuses that
cancelled each other out or whether it meant that there was an overall discrepancy in the
Budget figures of$826 million.
I listened carefully to the honourable member's speech and at no stage did he substantiate
that figure. One can only be left to speculate that the purported errors cancelled themselves
out, and when one looks at the figures shown in the tables to which he referred, they
showed the difference between allocations and expenditure. For example, in some of the
tables he quoted, there were allocations from a number of sources to a particular program,
but the honourable member sought to suggest that a single allocation should be compared
with the total expenditure in that program. That is clearly false and misleading and I
suggest to the House it is a deliberate strategy when one looks at the pattern of deception
that ran throughout the whole of the honourable member's contribution.
Towards the end of his speech the honourable member for Brighton purported to give
an alternative economic strategy of what a Liberal budget would look like. What was the
basis of his alternative strategy? It was belief and conviction with no hard evidence at all.
There was no evidence that the propositions that the honourable member was putting
forward would have had a beneficial effect of the Victorian economy. It was simply
ideology or something based on blind faith that if one did X and Y, one would somehow
come out with a better result.
When one looks at the things the honourable member was proposing-he was suggesting
there should be a smaller role for government and a lower tax rate-the empirical evidence
from other Governments around the world does not support his belief and his blind faith
that those would necessarily lead to a better performance for an economy or better
outcomes for the people of a particular State or nation.
What we have here is an absolute failure on the part of the Opposition as voiced by the
honourable member for Brighton to present an alternative economic strategy, much less
one based on any sound basis. Not only did he rely on ideology, he failed to present any
new policy options, despite the fact that he had unlImited time in his speech.
We heard nothin~ new at all. He referred to the Liberal Party's policy document which
was called ""RestraInt in Government". If my memory serves me correctly, this was
launched before the honourable member was even elected to this House. It was certainly
launched before he spoke in last year's Budget debate, and so we do not have a single new
idea on policy contributed by the honourable member for Brighton, who purports to be
the alternative Treasurer for this State.
The honourable member for Brighton was followed by the Leader of the Opposition on
behalf of the Opposition. His was a remarkable speech, because again it had no substance
whatever. One can only hope that when the honourable member for Hawthorn, the
alternative Leader of the Opposition, speaks, we will hear a considered statement of what
the economic policy of the State Government should be, in his view.
Later we had the contribution of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, and again we
had no ideas from him at all and no specific proposals as to what Government policy
should be. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition gave such an appalling performance that
one could well believe that the honourable member for Bennettswood would be a better
Deputy Leader of the Opposition under whatever future leadership it might have.
The views of the Opposition are not confirmed by business organisations. I refer
honourable members to a report prepared by the Australian Chamber of Manufactures
which is reported in the Australian Financial Review on Monday, 25 August 1986 to have
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supported the view that Victoria has the healthiest State economy in Australia, according
to research done by the Australian Chamber of Manufactures. It then goes on to explain
the basis of that judgment by the Australian Chamber of Manufactures.
That reflects the fact that this Government's policies have recognised that Government
has a proper leading role to play in the economic development and progress of this State
as reflected in the Budget. Amongst those things is the importance of getting some consensus
between groups in the community as to the direction in which the community should be
moving and then implementing policies of Government which complement that consensus,
the views of business which oUght to be followed and which complement the views of
employee organisations, the unions, as to what oUght to be done.
A good example of that is the Victorian technology statement which was launched on 1
July this year and that has been an outstanding success in pointing the direction in which
Victorian investors and Victorian workers should move. One of the important points
which came out of that is the crucial nature of research and development. It is unfortunate
that that report has to document the fact that Victoria has done poorly in this area. To
give honourable members some examples, in comparing Victoria with other nations in
1981-82, the United States of America, Japan and West Germany devoted 2·5 per cent of
their gross domestic product to research and development. The most recent Victorian
figure is a disappointing 1·3 per cent.
The other feature of the Victorian situation is that a very high proportion of that 1·3 per
cent is Government sponsored research and development, whereas in most other advanced
countries industries see the value to individual enterprises as well as to the community for
a strong level of research and development.
There are some manufacturers that have recognised that and I mentioned a report in
today's Weekly Times indicating that Rheem has developed a world first in new pails, a
type of container for transporting liquids and powders that are dangerous and that was
developed jointly by Rheem plants in Victoria, New South Wales and South Australia.
The point has again been emphasised by Fred Hilmer of McKinsey and Co. Inc,
management consultants. Honourable members may recall that Mr Hilmer spoke here at
Parliament at lunchtime a couple of weeks ago under the auspices of the Commission for
the Future. He pointed out that not only for countries but also for individual enterprises
there is a strong correlation between the amount which they invest in research and
development and their economic performance, their growth rates. That is the sort of issue
that the Government is taking up throu$h the Budget and through other economic decisions,
which will help further lift the Victonan economy and lift the standard of living of the
Victorian people.
There have been excellent examples of this in my electorate in Werribee where the local
community has been ~etting together with local members of Parliaments such as the
Federal Minister for SClence, Barry Jones, and myself, and the shire.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Kirkwood)-Order! The honourable member has only 2
minutes.
Dr COGHILL-With the support of the Department of Industry, Technology and
Resources, they have done much groundwork establishing Werribee as a major focus for
biotechnological research and development. They have drawn upon the strength that has
been built up in the area through the Agricultural Research Institute and other institutions
over many years.
That is just one example of the support that the Government is giving to new industries
that are high value added, import substituting and exporting. People in the Werribee area
are confident that by exploiting the advantage that has been created for Victoria by the
Victorian Government, the Victorian Treasurer and other Ministers, we will be not only
helping the Werribee community to achieve a much higher standard of living and a
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broader and more stable economic base, but also we will be helping the entire Victorian
community and the Australian balance of payments.
This is the type ofleadership that ought to be shown by Governments. It is being shown
by this Government through its Budget, whereas nothmg of any si$nificant nature has
been put forward by the Opposition. The Opposition is simply devOId of any significant
alternative economic strategy.

Mr I. W. SMITH (Polwarth)-I am delighted to be able to address you, Mr Acting
Speaker, on the Appropriation Bill. I congratulate the honourable member for Brighton
for the obvious large amount of work that he and his advisers put into the Opposition's
response, which showed that the Budget documents, produced at considerable expense,
are not worth the paper on which they are written. They are riddled with inaccuracies;
they are public relations documents designed to deceive.
It is remarkable to me that there is such naivety within the journalistic community and
the business community that they have accepted what the Treasurer has said without
question. Victorian society should be grateful to the honourable member for Brighton for
raising questions about the Budget. Honourable members look forward to the Treasurer
answering those questions when he responds later. There are a couple of matters that I
should like to add to what has been said, and I shall do so later in my speech.

The Budget boasts about enormous growth which the Treasurer attributes to the
Government. If one examines the Budget documents, one realises that the main factor of
growth has been artificial growth by the Treasurer himself. The main growth in employment
has been in the area of Government employment, totalling more than 28 000 jobs in the
past few years. The main area of financial increase has been in the area of borrowing, not
in the area of productivity increases.
The main fault in the Budget is that it has set out to be a stimulus for a recovery and, in
trumpeting that recovery, the Treasurer has totally overlooked the impact of an improved
farming sector following the 1982 drought. The enormous sums which he has borrowed
have bloated the growth about which he has boasted-in my view, he ought to be ashamed
ofit-he is helping to destroy the economy.
The twin evils in the Budget are indexation on the one hand and gross domestic product,
excluding the farming sector, on the other hand. I shall elaborate on that point shortly.
When I first entered Parliament in 1967 the consumption by all levels of government of
the gross domestic product was around 26 per cent. The consumption by all levels of
government of the gross domestic product is now around 43 per cent. I shall quote from
an article published in the Institute of Public Affairs autumn issue of 1986 by Wolfgang
Kasper. It begins by stating:
Official statistics suggest Australia's growth rate in the three years to June 1986 will be over 4·5 per cent per
annum. In this article Professor Kasper argues that the way in which growth is officially measured, in terms of
expenditure, including expenditure financed by taxation and public borrowings, has exaggerated the rate of
growth of the economy. Professor Kasper has constructed an alternative measure of economic well-being which
shows that since 1973 our "true" economic growth has been much below the official rate and in the last three
years (to 1983-84) for which figures are available the growth rate in fact has been negative.

Later in the article he stated:
Nowadays it is not legitimate to measure economic growth by gross national expenditure (including government
spending and community services) but we should look to real output of goods and services by the productive,
pri'"ate sector to measure economic growth. Rapid expenditure growth, which is financed by taxation and public
borrowing and which uses up some of the nation's wealth, should not be counted as part of the increase ofthe
nation's wealth.

Later on it states:
This can create costly misunderstandings and may mislead policy makers-

It does in the case of this Government.
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.... for example when productivity wage increases are argued before the Arbitration Commission.

That relates back to the factor of indexation, on which I shall elaborate a little later. The
article also states:
If a government increases these outlays rapidly, as has been the case in recent years, national expenditure is
bloated and this may easily create the impression ofa more rapid growth of the economy than is actually taking
place.

It also states:
If we deduct the costs of government, defence and community services from gross domestic product, we can
obtain a measure of what goods and services the nation really produces (Private Domestic product-POP). Since
1973, PDP on a per-capita basis has risen by only 0·9 per cent per annum (i.e. by far less than the bloated growth
figures that politicians prefer to use).

It is also far less than the bloated figures indicated by the Treasurer.
1980-81 to 1983-84 (the last year for which data are available), per-capita POP has actually shrunk by 0·4 per
cent per year

The final quote from the article by Professor Kasper states and this is relevant to the
documents which the Treasurer has produced:
For a while, fast spending and improved public services may well induce a certain euphoria, but - .... -the
longterm consequences are that inflation destroys someone's real wealth and that future generations are burdened
with a growing repayment load. For a while, political gain may be derived from advertising high spending growth
rates, but in the longer term it will become apparent that the nation's genuine wealth-creation is not going up as
fast as spending statistics may make us believe.
Growing public consumption and burgeoning community services are not raising the nation's productivity
potential but feeding off it.

Those words, spoken by the eminent Professor Wolfgang Kasper, who is head of the
Department of Economics and Management at the new university college of the University
of New South Wales-at the Defence Academy in Canberra-are an apt description of the
Treasurer's Budget.
I was mentioning earlier that the twin evils I see in the Budget were those of indexation
and the exclusion of non-farm gross domestic product, which the Treasurer uses as a
benchmark for the wealth and well-being of the State.
If one examines the effect of indexation when Government, of itself, adds so much to
the cost factors of indexation, one is able to see what I mean. The Government sets many
charges that are taken into account by the consumer price index. I refer to petrol chargeswe all know that for every dollar spent on petrol, 60 cents of that goes to both levels of
Government-licensing cos!s, registration costs, power and gas costs, even cigarettes and
alcohol. All of the major cost components in those items are now indexed Government
taxes and charges.

Of course, it does not take a great wit to realise that if the principle of indexation
continues, one has a snowballing, self-defeating-or in the case of public revenue-selfincreasing revenue situation is generated in the Budget. This removes money from the
hands of private individuals and places it in the hands of Government, which happens to
suit the philosophy of socialism adhered to by Government members, but it also happens
to stultify the individual with initiative who wants to make his way in the world with
some type of enterprise.
Clearly, this system of indexation, where costs are passed on and then become a factor
in wage determining, is pricing us out of export markets.
Recently, honourable members have heard from the Federal Government telling the
community, "Oh well, there is a world overproduction of foodstuffs and therefore you are
suffering a little bit because the nasty Americans are subsidising and so are the Europeans."
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Our problem is not one of world overproduction of foodstuffs or overproduction of
anything else for that matter. That is not new as it is usually the case. Our rroblem is one
of high costs. We are not able to compete in the marketplace because 0 our high cost
factors, except in some unique areas where a small percentage of rugged individuals, that
is, the farmers of Australia representing 3 per cent of the population, are prepared to work
long hours, to borrow money at high interest rates and to take enormous risks. In spite of
the socialistic philosophies that are impacting higher wages and costs on their productivity
and thus helping to price them out of the market, these rugged individualists are still able
to maintain a production that returns in excess of 40 per cent of our national export
earnings.
If it is fashionable in a community to index costs and charges and take easy street rather
than a more sensible view; if indexation is what the community wants, for heaven's sake,
the criteria upon which one indexes should not be aggravated Government-induced costs
but rather one should relate indexing to the export market.

If one wants to index, then one should index one's costs and charges and Government
revenue to one's international capacity to earn, not deliberately aggravated internal costs.
Some might say that there can be violent fluctuations in the world marketplace and that
is so, but it is easy to average that out over a three or five-year period to ensure that there
are not violent fluctuations in indexing costs and charges to export income; for no matter
how we delude ourselves, the measure of our real wealth is in our capacity to produce
goods and services and to sell them to somebody else overseas.
That is the real measure of our wealth, not the public relations euphoria that the
Treasurer tempts us with in this document. It is very seductive to people who do not
understand and have never been involved in the private sector, such as practically every
Government member of Parliament.
They do not understand what it is to go out into the world marketplace, to do a day's
work and to be competitive.
Mr Kennecly interjected.
Mr I. W. SMITH-The honourable member for Bendigo West had his education paid
for by the taxpayer and then, as a schoolteacher, probably worked only 18 or 20 hours a
week for about 36 weeks of the year and some of his products in Bendigo form part of the
largest unemployment queue of any city in the State, so he is a great success!
It has been traditional for economists to exclude the non-farm sector from the gross
domestic product and they will give many reasons, mainly fluctuations being considerable,
and claiming that not including the farm sector will not alter the results.
I reject that notion altogether. It may have been true when 95 per cent of Australia's
export income came from the farm sector but now the proportion is less and it seems that
with the stability of marketing schemes, such as the wool marketing scheme, which has
ironed out much of the fluctuation in the marketplace; the wheat marketing scheme and
many other rural-orientated marketing schemes designed to remove violent fluctuations,
surely it is now time that economists took stock of the relevant importance of the farm
sector as a measure of real productivity within the economy. I challenge Government
economists at least to take note of that point.

If one examines the policies and actions of the Government, one finds in these Budget
documents that it is a high rolling, big spending but particularly big borrowing Government.
It has not necessarily borrowed to invest in means of production, it has borrowed to make
a good fellow of itself in an exercise of public relations, and I will give examples of those
exercises in the various items as we go through the Committee stages of the Bill.
Instrumentalities are forced to advertise what a "good fellow" is the Government when,
say, in the case of the Rural Finance Commission, everyone who is a potential benefactor
of loans from the Rural Finance Commission knows all about the loan conditions and
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where to go to lodge an application but yet we see hundreds of thousands of dollars wasted
on a public relations exercise. That is an example of the attitude of the Government. It is
designed to fool most of the people most of the time. It will succeed for a while, but let us
examine what has happened with the huge borrowing philosophies of the State and Federal
Governments.
They have borrowed large sums-this shows how stupid they are-and then the Federal
Government floated the dollar, and the world money market put a value on socialist
Governments in Australia in a very short space of time-minus 40 per cent of what the
Australian dollar had been. It would have been even less than that if the Government
itself, through the Federal Reserve Bank, had not intervened to prop up and underpin our
dollar. That is what the world money market thinks of socialist Governments which
inevitably borrow high and borrow long.
The effect of that borrowing is to compete with the private sector, which is now being
challenged by the Treasurer, the Prime Minister and other socialist politicians to invest
and take advantage of the situation. Who would want to invest and take a risk at interest
rates of 18 to 20 per cent? Those high interest rates were deliberately caused and aggravated
by the high borrowing policies of socialist Governments.
The effect has been for a AAA credit rating to diminish to an AA 1 credit rating. That is
not so bad, one may say; but when the Treasurer goes to roll over some of the large
international loans, he will find that he will have to pay another 0-5 if not another I per
cent on top of the current cost of servicing those loans. Where in the Budget are any
estimates of the costs of rolling over loans? There are none at all. Everyone in the
Government would have the Opposition believe that that is no problem. Sure, it is no
problem if the Government is prepared to pay even more.
It has, by its policies, locked itself into this ever-diminishing, concentric circle of
squeezing Australia out of the international marketplace. By doing that it is causing deficits
in its Budget; that in turn is causing borrowings which are aggravating the borrowing
market and causing higher interest rates and, in effect, cooling down the economy rather
than encouraging people to take their entrepreneurial flair to develop something and sell
it on our export markets.

I shall deal now with the program budgeting. I have spoken briefly on this matter before
and indicated that, during my term as the then Minister for Agriculture, program bud$eting
was initiated for the first time in the Government sector in Australia. It has some deSirable
effects if it is properly implemented, but it is not being properly implemented here.
The whole notion of program budgeting is to begin with project teams. If one can
identify projects-for example, the then Department of Agriculture had approximately
2600 projects-and put with each of those projects a team, a budget, a reporting time and
all the factors that are required for close scrutiny to make that project team accountable;
and if one then groups similar project teams into programs-for example, the 2600
projects in the Department of Agriculture were grouped into about 240 programsmanagement can get its mind around what is ~oing on. The public sector is very large and
it is impossible for managers to get their mlnds around what is going on, without the
modern facility of projects, programs and computers.
The Budget documents will never be meaningful. They will be only a load of rubbish to
honourable members until such time as they are grouped under the headings of the various
programs and honourable members can go into the Library or ultimately, as in the new
Parliament House, Canberra, into their offices and punch in a number, select the program
data that they want under that program and themselves scrutinise whether the public
sector is efficient.
It is impossible for the Treasurer himself to do that, and it is impossible for senior
Treasury officials to do that. It can be possible only if that detailed sort of scrutiny is
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mechanically made available to the public through honourable members. By that means
the public sector may well become accountable to Parliament.
In the speech made by the then Governor at the openin~ of Parliament, the Government
heralded that it would embark on a social justice pohcy. Honourable members have
looked hard for what that policy is. Certainly some strategy documents are available but
basically what the Government means by social justice is speeding up the process of taking
from those who have something and giving it to those who have nothing. This of all things
typifies the difference between the socialist approach and the private enterprise approach.
The Government believes people should be taxed, charged and effectively fined for their
hard work and effort, to enable it to give to the ever-growin~ numbers who have lost and
who have been encouraged by this Government to lose theIr instinct of self-reliance and
who have become dependent upon the various Government programs.
The Government's social justice strategy does nothing to encourage and instil selfreliance in the individual. Without self-reliance, enterprise, entrepreneurial flair and
ultimately a rekindling of the private sector to make sufficient finance to provide for the
ever-increasing needs of socialism-Mr Sidiropoulos interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! The honourable member for Richmond
is out of his place, and I ask the honourable member for Polwarth to ignore the inteIjections.
Mr I. W. SMITH-The honourable member for Richmond does not understand these
sorts of economic debates because he is one of those far left individuals who have been
courting the Builders Labourers Federation out on the balcony tonight, having a drink
with their mates-The ACTING SPEAKER-Order! The honourable member for Polwarth should ignore
the inteIjections from the honourable member for Richmond, who is still out of his place.
I ask the honourable member to address the Chair.
Mr I. W. SMITH-The honourable member for Richmond has been celebrating the
premature release from prison of Mr Gallagher. He does not have any concept of the
initiative that people must have and the encouragement that they need to implement that
initiative and become successful private citizens. Every strategy in the Budget is designed
to take from those self-reliant individuals and encourage those who have lost their selfreliance to ensure that they remain with the Government.
I finish as I began-by saying that, in the time in which I have been a member of this
Parliament, the consumption by Government of the gross domestic product has risen
from 26 per cent to 43 per cent. Clearly, that cannot go on.
Before concluding, I should like to explore the myth concerning productivity increases.
Few if any honourable members have had more Ministries that I have had and I know
from dealing with the "Sir Humphreys" of the public sector that it is very easy for them to
concoct figures that look plausible to the Minister and to the Treasury, and this Treasurer
naively goes down the track of saying to the "Sir Humphreys" in the departments, "Give
me your forward estimates based on the same programs and the costing for the next
financial year".
I am sure these public servants have smirks on their faces when they leave the Treasurer.
As the honourable member for Berwick intetjects-and he has had similar experiences to
mine-these people are adding on to their figures all the time.
The Treasurer, after receiving the figures, then says, "We will now deduct the productivity
increase of 1 per cent". Those bureaucrats go away laughing the.mselves sick. The result of
that is clearly shown in the blowout in the Budget of more than $10 000 million.
When the Government came to power that figure was only $7000 million. How could
the Treasurer be so naive as to think that he was achieving real productivity gains. What
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a load of rubbish! The Treasurer has already put departments on notice that there will be
a 1·5 per cent productivity gain next year. All departments will simply add on another 1·5
per cent and the Treasurer will think he is a good fellow by knocking off()'5 per cent in an
attempt to achieve those productivity gains.
How can the Budget this year and the Budget next year still have increases in public
expenditure growth?
The Government cannot continue along this track. The factors that I have mentioned,
particularly indexation and farm produce being related to the gross national product, must
be taken into account.
Mr PERRIN (Bulleen)-The Budget is probably one of the most deceptive documents
that has been presented to Parliament. If one consIders the facts and figures referred to by
the honourable member for Brighton earlier today, one will recognise that Victorians have
been conned by the deceptions put forward in the Budget.
Since 1982, when the Cain Government came to fower, the economy of Victoria has
worsened. I shall refer the House to six areas 0 Government administration in a
comprehensive manner. Firstly, I shall speak about the massive increases in taxation in
Victoria. Secondly, I shall speak about the large number of borrowings that have occurred.
Thirdly, I shall speak about the financial mismanagement of the State by the Government.
Fourthly, I shall speak about the huge sell-off of State assets that has occurred since the
Government has been in power. Fifthly, I shall speak about the waste of funds that has
occurred under the Government administration. Finally, I shall speak about the economic
mismanagement that Victorians have witnessed since John Cain became Premier.
Victoria is the highest taxed State in Australia and that has been a deliberate policy of
the Government. The honourable member for Brighton presented a schedule, table 8,
earlier today which showed that Victoria has a per capita State tax of $850 per annum.
The two lowest taxed States in Australia are Tasmania, which has $570 a head, and
Queensland which is the lowest taxed State.
It is clear that States governed by the Labor Party are the highest taxed States and the
two States governed by conservative parties-Tasmania and Queensland-are the lowest.
The difference between Victoria and Queensland-the highest and lowest taxed Statesis approximately $1200 a· year for each family.
Victoria is clearly out to create a high tax environment to pay for its social policies and
that difference is $1200 each year. Is it any wonder that the Queensland Government is
placing advertisements in Victorian newspapers telling Victonans that it is a low taxing
State and that t.hey should move to Queensland? The Queensland Government has offered
to provide the same services at substantially reduced costs.
Over the past five years there has been an 87 per cent increase in taxes. If one compares
that with the consumer price index over a similar period the increase is only 45 per cent,
so the increase in taxes has almost doubled the inflation rate. That is a despicable situation
and puts Victorians at a severe disadvantage. It is clear that those taxes have impacted on
families.
'
If one compares the taxes in Queensland ~ith taxes in Victoria, one understands why
there is such an impact. Victoria has a State petrol tax of 4 cents a litre but Queensland
has no State tax on petrol. The Melbourne and Metropolitan Board of Works has a $65
tax on each family, but Queensland does not tax water.

The gas tax on Victorians is $222 a family, but there is no such tax in Queensland. The
electricity tax is $88 a family household in Victoria, but again Queensland does not have
such a tax.
Victoria has a heavy tax on cigarettes but the Queensland Government does not. The
accumulation of these taxes is having a significant Impact on the Victorian community.
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I refer the House to the Victorian Real Estate Journal of September 1986 that arrived at
my electorate office today. An article in that journal is about State land tax and the impact
it is having on small businessmen. The article refers to the broken promises of the Labor
Party and how land tax is severely impacting on small businessmen. It states:
The small businessman will pay the vast majority of this because leases of shops, offices and factories invariably
pass this obligation on to the tenant, and on the assumption that he has made a reasonable success of his
endeavours he might be buying a better home and, dare I say it, an investment, so he pays on those as well.

Therefore, business people pay land tax on their businesses and also on their family
homes.
The Opposition has made a commitment to exempt the family home from land tax and
that will become apparent to Victorians before the next State election. The Opposition has
been diligent in establishing a tax watch committee which has identified many areas of tax
increases in Victoria. The first of three instalments of tax watch has examined all the
increases in taxes by various Ministries and departments. I have selected only those
departments that have increased taxes to a greater extent than the consumer price index.
The Department of Agriculture and Rural Affairs has increased taxes on agriculture by
58 per cent; the Department of Conservation, Forests and Lands by 73 per cent; the
Ministry of Housing by 770 per cent; the Department of Labour by 95 per cent; the
Department of Management and Budget by 50 per cent; the Ministry of Transport by 53
per cent; and the Department of Water Resources by 54 per cent.
The Opposition has done its homework and is receiving acknowledgement from the
community that these taxes are hindering the economic development of Victoria.
The second area I wish to speak on involves the borrowings of the State Government.
If one considers what has occurred since the Cain Government has been in power, one
recognises that it has been on what one can loosely describe as a borrowing binge. When
the Cain Government first came to power Victoria had borrowings of approximately
$15 000 million.
That debt was accumulated over 150 years of our history. Since then, in the years of the
Cain Government, taxes have increased to the point where in 1985-86 the borrowings
alone, without any other debts, have risen to about $26 000 million. This represents a
doubling in just four years.
Authorities in the non-Budget sector such as the State Electricity Commission, the
Board of Works, the Gas and Fuel Corporation and transport authorities have been out in
the marketplace borrowing far in excess of the community's capacity to repay. Those
authorities have been borrowing significantly at a time of hIstorically high interest rates.
The interest will have to be paid by the Victorian community. When one examines the
enormous increase in overseas borrowings, one realises that many of them have been
exposed to exchange rate fluctuations and enormous losses have been incurred which, at
some stage, must be picked up by the Victorian community.
The Government has raided the bank accounts of various statutory authorities and run
up losses of more than $1 billion. The Government has run up foreign exchange losses in
excess of $0·5 billion. Losses with respect to superannuation deficits to the year 1985-86
amounted to $6·2 billion.
There are other areas where the State debt has been run up further. A figure which
comes out of the Budget, and which will shock most people, is the figure of $889 million
in interest paid during 1985-86. When one examines the current Budget, one realises that
that figure has risen to $1046 million. The State has finally topped the $1 billion figure in
interest paid this financial year. That is a massive 17·7 per cent increase in the interest
payments from the Consolidated Fund for one year alone. That figure will compound and
become worse because the borrowings are continuing day after day, even though the
Government claims that is not the case.
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The third area with which I wish to deal concerns the financial mismanagement of the
Government. A clear area of mismanagement which has already been mentioned is the
massive losses incurred with respect to third-party insurance by the State Insurance Office.
The Opposition believes that when the annual report of the State Insurance Office is
. released to Parliament the losses will amount to $2500 million. Deficits already exist in
WorkCare. The Port of Melbourne Authority is technically bankrupt and it has had its
reserves stripped by this Government in the form of dividends and losses. The Government
expects a transport deficit of about $700 million. In the last full year of the former Liberal
Government, the transport deficit was $328 million. In just four years of the Cain Labor
Government administration the State's transport deficit has doubled.
One has only to examine the latest report of the Auditor-General where, in many parts
of the report, he highlights areas where spending is out of control. I refer honourable
members to an article that appeared in the Sun on Friday, 19 September reporting $2000
million worth of payouts made by the Government that have not been audited. No clear
guidelines were followed and the Auditor-General found it necessary to report the situation
to Parliament.
Another aspect of the Auditor-General's report which has been touched on by other
speakers is the operating expenditure that has been classified as capital expenditure. On
page 75 of his report the Auditor-General pointed out that $254 million of expenditure
that should have been included in the operating account was classified as capital
expenditure. It is clearly stated for all those who wish to examine the report. The AuditorGeneral is concerned about the matter and so is the Opposition.
I shall deal with further areas of financial mismana~ement. Since this Government
came to power, $571 million in losses has been incurred WIth respect to overseas borrowin~s
because of exchange rate fluctuations since the borrowings were undertaken. ThIs
demonstrates incompetence of the highest order.
On page 49 of the Auditor-General's report he demonstrates concern about the fact that
of that figure, $451 million has, as yet, not been picked up in the accounts. Therefore, a
deferred deficit of $451 million exists on foreign exchange borrowings. What a situation
for the State of Victoria! It is an incredible indictment on this Government.
The fourth area I wish to highlight is what I describe as the selling off of State assets.
There is no doubt that this Government has turned this activity into an art form. I remind
the House that the Government has sold off every single tram, train and bus that the State
owns. The people of Victoria no longer own these items because they were sold off last
year for $490 million. Those items must now be leased back by the people of Victoria over
the next ten years at a cost to the consolidated revenue of $1 000 million. That is the sort
of deficit the State Government is running up.
How did it happen? When the rolling stock was first purchased, the people of Victoria
would have borrowed the funds and paid cash for those assets. After having borrowed that
amount, the Government has sold off the assets for $490 million and spent the money.
The original debt is still there, but the Government has sold off the assets and the people
of Victoria do not own them.
The people of Victoria will have to repay $1000 million to get those items back. Not
only do they have to repay the loans, they have to repay a payout figure at the end of the
lease period, and at this stage we do not know what that figure will be. Therefore, to get
the rolling stock back for the people of Victoria there will be another payout.
Recently the Government announced that it will sell offmore of the State's assets. Many
freeway, road and school reservations have been sold already. In the City of Doncaster
and Templestowe a massive sell-off of State assets has taken place. The Government has
sold off a whole parcel of railway land for $10 million. The Government sold two sites
that had been reserved for secondary schools for the future generations in Doncaster and
Templestowe. The Government has sold two police station sites, one primary school site
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and a site for a Board of Works pumping station in the area. I am currently investigating
the other projected sales that are in the pipeline. The Government has launched a campaign
of selling off State assets and denuding the State for future generations.
The fifth area of concern is the Government's waste of money. The Liberal Party has
been diligent on this aspect of Government administration and has set up a wastewatch
committee of which I am pleased to be a member. The committee has only just begun its
work. Remember, I am speaking about only a small part of what the Opposition has
discovered. The Opposition has been able to identify $186 million worth of wastage of
taxpayers' funds. I am sure there is much more to find.
The wastewatch committee of the Liberal Party will examine the Budget to find additional
areas of waste. Money has been wasted on Government propaganda to the tune of
approximately $5 million; poor decision making and inefficiencies have wasted $164
million; projects that the Liberal Party does not believe were necessary amounted to $14
million and other projects amounted to $2 million. The combined total comes to
approximately $186 million.
Mr Norris inteIjected.
The honourable member for Dandenong wants me to name the various areas of
inefficiency and I shall be more than happy to do that. The Liberal Party, through the
wastewatch committee, has discovered pages and pages of wasteful propaganda undertaken
by the Government. The Government has funded public opinion polls for itself costing
$280 000. Green and gold glossy brochures put out by the Government prior to the last
election cost $250 000. Advertising on transport matters prior to the last election cost
$148000. Just prior to the Nunawading by-election, the Government advertised the
neighbourhood ticketing just for the Nunawading area which cost $600000. WorkCare
advertisements cost $300000. The Government has spent $600000 on advertising its
new third-party insurance system. The total of these advertisements, as I indicated, is
approximately $5 million. I am sure there are more.
The second area of Government waste is the poor decision making and inefficiencies of
the Government. Again, I indicate only the lar~er items. The Holmesglen Technical and
Further Education College had an overrun In building cost of $2 million-that is
incompetence. Because of bad planning and lack of the appropriate sales technique the
Government lost $6 million on land on the corner of Bourke and King streets in the city.
The Government lost $1·3 million on the Chinese museum, Don Dunstan's pet project.
The honourable member for Bennettswood will elaborate on that later.
A duplication of signalling box duties in the transport area cost $1 million. The AuditorGeneral reported the loss of $2·2 million through over-investment in stock in the State
Electricity Commission of Victoria. The Chisholm Institute of Technology purchased a
supermarket worth $2·3 million. A loss of uncollected court fines occurred, due to
inefficiency, costing $2·1 million. Losses on the Australia Games amounted to $1·2 million.
The cost of police protection outside the Melbourne Cricket Ground from the Builders
Labourers Federation amounted to $1·2 million.
Honourable members should listen carefully to the next item, because the failure to
collect fees for boiler and pressure vessels registration amounted to $4·75 million.
Honourable members representing the western suburbs of Melbourne should consider
that item carefully, given what has just happened.
The Ministry of Housing has $15 million owing in uncollected rent. The loss and wasted
expenditure incurred as a result of the Government's early retirement scheme in the
transport area cost $86 million. The demolition of the Errol Street workshops was estimated
to have wasted $25 million.
The third area of waste involved projects not thought necessary. Repainting of trams
from orange to green and yellow cost the Government $4 million. The Fairway system, a
system that should be scrapped, cost $8 million. The purchasing by the Government of
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the Melbourne--Brighton Bus Line, which is now running at a loss, cost taxpayers $1·2
million. The total in that category is $14·75 million.
The fourth category of waste is projects not worthy of funding from taxpayers' money.
Again I shall just state a few of the myriad of examples. The Ethnic Affairs Commission
established community employment ~ants which wasted $282 000. The honourable
member for Richmond was involved In the Australian Greek Media Co-operative Ltd
newspaper that wasted $166 000. The Congress for International Co-operation and
Disarmament received $50000. The Latrobe Valley Art Resource Collective received
$86 000 for a clown school for women. The Victorian Association of Peace Studies received
$45 000 and $450 000 was spent on International Year of Peace. Pax Christi received a
grant of nearly $80 000. The Young Women's Housing Collective received a grant for the
establishment of a collective shop amounting to $81 000.
Various grants were made to the Victorian Trades Hall Council. A grant was made for
a trade union art exhibition amounting to $151 000 and another grant was made for an
industrial information index amounting to almost $89 000. The Friends of the Earth
received $146 000 and a grant was given for the Recycling Information Centre amounting
to $50000. The Trade Union Information Centre received $300000. The Food Justice
Centre received $62 000. The Victorian Teachers Union received $108000. A grant was
made for a student press project for the production of the Out oJLine newspaper amounting
to $230000. The Victorian Council of Social Service received $60000 to advance the
cause of tenant law reform. The total cost of this waste amounts to $2·5 million. This
waste has been documented and I have no doubt that more waste will come to light.
The next area I wish to cover is the economic mismanagement of the Government.
Indicators provided by the honourable member for Brighton in table 9 tabled earlier
showed that Victoria is not performing that well. Honourable members will see why
Victoria's performance is poor in comparing the indicators with what is happening overseas
and why it is important to change the Budget strategy.
I refer honourable members to three basic indicators, interest rates, unemployment and
inflation; three key indicators that should be the basis of economic performance of any
Government. If honourable members examine all three indicators and compare them
with the top six nations in the world they will see that Victoria is out of touch with the rest
of the world and is well above our neighbours in those important key areas. Is it any
wonder that Victorians are finding it harder to find markets overseas?
The Treasurer has said on many occasions how wonderfully the Victorian economy is
doing. Honourable members should examine what is occurring overseas with reduction
in taxes, reduced inflation levels and lowering interest rates, and compare those indicators
with Victoria's economic performance. It is like having the de1uxe cabin on the Titanic,
you think you are better than the rest, but the ship is sinking.
Victoria's economic performance is abysmal when compared with that of the six main
overseas countries with which Victoria trades. Victoria has a 16 per cent interest rate for
home loans. This problem has been summarised by the Victorian Employers Federation
in its report issued on 19 September, Vol. 16, No. 33, which has the heading, "Mr Jolly
may feel a mini-budget coming on ifhis growth forecast fizzes".
That is it in a nutshell. The Victorian Employers Federation can foresee the introduction
of a mini-Budget by the State Government. It understands that the estimates made by the
Treasurer on growth in this State are drastically out of touch with reality and the rest of
the world. The federation can see the effect of high taxes, high interest rates and high
unemployment.
Victoria is the highest taxing State in Australia. Victorian families pay more tax than
any other families in this country. Victoria has the highest debt per head. An ordinary
family of four has a State debt of $36 000. That is an increase of 86 per cent in only four
years. The situation is getting worse by the minute. I am referring only to the State debt
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and am leaving aside Federal debts, local government debts and personal debts such as
mortgages. It is a terrible situation!
The Herald of two days ago summarised the situation. Mr Rodeck, President of the
Australian Institute of Management, suggested that Australia will join the Third World
countries by 1989 in seeking help from the international monetary fund to repay its foreign
debt bill.
It is an abysmal situation for Victoria to be in. The Budget has not addressed any of the
problems of this State and is not likely to do so while the Labor Party is in office.

Mr BROWN (Gippsland West)-This is undoubtedly the third last Budget by a Labor
Government in this State for the next twenty years. The Labor Party will certainly lose the
next State election-there are no ifs, buts or maybes about that.
Three months ago I released a detailed analysis of transport in this State, which showed
beyond doubt the gross incompetence experienced by taxpayers as a result of a four-year
term of office of the Labor Party.
The analysis showed that the Cain Labor Government had at that time increased the
public transport deficit by more than 50 per cent in real terms. The deficit which was $328
million in 1981-82 had blown out to $668 million in the last financial year.
The analysis showed that the State's public transport system was losing $1·83 million a
day, or, to be more specific, $1270 a minute. It showed that the cost of the public transport
deficit for every employed person in this State had doubled since the time of the last
Liberal Government. In the last financial year it was running at $380 a year or $7.30 a
week for every employed Victorian.
The analysis went on to show that the public transport deficit had increased each year,
except in the 1983-84 financial year, which was a bumper harvest year for the transportation
of grain. The analysis showed that the cost recovery ratio had consistently declined. That
ratio was just more than 50 per cent in 1981-82 and, in the last financial year, had fallen
to 40·9 per cent. That is a tale of woe!
It is interesting to note that there has not been one word of repudiation by any member
of the Labor Party regarding the accuracy of that document.
The analysis also showed some other damning indictments of the Government and
made them clear for the public to understand. It showed that the Cain Labor Governmentthe great economic theorists who held out for a chance to run the State because they could
supposedly do it better-was funding its transport deficit by borrowing at interest. As the
shadow Treasurer indicated in his speech earlier today, that is like a person owing money
on hire purchase and electing to pay the interest by using a Bankcard because he cannot
afford the repayments. That is exactly what the Government is doing in the transport
portfolio and other important portfolios.
The analysis showed that in the past three years the Government had borrowed $210
million at interest to meet interest payments. It is a tale of woe; it is a scandalous and
deplorable situation that there are such dimwits in this State who are, regrettably, still in
charge.
As my colleague, the honourable member for Brighton-the next Treasurer in little
more than two years-said in his speech, the Budget lacks financial integrity. It is riddled
with arithmetical mistakes and discrepancies that add up to $826 million. The Treasurer
may be good at having his picture taken and put on the front page of newspapers when
releasing the Budget, but he does not have a clue about the bottom line, which is running
this State. The State is in a parlous financial situation and it is getting worse every day.
It is irresponsible for the Government to borrow hundreds of millions of dollars to pay
interest on daily operating costs. Due to the input of the shadow Treasurer, the Budget
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d~scloses

past ~0.ver-ups. The Opposition has revealed that the Government had previously
.
hldden $1-6 bdhon of the State debt.
The Liberal Party analysis shows that the Government has constructed and reconstructed
the management ofpubhc transport authorities. Nobody knows that better than the people
who use the transport system, and that flows through to the unionists who must try to run
it. Regardless of the claims of the Government, there has been no increase in patronage;
in fact, both revenue and patronage have declined.
A similar situation existed ten years ago in New South Wales. To the credit of the Wran
Labor Government, it had the guts to turn the situation around. That is in direct contrast
to what has happened in this State. In 1982-83 in New South Wales, the deficit for the
State public transport system was $448 million. In the last financial year, it was reduced
to $330 million.
As the honourable member for Bulleen stated, in four years the Cain Government has
imposed 164 brand new taxes that it had no mandate to introduce. The Government has
increased more than 1200 existing imposts, some by more than 1000 per cent. The
majority of increases have far exceeded the consumer price index.
There is no way that the Government can claim, as it did when in opposition, that it is
able to successfully manage this State; the Government is mismanaging the State and there
is no question about that!
What did the Premier say when he was the Leader of the Opposition prior to the 1982
State election? He said:
We will eliminate wasteful management and introduce modem approaches. We will ensure that your money
is used to provide the best possible service at the lowest possible cost.

On that statement alone the man should resign from office! The then Leader of the
Opposition misled the community by promising he would manage the State efficiently.
He should resign on the basis of not honouring that promise.
Due to the fact that I have little time, I must confine my comments to transport. The
former Minister of Transport, the present Minister for Labour, initiated an early-retirement
scheme. At least three years ago he had the capacity to understand that the featherbedding
that was rife, and which he was initially prepared to prop up, had to be turned around and
staff in the public transport sector had to be reduced. The then Minister borrowed $87
million to retire 2400 staff early.
That is a lot of money. Therefore, the Minister effectively got rid of 2400 staff. Then,
after his union mates-the mob who run this State-started to put the screws on, everyone
of those peopl~ was re-employed, plus 700 additional staff. That represents some $87
million that was squandered. The staff were effectively dismissed; they were then replaced,
and an additional 700 employed.
What did the new Minister for Transport, Mr Tom Roper, announce three weeks a~o?
He announced that, as a result of this Budget that honourable members are debatlng
today, the Government will now borrow an additional $50 million to get rid of another
2000 public transport employees in this State.
Is it any wonder that the unionists employed in public transport are asking: what the
hell is going on; does Victoria have such a grossly incompetent Government? Many of
them voted Labor in the last election. In fact, one could honestly claim that the majority
of public transport employees voted Labor. However, as sure as the sun will rise tomorrow,
I know that the majority of them are finished with the Labor Party for ever. I suppose I
should be pleased. because, at least the Liberal Party will be the great beneficiary as a result
of this Government's incompetence in the transport area. However, I am concerned that
the Government is borrowing thousands of qlillions of dollars, losing huge amounts of
money annually and allowing the situation to continue.
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Honourable members know from past debates that the Government's largest customer
said that, as a result of the total unreliability of V/Line, it was unable to continue to use
the service. Honourable members know that Australia Post and BHP, along with thousands
of other customers, have changed from having the bulk of their product moved by rail to
having it moved by road. That is a regrettable situation for this State.
What about reliability? Since the Government has squandered all this money, at least
we would hope that some areas would improve. In answer to a question on notice about
how many trains have run more than 5 minutes late on the Frankston line in the period 1
May 1985 to 30 April 1986, the Minister for Transport replied that 4209 trains-and this
is just on the Frankston line alone-ran more than 5 minutes late. I praise the Lord that I
do not live at Frankston and that I do not have to use public transport.
The second question was: what is the percentage of late-running trains compared with
the total number of runs? The answer was 12·35 per cent. Therefore, it is train roulette
when someone fronts up at Frankston as to whether he will get a train. In fact, over that
period of time, 1524 trips were cancelled. It was not just a matter of the trains running
late-the trains did not turn up at all. It is a tale of woe.
It is a fact that even with the red rattlers, the former Liberal Government ran a more
reliable system than has this Government. I am sure the honourable member for Ringwood
could give a learned dissertation about how grossly unreliable this incompetent and inept
Government has made the rail service to her constituents. I receive more letters from the
Ringwood electorate than from any other single electorate about how deplorable they
believe to be the standards, late running and cancellations of trains in the Ringwood area.
It was from a person in the electorate of the honourable member for Ringwood that I
received a circular that I had not seen before, which showed that on one day 99·54 per
cent of all suburban electric trains arrived on time at Flinders Street station. I thought,
"This could not be true!" It meant that nearly every train ran on time. I then found that
the date on the circular was 5 January 1978. That indicates that even people at Ringwood
keep records. It just shows what happens when the promised Government-Mrs Setches interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! The honourable member should ignore
interjections from the honourable member for Ringwood, who is out of her place and out
of order.
Mr BROWN-That is very true. However, this deplorable situation is not attributable
only to public transport. As the mother-in-law of the honourable member said on the Hal
Todd radio program two or three weeks ago, the majority of people move around this
State by road.
Mr Walsh interjected.
Mr BROWN-It would take me an hour to tell the Minister.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! The Minister for Public Works is out
of order.
Mr BROWN-As a matter of fact she was great: she was slamming the Government,
but we will not worry about that. As I was saying, the majority of people move around this
State by road. If ever the Government has a case to answer, it is in relation to how it has
directly starved municipalities offunds over the past four years, and more so as a result of
this Budget.
Roads are cracking up throughout this State and, in some areas, they are being turned
back to gravel because this Labor Government has an anti-road bias. It is anti-freeway
and it is anti-road. That is a policy of insanity. The majority of Victorians are moving
around the State by road, and yet the Government starves the municipalities of funds.
What sort of sense that makes is beyond my comprehension.
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I also notice that late last year the present Minister answered a question on notice that
asked what was being done to overcome some of the problems in public transport. One of
the answers was: "the employment of more staff in the railways system". This Budget
discusses expected savings by getting rid of 2000 employees.
Late last year the Minister was saying that one of the things being done to overcome the
problems was the employment of more staff; and yet, as a result of this Budget, honourable
members now know that he is getting rid of 2000 employees. How does he intend to run a
system-which is unreliable even now, because there are insufficient staff to ensure that
trains run on time or turn up at all-with even fewer employees? It will be interesting to
see what happens.
When the Minister made his trip to Orbost on the famous train that was loaded up with
grog-he took the royal carriage behind the train and hooked it up-he went up there to
take a fact-finding tour. Only three months after that tour, a major announcement was
made which had the effect of ensuring that Warragul's freightgate and Korumburra~s
freight centre were closed.
Freightgate staff at Gippsland were told that they would be made redundant. They could
not comprehend that the Minister, who had taken the right royal treatment only three
months earlier, would then announce that the Government would take their jobs away
and close down the centres where they were employed.
It is a fact that the freight centres at Warragul and Korumburra are being closed at the
present time. It is of concern to the people who were employed at those centres and to the
communities in general. It is also of concern to a number of other rural communities
where other freightgate closures have been announced.

What did the Premier say when he was confronted with the backdown in relation to
enforced amalgamations? He said-and if ever there was a quotable quote, it is this one:
I am not going to get too perturbed about seats in the bush-we have only got three or four anyway.

The Premier is reported in the press of 4 September as having made that statement. He
said that he would not get too perturbed about some rural seats. I do not know whether
the absence of the honourable member for Morwell is related in any way to the fact that
the Premier does not care about her.
The Premier virtually said that he could not care less about his own colleagues. I can
understand the Premier being upset at Barry Murphy, the honourable member for
Gippsland Province in another place, because on a heated issue in that area-that is the
sell-off of land-that honourable member has said publicly, "I will see that it does not
happen. I will go to the Minister for Transport".
I am prepared to praise that honourable member for saying that; at least he has the
capacity to see that the public interest is not being served by the flogging off of public land
that is occurring in his area, where tenants of long standing will not have the opportunity
of purchasing their own assets and where they are being as good as forced off the properties
that they, and in some cases, their fathers before them, have been leasing.
I have had representations from all over the State as far afield as the electorate of my
colleague, the honourable member for Benambra, and constituents of his to constituents
of all honourable members of this House who lease railway land in the V/Line areas, who
know what the policy of the Government is and that without exception when their leases
expire their properties will go to auction.
How would anyone like to be a lessee of the Government and know that the day that
the lease expires that property is up for grabs and that the lessee's assets are up for grabs
also? It is not only the land that the Crown undeniably owns but also the assets that these
people have put on these properties at their full cost. This money grabbing grubby
Government intends to put to auction their improvements.
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That is a scandalous situation. It has cost the Government the seat of Gippsland
Province held by the Honourable Barry Murphy in the other place. He is finished politically.
He knows it, but at least he has had the guts to stand up and say, "I will try to fight it in
Melbourne and try to get something done about it".
What can be done about the Government's union mates? I am glad that I was not the
member of the Australian Labor Party who, when walking into a union pub, was sprayed
with grog, and I am glad that I was not the Labor Party Minister whose office was visited
by unionists who, because the Minister did not agree to see them, kicked down a door. To
my dismay that incident occurred to the present Minister for Transport. It is deplorable. I
can understand the concern of trade unionists with the way in which the Government is
treating them and I understand that tempers can become frayed. However, I put on record
that I do not support those actions.
The Government has squandered more than $2 million to duplicate the western line
centralised traffic control system solely to appease the Australian Railways Union. In a
nutshell, the issue is that one union has traditionally run this system, which operates
trains-signals-for more than twenty years and, because the ARU wants a piece of the
action, the former Minister for Transport, Steve Crabb, and now the present Minister for
Transport, has duplicated an unnecessary system at a cost of more than $2 million-just
to appease the AR U.
That is a deplorable situation. The Government is trying to buy off Joe Sibberas. That
man effectively runs public transport in Victoria, anyway, not only because he controls
the largest transport union in Victoria but also because he is chairman of the Government's
policy committee.
Joe Sibberas comes into Parliament House, goes down to Drummond Street, Carlton,
goes to all the seminars and to all the committee meetings, and he says what will happen.
That has happened for some four years during which the Labor Party has been in
government and it still happens.
It is disgraceful and pathetic that the Government is prepared to appease him by
throwing away $2 million and the employment that it can create is only seven staff
members.
It was pleasing to note the formation of a Cabinet subcommittee, which includes the
Premier, the Treasurer and the Minister for Transport, to oversee the transport portfolio
and to try to address some of the matters that I have raised tonight and bring about some
change in the amounts of money being poured down the plug hole.

The present Minister for Transport, besides Joe Sibberas, is virtually ex officio. The
Government has appointed Russell Ingersoll, a man in whom I have no reason but to
have absolute confidence who, from my understanding, is doing a good job, to do this job.
It is saying something when a present Minister is in fact removed or made ex officio by
the setting up of a Government subcommittee and the bringing in of a person who is well
regarded in the Public Service.
I was pleased to see the embarrassing reversal of the Minister for Transport on the issue
of the West Gate Freeway. He had said that the Government would build only half the
freeway, but he announced about two weeks ago that he had changed his mind. The fact
of the matter is that the Honourable Reg Macey in another place can take pride in his
achievement to get this freeway completed for the constituents in the province that he
represents, because that is the truth of it.
Recently, I raised an issue in the House which upset the Minister for Transport. The
Road Construction Authority had awarded a tender not to the lowest tenderer and this
action cost taxpayers of Victoria $800 000. I drew to the attention of the House that Colls
Mann Construction of Wodonga had tendered a figure of $800 000 less than the tender
that was accepted and that this tender was in order.
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Mr Pope-You were shown to be wrong.
Mr BROWN-I do not usually allow nonentities to distract me, and I shall continue
that policy. Not only was I shown that I was not wrong, but also that I was right. I was
right then and I remain right. That public servants will not take the time to pick up a
telephone and speak to a tenderer that is nearly $1 million less than the one that the Labor
Party Government accepted, thus costing taxpayers $800 000, is a disgrace.
I said that this action was either gross incompetence or dishonesty, the dishonesty being
to the effect that a public servant would not pick up a telephone in an endeavour to say
that there was a difference in the specifications for the tenders. That is the dishonesty. It is
not dishonesty in the form that anyone is on the take. I know that the firm that won the
tender is beyond question; there is no doubt about that. The successful tenderer was not
involved in any low activity. The fact of the matter is that the lowest tender was not
successful and it should have been the one that was accepted. I reiterate that the cost to
the community was $800 000 because a public servant would not pick up a telephone.
I shall refer to the removal of Ken McIntyre from the board of the Metropolitan Transit
Authority-an absolutely scurrilous action by the present Minister for Transport. There
is no better person equipped in Victoria to be on that board as a user representative than
Ken McIntyre, and it was scurrilous behaviour that when Ken MClntyre had the decency
to stand up for what was right the Minister for Transport moved agaInst him because he
could not stand criticism.
That is the present Minister's biggest problem-he cannot stand criticism, regardless of
the fact that it was right. As a consequence, Ken McIntyre has been removed and Australian
Labor Party hacks and cronies have been put on the boards of both the Metropolitan
Transit Authority and the State Transport Authority. Much more will be said about that
by the Opposition in the future.
The Opposition also notes that only 75 of Melbourne's 213 railway stations are now to
be fully manned despite the promises that the Labor Party Government gave when it said,
"We give an unconditional commitment that every railway station in the metropolitan
Melbourne area will be manned daily from first train to last". That was a commitment by
the former Minister for Transport, Steve Crabb, when the Labor Party was in opposition.
Now, two-thirds of those stations will not be manned.

Mr Reynolds-Broken promises!
Mr BROWN-It is a broken promise. Elderly people are worried and young people are
at risk. They cannot buy a ticket and no protectlOn is offered to them when they get off
trains at unmanned railway stations at night. This Government promised that that would
not happen.
Honourable members are aware of the Governmenfs attitude towards the Maroondah
Cycle Training Club and its occupancy ofland at Kilsyth. The club's rental was increased
from $1 a year to $600 a ,year, That IS not a bad slug in the guts-the rental under the
former Liberal Party Government was $1 a year. The land was offered at that rental to a
worthwhile community ~oup to run a worthwhile community facility, yet the Labor Party
Government increased Its rent from $1 a year to $600 a year. The club is going out of
business, and this Government stands condemned. The local members of Parliament in
the area with Labor Party affiliations should hang their heads in shame.
The croquet club of Drouin has had a 788 per cent increase in rent, to more than $2000.
This Government of the people which asked the community to vote it into office and said
it would look after its people has done something like that. The former Liberal Government
was happy to see worthwhile community groups established hut this Government has
destroyed those groups by impossible increases in club rents. "Miserable" is too kind an
expression to apply to the Government. As I do not wish to be thrown out of the Chamber,
I shall leave that comment there.
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Last month I accepted an invitation to visit the Port of Geelong Authority. On arriving
there, my colleagues and I were refused admission on the edict of the present Minister. He
said that, for reasons known to myself, I had approached the Port of Geelong Authority.
That is untrue. I was approached. He also said that I failed to approach him in his position
as Minister.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BROWN-On 26 June, I advised the Minister that I would visit the authority on 9
JUly. I told him the purpose of the visit and the time of the visit. The Minister misled the
community on this, as he has done on several other issues.
Because of the time constraint, I shall mention only that the Flinders Street station
redevelopment project will be pursued with considerable vigour by the Opposition.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Stirling)-Order! The honourable member's time has
expired.
Mr POPE (Monbulk)-It is pitiful to hear the honourable member for Gippsland West
and previous members of the Opposition shout into the microphones of this Chamber
about what is contained in the 1986-87 Budget.
The honourable member for Gippsland West mentioned on several occasions what he
believes to be wrong with the transport sector. None of his allegations have ever been
substantiated, yet honourable members have to sit through this shouting exercise in the
House.
Mr Perrin-On a point of order, Mr Acting Speaker, I direct your attention to the state
of the House.

A quorum was formed.
Mr POPE-It is unfortunate that honourable members must hear, not only in the
Chamber but also in the corridors of Parliament, the honourable member for Gippsland
West shouting out allegations about the transport sector that he has never been able to
substantiate. Those allegations cannot be substantiated because they have no foundation.
At some other stage, honourable members might like to discuss the inability of the
honourable member for Gippsland West to prove his allegations.
In the meantime, I speak about the excellent Budget presented by the Treasurer. In five
different areas this State is far ahead of any other State in economic growth. Not only has
the Treasurer pointed out the continued employment growth in Victoria that has not been
experienced in other States but he has also explained the reason for the lack of
unemployment in Victoria. Indeed, for every month of the past 39 months, Victoria has
led Australia with the smallest unemployment figures.

Honourable members interjecting.
l\lr POPE-Even though the honourable member for Rodney disputes that fact, the
Australian Bureau of Statistics has shown that in the past 39 months Victoria's
unemployment figures have been the lowest of any State.
How many times have we heard honourable members opposite shouting out that that
is what the Government inherited? The fact is that in the last 36 months of the Liberal
Government, on eight occasions only did it achieve the lowest unemployment rate in
Australia. I am bewildered by the attitude of honourable members opposite.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr POPE-In the last three years in Government, the Liberal Party could manage only
eight months out of 36 with the lowest unemployment rate in Australia, whereas the Labor
Government has had the lowest unemployment rate consistently for 39 months. That puts
to shame the interjections and accusations of honourable members opposite.

878

ASSEMBLY

1 October 1986

Adjournment

The third area of note in the Budget is that of no new taxes. Honourable members
opposite have said on numerous occasions that not only has the Government imposed
excessive taxes over the past four years but that it would do so again in the Budget on 17
September. The Leader of the Opposition was almost paranoid about the fact that the
Government would put some extra excise on cigarettes. Obviously it is because the Leader
of the Opposition is a smoker himself.
In accordance with Sessional Orders, the debate was interrupted.

ADJOURNMENT
Calder Highway-Tendering system of Public Works Department-Proposed gaol for
CastIemaine-Housing Guarantee Fund Ltd-Reward offered for information leading
to convictions-Gardenvale-Caulfield bus route-Curriculum design for girls
The SPEAKER-Order! The time appointed by Sessional Orders for me to interrupt
the business of the House has now arrived. The question is that the House do now adjourn.
Mr REYNOLDS (Gisborne)-I raise for the urgent attention of the Minister for
Transport a matter that concerns a stretch of the Calder Highway at the 64-65 kilometre
post in the vicinity of the Black Forest.
At that point is a seemingly innocuous curve in the roadway. I have often driven along
this stretch of road and I have inspected it on foot and have found no problem. However,
in the past year there have been five separate accidents on that curve and in each accident
someone has lost his or her life.
The matter has caused some concern to the municipalities of Woodend and Gisborne.
Representatives of those municipalities, in company with senior officers of the Road
Construction Authority from Ballarat, met to inspect the curve. As those officers pulled
up to alight from their cars an accident occurred a few metres from them in which another
life was lost.
In an the accidents a vehicle has skidded on the curve either into oncoming traffic or
into trees which are not far from the edge of the road. The cause of the accidents or the
skidding are not at all obvious to the naked eye. On some occasions the road becomes
dangerous if it is wet or a little moist, particularly after a long dry spell; on some occasions
there may be ice on the road if there has been a heavy frost or the bitumen may be shiny
although it was laid four or five years ago.
The curve is dangerous to passing motorists. Numerous accidents have also occurred
where no-one has been badly hurt.
The curve is also a danger to the State Emergency Service personnel who have to attend
at the scene of accidents. Because the Calder Hi~hway consists of four lanes, motorists
travel at the full 100 kilometres an hour speed limIt and they do not slow down even when
an accident is visible in front of them.
Following an inspection of the scene by officers from the municipalities and the Road
Construction Authority, advisory signs have been erected providing speed warnings, road
conditions and so on. The area is adequately sign posted but many motorists using an open
highway do not take much notice of advisory signs.
Skid resistant measures are being undertaken and the matter is being assessed. The
Road Construction Authority is carefully assessing changes to the camber of the road.
I urge the Minister to make the necessary money, manpower and expertise available so
that the problem can be rectified as soon as humanly possible.
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley)-I express my concern to the Minister for Public Works
at the system of tendering conducted by the Public Works Department; the execution of
many of its contracts and the supervision of tenderers. I cite as an example a contract
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which was let for works at the Rutherglen High School. The works entailed the connection
of the high school to the town sewerage and the upgrading of the water supply and fire
services.
The contract price was $249 950 and the contract was let to S. and O. Plumbing of
Melbourne. Tenders closed on 5 March and the contract was let to S. and O. Plumbing on
23 March.
The first site meeting occurred on 8 May 1986 and the contractor commenced work in
June. Throughout the remainder of July, August and the first half of September few site
meetings or investigations were undertaken by the department, although it was aware of
the problems which had developed at the site; so much so that officers of the department
called at the site on 16 September and acted to ensure that reports were submitted to the
department and that unsatisfactory work was reported. Officers from the department acted
to ensure that open trenches were closed.
The school council contacted me and expressed concern at the lack of supervision by
the contractor; the absence of an on-site inspector and the occasional visit by persons
representing the contractor, usually on a Friday.
The council also complained that inappropriate personnel had been employed. The
contractor had employed two previously unemployed plumbers but did not provide any
supervision.
The ad hoc nature of the scheduling of the work was also cited as another problem, as
was the lack of site meetings. Apart from the first three site meetings, no site meetings
were held in July, August and the first part of September.
It would appear that although 140 days were allowed for the contract to be completed
by 11 November, the contractor is well behind schedule. It has been alleged that the
contractor has a record of uncompleted contracts and is a slow payer to subcontractors.
It has also been alleged that fire and safety precautions were not adhered to and trenches
were left open.

The school council also expressed concern about its legal liability if any school children
were involved in accidents while the works were being undertaken.
While the contractor has been on the site the water main was broken on one occasion,
as was the gas main and the telephone service was broken and remained out of order for a
day and a hale
Officers from the Public Works Department at Wangaratta, who are supervising the
work, have tried extremely hard to ensure that the tenderer has carried out the work
satisfactorily. When the officers discovered that the work was not being done they visited
the site and ordered another tenderer to close over the open trenches so that adequate
safety prevailed.
There needs to be a closer inspection of the tenderers who submit tenders to the Public
Works Department and a closer investigation of their credentials and their ability to
undertake contracts. The Public Works Department has many contracts throughout the
State and it cannot be expected to supervise all contractors.
Mr KENNEDY (Bendigo West)-I direct a matter to the attention of the Treasurer
regarding the proposed development of a new gaol at Castlemaine. Will the Treasurer
again consider funding for the project and do all that is possible to ensure that a master
plan is made for the project at the earliest possible opportunity?
The Government has made a genuine commitment to build a gaol at Castlemaine after
considerable research into the construction needs of a correctional facility in Victoria. The
Government decided Castlemaine would be the place to locate the gaol.
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The gaol is important because it will replace the antiquated 130-year-old gaol at
Castlemaine. The proposal for the new gaol is supported by the Castlemaine community.
This project is an important part of the economic development ofCastlemaine.
In 1984 the Government said Castlemaine was a strategic growth centre. A large
proportion ofjobs depend on a small number of industries and therefore the Government
made a commitment of$25 000 to match local council contributions for the establishment
of a working committee, which is now working well.
The proposed new gaol is a major capital works investment that will cost approximately
$25 million. It will house 250 prisoners, whereas the present gaol accommodates only 100.
Staffing in the prison will be substantially increased, from 45 to 165. Earlier this year the
Government said that it intended to proceed with the correctional services facility and to
have the tendering completed and the work under way by now. Originally the project was
to be completed partly by 1988 and totally by 1989.
The Government is facing considerable financial difficulties in the area of capital works
since the Loan Council reduced the capital input and as a result of the loss of petroleum
revenue. I seek an assurance from the Treasurer that the project will be started as soon as
possible.
Mr PESCOTT (Bennettswood)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Consumer Affairs, which concerns his responsibility for the administration of the Housing
Guarantee Fund Ltd.
The House will be aware that in recent years there have been a number of spectacular
crashes of building companies that have gone to the wall and left people who had contracts
with them in a difficult position. The matter deals with a submission the Minister received
from the Housing Guarantee Fund Ltd in January this year that recommended that the
amount of money that could be paid to someone who suffered from a bankruptcy during
construction could be raised from the current maximum level of $] 2 000 to a proposed
maximum level of$20 000.
The fund also recommended to the Minister that if a builder walked away from a
contract and failed to complete the work, the current maximum claim of$12 000 could be
raised to $20 000. A further recommendation was that where defects in workmanship had
been sighted after the first year after the date of the certificate of occupancy, the maximum
claim could be raised from $12 000 to $20 000.
I ask the Minister why it is that since January this year he has not agreed to the
recommendations from the Housing Guarantee Fund Ltd. The recommendations are in
the interests of consumers and would not cost the consumers any more money. I understand
the fund has arranged with insurers to provide this cover at no extra cost.
I suspect the Minister will say that at present there is a review of legislation in this area
but I put it to him that that review deals with matters of substance and not with a small
item that merely changes the numbers in the current regulations. The fund has been
pressing the Minister on this matter for eight months. I also wish to press him to make a
decision in favour of those changes.
Mr NORRIS (Dandenong)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services. I preface my remarks by reminding the Minister of the number
of times rewards have been successfully offered in an endeavour to flush out information
that will eventually lead, in many instances, to the apprehension and conviction of the
guilty.
Of course r~wards are often offered by private individuals for the return of property that
might have been lost and for missing persons or pets. However, rewards offered by the
State for information leading to a conviction are offered only after long and serious
deliberations by the Minister and the Premier in conjunction with the Victoria Police and
the Chief Commissioner of Police, Mr Miller.
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I ask the Minister to consider the possibility of offering a reward for information leading
to the conviction of the perpetrator of the office fire at the electorate office of the honourable
member for Gippsland West in Kooweerup. I remind honourable members that the
honourable member for Gippsland West requested that a reward be offered in an endeavour
to track down those responsible.
The Sun of 17 September said:
iMr Brown, the Opposition spokesman and member for Gippsland West said he would be seeking the
an nouncement of a substantial reward from the Chief Commissioner of Police.

This incident has received considerable pUblicity.
I have before me the front page of the Cranbourne Sun of September 22 which is
headlined, "It is obviously a political fire". That is a quote from the honourable member
for Gippsland West. It must have been an unusual break-in because one of the most
interesting aspects of the report on the break-in was that the honourable rl1ember said:
Every file for the past eight years was systematically searched.

I sympathise with the honourable member on having his office violated, as it were. I just
believe that eight years of political files would be a lot of files-a devil of a lot of files! If
every file in the honourable member's office gathered over the past eight years was
systematically searched before being set alight then the intruders must have been there for
some time.
However, the honourable member does believe that it was a political fire, and I quote
in part an article in the Cranbourne Sun, 22 September which states:
At this stage there is no -firm grounds for prosecution although Mr Brown has indicated that he may have some
idea as to whom the culprit may be.
In my capacity as a member of Parliament and a shadow Minister I have certain thoughts and suspicions on
the matter.
I have passed these on to the police and hope for a quick resolution ofthe case.

The honourable member has passed these thoughts and suspicions on to the authorities. I
hasten to add that the fire took place on 16 September and it is now 1 October; he was
hoping for a quick resolution but he has not got one.
I return to my original point: will the Minister give consideration to a reward for the
apprehension and conviction of the perpetrators of the fire in the office of the honourable
member for Gippsland West?
Of course, it is a perplexing matter, because as the Leader of the Opposition said, he
believed the incidents were politically motivated and linked to the Opposition's criticism
of the Hinders Street station redevelopment program. The Leader of the Opposition said
that he feared for the safety of Liberal Party members and that he would write to the Chief
Commissioner of Police, Mr Mick Miller, calling for an inquiry.
This is a serious and complex matter. I go back again to the fact that, according to the
honourable member for Gippsland West, the perpetrato~ searc\led every singlt: ~le that
the honourable member had accumulated over the past eIght years. I ask the MInIster to
give consideration to acceding to the request of the honourable member for Gippsland
West that a reward be offered.
Mr TANNER (Caulfield)-I raise with the Minister for Transport, once again, the
problems besetting bus routes 601 and 602 that travel from the Gardenvale and Caulfield
areas to the city. The Minister will be aware that over the past year I have contacted him
concerning these bus routes, particularly the services provided on bus route 601. On those
occasions I have raised with the Minister the problem of the poor behaviour of some of
the bus drivers, particularly towards young schoolchildren and elderly people.
I have also raised with him the inconvenience caused by the lack of punctuality of the
buses on these bus routes. Recently in Parliament, I raised with the MinIster the problems
Session 1986-29
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and inconvenience caused to people in the Gardenvale area by the temporary turning
circuit of bus route 601 in that area. I also raised with him the need for the bus service
from route 601 to be reintroduced from the North Road and Kooyong Road intersection.
Tonight I wish to raise with the Minister the concern felt by many people in the area
about the termination of the bus service on route 601 and 602 possibly well short of the
City.
As the Minister would be aware, the bus services on these routes at present travel
through the city along Swanston Street.
There is a concern that the Minister is ~ving consideration to terminating these bus
routes well short of the city, possibly at the lntersection of Commercial Road and St Kilda
Road. Whether it is this intersection or some other intersection, the community in the
Gardenvale and Caul field areas are unsure, but the rumour is around that the service will
be terminated.
My concern on behalf of these people is that if the bus service is terminated well short
of the city, it could in time lead to the total demise of the service. Obviously one of the
great attractions of these bus services is that the buses travel right into the city along
Swanston Street, and it is of great convenience to people living in the Gardenvale and
Caul field areas.
If these bus services are terminated well short of the city and commuters and other
people who use the services on a less regular basis are forced to travel on some other form
of transport to the city, of course the attractiveness of these services will be greatly reduced.
I appeal to the Minister to advise the residents of Caulfield and Gardenvale that these
bus services are not ~oing to have their present routes through the city terminated, and
that the bus routes wlll for many years to come have the service that the people in these
areas so look forward to.
Mrs HIRSH (Wantirna)-I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for Education
which concerns an important issue which has implications for the curriculum design in
the maths and science areas and technology in particular. Different learning styles of boys
and girls are starting to be noted and recognised by educators and others. The need to
teach material using different methods is beginning to gain recognition.
A recent article in the Sun of September 30 discussed a report from the United States of
America which purport to show the biologically-based difference between female and male
brains. It is important that these studies be considered in their proper context and not be
used to put down women and their ability.
Some of the interviews published in the Sun article do tend to do this sort of thing. They
tend to put down the ability of women. Findings should be considered in a context of
curriculum design and teaching methods. It is important to realise the differences in brain
structure and function between males and females. I am talking about the difference in the
organisation of the brain so that men and boys tend to look at things in a visual-spatial
way, whereas women's language is much better and much stronger as a general rule.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mrs HIRSH-This sort of trivialisation of an important issue is what always takes
place when thoughtless people and those who know nothing of the issues do not listen and
do not bother to take notice of what is being said.
Girls have always been disadvantaged in maths, science and technology areas. One way
this is demonstrated is by the fact that when girls want to get into apprenticeships in nontraditional areas one of the barriers they must overcome is a test of mechanical reasoning,
which is a test to cover visual-spatial aspects of brain functioning.
When these questions are asked using different methods, one finds that the ~rls'
performances end up being on the test far superior. I request the Minister to investlgate
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the possibility of a differential curriculum design and teaching methods in maths, science
and technology areas for girls to enable them to realise their potential that they reach when
different methods are used to teach the same material.
It is important that girls be enabled by teaching methods to realise and develop the same
sorts of potential that boys do during their education and early years at home and at
school.

Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-In response to the honourable member for Bendigo West, I
have given an indication that the Government remains committed to the construction of
the Castlemaine prison, and I have certainly been well aware of the merits of the proposal
because the honourable member has kept me informed oflocal developments and ensured
that maximum pressure is applied towards allocating funds to the construction of the
prison.
As the honourable member for Bendigo West is aware, the shortage of available capital
funds in the 1986-87 Budget meant that the capital works program overall was tight.
Honourable members will be well aware of that with the presentation of this year's Budget.
However, one of the major factors in determining the timing of the construction of the
Castlemaine prison is the Australian Loan Council's global allocations. The State
Government will be using maximum effort to ensure a reasonable allocation in the 1987-88
Budget.
I assure the honourable member that, following his representations tonight, I shall have
the matter more closely examined by the capital works team of the Department of
Management and Budget and discuss the matter with the Attorney-General to make
available the decision of the Government as soon as practicable.
Mr ROPER (Minister for Transport)-The honourable member for Gisborne raised
the serious accident rate on a corner of the Calder Highway, Bendigo. He and I have
discussed the matter and, for those who are simply amateurs in this area, it is difficult to
understand why the accidents occur.
Mr Brown-They run into each other.
Mr ROPER- This happens to be a serious matter where, for no accountable reason,
five people have been killed since Christmas. There is nothing in the road design or
surrounding area that would suggest why those acccidents occurred.
I agree with the honourable member that the matter needs serious attention not only
from the Road Construction Authority but also the Road Traffic Authority and any other
bodies that may have contributions to providing an answer to the problem. It appears that
vehicles go onto the other side of the four-lane road from both sides, which is a fairly
unusual ocurrence, and they run into difficulties that the police cannot explain either.
I assure the honourable member and all people who use that road, that all the people
who can work on this problem will deal with it, because five fatal accidents in a year in
such an area is extremely serio'us.
The honourable member for Caul field raised the issue of routes 601 and 602. The
honourable member for Brighton has been making freedom of information requests about
thos~ two routes and, I suspect, has been buried in a mountain of material by now. The
situation with those two routes and other routes in the Moorabbin inner area is that they
are always under review to determine how they can be improved. I have listened to what
the honourable member said about the future of the routes, and shall certainly take it into
account in any such review.
Mr WALSH (Minist~r for Public Works)-The honourable member for Murray Valley
referredto the Ruthergle'n High School and S. and O. Plumbing of Melbourne, the successful
contractor for that school, which is not conforming to the standard level. I was pleased to
hear him say that officers of my department had visited the site and rectified most of the
existing problems. The matters he raised about closer inspection of contractors is a move
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my department has started to implement because of issues raised by other people concerning
contractors.
For too long, some contractors who have been successful in Government projects have
not been fully scrutinised. That system has existed for many years, but the department is
now addressing the problem and will rectify it. One must realise that contracting in the
building construction area is a highly risky business and my department must try to
exercise all the scrutiny that it can. I shall take up the matter and inform the honourable
member of the outcome in due course.

Mr SPYKER (Minister for Consumer Affairs)-The honourable member for
Bennettswood raised a matter concerning the Housing Guarantee Fund Ltd in relation to
a letter that the fund wrote to me in January. I took action upon that letter because I am
aware of shortcomings in the fund. He also mentioned a number of problems concerning
collapses of companies; I suppose that will happen from time to time as it is the nature of
the building industry.
The honourable member raised the possibility of lifting the ceiling of $12 000. Since I
became responsible for this function when it was transferred from the Local Government
Department, only two cases went over the $12 000 ceiling. The advice I have is that 98
per cent of the claims are within the current ceiling, so lifting the ceiling alone will not
solve the problem with which new home builders are confronted. Their major complaint
has been that, when allocations are made, the fund does not deal sympathetically with
their claims. They base their claim, first of all, on the fact that the board is represented by
six people from the industry and there is only one person representing myself as Minister
and one person representing the Director of Consumer Affairs; also that a number of
inspectors are retired builders, so there is an alleged bias for the builder against the new
homeowner who is making the claim.
The fund tends to operate as an insurance company, which is something about which I
am concerned. That is why I released the discussion paper last week. I think the honourable
member has a copy of it and I shall welcome any comments he wishes to make. I intend
to introduce an amending Bill in the autumn sessional period to ensure that extensions
and renovations, which have become a multi million dollar industry with many new
homeowners spending large sums on extensions, restumping and recladding, are brought
under the provisions of the Act.
When Parliament amends the Act to include renovations and extensions, extra security
will be given to homeowners that is now only provided to new homeowners. A substantial
clean-up has occurred in the new homeowner industry. Even when a collapse occurs,
adequate finances have been available in the fund to compensate people who have not
had their homes completed.
My advice is that 98 per cent of claims are within the $12 000 limit, so simply raising
the limit will not solve the problems. The Government will be seeking the cooperation of
honourable members in the autumn sessional period to amend the Act to ensure that new
homeowners and renovators have additional protection.

Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-The honourable
member for Dandenong raised with me the possibility that a reward may be offered for
the apprehension and conviction of persons responsible for the fire at the electorate office
of the honourable member for Gippsland West. A similar suggestion had already been put
forward by the honourable member for Gippsland West himself. I have considerable
sympathy for the feelings of the honourable member for Gippsland West about this
matter.
Undoubtedly, members of Parliament put an immense amount of work and concern
into the files that are accumulated over a lengthy period of representation in a particular
electorate and to see the results of all that work destroyed by fire must be a devastating
experience.
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Similarly, I have sympathy for the predicament of the owner of the building, a Mr Peter
Vandenberg, who sees himself with a loss of some $60000 which mayor may not be
completely covered by the insurance on the premises.
The situation would be serious enough if it had been simply a matter of accidental fire,
which had destroyed so much valuable work and property. It would be serious enough if
it were a straightout case of arson perpetrated, perhaps, for the purposes of insurance fraud
or in an attempt to cover up perhaps a robbery or some other offence.
It takes on a further dimension when the headline covering the whole matter in the
Cranbourne Sun, to which the honourable member for Dandenong has already made
reference, quotes the honourable member for Gippsland West as saying, "It is obviously a
political fire." I take it that the honourable member is not seriously suggesting that it is his
own political organisation that burnt down his electorate office, so there is only one
possible implication about where the finger is being pointed in this instance, and the
Leader of the Opposition has jumped on the bandwagon of the honourable member for
Gippsland West and further pointed that same finger in that same direction.
There may be some dispute on the part of the Leader of the Opposition about precisely
what he said and precisely how he was reported on this subject over the weekend, but
some parts of the transcript of television news services over the weekend are not in
dispute. On the Channel HSV7 news on Saturday night, Miss Hosking, the interviewer,
was quoted as saying, "Jeff Kennett is more concerned about a series of break-ins on
several Liberal Party members' offices during the past ten days.They include a fire at the
Kooweerup electorate office of the Liberal MP, Alan Brown. Mr Kennett believes they are
linked to the Opposition's criticism of the Flinders Street development project." Similarly,
on Channel ABC2, Mr Kennett was quoted as saying, "The incidents have only occurred
to those members of my team who have been involved in investigating the Hinders Street
redevelopment project on which the Government is now involved in a massive cover-up
and it has only happened since we started pursuing this matter in the Parliament."

Those comments, taken in conjunction with what the honourable member for Gippsland
West had already said public, have only one possible meaning, and there is only one
interpretation that the honourable member for Gippsland West and the Leader of the
Opposition intended should be put on them, and that was that the responsibility for this
fire and for the other incidents to which the Leader of the Opposition has referred, should
be sheeted home to members of the Government party.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I ask
that the Minister answering the question try desperately this time to be accurate in what
he says. At no stage did any member from this side of the House sheet home to or accuse
one member of the Government benches of being associated with this fire. Surely, he owes
the House some degree of accuracy and honesty.
The SPEAKER-Order! On the point of order, I am having some difficulty in relating
the matter raised by the honourable member for Dandenong with the Minister's response
on whether or not there ought to be a reward offered, and I ask the Minister whether he
could arrive at that point and continue, but I do not uphold the point of order.
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emeq~ency Services)-I have been asked to
demonstrate to the House whether there is justIfication for the offer of a reward in
circumstances that are relevant to the fire in the office of the honourable member for
Gippsland West.
I thought that the honourable member for Gippsland West might have been a little
appreciative that I have taken up his own proposition that a reward might be appropriately
offered in this matter. If it is to be argued that there is any other possible interpretation on
the words "It is a political fire" than that the fire was the work or had been brought about
by members on the opposite side of the political fence from the honourable member for
Gippsland West, then I invite him to explain himself.
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I shall address myself to some other aspects of this extraordinary murky affair as it is
now turning into, and that is to the obfuscations that have been spread about by the
Leader of the Opposition.
The Leader of the Opposition entered the Chamber this morning clothed in selfrighteousness, to accuse me of having misrepresented him at question time yesterday. It
was claimed that I had not approached him to check whether the transcript of the television
news on Saturday night was, in fact, a correct transcript of what had been said on the
Saturday night.
However, the point I make is that the remarks made on the television news were made
on the Saturday night. There was no denial later on Saturday when the first opportunity
arose, there was no denial on the Sunday when a further opportunity presented itself, there
was no denial on the Monday - The SPEAKER-Order! The Minister is taking the opportunity to elaborate on a matter
that I am sure will be aired again in the House tomorrow, as it is Grievance Day, and I
believe he would be better taking the available time allocated to him tomorrow to go
through this matter, chapter and verse, and I ask him again to come back to the question
raised by the honourable member for Dandenong.
Mr MATHEWS-The point I am making to the House in reply to the honourable
member for Dandenong is a simple one: the offer of a reward is sometimes an effective
method of getting to the truth of matters where the truth would not otherwise emerge. I
have said that what was originally a serious enough situation-a deliberately caused fire
in the office of a member of Parliament-has been rendered even more serious by the
accusation that it was a political fire. It has been rendered more serious again by linking
incidents involving the electorate offices and premises of other Opposition members to
circumstances where the Leader of the Opposition has suggested plainly enough that a
conspiracy exists in connection with the Fhnders Street station redevelopment project and
that these fires are in some way connected to it.
The honourable member for Gisborne says, by interjection, that I should get back to the
reward.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)- On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I draw
your attention to Standing Order No. 109, which relates to irrelevance or tedious repetition.
I suggest that the Minister no longer be heard and that you uphold Standing Order No.
109. He is making a mockery of Parliament.
The SPEAKER- Order! Standing Order No. 109 certainly guides the Chair, the House,
and members concerned with what should be the appropriate way to handle a matter that
is before the Chair on the adjournment of the House.
I ask the Minister to again cease taking the matter as far as he has and to come back to
answering the matter raised by the honourable member for Dandenong.
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-I move:
That Mr Speaker do direct the Minister for Police and Emergency Services to discontinue his speech.

The SPEAKER-Order! Is the honourable member's motion seconded?
Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill)-Yes.
The House divided on the motion (the Hon. C. T. Edmunds in the chair).
Ayes
15
Noes
31
Majority against the motion

16
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Mr Brown
MrColeman
MrCrozier
Mr Oelzoppo
Mr Jasper
Mr Kennett
Mr Lcigh
Mr McGrath
( Warrnamhoof)
Mr Pescott
Mr Reynolds
Mr Richardson
MrTanner
Or Wells

Tellers:
Mr Heffeman
MrWeideman
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NOES
Mr Andrianopoulos
MrCain
MrCathie
OrCoghill
MrCulpin
Mr Cunningham
MrEmst
Mr Fogarty
Mr Fordham
MrGavin
Mrs Gleeson
Mrs Hill
Mrs Hirsh
Mr Kennedy
Mr McCutcheon
Mr Mathews
MrNorris
Mrs Ray
Mr Remington
Mr Roper
MrRowe
Mrs Setches
MrSheehan
Mr Sidiropoulos
MrSimpson
MrSpyker
Mr Stirling
Mrs Toner
MrWalsh

Tellers:
MrSeitz
Mr Shell

Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-The House has made
very plain its feelings about the remarks I was addressing to it immediately before the
Leader of the Opposition moved his motion that I should not be heard, and had that
motion crushed by a three to one majority. What sort of Leader of the Opposition is a
Leader who can only get eleven members to vote for his motion?
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the Opposition)-On a point of order, Mr Speaker, I shall
not ask you to rule on the relevancy of those remarks but on the fact that the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services stated that it was a three to one majority when in fact it
was a two to one majority-which proves that this Government is totally out of control
when it comes to numbers.
The SPEAKER-Order! On the point of order, the Leader of the Opposition is correct
in respect of the figures that were the result of the division. I uphold his point of order.
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-And how effective is
the Liberal Party Whip who can get only half his possible numbers into the Chamber to
vote for a motion moved by his Leader?
The SPEAKER-Order! I ask the Minister to cease his present tack and to return to the
matter that was raised by the honourable member for Dandenong. It is not possible to
control the House and ensure that all honourable members are given protection if the
Minister continues on the way in which he is headed.
Mr MATHEWS-The honourable member for Dandenong raised the Question of the
offer of a reward for information that would lead to the apprehension and conviction of
the offender responsible for the fire in the office of the honourable member for Gippsland
West. I was attempting to suggest to the House some of the circumstances surrounding
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that fire which might need to be taken into consideration by the police and by the
Government in determining whether the offer of a reward was justified.
.I have said that the issue of whether the fire in itself would justify the offer of such a
reward would need to be taken into account, as would the Question of whether the
introduction by the honourable member for Gippsland West and Qy the Leader of the
Opposition of a political dimension into the offence. i have been interrupted many times
in developing my argument.
The SPEAKER-Order! The Minister will ignore interjections.
Mr MATHEWS-You, Sir, have suggested that the more appropriate course would be
to raise this matter during the Grievance Day debate tomorrow, and I am content to
accept your guidance.
Mr CATHIE (Minister for Education)-The honourable member for Wantima raised
the issue of appropriate curriculum design, especially in traditional areas of mathematics
and science, for young Victorian women. I know the strong commitment that the
honourable member has to this issue and her deep interest in, for example, the role of
community providers in T AFE in providing opportunities for women who wish to reenter the work force, gain new vocational skills or simply build up their self esteem to give
them confidence in returning to the work force.
In the areas of aptitude for mathematics and science, girls may be being discriminated
a~ainst. When one examines the breakdown of those who successfully completed the
hIgher school certificate last year, one finds that just over 51 per cent were young Victorian
women but only 25 per cent of those in fact succeeded in subjects such as chemistry,
physics and the more difficult areas of mathematics.
It is for that reason that the Government has indicated to my Federal colleague, Senator
Susan Ryan, that it is prepared to enter into a national project on appropriate curriculum
for girls in Australia so that they will have the opportunity, as should everybody else, of
developing to their full potential.
The House adjourned at 11.34 p. m.
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Thursday, 2 October 1986
The SPEAKER (the Hon. C.
prayer.

t. Edmunds) took the chair at 10.36 a.m. and read the

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

BUDGET PAPERS
Mr KENNETT (Leader of the OppQsition)-1 refer the Treasurer to the numerous
arithmetical errors and discrepancies in the Budget Papers that were exposed by the
Opposition yesterday and I ask him to give an assurance to the House that he will correct
all errors and provide an amended set of Budget Papers so that Victorian taxpayers may
have an unambiguous picture of the Government's position-or does the Treasurer propose
to filibuster this current set of fraudulent and incorrect Budget Papers?
The SPEAKER-Order! The latter part of the question is out of order.
Mr JOLLY (Treasurer)-The Leader of the Opposition is wrong again and the
mouthpiece for the Leader of the Opposition and apparently his only supporter, the
honourable member for Brighton, is also wrong. I shall deal with the so-called errors
referred to yesterday by the honourable member for Brighton. Firstly, the Appropriation
Bill currently being debated contains no suggestion of any error. Secondly, the document
prepared by the Liberal Party and presented to this place yesterday, contained a
fundamental arithmetical error on page 2. In fact, my twelve-year-old daughter could have
solved the problem.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr JOLLY-If adjustments to expenditure are to be made, even allowing for incorrect
propositions as were put forward by the honourable member for Brighton, both years
must be adjusted. If apples are to be compared with apples, a reasonable proposition can
be made. The honourable member for Brighton did not do that. In fact, he used a
technique which I shall explain in detail. He overstated the rate of increase in expenditurea fundamental arithmetical error.
In considering the Australian Loan Council global limits, the honourable member
makes the same mistake again. Ifhe had sought the advice of my departmental officers, he
would have realised that the figures he was referring to excluded the Portland aluminium
smelter. The honourable member for Brighton made that mistake again.
The one error not identified prior to the speech made by the honourable member for
Brighton was contained in the tables prepared by my department. The honourable member
multiplied that error four times to achieve that result, which is a ridiculous proposition.
I shall now refer to a fundamental issue that does not relate to numeracy but to literacy.
The honourable member for Brighton relied on the report of the Auditor-General and
referred to the proposition that recurrent expenditure was financed by capital expenditure.
The Auditor-General noted that with respect to recurrent expenditure and capital
expenditure classifications there was a need to develop a more consistent set of definitions.
Members of the Opposition may well laugh. However, I point out that last year the
honourable member for Brighton apparently believed the national accounting estimates
contained in the Budget Papers were the most reliable and consistent estimates on
expenditure. That was the first table presented by the honourable member last year in his
Budget reply, but this year he did not mention national accounting estimates.
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If the honourable member for Brighton rather than his research assistants had read the
Budget Papers, he would have turned to the national accounts and the data on which he
relied last year and would have recognized that capital expenditure financed by recurrent
expenditure more than offsets the proposition that recurrent expenditure is financed by
capital expenditure.
When one considers those documents which are based on international conventions,
one concludes that there is a surplus rather than a deficit in the current accounts. However,
the honourable member for Brighton completely ignored national accounting figures for
this year, even though he relied on them last year. The Opposition should not talk about
being inconsistent and misleading. As the Minister for Transport interjects, the answer
may be that a different researcher was used by the Liberal Party.
When the honourable member for Brighton makes any speech in this House, he reads
long passages from numerous documents, but he does not present any new information.
I now turn to another important issue. The honourable member for Brighton defines
dividends as taxation. However, he should understand that the Australian Statistician
believes public authority dividends are not taxation, and all honourable members should
understand that. A dividend paid by the State Electricity Commission or the State Bank
of Victoria is not taxation in any sense of the word.
I thank the Leader of the Opposition for his question because it gives me an opportunity
of pointing out how inconsistent is the Opposition. The Opposition has misdefined taxation,
which is apparent from its belief that dividends are taxation. The Opposition apparently
believes brown coal royalties but not petroleum royalties should be defined as taxation.
Why does it not include petroleum royalties in that definition?
Liberal Party researchers might have thought about it but it is obvious that the honourable
member for Brighton did not. The reason that the Opposition did not refer to it is that the
figure for this year compared with last year represents a 35 per cent decrease, so there has
been no consistent taxation increase this year at all.
It is clear that the Liberal Party is grossly incompetent. The honourable member for
Brighton made numerous errors in the small set of statistics he presented to the House.
Such errors have come to be expected because, prior to the Budget, the Leader of the
Liberal Party in another place issued a document which contained an error of $2300
million.

Finally, the Opposition has asked for the establishment of an Estimates Comrnittee.
That request was not made in the original speech of the honourable member for Brighton.
It was only when the Opposition was aware that the National Party was going to introduce
the proposition that it changed its mind. The honourable member for Brighton is a
member of the all-party Economic and Budget Review Committee, but the Opposition
has ignored that fact. Once again the Liberal Party has shown that it is incompetent and
full of economic illiterates.

METROPOLITAN FIRE BRIGADES BOARD
Mr ROSS-EDWARDS (Leader of the National Party)-I refer the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services to the recent resignation of Major-General Jim Hughes as officer
in charge of the Metropolitan Fire Brigades Board. Can the Minister inform the House
whether any financial settlement was entered into between Major-General Hughes and the
Government over and above the normal entitlement to which Major-General Hughes was
entitled?
Mr MATHEWS (Minister for Police and Emergency Services)-The normal
entitlements will apply.

